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ABSTRACT
The national movement to improve reading instruction and learning recognizes that, while there is no single best design for the teaching of reading, scientifically based instructional practices are the keys to successful reading strategies and programs.  Findings from the body of reading research reveal that reading instruction which includes phonological awareness, explicit, systematic phonics, fluency, and reading comprehension is most effective in improving the skills of students and the practices of teachers. Of these elements, the goal is always comprehension. 

In 1996, Georgia began piloting a balanced reading initiative which includes phonological awareness, explicit, systematic phonics, fluency and reading comprehension.  This initiative, Reading First, also provides teachers training in best practices in reading instruction.  On the foundation of Reading First and other state related initiatives, the state of Georgia proposes a comprehensive plan to enable all Georgia children to read well and independently by the end of third grade in accordance with the Reading Excellence Act.

The Georgia Reading Excellence Act Demonstration Sites (GA READS) initiative is a comprehensive plan which includes: Reading Improvement, Tutorial Assistance, and Family Literacy.  In addition to building upon the Reading First initiative, GA READS will incorporate another statewide initiative, The Family Connection. Family Connection was established in 1991 as a community-based approach to improve the lives of Georgia’s children and families through grassroots planning and local decision making. Family Connection, in all of Georgia’s 159 counties effective July 1, 2001, is a state and local partnership to address children and family needs.  These three components are designed to improve reading and reading instruction, assist reading improvement utilizing a one-on-one model, and facilitate the literacy development of families, respectively.

The purpose of GA READS is to establish 50-75 demonstration sites for reading research, instruction, and teacher training.  These GA READS sites will serve approximately 120,000-175,000 children and their families and train approximately 1500-2000 teachers in the teaching of reading founded in scientifically based reading research.  GA READS will team local schools and their communities to understand and implement reading instruction, professional development and family literacy services based upon best practices found in scientifically based reading research through a comprehensive  collaborative planning process.  Each GA READS site will provide, under the guidance and coordination of a Literacy Coach/Professional Developer of  scientific based reading research (SBRR), the facilitation and delivery of reading instruction grounded on SBRR. A part-time Family Literacy Facilitator will be provided in order to promote family literacy and parental involvement in schools where those services are not currently available. Local GA READS schools will be required to submit a comprehensive plan which includes four required components including: 1) an instructional program grounded in scientifically based reading research and best practices found in Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children and Report of the National Reading Panel: Teaching Children to Read Reports of the Subgroups 2) ongoing professional development; 3) a shared governance board; and 4) an evaluation component which assesses the effectiveness of the project’s activities. The purpose of GA READS is to establish model demonstration sites for early childhood development, teacher training in scientifically based reading research and community collaboration. 

‘

Section 1. 
 Introduction

The last decade has been a time of unprecedented growth and opportunity for Georgia. Currently ranked as the 11th most populous state, Georgia’s children and families have directly benefited from strong economy and leadership.  Yet there is still much to be done.  There are still too many children and families in Georgia for whom conditions are not improving.

Georgia ranks 32nd in the nation in child poverty.  In 1993, an estimated 470,440 Georgia children lived in poverty (US Census-1999).  In 1997, there were 50,202 first births into families in poverty, a 1.8 percent rise between 1992-1997. In 1998, Georgia was listed as one of the worst places in the US for children to live, ranked 43rd out of 50 states and the District of Columbia in overall child well being. Twenty-eight percent of the adult population, ages 18 and over, has less than a 9th grade education.  Sixty-two percent of Georgia’s prison inmates 15 or older have less than a high school education, and 60 percent (about 11,500) of these read at or below the eighth-grade level. A large percentage of juveniles entering the juvenile justice system have a functioning grade level 2-3 grades below their expected grade level based on their age. In 1998, 17,484 students were overage in 3rd grade.  A recent reports indicates that Georgia has the highest drop-out rate in the nation.
Georgia is a large state geographically which is rapidly becoming more demographically diverse with growing concentrations of poor and limited English proficient populations in rural, mountain, coastal, urban and suburban settings. The state has invested significant resources to determine the situation of its children and families and is continually building a system of supports needed to improve outcomes.

Under the Reading Excellence Act GA READS will continue to build on the foundation of state-based initiatives designed to improve capacity at the state and local level. Six of these initiatives: Family Connection, Reading First, Early Intervention Programs, Instructional Extension, School Improvement, Teacher Certification in Reading, Early Literacy/Pre-K/Even Start provide a framework and support for this design and its activities to improve reading and literacy among Georgia’s children and their families.  Within this framework, GA READS prescribes both school based and community based approaches focused on children, families and professionals. As a part of each approach, a specific set of activities in the areas of instruction, professional development, family literacy, and transition to first grade for kindergartners will be implemented.  (see Figure A) 
1.1 

Foundation

1.1.A  

Family Connection 

 In 1991, the Family Connection originated through the collaboration of the Georgia Departments of Human Resources, Education and then-Medical Assistance and as a direct result of public momentum and state leadership’s interest in the well being of children and families.  It is a community based approach through which public and private leaders from local government, business, education, civic, and faith-based entities, service providers, and family members join state representatives to pioneer local decision making and design locally relevant strategies that respond to children and family needs.  The Family Connection works toward solutions through grassroots planning and consensus. This expanding and maturing network of community collaboratives operating in 159 counties weaves the threads of the various federal, state, and local programs into a supporting web for Georgia families.  By focusing on the common results desired by a community, each collaborative can link programs to ensure greater effectiveness and wiser use of resources.  

In 1995 a results-accountability framework for Georgia was developed. The cornerstone of the framework is five results areas.  Three of these results areas which are directly aligned with the Reading Excellence Act and the purpose of the Reading and Literacy Grants to State and Local Educational Agencies are as follows:

Children Ready for School

Benchmarks:    2.1 Head Start and Pre-kindergarten Program

Increase the percentage of low-income students in Head Start or Pre-kindergarten programs.

2.2 Early Childhood Programs

Increase the percentage of kindergarten students in preschool or childcare programs.

2.3 Georgia’s Kindergarten Assessment Program (GKAP-R)

Increase the percentage of kindergarten students passing the GA Kindergarten

Assessment Program. Note: GKAP-R covers cognition and general knowledge, motor development and social and emotional development.  It measures student readiness for kindergarten and alerts schools to students who need special assistance.

2.4 Overage in Third Grade

Reduce the percentage of students who are two or more years overage in third grade. Note: Research suggests a significant difference by race and gender.  African-American males are most likely to be overage. 

Children Succeeding in School 

Benchmark:
3.1 Absence from school



Reduce the percentage of students who are absent 10 or more days from school.

Self Sufficient Families

Benchmark:
5.4 Reduce the unemployment rate.

1.1.B  

Reading First

In 1997, Georgia began piloting its own reading reform called Reading First. This K through 3 initiative is focused on training teachers and developing best practices in reading instruction.  The goal of Reading First is to have students in grades K-3 reach higher levels of reading achievement. Reading First provides grants to schools that apply and agree to comply with the requirements established for improving reading instruction. Since phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, and comprehension have been shown to be such vital components of the reading process, as a part of Reading First, Georgia developed an instrument to be used to assess individual student needs across these dimensions.  Teachers are trained in the administration and use of The Georgia Basic Literacy Test (BLT) to determine the reading needs of each child.  The BLT is administered three times per year and provides a framework for assessment and instruction that can be shared across grade levels and among schools.  In addition, teachers are trained in diagnosis and prescription of reading difficulties in all areas assessed by the BLT.   

The components of Reading First consist of:

· Review and approval of commercial reading programs and ancillary materials

· 3 hours of daily reading instruction to include:

- explicit, systematic phonics instruction

- quality literature using district-adopted text materials

- thematic teaching using trade books to teach Georgia’s Quality Core Curriculum in Science and Social Studies to develop fluency and comprehension

· 50 hours of two-tiered professional development in reading  during the first year

· computerized management program to encourage and manage self-selected student reading

· controlled, cumulative sight practice materials for building fluency

· tutoring students by certified staff members not involved in teaching reading

· 25 books read per year by each student

The program is administered through the Curriculum Division of the Georgia Department of Education, with a support staff of reading specialists deployed around the state.  In fiscal year 1996-97, eight pilot schools were selected and are in their fourth year of implementation.  Three hundred and fifty-seven schools were added in 1998-99 and are in their third year of implementation.  In 1999-00, two hundred and forty-nine schools were added and are in their second year of implementation. The 2000-01 school year has been one of consolidation for the schools currently in the program with the continuation funds that have been allocated by the legislature. Twenty-one million
 dollars 
has been appropriated by the legislature for a statewide K-3 reading initiative. This bill will provide reading funds for all schools that develop a reading plan based on one of the models listed (including Reading First) on the Reading Menu provided by the state.

1.1.C  

Teacher Certification in Reading

The Georgia Professional Standards Commission, which is responsible for teacher certification standards in the state, began looking at teacher certification requirements in reading in 1997.  A survey of the 34 teacher-education programs in Georgia found that most required only one course in reading for students preparing for certification to teach in pre-kindergarten through grade five.  Suspecting that reading also might be imbedded in courses not specifically focused on reading, the commission conducted another survey to determine how much total instructional time was devoted to reading.  The survey found that the average time spent on reading was 17.8 percent of the teacher education curriculum, but the range among institutions was dramatic and varied between two and 30 percent.

The commission subsequently has been exploring ways to ensure that students preparing to be teachers receive adequate content in reading, whether in specific courses or as components of other courses.  The commission has convened educators representing all levels of elementary, secondary, and higher education in the state to seek input on ways to ensure that all current and future teachers have the skills they need to teach all children to read.   The Commission has initiated several pilot projects designed to focus on the teaching of reading and assessment of student achievement in reading.  During the 1998-99 school year, teacher certification options in reading were added that include: (1) a Reading Endorsement that can be added to a current teaching certificate if a teacher completes nine hours of course work in reading; (2) a Professional Reading Certificate for teachers who hold a bachelor’s or master’s degree in Early Childhood Education (K-5), Middle School Education, or one of the secondary education majors and who complete nine hours of course work in reading; (3) a Reading Specialist Certificate at the master’s degree level or higher for educators who complete 15 hours of course work and will be involved in administrative roles coordinating reading efforts in schools and school systems.  The commission has also been studying the possibility of requiring a one-year post-baccalaureate internship for all new teachers, as well as splitting the current pre-kindergarten to grade 5 certification into separate pre-kindergarten-grade 2 and grade 3-5 certifications.

In April 1998, the Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia, which operates accredited teacher-education programs at 15 public colleges and universities, approved a new policy to “guarantee” the performance of graduates of its early childhood, elementary, and secondary education programs, with particular attention to effective teaching of reading and mathematics.  Teachers who fail to demonstrate competency in their area of specialization within two years of graduation will be retrained by their alma mater at no cost to the teachers or the employing school districts.

In July 1998, the Regents went further by adopting a recommendation made by the university system chancellor to require students who major in early childhood education (pre-kindergarten to grade 5 certification) to minor in reading and math.  Middle school majors will be required to minor in two of four areas—language arts, math, science, and social studies. The new requirements were implemented for students entering programs in Fall 1999.  A reading improvement task force convened by the Board of Regents is also reviewing the way reading is taught in teacher education programs.  Through this review, the Reading Task Force hopes that courses will be redesigned and new ones developed across the state.

The Board of Regents and 11 of the 15 teacher-education programs in the University System of Georgia have collaborated with the Georgia Professional Standards Commission in the development of the new teacher certification options mentioned above.  In 1999, seven universities offered Summer Reading Institutes for teachers that lead to the Reading Endorsement.  The institutes continued throughout the school year, utilizing the teachers’ classrooms for hands-on experience in applying newly learned skills, and will conclude this summer.  Four universities are developing programs using distance learning technology to prepare teachers for the Reading Endorsement.  These on-line programs will also emphasize classroom applications.  The Reading Endorsement programs will be available for all teachers in grades PreK-12 and will address a broad range of competencies including diagnosing reading problems, prescribing and implementing appropriate instructional plans, and evaluating ongoing student progress.  They will also look at specific needs and characteristics of students at particular grade levels.

1.1.D  

Even Start

Georgia has 17 Even Start Family Literacy Programs which annually serve over 1250 families including nearly 1700 children.  The Even Start model integrates early childhood education, adult literacy, and parenting education into a unified family literacy program that incorporates and designates specific time for parents and children to learn together.  Established by Congress in 1989 and administered by Georgia since 1992, Even Start identifies and builds upon existing and community resources to create a new range of services focused on eliminating poverty and illiteracy among Georgia’s families.  Even Start Family Literacy programs provide a solid foundation upon which to build family literacy services.  The Georgia 

Department of Education is currently developing performance indicators for the evaluation, monitoring and improvement of family literacy programs.  Due for completion in Spring 2001, these performance indicators will provide the standard by which family literacy services established by GA READS sites will be evaluated, monitored and improved.

1.1.E

Georgia’s Pre-Kindergarten Program

Georgia’s Pre-K program has 989 sites in public and private settings.  Of the 625 eligible REA schools, 450 house Pre-K programs. Established in 1993, the model provides 63,500 four-year olds with a structured full-day preschool program.  An evaluation by Georgia State University found that children who attended pre-kindergarten had higher academic and social ratings by their kindergarten teachers and better kindergarten attendance than children who did not attend preschool programs.  The GA Pre-K Program and the Head Start State Collaboration Project have been aligned under Georgia’s Office of School Readiness to build early childhood capacity and to preclude duplication of services.

Georgia has the vision, the commitment, the mechanisms, and the reading initiatives in place at the state and local levels to build capacity to provide, improve, and expand quality programming focused on improving reading and literacy results for its children and families. 

1.2 

Goals and Objectives of the GA READS Initiative

Goal 1: To ensure that all children at participating sites are able to read well and independently by the end of third grade.

Objective 1: Implement school-based reading improvement programs using scientifically based reading research for children grades K through 3.

Objective 2: Provide additional extended learning support through before-school, after-school, weekend, and summer assistance to students in need.

Objective 3: Develop programs that specifically assist kindergarten students who are not ready for transition to first grade, particularly students experiencing difficulties with reading skills.

Objective 4: Utilize research based evaluative tools and instruments to establish base lines prior to the beginning of the project that chart gains as a result of the project relative to student performance.

Objective 5: Conduct early literacy intervention for children who are experiencing reading difficulties in order to reduce the number of children who are incorrectly identified as children with disabilities and inappropriately referred to special education.

Goal 2: To actively engage parents and children during the early childhood years to ensure that children learn to read as soon as they are ready.

Objective 1: Expand family literacy services.

Objective 2: Provide early literacy activities and materials for families to enhance language development and pre-literacy skills 0-4 years.

Objective 3: Provide training for parents regarding how to be the primary teacher for their young children and a full partner in their education.

Objective 4: Establish expected parent participation levels during the first year of the project to involve parents as partners in early literacy activities.

Goal 3: To develop a research-based professional development system that will assist reading teachers in the delivery of best instructional practices which maximize reading gains for all students.

Objective 1: Identify research-based professional development approaches focused on skill acquisition, demonstration and practice.

Objective 2: Identify programs or strategies or facilitate the development of a curriculum that promotes a balanced approach to reading based on scientifically-based reading research.

Objective 2: Provide training on instructional practices for current teachers and other instructional staff using scientifically-based reading research, including findings related to phonemic awareness, systematic phonics, fluency, and reading comprehension.

Objective 3: Promote the use of best practices in school and community-based programs by conducting an annual GA READS Best Practices Institute. 

Objective 4: Provide technology training for teachers and families designed to help students learn through technology.

Objective 5: Develop a technology support system to aid teachers in the field with specific classroom challenges encountered.
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Section 2.  
NEED
Georgia, the nation’s 11th most populous state, serves 1.4 million students in 1946 schools within 180 Local Education Agencies (LEA).  Over half of the state schools are served by Title I resources and 43 percent of all students are eligible to receive free and reduced meals.   While the performance of Georgia’s third graders in reading has increased slightly over the last three years, there continues to be a significant need for reading and literacy improvement for both children and their families.   Some indication of this need is reflected in the data below.  

2.A.1  

Children and Families

· 29 percent of the adult population, ages 25 and over, did not graduate from high school.  Of those:

· .25%  Caucasian

· .41%  African American

· .028%  American Indian

· .023%  Asian

· .34%  Hispanic

· In 1999, 29,278 students dropped out of high school.

· 25,181 students comprise a language minority 

· The number of ESOL students since 1993 has increased by 250 percent.  The current year increase is 25 percent.  

· Between 1995-2005, in the under-age-18 population, it is projected that there will be a 64% rise in Hispanic children and a 53% rise in Asian/Pacific Islander children.

· In 1998, 44 percent of Georgia’s 4th grade students scored below the basic level for reading on NAEP. 

· In 1998, 17 percent of Georgia’s 4th grade students scored below the basic level for writing on NAEP.

· In 1999, 27 percent of Georgia’s 3rd graders ranked at or below the 30th percentile in reading on the ITBS.

· In 1999, 41.2 percent of Georgia’s 3rd graders ranked at or below the 40th percentile in reading on the ITBS.

· Between 1993 and 1997, there was no significant rise in 3rd grade ITBS reading scores: 52, 51, 51, 51, 52.

· In 1998, 22 percent of low-income children, 3-4 years of age, participated in Pre-kindergarten and Head Start.

· The 1999 Reading First data shows that even with only 20 percent of the Reading First schools able to begin implementation in the fall semester of the 1998-1999 school year, in 42 of the 216 schools that are eligible for REA, 8% or more of the children moved above the 40th percentile of total school score (includes K-5 grades).

· In 1999, in 7 out of the 8 third-year Reading First schools, more than 8 percent of children who scored below the 40th percentile moved above the 40th percentile.

· The 1999 Reading First data show that in all three grade levels assessed (Reading First does not mandate the testing of kindergarten children), vocabulary and comprehension ITBS scores increased.  This suggests that students who had the opportunity to participate in Reading First performed better on the vocabulary and comprehension sub-tests of the ITBS than students who attended the same schools in 1998, the year before Reading First was available.

· The 1999 data suggests that the Reading First program was most effective in 1st grade and there is also some evidence of effectiveness for low-achieving 2nd and 3rd grade students.

2.A.2 

Teaching Staff

· Georgia has 95,163 teachers teaching in 1946 schools (2000-01), pre-kindergarten through grade 12, with 49% holding four year certificates, 40% holding five year certificates, and 8% holding six year certificates.  Fewer than 1% of Georgia educators hold doctorates, with 732 doctorates in Reading.

· Currently, the number of Georgia educators holding Reading Specialist degrees are:  Bachelors, 34; Masters, 1079; Educational Specialists, 604; and Doctorates, 117.

· Currently, the number of Georgia educators holding Reading Endorsement certification are:  Bachelors, 102; Masters, 137; Educational Specialist, 38; Doctorates, 4.

· In 2001, of educators with active Reading Specialist certificates, only 660 are teaching in PK-3 in Georgia’s 1200 elementary schools. (Professional Standards).

· K-3 classroom teachers in Georgia hold the following Reading Specialist degrees: Bachelors, 17; Masters, 487; Educational Specialists, 147; Doctorates, 11. (Professional Standards)

· Professional development requirements for re-certification in Georgia requires that teachers have 10 staff development hours (1 SDU=10 contact hours) every 5 years. (Georgia Department of Education) 

· In 1998, a Gwinnett County (Metropolitan Atlanta, population 538,536) survey of teacher needs listed the lack of knowledge in the ability to teach reading as the number 1 concern among teachers with less than 5 years of experience.

· Informal teacher surveys across the state list the lack of pre-service training in the teaching of reading as a major concern. 

· For the 2000-2001 school year, 6000 new students will enter Gwinnett County schools and 675 new teachers will be employed in Gwinnett County. (Projections of Education Statistics to 2010. US Department of Education and Gwinnett County Schools).

2.A.3

State and District Systems

· REA eligible schools rose from 390 schools in 1999 to 603 schools in 2000 to 625 out of 1175 Georgia schools in 2001.

· REA eligible districts rose from 127 in 1999 to 164 in 2000 to 168 in 2001.

· The percentage of eligible schools within each district range from 12% to 100%.
· The number of GA READS eligible Reading First Schools in 2000 are: 120 of 255 first year schools; 216 of 346 second year schools, and 7 out of 8 third year schools.
· Of the 625 REA eligible schools, 55 are currently implementing CSRD Models.
· Of the 625 REA eligible schools, 74 are scheduled to receive School Improvement assistance.
2.B.1 
Georgia’s Understanding of the Need for Scientifically-Based Reading Research (SBRR)

The goal of reading instruction should be to equip students with the strategic processes necessary for independently processing print and assigning appropriate meaning to text.  The Committee on the Prevention of Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998) recommends that all primary-grade classrooms give attention to the “full array of reading accomplishments: the alphabetic principal, reading sight words, reading words by mapping speech sounds to parts of words, achieving fluency, and comprehension.”  The committee further suggests that comprehension development can be “enhanced through instruction focused on concept and vocabulary growth and background knowledge, instruction about the syntax and rhetorical structures of written language, and direct instruction about comprehension strategies such as summarizing, predicting, and monitoring.” Although we know that there is no one “single” best way of teaching reading, we know what types of skills children need to acquire to become independent readers and how those skills are best taught to beginning readers who vary in initial reading-related abilities.  

2.B.1a  
Alphabetics

2B.1a.1 
Phonemic Awareness

The development of phonemic awareness is a vital precursor to reading instruction in the young child.  (Chaney, 1992; Liberman et al., 1974; Ehri and Wilce, 1980, 1985; Perfetti et al., 1987;  Juel, 1991;  Scarborough, 1989;  Stanovich, 1986;  Wagner et al., 1994). This is a skill that must be taught explicitly to the vast majority of children since it is not acquired naturally (Adams et al., 1998). The materials selected to teach this skill should be chosen in accordance with the understanding of the sequence of phonemic awareness at different ages and levels of maturation (Walley, 1993; Jusczyk et al., 1993; Studdert-Kennedy, 1986).  Phonemic awareness skills should be taught through age-appropriate and motivating activities, including materials which use rhyme and alliteration (Liberman, Shankweiler, Fischer, & Carter, 1974) and provide practice in phoneme isolation, identity, categorization, blending, segmentation and deletion (Chaney, 1992; Hakes et al., 1980; Smith and Tager-Flusberg, 1982; Lundberg, Frost, & Petersen, 1988).   Research reveals that people who have not learned to read and write have trouble performing phonemic awareness tasks (Morais, Betelson, Cary, & Alegria, 1987).  Note must be taken that phonemic awareness is not a complete reading program but an essential foundational knowledge in the alphabetic system (National Reading Panel Report, 2000).

2.B.1a.2
Phonics Instruction

Researchers agree that children who are at risk of reading difficulties must have explicit, systematic phonics instruction (Adams, 1990; Adams & Bruck, 1995; Ehri, 1992; Ehri & Robins, 1992; Treiman, Goswami, & Beck, 1990). For children to learn to read several capacities must be developed.  The focus of systematic phonics instruction is on helping children acquire knowledge of the alphabetic system and its use to decode new words, and to recognize familiar words accurately and automatically.  Knowing how letters correspond to phonemes and larger sub-units of words is essential for enabling beginning readers to sound out word segments and blend these parts to form recognizable words.  Knowing letter-sound relations also helps children to be more accurate in predicting words from text.  The conclusion drawn is that specific systematic phonics programs are all significantly more effective than non-phonics programs.  Growth in reading comprehension is also boosted by systematic phonics instruction for younger students and reading disabled students (National Reading Panel, 2000). Systematic phonics instruction should extend from kindergarten to 2nd grade especially for students at risk for future reading problems (Blachman et al., 1999; Brown & Felton, 1990; Torgesen et al., 1999).  It is important to note that phonics instruction should never be a total reading program nor be the dominant component in a reading program but should be integrated with other reading instruction to create a balanced approach (National Reading Panel Report, 2000).

2.B.1a.3
Fluency

Fluency is an essential part of reading.  Research cites numerous studies linking reading fluency and comprehension (Clay, 1991; Adams, 1990; Laberge & Samuels, 1974; Delany, 1991). Students who are low in fluency may have difficulty getting meaning from what they have read. Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998), states “Because the ability to obtain meaning from print depends so strongly on the development of word recognition accuracy and reading fluency, both the latter should be regularly assessed in the classroom, permitting timely and effective instructional response when difficulty or delay is apparent” (p. 7).  Research concludes that an effective way to achieve fluency can be demonstrated through guided oral reading with feedback.   Guided oral reading had a consistent and positive impact on word recognition, fluency, and comprehension (National Reading Panel Report, 2000).  Further, a persuasive case can be made that repeated reading with guidance from peers, parents, or teachers is another effective way of improving a variety of reading skills. A note of caution must be made that too much attention to fluency within a reading lesson could detract from reading comprehension (Anderson, Wilkinson, & Mason, 1991). Many of the strategies used to enhance fluency are dependent on a well trained and continuously monitored group of tutors, paraprofessionals, or volunteers, who provide in-class assistance during the instructional day and out-of-class tutoring during non-instructional times (Invernizzi et al., 1997).  Many schools have embraced programs to promote reading that devotes large blocks of time to silent, free reading during the instructional day.  At this time there is no evidence to support that if schools can successfully encourage students to read more, they will be more fluent or have higher reading scores (National Reading Panel Report, 2000). A better use of instructional time and to better meet the needs of some readers would be to use guided oral reading and repeated reading procedures.

2.B.1a.4
Vocabulary Instruction

Research has established a strong correlation between the knowledge of word meanings and comprehension (Cooper, 1999).  A meta-analysis of research by Stahl and Fairbanks (1986) found that direct instruction in vocabulary improves comprehension especially pre-instruction of vocabulary words prior to reading.  Utilizing the information derived from activities to activate prior knowledge, the teacher should select a number of key concept words based on multiple exposures within many contexts. It is important that students fully understand what is being asked of them in the context of reading rather than focusing only on words to be learned.  Vocabulary can also be taught effectively indirectly with repeated exposure through rich contexts. Vocabulary learning is effective when students are actively involved in understanding the word meaning and can be enhanced by computer technology.  Teachers must note that teaching vocabulary the same way each time will not result in optimal learning (National Reading Panel Report, 2000).  

2.B.1a.5
Comprehension in Text 

Comprehension strategy instruction can and should begin early with parents in the home, even before the student is able to read print (Baker et al., 1997) and encouraged at every opportunity to develop a child’s language capacity (Snow and Goldfield, 1982; Snow and Ninio, 1986; Teale and Suzby, 1986).  When more formal education begins in two-, three-, four-year-old  or kindergarten, children will be read to from big books and in read alouds that use alliteration, predictable texts, and motivating themes (Gernsbacher, et al., 1990; Sticht and James, 1984).  Parents and teachers can instruct using probing questions (who, what, where, when, why, how) and using extension strategies to engage children in verbal interaction about the text (Whitehurst et al, 1988).  Preschoolers can learn early computer skills and be exposed to the words, sounds, and images that will begin to lay the foundation of the connection of sounds to meaning to print.  Even after formal reading instruction has begun, children’s listening skills and the extension of background knowledge (Anderson and Pearson, 1984; Anderson et al., 1977; Bransford and Johnson, 1972) and vocabulary development (Davis, 1944, 1968; Anderson and Freebody, 1983; Kame’enui et al., 1982; Marks et al., 1974) can be developed through exposure to big books and read alouds from authentic literature (Sticht et al., 1974; Sticht and James, 1984).

As early as kindergarten and first grade, children need to be exposed to strategies for monitoring (Baker and Anderson, 1982; Garner, 1980; Otero and Kintsch, 1992), retaining and summarizing orally-presented material whether oral or through drawings (Brown et al., 1984; Paris et al., 1984; Gambrell and Bales, 1986; Palincsar and Brown, 1984).  Children need continued exposure to a variety of experiences in the development of background and vocabulary coupled with a combination of direct instruction in comprehension strategies and modeling and “thinking-aloud” (Kucan and Beck, 1997; Beck and McKeown, 1996; Baker, 1996).  Reciprocal teaching in which the teacher and child take turns leading the discussion of segments of the text during which they practice predicting, question generating, summarizing and clarifying leads the reader to construct meaning as they read which is essential to memory and use of what was read and understood (Palincsar, et al., 1993).  While the more able comprehenders focus more on developing fluency through automaticity, the less able can be given more opportunities with direct instruction in comprehension skills (Yuill and Oakhill, 1988).

Comprehension strategies should be an integral part of the process of reading the text (Duffy, 1993).  Skills taught in isolation are rarely beneficial.  As students become more proficient in word recognition skills and fluency, teachers should model the strategies and encourage students to work together with a partner or in groups to utilize the reading strategies independently (Rosenshine, Meister, & Chapman, 1996). Writing should become a major vehicle for communication.  Students need to be reminded to reread sentences when the meaning is unclear and to ask how, why, and what if questions about stories and informational texts.

“Explicit or formal instruction on these strategies is believed to lead to improvement in text understanding and information use.  Instruction in comprehension strategies is carried out by a classroom teacher who demonstrates, models, or guides the reader on their acquisition and use.  When these procedures have been acquired, the reader becomes independent of the teacher.  Using them, the reader can effectively interact with the text without assistance.  Readers who are not explicitly taught these procedures are unlikely to learn, develop, or use them spontaneously” (National Reading Panel Report, 2000).

2.B.1.a.5
Writing To Read/Reading to Write

Teachers need instruction in how to use writing to enhance reading instruction at the sound/symbol level and later to develop comprehension skills.  Writing is an integral part of learning to read and needs to take place daily.  Instruction should be designed with the understanding that the use of invented spelling is not in conflict with teaching correct spelling (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, 1998). Invented spelling has been shown to aid in enhancing children’s memory for words in the earliest stages of reading and writing (Ehri and Wilce, 1987).  Before the first grade, children will be encouraged to “write” and then “read” using scribbles, non-phonetic letter strings, and drawing as forms of writing.  In addition, kindergartners will: 1) write unconventionally to express their own meaning; 2) show awareness between “kid writing” and conventional orthography; 3) write their own name and the first names of some friends or classmates; and, 4) write most letters and some words when dictated (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, 1998, p. 80).  
Writing is an important skill on its own and must be conducted in a systematic manner as children progress through the grades.  Children should be expected to spell previously studied words and spelling patterns correctly in their final writing products (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, 1998, p. 324).

Instruction in the use of writing to develop comprehension skills of predicting, questioning, summarizing and clarifying the materials that are read can enhance comprehension (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, 1998; Palincsar et al., 1993; Hiebert et al., 1992).

2.B.1.a.6
Balanced Reading Instruction

Formal reading instruction begins in kindergarten and should include literature-based instruction supported by an explicit, systematic, phonics program.  Concepts, background, listening, comprehension, syntax and vocabulary development should be promoted through exposure to literature through big books and read alouds in kindergarten and first grade. (Anderson and Freebody, 1983; Kame’eenui et al., 1982; Marks et al., 1974)  After the time when decoding should have become automatic, children should begin reading more difficult texts for themselves, and will continue to receive extended language opportunities through listening to more complex books read aloud  (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, p. 210-211).

2.B.2 
Georgia’s Understanding for the Need of High Quality Professional Development

Professional development is the cornerstone of school transformation.  Teachers at all grade levels must understand literacy development and its role in instruction.  Central to the goal of achieving prevention of reading difficulties is professional development. Teachers need to be knowledgeable about the scientifically based reading research and have the support of mentors who have demonstrated success in the teaching of reading.  Professional development needs to be viewed as regular opportunities for self-examination and reflection, and as ongoing support from colleagues and specialists who have demonstrated the ability to produce high levels of student achievement in reading (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, 1998; Kerrins, 1995; Clemson, 1987).

Professional development is not just for teachers.  If schools are to succeed, administrators must be actively engaged in dedicating themselves to academic excellence. The Heritage Foundation published a booklet entitled No Excuses that highlights seven principals and the standards they set for high achievement in their high-poverty schools.  The seven common elements are:

· Principal must be free to make their schools work.

· Principals use measurable, tangible goals to establish a culture of achievement—high expectations and a relentless pursuit of excellence—that holds every teacher personally responsible for enforcing them.

· Improving the quality of instruction by creating master teachers that keep the mission of the school focused on academic achievement, help implement the curriculum and teach other teachers how to teach.

· The principal is an instructional leader who personally monitors the regular, rigorous assessment of every child in the school.

· Rigorous achievement is the key to discipline which, in turn, leads to success.

· The school focuses on extending the mission of the school into the home by teaching parents how to provide support and motivation for their children.

· Time on task and hard work through extended days or year; before or after-school, weekend and summer programs foster academic excellence.

Professional development is needed to guide principals, teachers and parents toward achieving academic excellence for all children regardless of race, income level, or family background.

Technology Professional Development

High quality professional development is based on the needs and qualities of adult learners as well as the developmental needs of students.  It will include content in:

· Classroom-based management to maximize students’ learning to read

· Student diversity to ensure that equity and quality education for all students including access to scarce technology resources

· Challenging, developmentally-appropriate reading curricula that engage students in reading in ways that integrate thinking and learning

· Research-based teaching strategies for the teaching of reading

· High expectations for every student learning to read

· Support of families for improving reading performance

· Diagnostic and performance assessment tools that include appropriate technology to enhance teacher effectiveness and maximize teaching with students

· Provide a framework for integrating innovations and relating those innovations to the improvement of reading

· Uses a variety of staff development approaches; provides the follow up necessary to ensure improvement

· Requires staff members to learn and apply collaborative skills and build effective, productive, collegial teams

Requires an evaluation process that is ongoing, includes multiple sources of information, and focus on all levels of the organization (National Staff Development Council Standards; website citation)

2.C  

Georgia’s Current Efforts in K-3 Classroom Reading Instruction, Family Literacy, Standards and Assessment, and School Reform and How They Relate to Scientifically-Based Reading Research

2.C.1.a


K-3 Classroom Reading Instruction

2.C.1.a(1) 

Reading First

Reading First is a statewide initiative designed to raise the level of reading achievement for all students in grades K-3 through a total school approach. Reading First has been Georgia’s response to the low reading achievement of Georgia’s school children and the failure of many of its children to learn to read.  An assessment of the state’s reading programs prior to Reading First implementation several years ago revealed that few of these programs presented phonics in a systematic, explicit manner.  Also, the use of literature-based reading materials, while engaging, failed to provide students with the repetitive, cumulative, controlled vocabulary needed for so many children to acquire the automaticity necessary for reading fluency.  

2.C.1.a(2)

Program Description

Reading First focuses on reading instruction with the following: 

· 3 hours of daily reading instruction

- explicit, systematic phonics instruction selected from a state-approved RF Instructional Materials’ List (based on assessed needs)

- quality literature using district adopted text materials

 - thematic teaching using trade books to teach Georgia’s Quality Core Curriculum in Science and Social Studies

· 50 hours of two-tiered professional development in reading

· a computerized management program to assess comprehension

· adopting controlled, cumulative sight practice materials for building fluency

· tutoring students at-risk of being identified for Special Education by certified non-teaching staff members

· 25 books read per year by each student

The program is driven by the results obtained from the Basic Literacy Test (BLT). Using the BLT, all children in grades K-3 are individually assessed to determine instructional needs in the areas of phonemic awareness, phonics, sight word recognition, oral reading and comprehension. Through Reading First, Georgia is training and retraining its teachers in research-based methods of teaching reading and providing a balanced approach to the teaching of reading.  This balanced approach includes phonemic awareness and phonetic processing, reading to children, reading with children, children reading independently, writing with children, children writing independently, and children speaking and listening (see Figure C).

 2.C.1.a(3)
Implementation Procedure and Activities

In 1996-1997, a separate reading division was established within Georgia’s Department of Education with a director, assistant director, and administrative assistant.  During that year the division received $250,000 in funding from Educate America Act Funds (GOALS 2000) for the Reading First Pilot.  After pilot guidelines had been developed by the Reading Department staff, schools participated in a rigorous competitive grant process.  The DOE provided $10,000 to fund site visits by a State Advisory Committee. Each of the eight schools selected received an award of $30,000 for materials and training.  Each school also received 50 hours of intensive staff development in individual reading assessment and the teaching of reading prior to and throughout the pilot year. 

During the 1997-1998 school year, the eight pilot schools implemented the program and served as demonstration sites, and eight more schools received awards of $20,000 from GOALS 2000 funds. In March of 1998 the Georgia Legislature appropriated $9,000,000 to fund a total of 351 schools for the 1998-99 school year. Five Education Program Specialists were hired as field consultants to assist the three DOE staff members with Reading First implementation, monitoring and training. Three-day workshops were held during the summer to provide initial training in the administration and use of the BLT and to acquaint new schools of the guidelines for the Reading First program. All first-year schools were required to provide 50 hours of staff development in the area of reading to their faculties in grades K-3. According to a State Board of Education ruling, a State Advisory Committee developed an approved list of materials for purchase by Reading First schools.

During the 1998-1999 school year, implementation for the 351 new schools began. All of the schools received funding based on a sliding scale ranging between $21,000 and $30,000. The eight pilot schools continued to serve as demonstration sites throughout the school year. In preparation for the 1999-2000 school year, the DOE developed the Principals’ Interview video tapes. Training was made mandatory for all Reading First principals.  Using these taped vignettes of children’s reading to illustrate various reading problems, K-12 principals were given an overview of what to look for when hiring prospective teachers in order to assess their readiness to diagnose and remediate reading difficulties.  These tapes are also useful for assessing the need for and providing staff development for faculties.  In March of 1999, the legislature approved an appropriation of $13.9 million to extend Reading First to 242 more schools and continue funding for the existing schools. Staff development was provided again during the summer of 1999 to all 609 schools.

During the 1999-2000 school year, the 609 new and existing Reading First schools received funding to continue the acquisition of materials and staff development in the teaching of reading through research based practices.  Two of the regional Georgia Technology Training Centers, collaborating with the Reading First staff, developed and piloted InTech Reading Achievement Module (RAM), a professional development program to support the Reading First initiative through technology. RAM is the second phase of a statewide technology professional development initiative. The original InTech training is a 50- hour course in which teachers are taught basic computer skills and are shown how to integrate technology into classroom instruction.  RAM is an extension of InTech which is showing teachers how to use technology to enhance the research based methods of reading instruction within Reading First.  Finally, in response to needs delineated in the Reading First evaluation, the Department of Education developed four two-hour training modules in comprehension and delivered that information to 3000 teachers and administrators last summer. Schools were also given a Comprehension Manual that was prepared by the Department to further support this effort.

During the current 2000-2001 school year, a decision was made to use available appropriations to continue to fund and support the Reading First schools currently in the program rather than to expand to more schools. During this year, teachers and administrators have redelivered the Comprehension modules and continued purchasing needed materials. To assist in this effort, schools were provided with Power Point presentations and a script for redelivery through the Georgia Learning Connections website. The Reading First effort has worked with and been supported by the current School Achievement (formerly, School Improvement) initiative. Many Reading First schools have requested visits by review teams to assess strengths and weaknesses, make suggestions and provide assistance for struggling schools. These two efforts have worked together to provide the maximum benefit to the schools in Georgia.

2.C.1.a(4)

Reading First Program Evaluation Results

Data From the Eight Pilot Schools, 1997-1998

Information was gathered informally from the 1997-1998 eight pilot schools and results were somewhat inconclusive, except for second grade where all eight schools showed an increase in reading comprehension scores.  For kindergarten students, six schools increased reading comprehension (2 schools could not be compared due to missing data).  In first grade, 5 schools showed an increase in reading comprehension, while 3 schools showed a decrease.  In third grade, there was no clear trend. However, a decrease in discipline problems and in the number of referrals to Student Support Teams (school-level committees which provide preliminary screening for Special Education referrals) was also reported.

Evaluation of the Reading First Program Year I Report (Data from 351 schools, 1998-1999)

The goal of Reading First is to improve students’ academic success, as defined by norm-referenced test scores, a reduction in SST referrals and placements in special education, and other appropriate indicators. Formal evaluation of the original 351 Reading First Schools will continue with data from the 2000-2001 school year. The success of the program will not be thoroughly decided until a full three years of data has been evaluated. However, Reading First Evaluation data has been used to provide information for decision-making regarding program implementation and to provide preliminary data on the program’s effect on student achievement.  The evaluation is guided by the following three questions: 1) How, specifically, is Reading First being implemented in Georgia?  2) To what extent does Reading First affect students’ academic success?  3) How are the effects of Reading First influenced by: (a) the type of reading program and materials used by individual schools and (b) the extent/level of implementation of the original program?  Data is being collected from structured observations of a random sampling of Reading First schools, focus groups conducted with key personnel, surveys administered to each Reading First school, fall and spring and ITBS scores.

Data from the year one evaluation is mostly formative in nature and suggests that a statewide program of this type requires more than one school year to implement completely.  Only about 20 percent of the schools were able to begin implementation in the fall semester of the 1998-1999 school year.  Although the first-year report focused primarily on the first evaluation question-  How, specifically, is Reading First being implemented in Georgia? the preliminary results are encouraging.  The data show that in all three grade levels assessed (Reading First does not mandate the testing of kindergarten children), vocabulary and comprehension ITBS scores increased in 1999.  This suggests that students who had the opportunity to participate in Reading First performed better on the vocabulary and comprehension sub-tests of the ITBS than students who attended the same schools in 1998, the year before Reading First was available. The data suggests that the program was most effective in 1st grade.  There is also some evidence of effectiveness for low-achieving 2nd and 3rd grade students. Schools reported a decrease over the first year of implementation in the number of student support team referrals (SST) The data consistently show that fewer special education placements were made in all four grades over the 1998-1999 school year.

 Evaluation of the Reading First Program Year II Report (Data from 351 schools, 1999-2000)

During the 1999-2000 school year, the Georgia Department of Education continued to follow the achievement of Reading First Schools that had implemented the program the previous year (1998-1999).  All 351 of these schools are part of a three-year longitudinal study of the Reading First program.  The second-year evaluation primarily addresses the question of the program's effect on students' reading achievement. 

The results from the year- two evaluation of the Reading First program are, for the most part, positive and support the continuation of the program.  The achievement data presented clearly support the findings of the year one evaluation which suggest that Reading First is most beneficial in kindergarten and grade one.  Low achieving second and third grade students also appear to make academic gains as a result of Reading First.  High achieving second graders and, for the most part, virtually all third graders, seem to need more challenging reading instruction.  The skills that are acquired as part of the Reading First program do not seem to go beyond the beginning reader level and therefore, older students do not appear to benefit as much from the program.

The data also showed that other indices of achievement (such as teachers’ perceptions, and students' attitudes and behaviors) increased as a result of the Reading First program. Teachers, administrators, and parents agree that students are more eager to read, are using the skills acquired through the program in other subject areas, and have improved academically.  Although parental involvement is reported low, parents who participated in the evaluation report engaging in activities that clearly support the Reading First philosophy and instructional techniques employed in the classroom.

In terms of achievement, the major findings are:

· The proportion of Reading First students scoring at or below the 25th percentile has continuously decreased over the two-year period in both vocabulary and comprehension at all grade levels.

· The proportion of Reading First students in first grade scoring at or above the 75th percentile in both vocabulary and comprehension has increased from 1998-2000.

· The proportion of second grade Reading First students scoring at or above the 75th percentile in vocabulary increased from 1998-2000.  

· The average first, second, and third grade ITBS scores at Reading First schools have improved in both comprehension and vocabulary from 1998-2000.

· Third-grade Reading First students showed greater gains in vocabulary but not comprehension over the two-year period than the state of Georgia as a whole.  These third grade students were not in the program for the formative K-1 years.

2.C.1.a(5)
What We’ve Learned from Evaluation and Implementation

 The data from the first year evaluation provided information to inform decision-making about program implementation as well as preliminary information on program effects on achievement. The data gathered informally from the original eight pilots was used to make changes during the first full year of implementation.  The year-one evaluation data and observations made by the Reading First field representatives have been used by the state level Reading First administration and staff to make additional changes during the second year of Reading First implementation and will inform the decision-making for third year implementation.

Conclusion  1. 

Reading First needs to include a comprehension piece that includes all of the six Dimensions of Reading (Phonemic Awareness, Systematic Phonics, Fluency, Vocabulary and Background Knowledge to foster Comprehension, Strategies to Actively Construct Meaning from Print and Motivation). Reading First’s original design basically addresses only: 1) Phonemic Awareness; 2) Systematic Phonics; and 6) Development and maintenance of a motivation to read (done with a computerized reading management program).  Year-one evaluation results and field representatives’ observations indicate that teachers need staff development in how to enhance their students’ comprehension. Therefore, staff development needs to include training in the other Dimensions of Reading: 3) Methods for the development of the ability to read fluently; 4) Strategies for developing sufficient background information and vocabulary to foster reading comprehension; and 5) Development of appropriate strategies to actively construct meaning from print.  

The use of comprehension strategies was mentioned very little in the focus groups. One time that it was mentioned, a teacher was reported to have said that she felt working on comprehension “did not become as important until they (the children) learn to read.” If that is indicative of the prevailing belief, that would mean that teachers are willing to postpone explicit instruction in comprehension until third grade or later.  Teachers reported that they felt they now know how to assess students individually and based instruction on the results to some degree.  Field representatives have found, however, that for the most part, teachers lack a knowledge base of the importance of teaching prior knowledge, fluency and metacognition. Further, they lack a repertoire of strategies that support comprehension development in these areas in all grades.  

Originally the development of fluency was addressed only through the purchase and use of cumulative, controlled sight texts. This was an aspect of the Reading First program that in many cases was poorly understood and improperly implemented. Explicit training in fluency was not included as a part of the teachers’ comprehension development training until the last half of the 1999-2000 school year. 

As a result of the first evaluation year’s data and observations throughout the past year the Department of Education developed a comprehension component to address all 6 Dimensions of Reading. This new focus is designed to ensure a balanced approach to reading instruction in all Reading First schools. During the 1999-2000 school year, field representatives began incorporating this comprehension development into their professional development sessions with teachers. Until then, comprehension had not received the necessary focus.  Intensive training in comprehension development was delivered by Reading First staff during Summer, 2000. 

This training was delivered to one administrator and four teachers per Reading First school (approximately 3000 administrators and staff) who then redelivered the training to their teachers.  (See Conclusion 6 for concerns about the trainer-of-trainer model).

Conclusion 2:

The tardy implementation of the Reading First program components and materials continues to be a problem. The year-one evaluation shows that most schools actually had the Reading First program fully in place for less than a full year.  Some schools lacked the technology to implement the computer management component. Less than 30 percent of the schools reported having the necessary computer management materials before the end of the fall semester.  For many schools, having to adjust schedules, order, receive and implement new programs, receive training and administer assessments was overwhelming and postponed the full implementation of the various components until mid- or late year. 

As a result of these findings, the following new requirements were added to the 1999-2000 Reading First guidelines:  

1) Reading First materials had to be ordered by September 3;  

2) Materials have to be in use by September 30.  However, in spite of these required changes, it continued to be a problem again this year, especially in large school systems where increased bureaucratic “red-tape” often adds time-consuming steps to ordering and distributing materials for school sites.  

3) Schools planning to apply for Reading First funding for the 1999-2000 school year were also encouraged to attend BLT training offered by the DOE in March/April, 1999 in order to assess all of their K-3 students in April or May of 1999, prior to implementation.  This not only relieved the strain of the first-of-the-year rush, but also gave schools the information they needed for ordering materials, adjusting schedules and forming groups over the summer. 

Conclusion 3:

Data shows that although daily time spent on reading instruction increased as the result of Reading First implementation, the total amount of time devoted to reading instruction after the increase was still less than the 180 minutes per day required by Reading First.  

Reading First field representatives have observed, through training and discussion with teachers, that teachers need help integrating all of the Reading First components into their daily schedules. A major concern of the Reading First staff is that unless teachers know how to integrate the direct instruction of comprehension development into their instruction, the strategies they are taught to deliver will not be as effective as they might otherwise be. It is clear that Reading First training must include helping teachers integrate all of the components into a daily, efficient, economical time frame. 

Conclusion 4:

Although Reading First materials were supposedly selected according to guidelines for scientific research, some selected materials were “research-based,” rather than having had research on those particular programs.
Conclusion 5:

The lack of school administrators who are well versed in the research-based teaching of reading has been an area of weakness.  Although many of these staff members received the Reading First training, they lack sufficient knowledge of these methods to be comfortable with observing and coaching as they go into classes in their schools. The success of the Reading First program has often been dependent upon the leadership of the administration.

Conclusion 6:
Most of the problems we see can be addressed by ongoing staff development that includes in-classroom coaching.

The need to rely on the use of a trainer-of trainers model has seriously limited the effectiveness of the staff development that many of these schools have received. Additionally, due to the caseload, field consultants have not been able to provide ongoing support.  Generally, most schools get one visit from a consultant per year at best.  Although 50 hours per year of professional development is required by the teachers in all 1st year schools, 10 hours by 2nd,  and 30 hours by 3rd- year schools, the schools are responsible for securing this training for the most part for themselves. Schools often use grade level meetings concerning various aspects of Reading First to count toward their professional development hours.  Depending on the leadership and the expertise available to them, the schools received uneven staff development.

Conclusion 7:

As a result of the 1999-2000 evaluation, several recommendations for program improvement are made.  The recommendations center around implementation issues, if resolved, would likely make the program more effective for all students.  They are:

· More challenging reading instruction for high achieving second and third grade students.

· Reconsider the amount of time required for reading instruction.

· Increase the use of technology.

· Provide additional staff development opportunities.

· Encourage parental involvement.

· Clearly define and utilize the advisory board.

2.C.1.b 
K-3 Classroom Instruction: Early Intervention Program

Children start school at a designated chronological age, but differ greatly in their individual development and experience base.  The Early Intervention Program (EIP) is designed to serve students who are at risk of not reaching or maintaining academic grade level.  The purpose of the Early Intervention Program is to provide additional instructional resources to help students who are performing below grade level obtain the necessary academic skills to reach grade level performance in the shortest possible time.

2.C.1.c  
K-3 Classroom Instruction: Instructional Extension
Instructional Extension is a state-funded instructional program beyond the regular school day to address the academic needs of low-performing students. Funds are exclusively designated for salaries and may not be used transportation. Each system must provide this extension at no cost to eligible students, must design and implement their own program, and must evaluate its effectiveness. Flexibility is permitted in the scheduling, location, and delivery model.

2.C.1.d
 K-3 School Improvement Initiative with a Focus on Literacy

The School Improvement unit has been charged with the task of assessing the current status of a number of schools in the state. All of Georgia’s elementary and middle schools have been assigned to one of three categories according to performance on last year’s Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT). The neediest schools, which have been placed in Levels I and II, were encouraged to invite review teams in to assess strengths and weaknesses in order to develop an action plan. These schools will then be assisted by a team of experienced, proven professionals in the areas of leadership and instruction. Teams are currently voluntary, however schools that have failed to show improvement by the year 2003-04 will be required to participate in the School Improvement process.

2.C.2

Family Literacy

Pre-Kindergarten Program

Georgia’s Pre-K program has over 800 sites in public and private settings.  Established in 1993, the model provided 61,000 four- year olds with a structured full day preschool program.  An evaluation by Georgia State University found that children who attended pre-kindergarten had higher academic and social ratings by their kindergarten teachers and better kindergarten attendance than children who did not attend preschool programs.  The GA Pre-K Program and the Head Start State Collaboration Project has been aligned under Georgia’s Office of School Readiness to build early childhood capacity and to preclude duplication of services.

Even Start

Georgia has 17 Even Start Family Literacy Programs which annually serve over 1200 families including nearly 1700 children.  The Even Start model integrates early childhood education, adult literacy, and parenting education into a unified family literacy program that incorporates and designates specific time for parents and children to learn together.  Established by Congress in 1989 and administered by Georgia since 1992, Even Start identifies and builds upon existing and community resources to create a new range of services focused on eliminating poverty and illiteracy among Georgia’s families.  Even Start Family Literacy programs provide a solid foundation upon which to build family literacy services.

2.C.3

Standards and Assessment

The Quality Basic Education Act (QBE) provides certain competencies that all Georgia students who complete thirteen years of public education are to acquire.  The State Board of Education is mandated to provide a core curriculum that will provide the instructional framework to ensure that students achieve these competencies.  To that end, Georgia’s Quality Core Curriculum (QCC) is the mandated state curriculum for all K-8 subjects and 9-12 courses.

In developing and revising the QCC, national trends and issues in curriculum were reviewed; curricula from other states were studied; educational research journals were used to develop format and scope; and, feedback from educators, community and business representatives, and parents across Georgia were instrumental in the content of the final document.  A primary document used in the 1997 QCC revision was a publication based on work wholly, or in part, by the Office of Educational Research and improvement, U.S. Department of Education, entitled Content Knowledge: A Compendium of Standards and Benchmarks for K-12 Education by John S. Kendall and Robert J. Marano.

The composition of the QCC revision teams for all content areas were composed of fifty percent classroom teachers and business, community, parents, content specialist, and higher education representatives.

In addition, the on-line QCC is now the centerpiece of Georgia Learning Connections (GLC).  Multiple resources are provided on-line for all Georgia educators that include world wide web links to content standards, lesson plans representing all facts of instruction, e.g., objectives, activities, strategies, assessment options, and suggestions for a wide range of student abilities.  The web-site glc.k12.ga.us also includes Department of Education initiatives, parent connections, a teacher resource center, and Georgia treasures.  Everything developed for GLC is grounded in educational research for best practices, effective schools research, instructional technology models, curriculum development, alignment, and evaluation.

HB1187 states that “the State Board of Education shall contract for the development of criterion-referenced competency tests to measure the quality core curriculum and such tests shall be administered to students in three grades not lower than grade three.  Such tests in English and language arts, mathematics, and reading shall be administered annually to students in grades one through eight, and such tests in science and social studies shall be administered annually to students in grades three through eight. This action shall be completed within two years according to a schedule established by the State Board of Education” On May 12, 2000, keeping with HB1187, the State Board of Education approved the Department of Education’s recommendation to enter into a contract with Advanced Systems in Measurement and Evaluation, Inc. to develop assessments in the aforementioned content areas and grades.  These assessments will become operational in the spring of 2002 and will measure end-of-year progress in the acquisition of grade-appropriate knowledge and skills in the Quality Core Curriculum. Criterion-referenced Competency Test (CRCT) development to date has involved the creation of summative end-of-year assessments in English/Language Arts, Mathematics, and Reading in grades four, six and eight.  The first operational administration of these assessments was Spring 2000. 

The summative CRCT in grades four, six and eight directly measure the content standards in the Quality Core Curriculum.  Specifically, the four domains assessed in the content area of reading are Vocabulary Improvement, Locating and Recalling Information, Reading for Meaning, and Critical Analysis.  All CRCT were developed to the highest quality and to mirror sound/proven instructional practices.

2.C.4

School Reform

Improving Education-Top Priority

Georgia has made improving education a priority by upgrading teacher certification requirements, creating an Office of Accountability, and funding an Early Intervention Program for Kindergarten and Grades 1 through 5.  During the 1999 session, the legislature considered a bill that would require all elementary teachers to take a minimum of three courses in teaching reading to qualify for a renewable certificate.  The courses would have to include diagnosis of reading problems; instructional methodologies including correcting reading problems; and systematic, explicit phonics instruction.  The legislation passed the House of Representatives but final action was deferred to the 2000 legislative session to allow time for further study.

Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Grants

The Georgia Department of Education received $3,838,436 from the U.S. Department of Education to enable school districts to implement Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration programs in accordance with guidelines provided by Congress. Ninety-five percent of this amount has been distributed to schools districts through a competitive grant process.  Federal guidelines require that each school receive a minimum of $50,000 each year for a period of three years.  It is expected that federal funding for these grant awards will extend for at least three years.

Currently, there are 75 Georgia schools in the CSRD process.  These schools are recommended for a minimum funding of $50,000 per school for the first year of the project.  This initial allocation will permit these schools to begin their program planning and implementation immediately. Of the 75 schools receiving CSRD funds, 55 schools are eligible REA schools.

2.C.5

Other State Efforts that Provide Support

Georgia Learning Connection (GLC) is a repository of dynamic online teaching resources directly connected to the state’s Quality Core Curriculum (QCC) content standards.  Built by Georgia teachers, it provides equitable access to timely materials and has harnessed the power of the Internet for all participants in the teaching and learning process.  GLC supports all of the goals and objectives of the GA READS initiative.

Goal 1:   

SBRR lesson plans will be posted for use in the areas of phonemic awareness,

phonics, fluency, and comprehension.

Goal 2:  

Family literacy services will be expanded through access to the GLC. The Parent Connection will provide parents with information on helping preschoolers develop readiness skills.

Goal 3: 


Access to professional development opportunities in the areas of reading and literacy will be made available.  Links to training sites developed for Internet delivery will be useful in the areas of reading, literacy, phonics, and comprehension.

GLC will provide fundamental support to the GA READS program.  Staff, students, and parents of students associated with GA READS schools will find an extensive number of resources at the GLC.  The GLC team will dedicate a section of the web site to the GA READS project. The global nature of GLC will promote the expansion of best practices beyond these hubs to all Georgia schools.  GLC will allow the entire education community-parents, teachers, administrators, and students- to analyze and adapt the GA READS core components, thereby facilitating project replication.  Equitable access will become a reality.

Section 3.
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3.A.2

Role of Partnership in GA REA Grant Application

The Reading and Literacy Partnership was reconvened on May 2, 2001 to discuss planning for the State of Georgia’s proposal for the Reading Excellence Act.  The role of the Partnership was outlined as follows:

· After the completion of Phase I, members of the Partnership will participate in Phase II of the selection process for the Reading Improvement and Tutorial Assistance grants. Phase II of the selection process will involve site visitation and interviews with school personnel as well as district personnel to guarantee a commitment from all collaborative entities.

· The Partnership will be instrumental in providing input and feedback concerning Georgia’s REA proposal.

· The Partnership has asked for an assessment and evaluation throughout the project with a report from each GA READS school to the Governor and the newly formed Office of Accountability concerning the failures and successes of the project to give guidance to legislative recommendations.

· The Partnership will make recommendations to the Governor’s office as well as to the State Superintendent of Schools and the State Board of Education concerning the effectiveness of the Reading Excellence Act project.

· The Partnership, in conjunction with the Governance Boards that will be established for each GA READS school, will be involved in the refinement of the accepted grant proposals by determining ongoing professional development, budgeting, evaluation, and assessment.

· Representatives of the Partnership will visit GA READS schools to monitor progress and provide feedback.

The Reading and Literacy Partnership has had an active role in the development of Georgia’s Application for the Reading Excellence Act grant. Partnership membership was expanded to foster greater collaboration among state entities. Members added were in the areas of Teacher Certification, Research and Evaluation from an institution of higher learning, and the Department of Family and Children’s Services under the Department of Human Resources.  There are twenty-three returning members.

Representatives from the Partnership have participated in meetings centered on the development of Georgia’s REA proposal 1999 and 2000. Minutes from the 2001, May meeting follow:

Minutes: Reading Excellence Act Reading and Literacy Partnership

Recorder: Susan Remillard, Program Specialist for Reading First and Remedial Education

May 2, 2001

A meeting of the Partnership was held at Twin Towers in Atlanta. A quorum was in attendance to discuss the 2001 proposal for the Reading Excellence Act grant.

Gerald Boyd, Program Manager for Reading and Language Arts, stated that every effort has been made to coordinate and merge all state efforts, including the School Improvement initiatives, Early Intervention Program (EIP) and Instructional Extension (IE), into this proposal. All funds requests will be required to leverage monies from all other state and federal programs. In addition to Title funds, schools receive state funding that is built into the FTE (full time equivalency), a weighted funding formula, which seeks to provide additional resources for higher needs students. Because the intent of these programs is consistent with the purpose of REA, their funds may be leveraged by systems to complement the REA proposal.

The Georgia REA proposal will request $40,000,000 to establish approximately 65-75 sites at approximately $500,000 per site throughout the state. Fifteen percent of the grant is to be held for Tutorial Assistance Grants and 3% for administration of the grant and 2% for evaluation.

Mr. Boyd explained that this grant runs for three years. The first year is dedicated to planning; the second year, to implementation for kindergarten and first grade; the third year, continuation of 

K-1 and implementation of second and third grades.

Professional development plans are currently being developed for School Improvement schools. Mr. Boyd expressed the intention of coordinating these plans with REA so that we will avoid the development of competing, duplicative or even parallel programs. It is the intention that all programs in a school will be working together to accomplish improved student achievement.

A brief description of the differences between this year’s grant and previous grants explained that the 2001 proposal was requesting approximately the same amount of money, but would divide those funds among 65-75 rather than 10 schools. The number of personnel and the materials designated for each site has been decreased in order to enhance the replicability of these programs. In addition, the original grant had requested funds for the establishment of an Even Start program at each site. In an attempt to reduce the per site expenditure, this provision has been deleted from the 2001 grant proposal. (There has been a shift in focus from developing 10 “Cadillac” Model schools to 65-75 “Taurus” Sites).

David Davidson from Federal Programs expressed concern about the Family Literacy portion of the draft proposal. That proposal requested funds each school to have a Literacy Coach who would attempt to provide services for both the school and family parts of the program. He and others asked that the Family Literacy portion be provided more resources to address the needs of the birth-to-school aged population as well as the school-aged students from at-risk homes. It was felt that there would be no way for one staff person to offer the needed support to classroom teachers and address the literacy needs within families. 

Dr. Sandra Moore, Director of Atlanta City School Even Start Project, noted that the statute specifies that REA, as conceived by Rep. William Goodling, is to provide Family Literacy Services. She pointed out that the Draft Proposal includes only enough resources to provide Family Focused Services.

Davidson also asked how the Partnership’s input would be continued in the process from here on. He expressed concern that if the state intends to merge the staff development with that currently being adopted by School Improvement that the Partnership would need to be assured that that staff development would be consistent with the SBRR strategies outlined in the grant. That concern was noted and it was determined that the Partnership should have input before that same model is adopted for the GA READS schools. 

Gaytha Harris, Education Specialist for the GDOE, stated that of the 625 REA eligible schools, 283 have demonstrated adequate or distinguished progress.

A Partnership member made a suggestion that the explanation of the budget be expanded to explain each line item.

Another member suggested a change from the term Administrative on the budget to Personnel or Support Staff to more accurately characterize the responsibilities of this position as providing direct services to teachers and parents.

A question was asked about to whom the Literacy Coach will be accountable. Mr. Boyd stated that, though the GA READS school personnel would receive guidance from the SEA, they would be ultimately answerable to the building principal and the system superintendent.

Though the meeting was formally adjourned, several members elected to stay and read through the grant to make corrections and to work with the grant writers about their concerns. Others asked to take the grant with them to read later and said that they would fax or email their suggestions before the deadline for submission. 

Copies of the minutes will be mailed to all Partnership members.

In response to Partnership’s concerns and suggestions, the following amendments were made to the Draft Proposal:

1.   Additional per site money has been allocated for a half-time Family Literacy Facilitator, thereby   reducing the number of sites from 65-75 to approximately 50.

2.   Decision was made to reconvene the Partnership to approve merging of GA READS professional development with School Improvement to assure that it will be consistent with scientifically-based reading research.

3.   Numerous wording changes were made avoid sending unintended messages to agencies whose internal “languages” are somewhat different from the educational jargon with which the writers are more familiar.

3.A.2.1

Assisted in the Development of GA proposal

A detailed overview of Georgia’s 1999 application was presented to the Partnership.  Recommendations were made for improvements in each section of the grant proposal and are contained in this application.  

3.A.2.2
Involved in Advising on the Selection of Local Reading Improvement (LRI) and Tutorial Assistance (TAG)

The Partnership recommended the selection of 50 LRI grants.  Members of the Partnership will be part of narrowing applicant selection (Phase II) and On-Site Visitation (Phase III) in the selection process.  The selection process will be highly competitive and awards will be based on the commitment of the LEA to the mission of Georgia’s proposal.

3.A.2.3

Assist in the Oversight and Evaluation of the Subgrantees

Each GA READS will report to the Partnership concerning the successes or failures of the project as well as continuous recommendations for program improvement.  The Partnership has recommended that an evaluation piece for program outcomes, teacher outcomes, district outcomes be instituted and linked to the Governor’s Office of Accountability.

3.B

SEA Activities Under GA READS

3.B.1

Timeline, Activities, Personnel Involved (Table 4)

3.B.2

Implementation of High Quality Professional Development

3.B.2a
SEA Professional Development Plan

Ongoing professional development is the core of the GA READS initiative.  Training and professional development must be intricately woven throughout the duration of the grant.  Upon acknowledgement of the receipt of the grant in July 2001, the GDOE will establish a partnership with RESAs, Georgia Learning Connection, In-Tech and teacher training institutions to develop and coordinate professional development efforts in reading and prevent overlapping of services.

Professional development will begin with a Scientifically Based Reading Research (SBRR) Best Practices Institute in October 2001. The providers will include personnel from colleges and universities, representatives from publishing companies, RESA specialists, private professional-development providers, and representatives from GDOE.  All staff working with kindergarten and first grades, including administrators, media specialist, special education, Early Intervention Program teachers, and Title I teachers in each of the GA READS schools will attend professional development during the 2001-2002 start up and first full year of school implementation, 2002-2003.  During the second year of implementation, 2003-2004, professional and paraprofessional staff teaching pre-kindergarten through third grade will attend professional development activities provided by the SEA.  Certified personnel will receive staff development credit for the Best Practices Institutes. All professional development will focus on research-based methods and materials.  In addition, invitations will be issued to community based early childhood personnel and parents. 

Building administrators will have the opportunity to attend three Leadership Conferences designed to provide, update and present the latest research on high-performing, low-income schools, as well as, provide technical assistance in administrating the grant and giving feedback for ongoing academic improvement.

Regional workshops in conjunction with Family Connection, Office of School Readiness, Georgia Division of Family and Children Services (GA DFACS), and Even Start will be held for parents and early childhood personnel to provide ongoing training in early literacy strategies.

TABLE 4





Timeline, Activities, Personnel Involved
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	Timeline
	
	
	
	
	
	Staff Responsibilities

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1.  Notify Partnership of grant 
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director:
	

	Award schedule,
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	*Convene Partnership

	 meeting dates for year
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	*Publicize job descriptions

	and advertise for GDOE 
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	Partnership:
	

	GA READS Staff 
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	*Oversight and evaluation

	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	of GA READS

	       *Schedule meeting times
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	based on discussion of
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	 Partnership
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	

	2.  Notify eligible LEA about 
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director:
	

	about LRI and
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
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	announce and advertise TAG 
	*X
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	LEAs
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	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Publicize tutorial  

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
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	Nov
	Dec
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	Mar
	Apr
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	Jun
	
	assistance grants

	*Select Reading Specialists
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Interview qualificants

	for GA READS Literacy
	
	
	*
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Coaching staff
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
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	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.  Release GA READS 
	
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director and GDOE Staff: 

	Guidance and Application as 
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
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	Nov
	Dec
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	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
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	*Create web site for 

	"Read Only" on the GDOE
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	GA READS
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	Sep
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	4.  Hold Scientifically-Based 
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director, GDOE Staff,  

	Reading Research Best 
	Jul
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	Apr
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	Practices Institutes and 
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Community Collaboratives:

	Bidders' Conference (1st yr.only)
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
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	X
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	*Final Day-Present 
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	Sep
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	 Application and Guidance 

	LRI and TAG
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	for LRI and TAG

	5.  Selection of SBRR Materials
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Dr. Robin Morris:
	

	for GA READS
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	Jan
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Family Collaboratives
	
	
	
	
	Year One
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	Jul
	Aug
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	Oct
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	*Ongoing meetings with
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	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	GDOE &
	

	Family Connection and
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
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	Office of School Readiness)
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	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
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	Year Three
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	Jul
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	X
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	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
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	7. Application deadline for RFP 
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director and GDOE Staff:

	    LRI and TAG grants
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	Aug
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	X
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	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	concerning
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
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	Apr
	May
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	LRI and TAG Applications,

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Provides necessary

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
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	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	technical assistance

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.  Phase I-Selection 
	
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director, Partnership, 

	     Review all LEA Applications
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Selected State Reviewers:

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Read and rate applications-

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	narrow field to 65 applicants

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
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	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.  Phase III-Final selection
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director, Partnership & GDOE Staff:

	       
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	*On-site visits

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	with community

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	collaborative, 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	school based

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	and district personnel

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.  Selection   GA READS
	
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Superintendent & Partnership:

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
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	Nov
	Dec
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	Feb
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	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
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	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	GA READS sites

	
	Jul
	Aug
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	to State Board of Education
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	Jul
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	Year One
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	       Evaluation process
	Jul
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	Nov
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	        for GA READS project
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	Jul
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	X
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	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director:
	

	       Literacy Coaches  
	Jul
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	May
	Jun
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	       & Family Literacy Facilitator
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	monitor process and

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	evaluate progress

	
	Jul
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	Apr
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	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
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	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
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	Nov
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	Feb
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	Apr
	May
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	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
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	Timeline
	
	
	
	
	
	Staff Responsibilities

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13.  Assign Literacy Coaches 
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	GDOE Literacy Coaches:

	       specific schools for
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	       monitoring progress of
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Ongoing monitoring 

	      LEA & TAG grants
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	and feedback from LEAs

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	to Partnership and

	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	GA Director
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	*Providing technical 

	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	assistance
	

	14.  Hold Leadership
	
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director, GDOE Staff, Partnership:

	       Conference
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
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	Nov
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	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Plan and facilitate

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 for district staff & principals

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	*Provide technical 

	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	assistance
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Update latest research

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	*Get feedback

	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. Monitoring progress of 
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	GDOE Literacy Coaches:

	      GA READS
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	*bi-weekly staff visits to

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	GA READS 
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	16.  Hold  regional Early Literacy
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director, GDOE staff, Even Start,

	       workshops for parents and
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Office of School Readiness,

	       Early Childhood personnel
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Family Connection, GA DFACS:

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	*Ongoing training for 

	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	parents and caregivers on 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	early literacy strategies

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	17.  Distribution of literacy
	
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director, GDOE staff:

	       activities to GA READS
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	       feeder areas
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Deliver materials to 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	GA READS sites

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	18.  Provide feedback to LEAs
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Evaluator:
	

	       based on first year 
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	      assessment of needs and 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	*Collect and analyze

	       initial & final evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	ongoing data

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	*Write a formal report

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Present report to 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Partnership
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	GDOE Literacy staff:

	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	*provides feedback to LEAs

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tasks
	
	
	
	
	
	Timeline
	
	
	
	
	
	Staff Responsibilities

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	GDOE Literacy staff, Office of School

	19.  Hold Early Literacy trainers
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Readiness, Family Connection,

	      workshop
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	GA DFACS:
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Train trainers for literacy

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	workshops
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20.  Coordinate Reading
	
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director, GDOE Literacy staff. RESAs:

	       Certification and Endorsement
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	GSAMS sites
	

	        with professional providers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	        that is based on SBRR 
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	*Organize Professional

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	Development via GSAMS

	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	for outlying areas

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	

	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	21.  Materials Fair
	
	
	
	
	
	Year One
	
	
	
	
	
	Director, GDOE Literacy staff, 

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	Even Start Project Manager:

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	Organize publisher's 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Two
	
	
	
	
	
	
	fair for GA READS

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	subgrantees

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Year Three
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Jul
	Aug
	Sep
	Oct
	Nov
	Dec
	Jan
	Feb
	Mar
	Apr
	May
	Jun
	
	
	


3.B.2b

Regional Education Service Agency (RESA)

The Regional Education Service Agency network provides staff development around the state in sixteen geographic divisions.  Participating school systems pay a yearly fee to support the RESA in their area with the state partially funding this effort.  In return, those counties receive staff development and technical services in all areas of the curriculum.  The school superintendents of the participating counties compose the RESA’s Board of Control.  The Georgia Department of Education will partner with the RESAs in an effort to maximize services and provide a seamless delivery of technical support for local schools in scientifically based reading research.  Each RESA houses a school improvement specialist and reading specialist.  Their primary responsibility is to provide professional development and technical assistance to schools within their region.  These specialists will be included in all SEA training for GA READS to help with dissemination of information and grant implementation.

3.B.2c
Enhancement of Reading and Literacy Professional Development Through Technology

The goals for technology training in all GA READS schools will be to provide training to teachers that is needed to help students learn through technology. 

Each GA READS school may participate in the Georgia Framework for Integrating Technology in the Student Centered Classroom -InTech, a professional development model developed by Georgia Regional Educational Technology Training Center staff.  This program has become a nationally recognized model for teacher training in the integration of technology.  Program goals for participants are the development of skills in five “critical” areas: (1) technology, (2) curricular standards, (3) best pedagogical practice, (4) new designs for teaching/learning assessment, and (5) classroom management.  Teachers will be trained in grade level teams.  Teachers will learn basic technology skills while focusing on project-based activities using the Georgia’s Quality Core Curriculum (QCC).  Georgia’s QCC will be the basis for all technology-connected lessons in InTech.

InTech technology skills are built on standards developed by the International Society of Technology Educators (ISTE).  This program is designed to initiate change in instruction toward more active, constructivist student learning using technology as the catalyst.  The conceptual design of the InTech Framework anticipates the need for informed school administrators and a support network to sustain the efforts made by teachers to change. 

3.B.2d

SBRR Model Classrooms

Exemplary GA READS schools, once fully implemented, may be used as models for SBRR professional development for teachers and administrators throughout Georgia. Teachers will be able to visit model classrooms to observe SBRR in action and experience the enthusiasm that will result.  This will also allow teachers and administrators from other schools to observe strategies, and compare methods and materials being used at the various schools so they can make informed decisions about selecting materials for their own schools.  All materials developed for the purpose of staff development in GA READS will be duplicated and mailed to any school that requests them.  The SEA will provide GA READS Open House information to all public and private schools, including home schools, in the state through newspapers, GDOE web site, GA READS web site and Georgia Public Television.  The SEA will also provide a list of approved instructional materials and programs being used by the GA READS schools.

3.B.3

         Application Process

3.B.3.a

Technical Assistance and Training for Eligible Schools and Districts

Upon Georgia’s notification of the grant award, the SEA will establish a web page to answer questions concerning the GA READS application. The GA READS guidance will be placed on the DOE web site as a “Read Only” document.  Eligible school and district administrators will be invited to attend a GA READS Leadership workshop that will detail the application process and establish the parameters of the grant.  The Leadership workshop will be followed by a GA READS Best Practices Institute and Bidders Conference.  The purpose of the first Institute and Bidders Conference is to share new knowledge from research that promotes achievement of reading and literacy for children and families.  In addition, the institute will be used as a means to inform and disseminate information about the goal and objectives of the Reading Excellence Act to districts, schools, state service agencies, early childhood personnel and parents.  

3.B.3.b

Overview of application for LRI and TAG

3.B.3.b1

Local Reading Improvement (LRI) Subgrants

Local Reading Improvement applicants will participate in a two-phase competitive application process.  Raters will be evaluating the LRIs using criteria generated from the Reading Excellence Act and the Georgia Department of Education.  Criteria will be used to ensure that the LEA will meet all REA requirements as provided in Section 2255 of the Act.  Criteria will be judged using rubrics developed by members of the Georgia Department of Education. LRI applicants that successfully address all 20 activities specified in the application will be considered for funding based on a highly competitive process.

Table  a  . Local Reading Improvement Subgrant Activities

	Activity
	Description

	Description of the Literacy Program
	The LEA will ensure that the selected school will use programs(s) or strategies based on scientifically based reading research principles.

	Comparison to Balanced Reading Approach
	The LEA must show how the project design matches a balanced approach to reading and covers the dimensions of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary instruction, comprehension in text, and writing.

	Professional Development Plan
	The LEA must provide an ongoing professional development plan for administrators, instructional and non-instructional staff, tutors and parents on the teaching of SBRR reading and use of technology.   

	Family Literacy Program
	The LEA must provide a detailed plan for the provision of family literacy services to include a description and assessment of the existing community resources and a plan for the recruitment and retention of families. (Systems with a significant population of English language learners may wish to request funds for contracting with a bilingual parent coordinator).

	Transition Program
	The LEA will ensure that the selected system will implement transition programs to assist kindergarten students who are not ready for first grade.

	Parent Involvement 
	The LEA will show how parents will receive assistance in becoming the child’s first teacher using literacy related activities and the training to be provided.

	Tutorial Assistance
	The LEA must show how  tutors will provide assistance in reading for at-risk students using SBRR literacy-related activities during non-instructional times.

	Summer Literacy Program
	The LEA will describe how it will provide support for those students who need continuous instruction and how it will promote reading and library programs that provide access to engaging reading materials. 

	Student Performance Evaluation
	The LEA will describe a plan to include the instruments and strategies for regular ongoing assessment and timely, effective interventions for all students as well as those students at risk of being referred to special education. 

	Reading Instruction Schedule
	The LEA will describe the schedule for 180 minutes of reading instruction to include systematic, explicit phonics, guided oral reading, appropriately matched instructional reading levels for students, and reading taught through content areas of science and social studies.

	Needs Assessment and Program Evaluation
	The LEA will describe how sites will determine needs and establish goals based on those needs.  LEAs will include a plan for formative and summative evaluations.  The plan will include a description of the specific student outcomes to be measured, the tools to be used, the planned frequency of data collection, and the intended use of student assessment 

	Coordination of Resources
	The LEA will describe how the school and community based programs and activities will be coordinated with each other and with other school and community based efforts to promote literacy, i.e. libraries, school and public.

	Coordination of Existing Funds
	The LEA will ensure that REA funds will be coordinated with other available funds of existing programs for:

· Reading instruction

· Professional development

· Program improvement

· Parental involvement

· Technical Assistance

· All others

	Local Governance Board
	The LEA will describe the composition of, process by which it was formed, and the role the local governance board will play in the administration of and oversight of this grant.  

	Reading and Literacy Status
	The LEA will provide information concerning the children and families to be served to include student performance data, community demographics, descriptions of local partnerships focused on children and families, literacy and other pertinent data. 

	Staffing
	The LEA will describe the duties and responsibilities of the staff in the context of the reading improvement plan to include the process to be used to staff this initiative and how these positions will be integrated into the existing staffing pattern.

	Goals and Objectives
	The LEA will describe the overall goals and objectives in specific measurable terms and the activities and outcomes related to each.

	Budget
	The LEA will provide a detailed budget to include a narrative that outlines the itemized costs and expenses incurred in the development, implementation and management of this project as well as how REA funds will be coordinated with existing funds for the duration of the project.

	Timeline
	The LEA will describe how the activities described in the grant proposal will be implemented and provide a timeline of the proposed implementation.

	GEPA Requirement
	The LEA will describe the steps proposed to ensure equitable access to, and participation in, the project for students, teachers, and other beneficiaries with special needs.


The Continuum of Evidence of Effectiveness and Continuum of Criteria to Judge Effectiveness of Strategies, Programs, or Models was used to develop the Georgia Department of Education rubrics. Programs will be evaluated from “most rigorous” to “marginal” in the areas of theoretical foundation for the program, evaluation-based evidence of improvement of student achievement, evidence of effective implementation, and evidence of replicability.  The activities that will be scored using this criteria are:

· Description of the Literacy Program

· Professional Development Plan

· Family Literacy Program

· Transition Program

· Tutorial Assistance

· Summer Literacy Program

· Student Performance Evaluation

· Needs Assessment and Program Evaluation

Further criteria have been developed to ensure community based activities meet with the same rigor as school based activities.

Those programs that have the highest potential of being most effective will be those that can provide the most rigorous evidence for each area based on the criteria.

3.B.3.c

GA READS  Scoring

The Georgia Department of Education has chosen the following criteria to evaluate the GA READS applications.  The maximum possible score for each criterion is indicated in the parentheses with the criterion.  The Department awards up to 250  points for all criteria.  Criteria will be judged using rubrics developed by the Department of Education. Each component of the application will be discussed before it is rated using a rubric that details the quality that is expected from rigorous to marginal. Five qualified readers will read each proposal section.  Each reader will be responsible for administering the criteria and rubrics provided.

To adjust for possible readers’ bias, the high and low score will be discarded and an average of the remaining three scores will be tallied.  This method will eliminate the possibility of certain applications benefiting significantly from having high-scoring readers or being harmed by low-scoring readers.

(a)
  Significance (30 points)

(b) Quality of the Project Design (95 points)

(c) Quality of the Project Service (95 points)

(d) Adequacy of Resources (15 points)

(e) Quality of  Project Evaluation (15 points)

3.B.3.b2
Tutorial Assistance Subgrant

The GA READS Tutorial Assistance Program (TAP Into Reading) will provide the Local Education Agencies with a general framework comprised of a set of required components which are based on scientifically-based reading research. The goal of the tutorial Assistance Program (TAP) will be to provide students with the instruction needed to enable them to achieve grade level reading performance as rapidly as possible.  Tutorial services will be provided on a one-on-one basis.  TAP tutors will follow a specific curriculum which provides the most effective scientifically-based reading research- based instructional methods and materials.  One-on-one tutoring sessions will be scheduled for daily.  These sessions will be scheduled during non-instructional times of the day or week, and may include before school, after school, weekends, and in the summer.  

Each TAP Project, whether school-based or community-based will be required to include these elements:

1) One-on-one tutoring (Slavin et al., 1989) in reading by tutors trained in the use of an approved method (Preventing Difficulties In Young Children, p. 259-262).

2) Tutorial sessions scheduled for a minimum of 40 minutes per day, four days per week, which occur during non-instructional times: before school, after school, evenings, on weekends, and/or during the summer.

3) Continuing professional development for the TAP Director and tutors on the teaching of reading based on scientifically based reading research including the individual diagnosis and prescription of reading difficulties in the area of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, comprehension (Preventing Difficulties in Young Children, p. 336-337).

4) Informal and formal reading assessment for all students including the use of an individual informal reading assessment administered a minimum of three times per year, fall, winter and spring, pre-and post-assessments with a norm-referenced reading achievement test and the use of these results in instruction.

5) Provision for parent participation in literacy-related activities and training to assist parents to enhance their children’s reading skills (e.g., Whitehurst et al., 1994).

TAP tutors will be trained in research based reading instruction and in the use of approved instructional materials.  The TAP Director will provide training.  Tutorial services will not be conducted during the regular school instructional time.  Tutors may include volunteers from the community as well as Americorp, Work-Study, Vista, and America Reads.  All volunteers will be trained in research-based methods of reading instruction.

3.B.3.b2
Tutorial Assistance Selection Process

Applicants will be required to participate in a competitive application process.  Evaluation and funding will be based on a rigorous scoring system.  Proposals that are funded must be based on reliable research, effective practices, and demonstrate effective internal and external coordination.  Only those proposals that comply with the criteria in all areas will be funded.

Table  b .  Tutorial Assistance Subgrant Activities

	Activity
	Description

	Selection of Tutorial Assistance Providers School Based
	The LEA will describe criteria used for selection of tutorial assistance providers in reading.  Programs will be offered before school, after school, on weekends or during the summer, to children having difficulty reading.

	Selection of Tutorial Assistance Providers-Community Based
	The LEA will describe criteria used for selection of tutorial assistance providers in reading. Programs will be offered before school, after school, on weekends or during the summer, to children having difficulty reading.

	Provider Evaluation
	The LEA will provide a plan that determines the effectiveness of the provider.

	Student Progress Evaluation
	The LEA will describe an individual evaluation plan to regularly evaluate student needs and progress. 

	Instructional Services Provided
	The LEA must describe criteria in reading.  Criteria must be founded in scientifically based reading research and be consistent with the reading program used by the child’s school.

	Parent Information
	The LEA will: a) provide information to parents of an eligible child regarding possible choices for tutorial assistance; b) provide additional opportunities for parents who have failed to select tutorial assistance for an eligible child to do so; and c) permit a local school to recommend a tutorial assistance provider in a case where a parent asks for assistance in making a decision.

	Tutorial Assistance Selection Process
	The LEA will develop a procedure for selection that includes giving priority to children most in need of reading instruction, as determined through assessments, and randomly selecting children equally in need.

	Student Selection Procedures
	The LEA will develop procedures for selecting children to receive tutorial assistance to be used in cases where insufficient funds are available that give priority to children who are assessed and determined to be most in need of tutorial assistance.

	Contract Requirements
	The LEA must develop a method of payment directly to selected tutorial assistance providers.  This will include a contract, consistent with State and local law, between the provider and the LEA.

	Budget
	The LEA must submit a budget request. 

	LEA Assurances
	The LEA will:

· Ensure oversight over providers.

· Ensure information for parents include quality and effectiveness of the tutorial assistance offered by each approved provider in a language that they can understand.

· Provide information to parents on the quality of the programs and on their child’s progress.

· Ensure parent and child confidentiality.

· Ensure that any potential parent will be provided, upon request, assistance in selecting the best tutorial assistance program for their child.

· Disclose method of payments to the providers.

· Ensure that contract providers must be independent of any private school whose children are being served and any religious organization.

	Notification
	The LEA must provide public notice to potential tutorial assistance providers and parents in its jurisdiction that the subgrants are available and the LEA could apply to the state under a competitive process for the funds.

	Critical Activities and Timeline
	The LEA will provide a list of all critical activities and dates pertinent to this grant.


3.B.3.c

Tutorial Assistance Review Committee Process 

Eligible schools will submit grants to the SEA.  Readers/raters will be selected from a  Georgia Department of Education approved pool of raters. Georgia has eight established geographical regions.  Teams of raters will rate applications from regions other than their home region.  Guidelines to assist the rating committee will be mailed in advance.  A consultant will train raters using a simulated GA READS TAP application, materials, and score sheet.  Each component of the application will be discussed before it is rated using a rubric that details the quality that is expected from rigorous to marginal. Five qualified readers will read each proposal section.  Each reader will be responsible for administering the criteria and rubrics provided.

To adjust for possible readers’ bias, the high and low score will be discarded and an average of the remaining three scores will be tallied.  This method will eliminate the possibility of certain applications benefiting significantly from having high-scoring readers or being harmed by low-scoring readers.

3.B.3c

Tutorial Assistance Scoring

Approval of GA READS TAP  program applications are based on applications earning a minimum of 75 points out of a total 150 points. Tying applications will be rated again.  The possible score:

(a) Personnel Services (10 points)

(b) Project Design (120 points)

· Goals and Objectives

· Research-Based Curriculum Methods and Materials

· Professional Development

· Student Assessment and Progress

· Program Evaluation

· Budget

· Assurances

(c) Economic Need based on Free and Reduced Lunch Percentages and System per Pupil Expenditures (10 points)

(d) Academic Need based on School Performance as Indicated by Available Test Scores (10 points)

3.B.3.d

LEA School Selection

All eligible districts will be given a list of potentially eligible school based on the criteria for selection established within the Reading Excellence Act.  Districts will be required to verify and disseminate the information to eligible schools.  A Leadership Conference will be held for potential recipients to clarify the scope of the grant and emphasis the community collaboration required.

The Georgia Department of Education in conjunction with community collaboratives will hold a Bidders Conference for all eligible districts and schools.  Information will be disseminated regarding scientifically based reading research, SEA objectives or requirements, application requirements and adequate technical assistance in accessing appropriate community resources to ensure access of REA funds to all eligible schools. 

3.B.3.e1

Review Process

Local Reading Improvement applicants will be required to participate in a three phase competitive application process.  Raters will be evaluating the LRIs using criteria generated from the Reading Excellence Act and the Georgia Department of Education.  Criteria will be used to ensure that the LEA will meet all REA requirements as provided in Section 2255 of the Act.  Criteria will be judged using rubrics developed by members of the Georgia Department of Education. 

Phase I-Review Process

Eligible schools will submit grants to the SEA.  Raters will be from a pool approved by the Georgia Department of Education. .Local raters will include parents, teachers (reading, regular, special education), administrators, researchers, experts in the field of SBRR, librarians, media specialists, and family literacy personnel. Teams of raters will rate applications from regions other than their home region.  Guidelines to assist the rating committee will be mailed in advance.  A consultant will train raters using a simulated GA READS application, materials, and score sheet.  Each component of the application will be discussed before it is rated using a rubric that details the quality that is expected from rigorous to marginal.  Five qualified readers will read each proposal section.  Each reader will be responsible for administering the criteria and rubrics provided.

To adjust for possible readers’ bias, the high and low score will be discarded and an average of the remaining three scores will be tallied.  This method will eliminate the possibility of certain applications benefiting significantly from having high-scoring readers or being harmed by low-scoring readers.   The top applicants regardless of site location will advance to the next phase in the rating process.  Raters will be required to sign a non-conflict of interest assurance form.

Phase II-Review Process

GA READS grant finalists will host a Review Committee site visit.  The Review Committee will consist of GDOE staff and members of Governor’s Partnership. Teams will visit the district office; make a site visit to the proposed school; interview personnel who would be responsible for implementation of the GA READS grant, including randomly selected teachers and family service providers.  A list of questions will be asked of each LEA to determine the best possible sites for implementation of this grant.  The Review Committee will have the option of contacting the site to clarify specific points of concern.  After each site visit the Review Committee will meet to discuss the interview.  A final written report will be issued concerning each site with recommendations to the State Board of Education.  Seventy-five to fifty sites will be selected and notified.

3.B.3.e2

Role of the Reading and Literacy Partnership in the Review Process

Members of the Partnership will be invited to participate in  Phase I to read and rate LEA Applications for awarding Reading Improvement and Tutorial Assistance grants. Phase II of the selection process will involve site visitation and interviews with school and district personnel as well as community stakeholders to guarantee a commitment from all collaborative entities.  Members of the Partnership will be invited to be a part of the review team.

3.B.4


Technical Assistance

Technical assistance will be the foundation for the successful implementation of GA READS and 

has been intricately woven throughout this application.  Quality technical assistance will be delivered in many forms. Coordination and collaboration with internal programs and external agencies will maximize use of REA funds and limit duplication.

3.B.4.1

Scientifically Based Reading Research

The GA READS theoretical base and project design are based on scientifically based reading research and effective practices.  The development and implementation of the Reading First model, A Balanced Approach to Reading  (Figure C), which GA READS uses as a framework, has been strengthened by applying more rigorous standards and up-to-date research and effective practices.  The development and implementation of school-based and community-based approaches in instruction, professional development, family literacy and transition activities all require LEAs to use scientifically based reading research and effective practices.  

GA READS mandates that only scientifically based reading researched materials and practices be used in LEA projects.  A carefully chosen group of educators, selected on the basis of their knowledge and adherence to the findings of scientifically based research, will review both commercial and conceptual models in light of that research.  All of the materials, programs and models to be implemented for instruction by the LEAs will have to meet the rigorous standard of the Continuum of Evidence of Effectiveness and Continuum of Criteria to Judge Effectiveness of Strategies, Programs, or Models in order to meet approval of the Georgia Department of Education.  A panel of experts including a Partnership member, will be convened to evaluate the proposed materials, programs, and models.  The panel will develop a list of materials and approve conceptual models that may be used by the LEAs for instruction or implementation.

All professional development activities, materials and practices for teachers, instructional staff, tutors, volunteers and any other individuals who interact with children to help develop literacy skills within a GA READS community must meet the criteria established by the panel.

Family literacy programs must also apply scientifically based reading research practices within their programs, where appropriate.

3.B.4.2

Technology

The Georgia Department of Education will provide technology support to REA subgrant recipients through a GA READS  website.  Additional information concerning the SEA technology support services can be found below in Section 3.B.5.a.

3.B.5


Other

3.B.5.a
Use of Technology to Facilitate Program Management, Oversight, and Professional Development

All 180 Georgia school systems are using an electronic process to apply for state and federal grant funds by June 15, 2000.  The software already developed for this “Consolidated Application” website with its electronic application and budget spreadsheets will be used to manage SEA information distribution and an electronic application processes for selecting GA READS sites.  The selection process for sites will include an electronic database for readers’ scores and comments.  After sites are selected, information from LEA site applications will become the core data for an evaluation database for GA READS.  Baseline performance date on students, staff as well as for data on the school enterprise will be collected using on-line reporting techniques for both site evaluators and SEA evaluators.

In 1998 and 1999, the SEA applied for and was granted discounted T-1 line service for each of 180 school districts through the federal universal service program (E-Rate). 160 school systems currently are connecting their schools to the Wide Area Network using local and/or state lottery funds; Georgia DOE will expand its E-Rate requests in 2000-2001 to expand the bandwidth available to every school.  Each year the Georgia Lottery provides funds for capital improvements for computers in classrooms and for assistive technology.  The Georgia Legislature annually designates an appropriation per student for this purpose (in fiscal year 2001 this totals more than $20 million).  The legislature also appropriates state funds for technology specialist positions (1 per every 1,100 students) in each district.

An electronic listserv will be managed by the SEA to facilitate communications between the SEA and LEAs and also among personnel at the 50 sites.  Also the use of phone conferences, camcorder videos of teachers and students in classrooms, Internet videoconferences using shareware and the state video conferencing network (Georgia Statewide Academic and Medical System, GSAMS) will be used as appropriate to offset travel costs for meetings and professional development.

3.B.5.b

Teacher Certification Reform

Has the state modified elementary teacher certification requirements?

Yes.  

When were they modified?

Month:  Effective July 1, 1999

Did to modification increase requirements in the area of reading covering grades K-3?  

Yes

What were the changes?  How were the changes related to scientifically-based reading research?

Georgia defines certification for elementary teachers as grades P-5 for Early Childhood Education and grades 4-8 for Middle Grades.  Changes in certification, effective July 1, 1999, allow institutions to include optional preparation concentrations in P-2 or 3-5.  If the institution chooses P-2, the program emphasizes the International Reading Standards appropriate for those grade levels. In addition, the recent changes allow teachers to receive certification in reading through an endorsement certificate, which is an additional certificate in reading, a Master’s Degree as a master Teacher of Reading or a Reading Specialist’s certificate attached to an initial teaching certificate, usually in Early Childhood Education, Middle Grades, English or Special Education.  Other certification changes for the teaching of reading have resulted in teachers being able to qualify for a degree at the master’s level.

Georgia’s state approval for the issuance of initial teaching certificates is granted to public and private institutions after a rigorous review of the preparation programs based on state standards.  The standards-based approach requires that all preparation programs are designed around a conceptual framework that has a scientific knowledge base that defines the professional education curriculum for the preparation programs.  In addition, the standards require that the preparation programs use the International Reading Association (IRA) content standards for the design of curriculum.  

The Peer Review Approval Process used for state approval determines whether the institution is in compliance with the IRA reading standards and that qualified faculty teach the reading curriculum.  The state’s broad-based standards allow each institution to decide how it will use the standards to design its preparation programs and the required coursework.  The state does not dictate that specific coursework, curriculum design, or specific methods of instruction be incorporated into programs in order for them to be state approved. 

Each institution has the option to design and teach the reading curriculum as it sees fit.  The preparation standards does require that the teaching of reading and the diagnosis and remediation of reading difficulties be included in the preparation programs for Early Childhood Education, Middle Grades Education, English and Special Education candidates for teaching. 

Does the state promise to make changes in elementary teacher certification requirements?

There are no current plans to change the current Early Childhood Education and Middle Grades teacher certification requirements.  When changes are made, they occur through the state’s rule-making process and are approved by the Professional Standards Commission.  The Commission has the authority to respond to change and essential need in certification requirements. 

A recent study of the teaching of reading indicates a variety of approaches are used by institutions with increased emphasis being placed on reading by the Board of Regents institutions, particularly in the Early Childhood area.

3.B.5.c

Tutorial Assistance Program Notification Process

Upon notice that the State of Georgia has been awarded the grant, a letter will be sent to all eligible schools in the state to notify them of the availability of the Tutorial Assistance subgrants.  The letter will explain that schools are required to publicize through the local media, newspapers, local access TV, radio, the availability of these grant funds to both public and private providers of tutoring services.  Failure to comply will result in the loss of their Title I funds.  A form will be included in the letter for the LEAs to report the manner in which the availability of these grants has been advertised.  It will be explained that this requirement applies to all systems that receive Title I funding regardless of whether they intend to apply for any part of the Reading Excellence Act grant.

3.C


Staffing

3.C.1


Staffing:  Roles and Responsibilities
The GA READS Director will be employed full time and housed within the Department of Curriculum and Reading.  This staff member will ensure research-based instruction, eliminate duplication and ensure collaboration among School Improvement, Title I, Reading, Even Start and other state initiatives within the GA READS schools.  This person will be familiar in the development and dissemination of the Reading First philosophy and methods.  The Director will provide knowledge of research and guidance for all Title I programs.  This staff member should bring to this position a wide variety of classroom experiences that will be an invaluable asset to the GA READS initiative.

The GA READS Director will lead the site-selection team.  This person will act as a liaison between GA READS initiative and federal, state, and local governments.  The Director will respond to federal planning, evaluation, and reporting requirements.  The Director will convene the Reading and Literacy Partnership meetings.  The Director will make regular site visits for support and monitoring purposes.  The Director will direct regional staff in evaluation of the progress of GA READS schools on a regular basis to ensure that each of the project models is providing ongoing appropriate professional development for their faculties.  The GA READS Director will approve all staff development providers and the content of the material to be presented.  The Director will approve all budgets submitted by LEAs to ensure expenditures are in keeping with the requirements of the GA READS guidelines.

Two full-time reading specialists will provide guidance to the GA READS and TAG schools. Each specialist will be responsible for providing direct technical assistance to facilitate high-quality SBRR reading instruction and staff development and to provide feedback to the Director and Partnership for specific GA READS and TAG schools.  This will enable the SEA to monitor schools regularly to ensure that rigorous, ongoing staff development in research-based methods of reading instruction is being provided throughout the year using the Literacy Coach model.  The SEA staff will ensure that family literacy programs, designed to improve and increase parent-child interaction, are being carried out.  The SEA staff will ensure, through on-site visits, that parents are provided research-based reading guidance, if needed, to enhance language, pre-literacy and literacy development in their children. Specialists will meet once per month with the Director to discuss the progress of GA READS schools, identify needs, and coordinate services. Specialists will also meet with program evaluators to determine if changes need to be made in instructional practices.  In order to provide this assistance to parents, the Family Literacy Facilitator will be trained by the SEA team in research-based best practices for training parents, families, and the GA READS volunteers.  The SEA team will also provide training in community-navigation skills to enable the Family Literacy Facilitator to coordinate family literacy services, avoid duplication of services, while fully utilizing existing resources.  School improvement specialists housed in the Regional Educational Service Agencies (RESAs) and in individual school sites throughout the state will add to the technical assistance network that will be available to the GA READS schools.  

Consultants for the SBRR Best Practices Institutes, Leadership Conferences, and Regional Literacy workshops will be contracted by the Director.  All personnel will be hired according to fair employment practices without regard to gender, ethnicity, race, religion or age.

3.C.2

Resume of GA READS Director

Isabel Smith Bearden Ed.D
371 Hamilton Crossing Rd.

Cartersville. Georgia 30120

Phone (404) 656-0404

Fax (770) 657-5992

Home Phone (770) 382-7524

EDUCATION
1989 - Doctor of Education (L7), University of Georgia, GPA 4.0
1986 - Leadership Specialist Certification (L6), University of Georgia, GPA 4.0
1981 - Administration and Supervision (AS 5), West Georgia College, GPA 4.0
1977 - Master of Education (Reading Specialist), Berry College, GPA 4.0
1965 - Bachelor of Arts, (Elementary Education), Shorter College

Staff Development: Multi-Media; First Aid/CPR; Educational Travel; Leadership Team Improvement; Whole Language in the Classroom; Talents Unlimited; Hands-on Math; Techniques of Evaluation - Media Specialist, Teacher, SLP, Leadership, and Counselor; various computer workshops, including InTech, Excel, Microsoft Works, Microsoft Word; and various non-credit workshops.

EMPLOYMENT
1999–Present: Curriculum Director, Georgia Department of Education 



1986–1999: Principal, Taylorsville Elementary School, Bartow County Schools






General responsibilities and duties assigned to principal.

· Developed a Mentor Program serving 50+ students annually

· Organized and supervised an After-School Program which has grown to 400+ students

· Recruited teachers of dance, baton, gymnastics, and other activities for After School Program

· Initiated a fiscally independent Summer Enrichment Program for students of Taylorsville School

· Bartow County School of Excellence

· Pay for Performance School twice

· Model site for Kennesaw college STAR Program (special education programs)

· Organized the first Adopt-A-School in Bartow County

· Developed a guide and served as a resource to other schools in developing Adopt-A-School Programs

· Initiated a Christmas stocking program for approximately 50 families annually

· Initiated a Thanksgiving food basket program for 40 - 50 families annually

· Serve on county-wide curriculum committee

· Supervised the moving of Taylorsville School to a new facility while continuing to serve as principal of the old building.

· Participated in planning, ordering equipment, and establishing facility

· Acquired various grants for the school

1999:  Instructor for Piedmont College, Advanced Reading Diagnosis and Correction


1997:  Teacher of Remedial Studies, Floyd Junior College



Taught remedial reading course at night to adults

· All students who completed course passed the college entrance exam

1985: Principal, Cass Elementary School, Bartow County Schools

· Assumed responsibility for school mid-year

· Completed the year and directed the closing and division off the school to form Hamilton Crossing and Mission Road Schools.

1982-1985:  Assistant Principal for Curriculum and Instruction, Cass High School, Bartow County Schools.

Responsible for the supervision of curriculum and instruction throughout the school, revision of curriculum and change from quarter to semester system scheduling by hand and by computer, and Chairman of SACS Ten Year Self-Study.

· Developed a recognition program for academic achievement

· Served with Etowah Foundation to develop the first scholarship programs

· Guided the change of school system from a quarter system to semester system

· Guided the revision of all course descriptions for both high schools

· Planned and instituted a reading lab for the school

· Initiated an SAT preparation course

· Served a chair of ten year self-study for SACS

· Developed a monthly community involvement program


1980-1981: Lead Reading Teacher (Curriculum Coordinator) and Title I Teacher, Emerson Elementary School, Bartow County Schools

Responsible for the coordination of the curriculum and instruction, which included the organization of materials diagnostic testing and instruction, teacher staff development, instructional budget, and remedial teaching from grades 1-6

· Developed and conducted a series of parent workshops in each Bartow County elementary school

· Facilitated the rise in test scores from last in the county to first

1978-1979:  Lead Reading Teacher (Curriculum Coordinator), Sixth and Seventh Grade Language Arts and Reading Teacher, Emerson Elementary School, Bartow County Schools

· Above stated responsibilities in addition to teaching sixth and seventh grade language arts and reading.

1974-1978: Lead Reading Teacher (Curriculum Coordinator), Cass Elementary School, Bartow County School

Responsible for the coordination of the curriculum and instruction, which included the organization and purchasing of materials, diagnostic testing and instruction, teacher staff development, instructional budget, and remedial teaching from grades 1-6.

· Organized and instituted a school-wide basal reading program

 
Organized the Right to Read Program for the school

1969-1970:  Third and first grade teacher, Cass Elementary School, Bartow County

Schools

INTERESTS & ACTIVITIES


Pay for Performance Reader - State Department of Education

Served on visiting teams for several SACS Committees, including Augusta, Macon, Savannah, and others.  Chaired 2 school visiting teams.


Member of ASCD, GAEL, PAGE, and NAESP


Past Education Chairman of United Way


Past Education Coordinator for American Cancer Society


Served on various committees and boards of church, including Pre-school Board,


Pastor/Parrish Committee Chairman, Administrative Board, and Long Range Planning Committee.


Swimming, skiing, reading, traveling, and gardening occupy spare time

COMPUTER SKILLS


Windows - Microsoft Works, Word, Excel, Managing Your Money,

Microsoft Money, and Microsoft Word, AS 400 knowledge of applications only as needed in school office, Accelerated Reader training, CCC training for classroom use, and InTech training


Macintosh - organized my dissertation on data base and wrote using a Mac Computer

HONORS AND AWARDS


Bartow County Woman of the Year


Outstanding -Service Award from Taylorsville Lodge


Phi Beta Kappa


Governor's Educational Leadership Institute

3.c.2a

Personnel Job Descriptions

SEA Reading Specialists (2)

100% full time 

Qualifications:

· M.A. required, Reading Specialist required.

· Experience in primary grades or early childhood instruction required.

· Experience working with teachers in schools.

· Knowledge of scientifically based reading research required.

· Experience in administration or supervisory position recommended.

· Ability to work cooperatively and collaboratively with multiple entities.

Responsibilities:

· Work collaboratively with teachers, other instructional staff, administrators, community members, and relevant service providers.

· Provide feedback to teachers, schools, LEAs, the GA READS Director

· Monitor ongoing progress of schools and teachers.

· Facilitate coordination of services in schools and communities.

· Provide feedback to Reading and Literacy Partnership.

· Provide staff development training for GA READS schools.

Section 4:  
Local District/School Interventions under LRI subgrants

The vision for the Reading Excellence Act in Georgia is the establishment of approximately 50 Reading Excellence Act Demonstration Sites (GA READS) for instruction, research and training founded in scientifically-based reading research.  The foundation of these schools will be professional development.  Teachers, administrators, paraprofessionals, parents and volunteers will be trained in strategies, methods and materials, comprehension research and diagnosis and correction based on the six dimensions of reading.  GA READS schools will partner with parents, public libraries, early childhood education and adult literacy providers, and communities to design school and community based approaches focused on achieving the goals of:  1) all children being able to read well and independently by the end of third grade; 2) actively engaging parents and children during the early childhood years to ensure they learn to read as soon as they are ready; and 3) the development of a professional development system that will assist reading teachers in the delivery of best instructional practices to maximize reading gains for all students. (see figures D, E, and F )

The school and community based approaches will have three foci for activities and services.  Each approach will deliver child-, family- and professional-focused activities and services in the areas of Instruction, Professional Development, Family Literacy and Transition.  GA READS will provide local districts and schools with a general framework of required components that employ knowledge gained from scientifically based reading research. There is no single best way of teaching reading, however based upon findings in scientifically based reading research and lessons from Reading First and Family Connection (state-sponsored initiatives), GA READS has adopted key components upon which reading and literacy improvement initiatives are to be built.  The key components include:

· Reading Excellence Local Governance Board comprised of school and community representatives.

· 180-minutes of balanced SBRR reading instruction daily including phonemic and orthographic awareness, explicit systematic phonics based on assessed need, fluency and comprehension (Stallings, 1980), (California Reading Initiative, 1996), (Chall, 1967).

· Ongoing professional development for teachers and instructional staff in SBRR strategies for reading instruction including diagnosis and prescription of reading difficulties in explicit systematic phonics, sight word vocabulary and comprehension (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, 1998).
· One-on-one tutoring in reading during non-instructional hours by trained parents and volunteers (Slavin et al., 1989), (Alexander and Entwisle, 1996), (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, 1998).
· Family literacy services based the Even Start Family Literacy model (Edwards,1995).

· Parent participation in literacy-related activities and training to help parents enhance their children’s reading skills (Whitehurst et al., 1994).

· Informal and formal reading assessment for all children including achievement and an individual informal assessment of reading progress administered three times per year in the fall, winter and spring  (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, 1998).
· Technology to facilitate reading instruction in each classroom and media center.

· Kindergarten transition programs for children at risk of entering first grade with insufficient skills to begin to read.

· Intervention strategies to decrease the number of children referred for special education testing or services.

· A summer reading program.

4.A

Changes in Classroom Instruction: Lessons from Reading First

An assessment of reading instruction in classrooms around the state prior to the establishment of Reading First in 1997, revealed that few of the programs presented phonics in a systematic, explicit manner.  The programs also failed to provide students with the repetitive, cumulative, controlled vocabulary necessary to acquire the automaticity required for reading fluency.  Reading First was implemented to focus reading instruction on addressing these shortcomings driven by ongoing individual, informal assessment in phonemic awareness, phonics, site word recognition, oral reading and comprehension.  Subsequent evaluation of the implementation of the Reading First program has yielded several indications with direct implications for the design and implementation of REA under GA READS.

An initial indication was the misinterpretation of a balanced approach to reading to mean the implementation of a phonics program.  This misconception was a function of two variables, the ineffectiveness of the “trainer of trainer” approach to staff development in facilitating a working knowledge of balanced reading instruction and insufficient resources provided to schools to purchase the materials and training necessary to implement reading programs based on SBRR.  Under GA READS, balanced reading instruction based on SBRR will be facilitated through professional development organized and or sponsored by the Georgia Department of Education and provided directly to all K-3 teachers and administrators working at the selected sites through annual “best practices institutes”, 90 
hours over a two-year period of two-tiered training in SBRR strategies and literacy coaching.  Each school will be provided resources and assistance for evaluating and purchasing materials based upon the fidelity of those programs with SBRR.  

A second finding concerned amount of time spent per day in reading instruction.  While the amount of classroom time spent on reading instruction did increase as a result of Reading First implementation, data showed that the amount was less than the 180 minutes per day required.  Furthermore, the instructional time during the day was fragmented with instruction focused on sight word development receiving the least amount of time.  These combined with tardy implementation of program components and materials and adjustment of schedules to order and receive new programs, receive training and administer assessments delayed full implementation sometimes to mid or late year.  Schools qualifying for GA READS will be required to outline a plan for instruction that includes the provision and monitoring of 180 minutes per day of SBRR reading instruction in designated blocks.  The technical assistance and support for eligible schools and districts provided as part of GA READS SEA activities, will include orientation and training in the principles of SBRR, planning and organization of the school to deliver balanced reading instruction and readiness to fully implement the core components of GA READS at the beginning of the funding year. 

A third indication from Reading First implementation and evaluation identified the lack of school administrators who are well versed in research based reading instruction.  While many of the administrators had some training, they lacked sufficient knowledge of SBRR methods to effectively observe, coach and ensure teaching practice as a part of instructional supervision.  GA READS, in addition to SBRR training for teachers and other instructional staff, will provide ongoing training specifically designed for school administrators on the issues of leadership necessary for the effective planning, organization, delivery and monitoring of SBRR reading instruction.

 Each school receiving REA funds will participate in state organized and/or sponsored SBRR professional development and training to facilitate the design and implementation of activities and services focused on the goals and objectives of GA READS.  These schools must also implement professional development plans approved by the SEA based upon fidelity to SBRR strategies and best practices which provide for 90 hours of two-tiered development for all teachers in the school grades K-3. 

Schools participating as GA READS schools will have data and documented evidence available to reflect changes in classroom instruction.  In addition to criterion- and norm- referenced student performance results, such data and information will include participation of administrators in state organized and/or sponsored professional development, school professional development plans for K-3, state- approved lists of materials and reading programs consistent with SBRR, school plans reflecting 180 minute daily reading instruction, implementation evaluation data, instructional supervision plans, teacher logs of individual, informal diagnostic assessments of student progress conducted in the fall winter and spring. 

4.B


Reading Instruction

4.B.1.a

Professional Development

All instructional staff grades K-3 in GA READS schools will participate in professional development activities organized, sponsored and/or approved by the Georgia Department of Education.  Professional development will be conducted using curricula based upon SBRR either developed or approved by the Georgia Department of Education. The following professional development topics have been addressed in previous sections:

· Phonemic Awareness

· Direct, Explicit, Systematic Phonics Instruction

· Vocabulary Instruction

· Comprehension in Text

· Writing To Read/Reading to Write

· Balanced Reading Instruction

· Diagnosis and Prescription of Reading Difficulties

Additional topics will include, but not be limited to, the following areas: 

· Research Foundation of Reading

Teachers and paraprofessionals will be instructed in the best practices in reading instruction as documented in Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children.

Interpretation--Norm-referenced/Individually Referenced Assessment
Teachers will be instructed in the interpretation of data derived from norm-referenced and criteria-based assessments and the differences in the purpose and use of each  (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, p. 337).

· Management Strategies
Computer-Management Reading Program
For schools currently using a computer-management system for children’s self-selected reading, training will be offered to obtain maximum benefit from this program.  If the school does not yet have a program, a program will be installed, books purchased and cataloged, and staff development implemented on-site for the entire faculty (Patterns of Reading Practice, p. 20; Impact of the Accelerated Reader on Overall Academic Achievement and School Attendance, p.11).  The Literacy Coach will be placed in charge of this aspect of the reading program to make certain that incentives are in place and are functioning properly. There will be a reading committee, headed by the designated Literacy Coach to guarantee full facilitation of SBRR, which will meet at least once per month. It will be comprised of a representative from each grade level and, at least, two parents to ensure that this program is working effectively across grade levels and between home and school to the benefit of all involved.  The parent representatives may rotate quarterly and their names should be published through parent-teacher organizations.  This committee will address concerns from the faculty and from parents.

· Classroom Management For Small Group Instruction 

The experience of Georgia’s Reading First Project has revealed a need for instruction in classroom management skills for teachers moving into the recommended research-based practices.  This is particularly true for new and less experienced teachers, and even veteran teachers welcome a review of strategies that may not have been used for some time.  In order to relieve some of the anxiety that accompanies change, teachers will be instructed and then coached in classroom management to maximize the potential of these recommended strategies.

· Small Group Instruction
Teachers will be instructed and coached in the appropriate use of small groups in the teaching of reading. Children will be grouped according to need for instructional skills in small, flexible groups (Hiebert et al., 1992; Starting Out Right, p. 87).  The reading level will be determined by the individually administered  Basic Literacy Test or Woodcock-Johnson Reading Inventory-Revised (WJRI-R) or another approved assessment.  In addition to creating groups for instruction, these tests will provide specific information about each child’s skill competencies (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, pp. 336-337).  The more severe the reading dysfunction, the smaller the group will need to be (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, pp. 326-328).  As the child’s competencies improve, he will be moved into a group that is more appropriate to his needs.  This is made possible by a block scheduling model in which reading is taught by all teachers at a particular grade level at the same time  (Canady & Rettig, 1995).  This model also allows the teacher to work with a smaller group of children for instruction in reading. Teachers will be coached in classroom management strategies that allow for maximum efficiency when using a small group model.  Teachers will also be instructed, where necessary, in the components of guided-reading lessons (See Starting Out Right, p. 129).

· Scheduling Options  

Teachers and administrators will be instructed in various scheduling models that reduce pupil-teacher ratios during reading instruction.  This will include, but not be limited to, instruction in various forms of parallel block scheduling. Scheduling will be a key element in all GA READS schools. In order to maximize personnel and the students’ time, schools’ schedules will be realigned where necessary.  Faculties and administrators will engage in exercises which will strengthen consensus while challenging the tradition-for-tradition’s-sake mindset.  Faculties will be guided into a process in which all the stakeholders, administrators, parents, and professional and paraprofessional staff, examine possibilities for their school and themselves in as non-threatening an atmosphere as possible. All members of the staff will engage in constructing a model for the school in which personnel may be assigned, but the changes that are made will reflect the desires and talents of those involved. Scheduling will be done to optimize all aspects of the learning process.  Options presented by creative scheduling will be examined to reduce class size during primary instructional times, allow for flexible grouping for skills needs, and to capitalize on the talents of the entire staff (Canady & Rettig, 1995).

· Developmental Nature Of Language Acquisition

Teachers will be instructed in the nature and development of language acquisition as the foundation for continuing that process within the classroom to enhance all aspects of literacy development.

· Guided Oral Reading Lessons
Teachers will meet with children in small groups according to the child’s skill needs. During this time children will review previous skills, learn new vocabulary, receive a preview of that day’s reading through prediction strategies and then read the story either orally in pairs or independently. A discussion will follow in which children will be guided in summarizing, making inferences, using context clues to aid in self-monitoring, and reflecting on the material read (Starting Out Right, p. 129).

· Integration Of Reading Instruction Throughout The Curriculum
A goal will be to integrate reading instruction throughout the curriculum with particular emphasis placed on science and social studies content. Teacher and staff resources will be pooled to accommodate smaller guided reading groups for two hours of small group instruction per day per classroom.  Teachers will plan guided reading group lessons that emphasize best practices in teaching vocabulary, explicit comprehension strategies, and higher level thinking skills through writing. The Literacy Coach will work in collaboration with the classroom teacher in preparing or securing the lesson plans for the various QCC objectives and guarantee implementation of SBRR. The classroom teacher, Early Intervention Program teacher, and paraprofessional (where possible) will teach small reading groups.
· Spelling And Spelling Patterns
Teachers will be instructed in the best practices concerning spelling instruction through the use of patterns and word studies, as outlined in Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children.  Children will be encouraged to use invented spelling during kindergarten and first grade until they have been taught the letters and letter combinations that symbolize each sound spelling pattern.  They will then be required to spell words utilizing the phonics features that they have been taught (Erhi and Wilce, 1987).  They will study specific words and word patterns and will be held accountable for using previously studied words correctly in their writing  (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, pp.7-8, 259-260).  Conventional spelling books may be used which teach words through patterns (Bear and Templeton, 1998). Development of lesson plans for this project will be guided by the SEA staff and placed on the website to be shared by all the teachers in the state.

4.B.1.b

K-3 Materials

The GA READS theoretical base and project design follow in scientifically-based reading research and effective practices.  The development and implementation of the Reading First model, A Balanced Approach to Reading  (see Figure C), one of the initiatives upon which GA READS is built, has been strengthened by applying more rigorous standards and up-to-date research and effective practices.  The development and implementation of school-based and community-based approaches in instruction, professional development, family literacy and transition activities under GA READS require schools to use scientifically-based reading research and effective practices.  

A primary activity of the state REA staff will be to assist local projects in the identification and evaluation of commercial materials and programs and conceptual models to ensure their fidelity to SBRR.  A carefully chosen group of educators, selected on the basis of their knowledge and adherence to the findings of scientifically based reading research, will review both commercial and conceptual models in light of that research.  All of the materials, programs and models to be implemented for instruction by the LEAs will have to meet the rigorous standard of the Continuum of Evidence of Effectiveness and Continuum of Criteria to Judge Effectiveness of Strategies, Programs, or Models in order to meet approval of the Georgia Department of Education.  A panel of classroom experts to be convened will evaluate the proposed materials, programs, and models.  The panel will develop a list of materials and approve conceptual models that may be used by the GA READS schools for instruction or implementation.  All professional development activities, including materials and practices for teachers, instructional staff, tutors, volunteers and any other individuals who interact with children to help develop literacy skills within a GA READS community must meet the criteria for scientifically based reading research by the panel.

4.B.2

Non-English-Proficient or Limited English-Proficient Learners

Georgia’s Non-English Proficient/Limited English Proficient policy is consistent with the beliefs of the GA READS project and the currently implemented statewide initiative, Reading First.  All of these support the use of accommodations rather than modifications, since accommodations will allow students to attain the level of proficiency necessary to function at their grade level.  Georgia’s Non-English Proficient/Limited English Proficient services strongly and consistently utilize the pre-reading strategies for comprehension development consistent with scientifically based reading research.

Families speaking a language other than English need assistance in understanding how their children will best learn to read English and in helping their children achieve this goal.  Once in school, non-or limited-English proficient students are at-risk of developing reading difficulties (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, pp. 297, 330). GA READS will address the learning and curricular needs of non-English proficient and limited-English proficient children through the Family Literacy Services Component in the community and in the school setting.  Teachers will be trained in the use of appropriate accommodations for these children to prevent these students from developing reading difficulties. 

GA READS staff will be provided training in scientifically research-based effective practices found to be most effective with limited-English proficient children and their families.  Included in the training will be the Family Literacy Facilitators and School Literacy Coaches, teachers and any other professionals working with language minority children.  This training will also include attention to pertinent linguistic and cultural differences and knowledge and techniques for promoting home support (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, pp. 297-299, 330), in the literacy development of language minority children development (Starting Out Right A Guide to Promoting Children’s Reading Success, p. 124), and in cross-cultural communication necessary for effective parental communication relevant to students’ needs (Calderon, 1999).

Teachers of language minority students will be provided access to research, effective practices, and models of working with quality materials that address the particular challenges these limited-English proficient students face.  They will be provided the additional professional development services needed to help students confront the double challenge of learning to read while learning a new language (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, pp. 297-299, 330).  This will include an understanding of strategies and techniques for teaching LEP children to read and transfer previously learned literacy skills from their first language.  In some ways it is a matter of focus rather than new information.  All people are lifelong language learners.  No one can claim to understand every word or nuance present in his/her native language.  All teachers are language instructors.  Instruction should include the four language skills, listening, speaking, reading and writing, in all the content areas.  Accommodations for LEP students are only temporary and once they have reached the English-language proficiency necessary to function at their grade level in an English-speaking instructional setting, they will no longer need these accommodations.  Suggested activities that do not rely solely on linguistic clues for acquisition of new vocabulary include visual presentations, art activities, imagination games, hands-on learning, manipulatives, jazz chants, cooperative learning, board games, role plays and graphic organizers.

The Georgia State law governing English language assistance programs, Official Code of Georgia Annotated § 20-2-156. Program for Limited English Proficient Students, only mandates the teaching of the four English language skills and American cultural concepts.  Thus, English-only methods are advocated.  It is the belief of the Georgia Department of Education that the key is to go directly from object or concept to English (Immediate Meaning Identification).  This approach compels the students to “think” in English.

Oral/aural language proficiency should be developed prior to formal literacy instruction.  Consequently, learning to read is impeded for limited-English proficient speakers who are taught to read in English before they have acquired oral proficiency (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, p. 123).  Time is automatically given to first language learners by virtue of limited expectations for literacy skills in infants and toddlers.  In an ideal world it would be advantageous to wait until the child has a 500-word vocabulary, therefore the instructional priority will be to develop the child’s proficiency in spoken English.  At the same time, print materials will be used to help students develop understanding of English speech sounds, rhetorical style, phonemic awareness, vocabulary, and syntax.   The rhetorical style of American English and the strong American cultural themes in staples of American children’s literature such as nursery rhymes, fables and the stories of Mother Goose and Dr. Seuss must be dramatized by reading aloud to the students and discussing the motivations of the characters.  Hence, formal reading instruction will be postponed until an adequate level of proficiency in spoken English is achieved (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, p. 11).  These children will be taught in the English Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) (or local equivalent English-language assistance service) classroom daily for continuity and intensity of instruction. The ESOL instructor will closely monitor the child’s progress in comprehension, fluency, vocabulary, pronunciation and grammatical use and share this with the regular education teacher.

Diagnosis of non-English proficient or limited-English proficient students with language-learning disabilities provides a unique challenge.  The ESOL professional is expected to monitor the language acquisition process to determine if the child is progressing at the expected rate.  The ESOL teacher will work closely with student support team members to establish the need for interventions prior to referral for further evaluation by testing personnel.  Interventions may include the following:

· Shortened assignments.

· Preferential seating.

· Peer tutoring.

· Giving instructions at a slower pace.

· Repetition.

· Computer exercises.

· Independent reinforcement activities such as calling on students to respond after asking questions, providing students with appropriate wait time after asking questions, providing lead statements at the beginning of lessons, and using a multi-modal approach (Brice, Roseberry, & McKibbin, Educational Leadership, April 1999, v. 56, no. 7).

4.B.3
Instruction for Children At Risk of Being Inappropriately Referred for Special Education

Special education will be treated as an integral part of the GA READS school.  As part of the Student Support Team (SST) process, any child who comes before the committee who is not already receiving additional support from the reading specialist, or tutor during an additional non-instructional period, may be referred for those services as part of the intervention strategy.  Children who have been evaluated but determined ineligible for Special Education will be provided with the same services as children who are still in the SST process but have not been tested. Special Education teachers will be included in all professional development in research-based reading instruction.  Special Education and EIP teachers will be considered another available resource when reducing the size of instructional reading groups.  The Special Education educator does not need to be limited to teaching only children identified for that program, as long as an inclusion model is used.

4.B.4

Teacher Assessments to Inform Instruction

All K-3 teachers in GA READS schools will be trained in the administration and use of Georgia’s Basic Literacy Test (BLT).  The BLT, or equivalent instrument, the central assessment instruction of Georgia’s Reading First program, is an individually administered diagnostic test.  It marks a dramatic shift in the teaching of reading to diagnosis and prescription for each child’s specific needs.  The data gathered from this simple instrument provides the teacher with a blueprint of each child’s reading abilities, a profile of the class strengths and weaknesses, and an outline of the components of effective reading instruction.  This information demands that the nature and configuration of instruction be radically altered.  Once teachers possess such specific knowledge of their students’ skills, they are no longer satisfied with whole group instruction.  The Basic Literacy Test is a serviceable assessment tool that can be used day-to-day to verify that children are reaching their curricular goals on schedule, identify children in need of extra help, specify particular needs, and determine when needs have been overcome  (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, p. 336). Staff will then be instructed and coached in the use of the  Basic Literacy Test to do prescriptive teaching and for appropriate grouping for instruction.  Teachers will also be instructed in the interpretation of data derived from norm-referenced and criteria-based assessments and the differences in the intention and use of each  (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, p. 337).

4.C

Supporting Activities

4.C.1

Extended Learning

Additional support for the most at-risk students will be provided during non-instructional times by tutors who will be trained using scientifically-based reading research.  At-risk students will be defined as those students whom teachers have referred to the Student Support Team and whose Basic Literacy Test scores indicate a need for additional assistance or those scoring below grade level on a standardized test.  To eliminate delay, the referral process for this assistance will be based primarily on teacher recommendation in cooperation with the parents.  This support will be coordinated with that being offered by teacher to whom the child is assigned in the regular school day.  The Literacy Coach and Family Literacy Facilitator will work together to ensure coordination and communication among all persons working with a child, including the classroom teacher, tutors (if any) and parents.  The Family Literacy Facilitator will ensure that parents are informed and involved in their child’s reading progress.

Schools will offer tutoring based on the Reading First model during at least one of the following times: (1) Early morning, 7 a.m. Literacy Club, with a ratio of five students per teacher; (2) After-school until 6 p.m., reading instruction offered as part of an ongoing after-school program; (3) Saturday morning Reading Clubs (Snow, et al., (1998, pp. 262-264). This program will be coordinated with the Instructional Extension programming in school. Enrichment activities will be offered and may be contracted out.  Tutors may include certified teachers, Partners in Education, and other volunteers.  They may also include America Reads, Vista, Americorps, and Federal Work Study participants.
The GA READS school must provide a Summer Literacy Program or after- or Before-school Program .  The Summer Literacy Program must include three hours of balanced instruction.  This instruction is provided by a certified teacher, and trained and monitored paraprofessionals and/or tutors as defined in the Reading Excellence Act, Section 2252(4)(A-F), (5)(A).  These extended learning opportunities will be designed to help children who are experiencing difficulty in reading based on greatest need.  This program is designed for those children preparing to enter kindergarten and students in Kindergarten through grade 3.  The LEA has the option of offering younger students a shorter instructional day. Funding will be coordinated with Title I, Instructional Extension, or other funding sources.

Summer Reading Camps will maintain a low pupil-teacher ratio.  The Summer Camp leader will be a reading specialist.  Support staff will be either reading specialists or teachers experienced in teaching beginning reading.  In addition, the Summer Camp leader will train and monitor tutors from America Reads, Americorps, the Federal Work Study Program, and Vista to work with children.

4.C.2

Kindergarten Transition

The Early Intervention Program, currently in place in Georgia schools, will provide assistance to children who have been identified as “at-risk” by their pre-kindergarten and kindergarten teachers.  The Summer Literacy Program is designed to address the needs of these children using small group instruction. Children not ready for first grade will focus on book and print awareness, phonological awareness, language, comprehension and response to text, letter recognition, decoding and word recognition, and writing and spelling (Starting Out Right, p. 65-86).  Kindergarten children who need additional help during the school year after completing the Summer Literacy Camp, will receive intensive reading help from a teacher or paraprofessional who has been trained in SBRR.  Once paraprofessionals have received staff development training in SBRR practices, they will go into the classroom to provide intensive instruction, based on needs determined by the  Basic Literacy Test, under the guidance of the classroom teacher.  Individual lesson plans will be developed by the GA READS Family Coach under the direction of the classroom teacher.  Assistance will continue as long as needed into the first grade (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, p. 327). as an in-class model.  These children will continue to receive instruction with their grade-level peers.  This additional reading instruction should be delivered preferably in a one-on-one situation or, if necessary, in a group no larger than three (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, p. 327).

4.C.3

Family Literacy

Each GA READS school must include a plan for and provide family literacy services for families most in need of such services.  Family literacy services must provide comprehensive, well-coordinated programs built upon existing resources, that integrate adult basic education and literacy services, early childhood education, parenting education and structured opportunities for parents and children to interact together in literacy related activities into a unified family literacy program. These programs must provide the duration and intensity as defined by federal law.

Family based risk factors that signal the potential for reading difficulties that can be addressed by family literacy services include parent and sibling reading difficulties, home literacy environment and primary languages other than English spoken in the home (Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children, 1998). These positions will serve as a liaison between the school, home and community and will coordinate the efforts with adult, early childhood and family literacy providers in the community. 

4.C.4
Use of Technology to Support Professional Development and Instruction

The goals for technology training in all GA READS schools will be to provide the training to teachers to help students learn through technology.  The goal for all Georgia classrooms is that they will have access to the worldwide web.  In addition, teachers will be have access to and utilize effective as well as engaging software and on-line resources as an integral part of the curriculum.

Georgia Learning Connections (GLC) is a repository of dynamic online teaching resources directly connected to the state’s Quality Core Curriculum (QCC) content standards.  Built by Georgia teachers, it provides equitable access to timely materials and has harnessed the power of the Internet for all participants in the teaching and learning process.  GLC is an ambitious project designed to encourage a positive approach to learning throughout the community.  Schools today are expected to meet the needs of all students in diverse student populations, as well as function as a resource for the community.  Educators struggle to provide programs for a wide range of interests, abilities, and special needs.

GLC will provide fundamental support to the GA READS program.  Staff, students, and parents of students associated with GA READS schools will find a wide variety of resources at the GLC.  The GLC team will dedicate a section of the web site to the GA READS project.  The global nature of GLC will promote the expansion of best practices beyond these hubs to all Georgia schools.  Georgia Learning Connections will allow the entire education community —parents, teachers, administrators, and students— to analyze and adapt the GA READS core components, thereby facilitating project replication.  Through this technology equitable access will become a reality.

4.C.5

Coordination with Related Programs

Additional information for SEA support and coordination of related programs can be located in Section 2C of this proposal.

4.C.5.a

Public Libraries

The Family Literacy Facilitator will work closely with the public libraries and school media specialist to coordinate family literacy activities.  Georgia’s 57 library systems with their 4040 facilities will ensure that all GA READS schools are able to partner with a public library.  Public libraries are, by their very nature, family literacy providers and provide family literacy programs as a core service.  The Literacy Coach  will work with the local public library to coordinate the availability of such services with other partners for the benefit of GA READS families.  Family literacy services provided by the public library may include emergent literacy programs for children 0-4 years that include baby-time, baby lap-sit, and preschool story times to introduce literature and language to children and model literate behavior for adult caregivers.  This would include providing material and demonstrations for developing print-rich environments for children.

Eight library systems in the state offer literacy skills and behaviors, gift book packets to new parents and babies and other activities based upon specific community needs.  The Family Literacy Facilitator will provide linkage for GA READS families to these and other such materials and resources. 

For more than 20 years Georgia’s public libraries have provided a Summer Reading Club for children and families under the coordination of the Georgia Office of Public Library Services.  The goal of this program is to help children maintain their current reading and vocabulary skills in a recreational context, thereby starting the new school year ready to acquire new skills.  Children and families select materials, record the number of books, hours read, and submit that record to the library with each visit in exchange for incentives for reading.  To encourage repeat visits to the library, literature-based programs such as crafts, storytelling, and games are also provided.  Last year 168,000 children ages 0-12 participated in the program.

4.C.5.b

Special Education

Special Education will be treated as an integral part of the GA READS school.  As part of the Student Support Team (SST), any child who comes before that committee, who is not already receiving additional support during a non-instructional period, may be referred for those services as part of the intervention strategy.  Children who have been evaluated but determined ineligible for Special Education will be provided with the same services that children who are still in the SST process but have not been tested. Special Education teachers will be included in all professional development in research-based reading instruction. Special Education will be considered as another available resource when reducing the size of instructional reading groups through full inclusion when possible.  The Special Education educator does not need to be limited to teaching only children identified for that program, as long as an inclusion model is used. 
4.D 
Georgia Reading Excellence Act Demonstration Sites (GA READS) Goals and Project Design


The state of Georgia has established three goals with objectives focused upon the purposes of the Reading Excellence Act.   In order to realize these goals, the state has designed a plan to establish demonstration sites that will serve as centers for reading instruction, professional development and training based wholly in scientifically based reading research, called GA READS.  At the heart of the design for these demonstration sites is the concept of combining school and community-based approaches to optimize the effectiveness of the planning, implementation and impact of the instruction, services and activities provided.  (see Figure B)Through the sound coordination and development of the resources and expertise of the school, home and community improved literacy for children and families can be promoted and realized.  The goals and objectives for GA READS are: 
Goal 1: To ensure that all children are able to read well and independently by the end of third grade.
Objectives

1. Implement school-based reading improvement programs for children in grades pre-k through 3 using scientifically based reading research.  

2. Provide additional support through before school, after school, weekend, or summer assistance to students in need.

3. Develop programs that specifically assist kindergarten students who are not ready for transition to first grade, particularly students experiencing difficulties with reading skills.

4. Utilize research based evaluative tools and instruments to establish base lines prior to the beginning of the project and which chart gains as a result of the project relative to student reading performance.

5. Conduct early literacy intervention for children who are experiencing reading difficulties in order to reduce the number of children who are incorrectly identified as a child with a disability and inappropriately referred for special education.

Goal 2:  To actively engage parents and children during the early childhood years to ensure that children learn to read as soon as they are ready.
Objectives

1. Expand the number of high quality family literacy services. 

2. Provide early literacy activities and materials for families to enhance language development and pre-literacy skills for children ages 0-4 years.

3. Provide training for parents regarding how to be the primary teacher for their young children and a full partner in their education.

4. Establish expected parent participation levels during the first year of the project to involve parents as partners in early literacy activities.

Goal 3:  To develop a research based professional development system that will assist reading teachers in the delivery of best instructional practices which maximize reading gains for all students.
Objectives

1. Identify research based professional development approaches focused on skill acquisition, demonstration and practice.

2. Provide training on instructional practices for current teachers and other instructional staff using scientifically based reading research, including findings related to phonemic awareness, systematic phonics, fluency, and reading comprehension.

3. Promote the use of best practices in school and community-based programs by conducting annual GA READS Best Practices Institutes.

4. Provide technology training for teachers and families designed to help students learn through technology.

5. Develop a technology support system to aid teachers in the field with specific classroom challenges encountered.
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Goals

 To actively engage parents and children during the early childhood years to ensure that children learn to read as soon

as

they are ready.

Objective 1

:  Expand the number of high quality family literacy services.

Objective 2

:  Provide early literacy activities and materials for families to enhance language development and pre-literacy skills for children ages 0-4 years.

Objective 3

:  Provide training for parents regarding how to be the primary teacher for their young children and a full partner in their education.

Objective 4

:  Establish minimum parent participation levels during the first year of the project to involve parents as partners in early literacy activities.

To ensure that all children at participating sites are able to read at or above grade level by the end of third

grade.

Objective 1

:  Implement school-based reading improvement programs for children in grades K through grade 3 using scientifically based reading research.

Objective 2

:  Provide additional extended learning support through before school, after school, weekend, and summer assistance to students in need.

Objective 3

:  Develop programs that specifically assist kindergarten students who are not ready for transition to first grade, particularly students experiencing

difficulties with reading skills

Objective 4

:  Utilize research based evaluative tools and instruments to establish base lines prior to the beginning of the project and that chart gains as a result of the

project relative to student reading performance.

Objective 5

:  Conduct early literacy intervention for children who are experiencing reading difficulties in order to reduce the number of children who are incorrectly

identified as a child with a disability and inappropriately referred to special education.

To develop a research based professional development system that will assist reading teachers in the delivery of

best

instructional practices which maximize reading gains for all students.

Objective 1

:  Identify research based professional development approaches focused on skill acquisition, demonstration and practice.

Objective 2

:  Provide training on instructional practices for current teachers and other instructional staff using scientifically based reading research, including findings

related to phonemic awareness, systematic phonics, fluency, and reading comprehension.

Objective 3

:  Promote the use of best practices in school and community-based programs by conducting an annual

GA READS

 Best Practices Institute.

Objective 4

:  Provide technology training for teachers and families designed to help students learn through technology.

Objective 5

:  Develop a technology support system to aid teachers in the field with specific classroom challenges encountered.

[image: image2.wmf]P R I N 

T   R I C H   E N V I R O N M E N T

[image: image3.wmf]P R I N 

T   R I C H   E N V I R O N M E N T

[image: image4.png]


[image: image5.png]


[image: image6.png]


[image: image7.png]


[image: image8.png]


[image: image9.png]


[image: image10.jpg]GA READS Schools Involved in

Student Achievement Process

GA READS School Achievement
Literacy Coach & \Shared Responsibilitie Instr uction.al.
Family Literacy Facilitator| of Literacy Coach & Support Specialist
Instructional
Support Specialist 2 .
* Provide Family Provides Staff

Development and
Coaching for K-8
Teachers

Literacy Services for
Families with 0-PreK.
and K to 3rd-grade

* Provide Staff

Development and
Coaching for K-3
Teacher



[image: image11.png]State-Level
Professional Development in
Scientifically-Based Reading Research

GAREADS
ading Specialist

GAREADS
Reading Specialists

GAREADS
Reading Specialists

Literacy Coaches Tamily Literacy Facilitators

Parents
of Children
Birth-3rd Grade

PreK/K-3
Teachers and

Administrators






Project Design

The design framework of GA READS is organized around four activities which the Georgia Department of Education and local schools and districts must conduct for each of the three goals.  These three activities are:  1) ensuring SBRR instruction, 2) professional development, 3) family literacy, and 4) transition.  Each goal listed below is to be implemented by GA READS Literacy Coach and the Family Literacy Facilitator assigned to each school.  A description of the activities for each goal accompanies it.  (See graphics on pages 62-64) 

Goal 1:  To ensure that all children are able to read well and independently by the end of third grade.

School Based Approaches

The vision of every child reading at or above grade level by the end of third grade was established in Georgia in 1997 with the implementation of the Reading First initiative.  Children need to gain reading skills at an early age and become competent readers by the end of third grade or the odds are not in their favor for catching up in later years. (Snow et al., 1998)  As a part of our Reading First initiative, the Georgia Department of Education developed A Balanced Approach to Reading as a model for reading instruction in Georgia’s classrooms for grades K-3.  The conceptual framework of GA READS is built around all children reading successfully.  Starting Out Right: A Guide to Promoting Children’s Reading Success (1999) states that “Reading is a complex and multifaceted process, and children need an approach to learning that integrates many elements.”  A Balanced Approach to Reading is a model of eight puzzle pieces.  The puzzle was used to graphically symbolize the necessity of each element of reading instruction and how each piece is interdependent on the others. If one of the pieces is missing, the picture is not complete. The puzzle provides a visual that helps administrators and teachers understand that good reading instruction is designed around providing balance. Each piece is a common feature that all high-quality reading programs must possess. (see Figure C).  In order to qualify for a GA READS subgrant local schools and districts will be required to demonstrate their ability and willingness to develop a reading instruction program which addresses each piece of this puzzle.

Phonemic awareness is a vital precursor to reading instruction in the young child. (Chaney, 1992; Ligerman et al., 1974; Ehri and Wilce, 1980, 1985; Perfetti et al., 1987; Juel, 1991; Scarborough, 1989; 

Stanovich, 1986; Wagner et al., 1994) This is a skill that must be taught explicitly to the vast majority of children since it is not acquired naturally. (Adams et al., 1998) It is a crucial step toward understanding  the alphabetic principle, that phonemes are what letters stand for, and ultimately toward learning to read. (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998)  

The focus of systematic phonics instruction is on helping children acquire knowledge of the alphabetic system and its use to decode new words, and to recognize familiar words accurately and automatically.  Knowing how letters correspond to phonemes and larger subunits of words is essential for enabling beginning readers to sound out word segments and blend these parts to form recognizable words.  Children who are at risk of reading difficulties must have explicit, systematic phonics instruction. (Adams, 1990; Adams & Breuck, 1995; Ehri, 1992; Ehri & Robins, 1992; Treiman, Goswami, & Beck, 1990) 

In reading with children many things occur. One is fluency. Fluency is an essential part of reading.  Research cites numerous studies linking reading fluency and comprehension (Clay, 1991; Adams, 1990; Laberge & Samuels, 1974; Delany, 1991)  Students who are low in fluency may have difficulty getting meaning from what they have read.  Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998), states “Because the ability to obtain meaning from print depends so strongly on the development of word recognition accuracy and reading fluency, both the latter should be regularly assessed in the classroom, permitting timely and effective instructional response when difficulty or delay is apparent.” (p. 7) Research concludes that an effective way to achieve fluency can be demonstrated through guided oral reading with feedback.  Guided oral reading had a consistent and positive impact on word recognition, fluency, and comprehension. (National Reading Panel Report, 2000)  

One of the oldest findings in educational research is the strong relationship between vocabulary and comprehension (Stahl, 1999; Cooper, 1999). Obviously, if the reader does not understand the vocabulary in a passage, comprehension will be compromised. Vocabulary can be taught directly (small number of words at a time) or indirectly through rich context.  Kuhn and Stahl (1998) recommend that children read widely and in material that will provide challenging words.  Because vocabulary instruction is an ongoing process a variety of approaches is recommended (Stahl, 1999).

 Comprehension strategy instruction can and should begin early with parents in the home, even before the student is able to read print (Baker, et al., 1997) and encouraged at every opportunity to develop a child’s language capacity (Snow and Goldfield, 1982; Snow and Ninio, 1986; Teale and Suzby, 1986). When more formal education begins in two-, three-, or four-year old kindergarten, children need to be read to by parents and teachers every day (Gernsbacker, et al., 1990; Sticht and James, 1984). Reading to children allows children to create pictures in their mind and develops a love and appreciation of the richness of text.  Comprehension strategies should be an integral part of the process of reading the text with children (Duffy, 1993).  Skills taught in isolation are rarely beneficial.  As students become more proficient in word recognition skills and fluency, teachers should model the strategies and encourage students to work together with a partner or in groups to utilize the reading strategies independently (Rosenshine, Meister, & Chapman, 1996).  Instruction in comprehension strategies is carried out by a classroom teacher who demonstrates, models, or guides the reader on their acquisition and use.  We know that readers who are not explicitly taught comprehension strategies are unlikely to learn, develop, or use them spontaneously (National Reading Panel Report, 2000).

Writing is an integral part of learning to read.  It allows students to put into practice what they have learned in learning how to read.  Writing should include lessons in how to write a lead-in sentence, staying on topic, and simply putting thoughts on paper. Writing should take place on a daily basis to encourage children to become more comfortable and familiar with it (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998).

Children need time to read at least fifteen minutes every day (Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988; Taylor, Frye, & Marugama, 1990).  When children are allowed to choose what they want to read, they read. Parents need to be encouraged to read with their children and read aloud to their children (Baker, Scher & Mackler, 1997; Anderson, Wilson, & Fielding, 1988).

It is important to create a print rich environment at school and at home.  Children showed substantial benefits when large quantities of high-quality books were supplied to classrooms allowing teachers to create book areas and library corners (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998).  Classrooms should be filled with all types of printed materials from picture books without words, decodable books for early readers, leveled books, trade books, multicultural books, thematic books, magazines, and newspapers (Bishop, 1994).  Children also need to take books home to practice and share with their families (Baker, 1995).

A Balanced Reading Approach

~ Does Your Plan Include All the Pieces? ~







Instructional Activities

Each subgrant applicant must design a balanced reading instruction approach based on SBRR which addresses each piece in the model, A Balanced Approach to Reading. The GA READS school will be required to implement a 180 minute block of SBRR reading instruction per day.  Instruction will be guided by informal diagnostic assessment using the  Basic Literacy Test  or another approved informal assessment in the fall, winter and spring and by formal pre and post assessment using the Woodcock-Johnson III-R Reading Tests.  Instruction will be facilitated, guided and monitored by the school’s Literacy Coach to guarantee the implementation of SBRR.

Instructional support will be provided via the GA READS website and the Georgia Learning Connection (GLC).  Each site will also provide training for parents, on a voluntary basis, in reading skills homework assistance.  

Each site will provide a extended instructional assistance in the form of after- or before-school, summer, or weekend classes based in SBRR for children in need of such assistance. 

Professional Development Activities

Each site will establish and function under the auspices of the local governance board comprised of the school leadership, parents, community, civic and government leaders as required by Georgia law.  The board will function to guide and advise the development and activity of the demonstration site. 

Principals and administrators at each site will be required to participate in annual leadership training for school leaders in the principles of SBRR and issues of effective leadership for school reform, organized and/or sponsored by the GDOE REA project.

The GDOE will sponsor and organize an annual SBRR Best Practices Institute.  All K-3 teachers of each subgrantee will be required to participate in these institutes which will feature researchers, practitioners and professionals versed in SBRR methods and strategies.

All K-3 teachers in a GA READS site will be required to participate in up to 90 hours of two-tiered professional development over two years in SBRR Strategies. Whenever possible, workshops will be conducted by the Literacy Coach who will be trained initially by the SEA in best practices of SBRR. As much as possible, professional development will occur during the week following and prior to the regular school year in order to reduce teacher pull-outs. 

SBRR and literacy-related information  will be provided for parents, volunteer and tutors.

Family literacy training will be provided for school and community based literacy providers using the expertise and resources of entities such as the National Center for Family Literacy, the National Institute for Literacy.

Family Literacy Activities

Each GA READS  Family Literacy Facilitator will conduct a school and community assessment of family literacy needs and community resources and take the lead role in developing and providing high quality family literacy services to those families most in need of such services.

The media specialist in each site/school will develop, schedule and organize, with the help of  the  Family Literacy Facilitator, literacy activities for the families of children in the school.

Instructional technology support and other high quality resources will be made available to families on the web site to support literacy development.

The  Family Literacy Facilitator will arrange, schedule and facilitate parent conferences with teachers of school age children in families served and serve as a liaison between the home, school and community.

Language development activities will be made available to parents of preschool-aged children on the web site.

The  Family Literacy Facilitator will hold workshops to assist parents in the development of early and emergent literacy information.

Transition Activities

Each GA READS school/site will establish a plan for the identification, assessment and instruction of students at risk of not being prepared for the transition to first grade from kindergarten.  

EIP teachers will receive intensive instruction using SBRR strategies for assisting students identified as at risk.

Intensive instruction using SBRR methods and strategies will be provided to identified students throughout the year and into the summer.

Community-Based Approaches

What children hear, see, and learn in school needs to be reinforced in the family and supported by the community at large.  In order to achieve the result of improved family literacy, other partners must be engaged by state and local education agencies.  In most states, state government makes the majority of decisions regarding proposed budgets and programs that will be implemented to serve children and families.  In Georgia, a state/community partnership was created to promote better decision-making on behalf of children and families called the Family Connection.  The premise of this innovative partnership is that the results are more likely to improve if decisions are made by the people in the communities, where children and families live, in conjunction with locally-based responsible agencies.  The State, with its resources, regulatory authority, and expertise, is a strategic partner for the community.  Family Connection communities, with their first-hand knowledge of local needs, resources and strengths, are creating community agendas for improving conditions of children and their families.  Together, the state and communities have the expertise to ensure that children and families receive the tools necessary for success.  

Both the Georgia Department of Education and local school systems in Georgia are important members of the collaboratives and assist in fulfilling critical leadership responsibilities.  Through these local collaboratives, local GA READS initiatives will be required to partner with others in the community to address family literacy goals.  The local collaborative will serve as the conduit for engaging other community-based organizations providing child and family focused services and activities appropriate for improving reading skills and family literacy to become partners in strategy development and implementation.  The LEA and local collaborative will work together to ensure that every child and family needing assistance has the opportunity to obtain it. 

Instructional Activities

Every GA READS site will establish and provide high quality family literacy services. All services will be of sufficient intensity and duration to enable participants to benefit optimally from the program.  Such services will be provided and flexibly scheduled to accommodate the needs of the participating families regarding work, training or social services.  The services provided may include:

· Adult literacy and adult basic education;

· Early childhood education;

· Parenting education; and

· Opportunities scheduled and designed for parents and children to interact together in literacy related activities.

SBRR tutorial assistance will be provided to students in need of such services through before- or after- school programs, summer school, or weekend programs by trained tutors.

Parents will be provided literacy coaching to assist them and their children in the development of improved literacy skills based on SBRR.

Professional Development Activities

The regular and active convening and planning of the local school governance board will be a catalyst for professional development activities for board member participation.

Literacy related training activities for parents will be scheduled and provided in conjunction with the school, public libraries, literacy volunteers and other community based groups.

Parents will also be encouraged to participate in the SBRR Best Practices Institutes, technology and family literacy training organized and/or sponsored by the GDOE REA project.

Family Literacy Activities
Each of the activities listed under Instructional will be provided through the coordination and liaison of the Family Literacy Facilitator.

Parents will also be provided on a voluntary basis early and emergent literacy training to assist their children from birth –to-five years of age.

Transition Activities
SBRR training will be provided for EIP teachers, paraprofessionals (where available), tutors and volunteers to support the instruction of children at risk of not being prepared for the transition from kindergarten to first grade.

Parent conferences will be scheduled and held for identified children to advise and monitor them toward readiness for first grade.

The Georgia Learning Connection (GLC) will provide web enabled resources for parents to seek out communicate with regarding support and assistance for identified children.

(See Figure D, Goal 1)

	Goal 1
	School Based

Approaches
	Community Based

Approaches

	
	Activities
	Activities

	To ensure that all children are able to read well and independently by the end of third grade.
	· Instruction

a. Design a balanced reading instruction program for all children based on SBRR.

b. Identify materials/resources that support SBRR design.

c. 3 hour block of instruction using SBRR strategies.

d.      Tutorial assistance during non-instructional time.

e. Informal diagnostic assessment with  Basic Literacy Test  3/year.

f.  Formal assessment using the Woodcock-Johnson Reading Inventory-Revised (WJRI-R) .

g. GA READS website GLC.
h. Georgia Learning Connections (GLC).

i. Reading skills homework assistance for parents

j. Literacy Coach

· Professional Development

a. Local governance board.

b. Leadership training for administrators.

c. SBRR Best Practices Institutes.

d. 90 hours, two-tiered SBRR teacher training over 2 years.

e. In-Tech/GLC training for teachers and parents.

f. Reading Teacher Certification.

g. Family Literacy Training.

h. Volunteer and tutor training.

i. Literacy related training for parents.

j. GA READS website on GLC.


	· Family Literacy

a. Assessment of family literacy needs.

b. Family Literacy Services.

c. Media Center Literacy Activities

d. Instructional technology support in home.

e. GA READS website on GLC.
f. Parent Conferences.
· Transition

a. Paraprofessional training in SBRR.

b. Identification of children as at risk.

c. Assess student needs

d. Develop plan for instruction.

e. Intensive instruction using SBRR strategies.
f. Instructional technology support in home.
	·  Instruction

a. Family Literacy Services.

b. SBRR Tutorial Assistance.

c. Language Development Materials 0-5 yrs.

d. GA READS website on GLC .
e. GLC

f. After-school reading programs.

g. Instructional supervision.

h. Literacy coaching.

· Professional Development

a. Local governance board.

b. Literacy related training for parents.

c. SBRR Best Practices Institutes.

d. In-Tech/GLC Training.

e. Family Literacy Training.

f. Volunteer and tutor training.


	· Family Literacy

a. Family Literacy Facilitator.

b. Family Literacy Services.

c. Public library programs.

d. Language Development Materials 0-5 yrs.

e. GA READS website on GLC.
f. GLC.

g. Early and Emergent Literacy training.

h. Instructional technology support in home.

· Transition

a. SBRR training for paraprofessionals, tutors, volunteers.

b. Parent conferences.

c. Instructional technology support in home.

d. GLC.



	
	
	
	
	

	
	· Schedule for and agenda of SBRR professional development provided.

· # of participants in SBRR professional development activities.

· # of participants in SBRR Best Practices Institutes.

· # of administrators in Leadership training.

· Staff surveys

· Curriculum plan that includes strategies for teaching phonemic awareness, systematic phonics, fluency and comprehension.

· Schedule for tutoring during non-instructional time.

· # of children provided tutorial assistance during non-instructional time.

· K-3 school plan reflecting 180 minute block SBRR balanced reading program.
	· # of teachers completing ongoing informal assessment of student progress.

· # of books and materials acquired.

· # of high quality parent resources available.

· # of parents accessing resources.

· # of families participating in school literacy activities.

· # of, schedule for and participation of targeted children in before, after reading programs and summer literacy camp.

· Individual diagnostic student assessment results.

· Pre/post norm referenced results.

· # of students identified and receiving transition services before first grade. 

	
	· Increase in classroom use of SBRR strategies and practices.

· Improved student performance in Reading on CRCT.

· Improved student performance on Reading subtest of Stanford Achievement Test.
	· Continuous improvement of student progress on  Basic Literacy Test.

· Decrease in the number of children retained.
	· Decrease in the number of children referred for special education.




Goal 2: To actively engage parents and children during the early childhood years to ensure children learn to read as soon as they are ready.

School and Community Based Approaches
Georgia has utilized information gained from the vast amount of research that has been done in the area of reading in designing its reading initiatives.  Recognizing that poor reading ability is more prevalent in certain segments of the population, Georgia has focused on those most in need.  (Puma, et al., 1997; Herman and Stringfield, 1997).  Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children states that, “It is the concentration of poor readers in certain ethnic groups and in poor, urban neighborhoods and rural towns that is most worrisome, rather than the overall level of reading among American schoolchildren.” (p.98). Research also tells us that the preschool years and the time that a child spends away from school in the summer and afternoons are the times when children lose ground in comparison to their peers. (Alexander and Entwisle, 1996).  For this reason, GA READS includes a Family Literacy component, as well as provisions for developing after-school or summer programs.  The Family Literacy component addresses the improvement of the preschool experience in the home, as well as offering quality opportunities for early learning in a school setting.  These programs seek to modify the negative impact of homes which too frequently place less emphasis on reading and writing (Hess and Risley, 1995), and which fail to expose children to activities which would promote phonological awareness (Hart and Risley, 1995).  The additional programming during after-school hours or summers seek to compensate children whose home environments are less stimulating than those of their more affluent peers.  Though the statistics are disheartening for these children, the outlook need not be bleak.  A study done by Stringfield, et al., found that these differences can be modified and were not inevitable; therefore, the research can be used to develop intervention strategies.

The Family Literacy Facilitator will coordinate existing programs and resources to provide training, materials and assistance to families and early childhood professionals to facilitate the development of literacy skills in young children based upon the best available research.  They will work with early childhood programs to assess, support and expand current strategies, as well as plan, develop and implement in coordination with these programs new models and methods related to the development of emerging language and literacy skills in young children based on the best available research.  This staff member will also work with the families of the children attending the GA READS school and with families of younger children within that district.  Activities may include instructing parents in early literacy strategies and in the development of a print rich environment within the home.  All of the family literacy services and activities facilitated by the Family Literacy Facilitator will be of sufficient quality, duration, and intensity for parents, children, family literacy, and early childhood professionals to meet the purposes and aims of the Reading Excellence Act.  The activities and work of the Family Literacy Facilitator will be developed to facilitate the optimal participation of parents through partnerships with families and service providers and by providing flexible programming to accommodate the needs of the families served.

The GA READS website will provide information for parents and teachers on the development of cognition and language in the early years. Because the development of cognitive skills is begun in the child’s earliest years, parents will be (Baker et. al., 1997) encouraged to use every opportunity to develop their children’s language capacity.  (Snow and Goldfield, 1982; Snow and Ninio, 1986; Teale and Suzby, 1986). This information may include titles of books to be read aloud at home, videos, music CD’s, cassettes of children’s songs, and written materials for parents which will emphasize the importance of early literacy and the parent as the child’s first teacher. This information will be useful in assisting Family Literacy Facilitators in developing workshops to be offered through the school and other community functions. 

Instructional Activities

Each GA READS school/site will provide high quality family literacy services to families most in need of such services.  These services will integrate adult literacy/adult basic education, early childhood education, parenting education and literacy activities that provide opportunities for parents and children to interact together into a unified family literacy program.

SBRR tutorial assistance will be provided during non-instructional hours for students needing such assistance through before and after school and weekend programs.

Professional Development Activities

Literacy related training activities for parents will be organized, scheduled and provided at each GA READS site through the efforts of the Literacy Coach.

Parents, teachers, administrators and paraprofessionals will participate in professional development activities organized and/or sponsored by the GDOE REA project including the Best Practices Institutes, Instructional technology, Family Literacy and Leadership training. 

Training will be provided for all volunteers and tutors in SBRR strategies and practices by GA READS staff at each site.

Family Literacy Activities

Each GA READS site will employ a Family Literacy Facilitator who will conduct a school and community assessment of family literacy needs and community resource mapping and take the lead role in developing and providing high quality family literacy services to those families most in need of such services.

Each GA READS school/site will provide high quality family literacy services to families most in need of such services.  These services may integrate such activities as adult literacy/adult basic education, early childhood education, parenting education and literacy activities that provide opportunities for parents and children to interact together into a unified family literacy program.

Parents will also be provided on a voluntary basis early and emergent literacy training to assist their children from birth –to-five years of age.

Participation by families and parents in family literacy services and activities provided by public libraries will be coordinated by the Family Literacy Facilitator at each GA READS site/school.  Such activities might include “Born To Read” seminars or summer reading clubs.  

The media specialist in each site/school will develop, schedule and organize with the help of  the Family Literacy Facilitator literacy activities for the families of children in the school.

The Family Literacy Facilitator will facilitate parent conferences, where necessary, with teachers of school age children in families served and serve as a liaison between the home, school and community.

Transition Activities
SBRR training will be provided for EIP teachers, paraprofessionals, tutors and volunteers to support the instruction of children at risk of not being prepared for the transition from kindergarten to first grade.

Parent conferences will be scheduled and held for identified children to advise and monitor their toward readiness for first grade.

The Georgia Learning Connection (GLC) will provide web-enabled resources for parents to seek out communicate with regarding support and assistance for identified children.

Intensive instruction using SBRR methods and strategies will be provided to identified students throughout the year and into the summer.

Instructional technology support will be made available for parents and children for use in the home.

(See Figure E, Goal 2)

	Goal 2
	School Based

Approaches
	Community Based

Approaches

	
	Activities
	Activities

	To actively engage parents and children during the early childhood years to ensure children learn to read as soon as they are ready.
	· Instruction

a. Family Literacy Services.

b. GA READS website on GLC.
c. Georgia Learning Connections (GLC).

d. SBRR tutorial assistance.

e. Language Development Materials 0-5 yrs.
· Professional Development

a. Local governance board.

b. Leadership training for administrators.

c. SBRR Best Practices Institutes.

d. In-Tech/GLC training for teachers and parents.

e. Family Literacy Training.

f. Volunteer and tutor training.

g. Literacy related training for parents.

	· Family Literacy
a. Assessment of family literacy needs.

b. Community resource mapping.

c. Family Literacy Services.

d. Language Development Materials 0-5 yrs.

e. Media Center Literacy Activities

f. GA READS website.
g. Parent Conferences.

· Transition
a. Paraprofessional training in SBRR.

b. Identification of children as at risk.

c. Assess student needs

d. Develop plan for instruction.

e. Intensive instruction using SBRR strategies.

f. Instructional technology support

in home.
	· Instruction

a. Family Literacy Services.

b. GA READS website on GLC.
c. Georgia Learning Connections (GLC).

d. Instructional technology support in home.

e. SBRR tutorial assistance.

f. Language Development Materials 0-5 yrs.

g. After-school reading programs or other extension opportunities.

· Professional Development
a. Local governance board.

b. Literacy related training for parents.

c. SBRR Best Practices Institutes.

d. In-Tech/GLC Training.

e. Family Literacy Training.

f. Volunteer and tutor training.
	a. Family Literacy
b. Family Literacy Facilitator.

c. Family Literacy Services.

d. Public library programs.

e. Language Development Materials 0-5 yrs.

f.      GA READS website on GLC.
g. Early and Emergent Literacy training.
h. Instructional technology support in home.

· Transition
a. SBRR training for paraprofessionals, tutors, volunteers.

b. Parent conferences.

c. Instructional technology support in home.
d. GLC.

	
	
	
	
	


	
	· # of participants in SBRR professional development activities.

· # of Language Development Materials distributed.

· # of families recruited and retained in family literacy programs.

· # of families actively participating in family literacy programs.

· # of hours family literacy services provided (per day/week/month).

· Literacy related parent and child interaction at home.

· Amount of high quality resources provided for home use.
	· Schedule and agenda for local governance board.

· # of meetings of local governance board.

· # of literacy related training activities provided.

· # of parents participating in literacy related training.

· # of students participating in before, after and summer school literacy programs.

· Participation in public library programs.

· # of home visits conducted.

	
	· Increase in classroom use of SBRR strategies and practices.

· Improved student performance in Reading on CRCT.

· Improved student performance on Reading subtest of Stanford Achievement Test.
	· Continuous improvement of student progress on Basic Literacy Test.

· Decrease in the number of children retained.
	· Decrease in the number of children referred for special education.




Goal 3:  To develop a research-based professional development system that will assist reading teachers in the delivery of best instructional practices which maximize reading gains for all students.
LEA plan will show that there is a context in place for effective professional development.  The criteria for quality of LEA plans for professional development are congruent with National Staff Development Council Standards and will include:

· a norm of continuous improvement.

· strong leadership in order to obtain continuing support and to motivate all staff, school board members, parents and the community to be advocates for continuous improvement.

· alignment with the district's comprehensive plan for school improvement. 

· adequate time during the workday for staff members to learn and work together to accomplish the school's mission and goals.

· An expectation that the professional development will be an innovation in itself that requires study of the change process.

An ERIC digest focuses on how teachers can integrate computers into reading/writing instruction, noting that "Research studies (Reinking, 1988) indicate clearly that computer instruction is effective for a wide variety of reading skill and concept areas." and "The emphasis should not be on using computers to increase reading and writing achievement, but rather on whether teachers use computers for meaningful reading and writing instruction," (rather than being) "locked into computer-based drill and practice software." (Simic, 1999)

Therefore, where it is appropriate, uses of technology will enhance instruction in systematic phonics and the development of sight word vocabulary. In LEA plans, major criteria for selection of technology tools will be for students' development of reading comprehension skills and synthesis of language arts skills. LEA plans should also include uses of multimedia applications that provide rich support for a variety of student learning styles and enhance their acquisition of basic skills in reading, writing, listening and speaking.

Professional development in LEA plans will include training in the uses of technologies that provide diagnostic and performance assessment.  These will include diagnostic and prescriptive tools for auditory discrimination, phonemic awareness and visual fluency. 

Professional development will also include training in the uses of technology tools for the management of independent reading programs.  Teachers will develop the skills necessary to effectively use software to diagnose students' independent reading levels, place students in the reading of books at their proximal level of development, and build appropriate incentives for individual progress and success.

Instructional Activities
The Family Literacy Facilitator at each GA READS site/school in conjunction with the school principal will conduct a thorough assessment of instructional practices and strategies, instructional supervision and professional development planning and activities for reading instruction in grades K-3.

Professional Development Activities
Each GA READS site/school will design and submit for approval a plan for and provide SBRR professional development for teachers, administrators, parents, tutors and volunteers to include:

· Required leadership training for administrators

· GDOE REA project organized and/or sponsored SBRR Best Practices Institutes

· 90 hours of two-tiered SBRR teacher training over two years for all K-3 instructional staff

· Integration and use of technology in instruction training

· Family Literacy training

Family Literacy Activities
Early and emergent literacy training will be provided by each GA READS site/school to parents, families and early childhood providers.

Parents will be encouraged and enabled to participate in family literacy training and activities provided by the GA READS site/school, public libraries and professional providers such as the National Center for Family Literacy, the National Institute for Literacy, Parents As Teachers and others. 

The media specialist in each site/school will develop, schedule and organize in conjunction with the Family Literacy Facilitator literacy activities for the families of children in the school.

Transition Activities
The Literacy Coach, in conjunction with the principal, kindergarten and special education instructional staff will conduct a thorough assessment of the assessment procedures, instructional services and practices for children at risk for not being prepared for transition to first grade.

SBRR training will be provided for EIP teachers, paraprofessionals, tutors and volunteers to support the instruction of children at risk of not being prepared for the transition from kindergarten to first grade.

(See Figure F, Goal 3)

	Goal 3
	School Based

Approaches
	Community Based

Approaches

	
	Activities
	Activities

	To develop a research based professional development system that will assist reading teachers in the delivery of best instructional practices which maximize reading gains for all students.
	· Instruction

a. Assessment of instructional practices in reading.

b. Assessment of professional development activities for reading instruction.

· Professional Development

a. Design SBRR professional development plan.

b. Leadership training for administrators.

c. SBRR Best Practices Institutes.

d. 90 hours, two-tiered SBRR teacher training.

e. In-Tech/GLC training.

f. Family Literacy Training.

g. GA READS website.

	· Family Literacy

a. Family Literacy Training.

b. Early and Emergent Literacy Training.

c. Literacy related training for parents.

· Transition

a. Assessment of instruction for children at risk for special services.

b. Paraprofessional, volunteer and tutor training in SBRR.


	· Instruction
· Professional Development

	· Family Literacy
· Transition

	
	
	
	
	


	
	· # of participants in SBRR professional development activities.

· Schedule and agenda for SBRR professional development activities.

· # of administrators participating in Leadership training.

· # of teachers conducting ongoing informal assessment of student progress.

· # of books and materials acquired.

· # of students identified and receiving transition services before first grade.

· Schedule for and # of students participating in before, after and summer school literacy programs.


	· # of high quality parent resources available.

· # of parents accessing parent resources.

· # of families participating in school based literacy activities.

· Professional development participant evaluation results.

· Schedule for and # of teachers participating in literacy coaching.

· # of teachers pursuing Reading Endorsement and Reading Specialists certification.

· # of hits on GA READS website.

	
	· Increase in teacher use of SBRR strategies and practices.

· Improved student performance in Reading on CRCT, Woodcock-Johnson III-R, Stanford Achievement and Basic Literacy Test.


	· Increase in the number of teachers completing training in the teaching of reading.


	· Decrease in the number of children referred for special education.

· Increase in early identification of children not achieving standards.




Section 5. 
Local District Activities under Tutorial Assistance 
5.A

Overview

The GA READS Tutorial Assistance Program (TAP Into Reading) will provide the Local Education Agencies with a general framework comprised of a set of required components which are based on scientifically-based reading research. The goal of the tutorial Assistance Program (TAP) will be to provide students with the instruction needed to enable them to achieve grade level reading performance as rapidly as possible. Tutorial services will be provided on a one-on-one basis.  TAP tutors will follow a specific curriculum which provides the most effective scientifically-based reading research-based instructional methods and materials.  One-on-one tutoring sessions will be scheduled daily. These sessions will be scheduled during non-instructional times of the day or week, and may include before school, after school, weekends, and in the summer.  

5.B

Criteria for Determining Eligibility of TAG Providers
In compliance with Section 2256, LEAs must create and implement objective criteria to determine in a uniform manner the eligibility of tutorial assistance providers and tutorial assistance programs desiring to provide tutorial assistance under this grant.  Criteria that must be included:

· a record of effectiveness in providing tutorial services in reading readiness, reading instruction, or early childhood literacy
· location in a geographic area convenient to the school or schools attended by the children who will be receiving tutorial assistance.
· Tutoring in reading to children who have difficulty reading using scientifically-based reading research instructional materials, programs or conceptual models that are consistent with the reading program used by the child’s school.
5.C

Multiple Providers and Monitoring of Their Services
As outlined in Section 3.B, LEAs must provide a minimum of one school-based as well as one community-based, contract tutorial provider. The provider must be independent, in the provision of the tutoring services, of any private school whose children are being served and any religious organization.  LEAs are responsible for developing procedures that provide parents with choices, including recommendations concerning certain providers if the parent request as well as what tutoring choices are available for the parent.   LEAs must provide a plan that determines the effectiveness of the provider and  develop procedures for monitoring participating providers.

5.D

Process for Selecting Children

The LEA will use procedures established by EIP for selecting children who are experiencing difficulty mastering phonemic awareness, systematic phonics, fluency, and reading comprehension to receive tutorial assistance. In addition LEAs must develop procedures for selection of students if too many children are identified that need tutorial services.  LEAs must give priority to children most in need, as determined through assessments, and provide a selection process the selects children randomly if the needs are identical.

5.E

Parental Information

The LEA must provide public notice to potential tutorial assistance providers and parents in its jurisdiction that the tutorial service is available.  In addition, the LEA will:

· Provide information to parents of an eligible child regarding possible choices for tutorial assistance

· Provide additional opportunities for parents who have failed to select tutorial assistance for an eligible child to do so

· Permit a local school to recommend a tutorial assistance provider in a case where a parent asks for assistance in making a decision, and

· Provide information on the quality of the programs and on their child’s progress.

5.F

Ensuring Participant Confidentiality and Privacy for Families

LEAs must ensure participant confidentiality to include the names of the children participating in the program as well as their parents and any personally identifiable information about any child or parent may not be disclosed without the prior written consent of the parent.

5.G

Oversight and Monitoring/Administration of Tutorial Assistance Grant

The LEA must develop a method by which payments are made directly to tutorial assistance providers who have been identified and selected to provide tutorial services.  The service must be a contract that is consistent with state and local law, between the provider and the LEA.  The contract must contain:

· Goals and timetable with respect to the performance of the tutorial assistance provider.

· Require tutorial assistance providers to report to the LEA on the provider’s performance in meeting the goals and timetable.

· Contain the measurement techniques that will be used to evaluate the performance of the provider.

· Require the provider to meet all applicable Federal, state, and local health, safety and civil right laws.

· Ensure that the tutorial assistance provided is consistent with reading instruction and content used by the LEA.

· Ensure the confidentiality of the participant and family.

· Include the terms of agreement between the provider and LEA concerning liability insurance.

· Contain provisions with respect for making payments between the provider and LEA.

The LEA must also:

· Ensure oversight of the quality and effectiveness of the tutorial assistance provided by the provider.

· Provide for the termination of contracts with ineffective and unsuccessful tutorial assistance providers based on performance of the provider with respect to goals and timetables.

· Provide each parent of a child receiving tutorial services, in a language that is easily understood, information about the quality and effectiveness of the tutorial assistance

· Provide progress reports on the children in the tutorial program

· Ensure confidentiality of the parent and child without prior written consent from the parent.
Section 6.
Evaluation

6.A

Overview
As required under Sec. 2259(a)(2), once this application is funded GDOE will contract with a qualified vendor to conduct an evaluation of the State’s Reading Excellence program.  The evaluation will address two broad issues: the process by which participating Georgia schools implement the Reading Excellence program (REA) within the context of ongoing State and local reading initiatives, and the effects of that implementation on students, families, teachers and schools.  The evaluation contract will be jointly managed by staff from GDOE’s Curriculum and Reading Division and Research, Evaluation and Testing Division.  

Broadly speaking, the evaluation will determine the merit, worth and significance - including both main and side effects - of the Reading Excellence program, as implemented in Georgia’s public schools and provided through the state’s Family Literacy Services initiative.  In doing so, the evaluation will examine the extent to which Reading Excellence, by itself and in combination with other existing programs, is helping achieve the following goals:

· all children will enter kindergarten with the skills they need to be able to learn to read

· all children in grades K-3 will receive a rigorous, scientifically-based program of reading instruction that emphasizes phonemic awareness, systematic phonics, fluency, and reading comprehension, and

· all children will be able to read by the end of the third grade.

Given the Reading Excellence program’s short implementation period, it is not possible to fully examine the extent to which Family Literacy Services, provided to pre-school children under Reading Excellence, affect and/or interact with Reading Excellence elementary school practices. Consequently, the evaluation will essentially be two parallel yet distinct studies: a pre-school Reading Excellence Family Literacy Services evaluation, and a Reading Excellence K-3 evaluation that also includes Family Literacy Services provided to school age children and their families. 

The specific questions to be addressed in the K-3 evaluation will be:

· How is the Reading Excellence program being implemented?

· How does the training that is part of the Reading Excellence program effect teacher knowledge and their classroom instructional practices?

· What impact does the Reading Excellence program have on student’s reading achievement?

· How does the effect of Reading Excellence differ from Reading First and other educational initiatives implemented in the schools?

· How do Family Literacy Services that are provided to school age children and their families act to support/enhance student reading and other forms of academic achievement?

The questions to be addressed as part of the pre-school Family Literacy services evaluation are:

· To what extent do Family Literacy Services affect the home literacy environment?

· What impact do Family Literacy Services have on student’s preparedness to enter kindergarten?

6.A.1

Design

The Reading Excellence evaluation will be comprised of two components: the K-3 component and the Family Literacy Services component which targets children from birth through age five and their families.  Each component of the evaluation will employ a longitudinal study design.  Specific details about the Family Literacy Services evaluation are discussed later in this document.

The K-3 evaluation will follow the achievement of a cohort of students from the program’s inception through program completion.  The first year of the grant award will be a “training year” in which teachers and other instructional staff will be involved in staff development activities.  The purpose of the activities will be to prepare teachers to introduce new teaching strategies into the classroom that are specific to the Reading Excellence program.

During the second year (2002-2003), the Reading Excellence program will be implemented in grades K and one only, with the third grade, who will not be receiving the intervention, serving as a control group. This will be first year that classroom activities specific to the Reading Excellence program will be employed.  During the 2003-2004 school year, when grade K and 1 program participants move into the next grade level, the program will be expanded to grades two and three.  This will allow students to continue to participate in the Reading Excellence program.  This gradual implementation process will ensure that program staff have the ability to provide participating schools with individualized attention, periodic feedback regarding implementation and assist them in making changes as deemed necessary. 

During this first year of grant, the school-based component of the Reading Excellence program will be implemented in 10 elementary schools geographically stratified throughout the state of Georgia.  One of the major criteria that will be used in selecting participating schools will be whether or not they have also implemented Georgia’s Reading First program.  Given both programs’ emphasis on reading achievement, it will be important to assess the differential impact these programs have on student’s reading achievement.  The extent to which Reading Excellence, in conjunction with other educational initiatives that are also implemented in participating schools, affects student achievement will also be examined.

The Reading Excellence evaluation will begin prior to implementation of institutional changes and will be conducted over the three-year period (2001-2004). During year one (beginning in the summer/fall of 2001) baseline/pre-implementation data will be collected on the following dimensions:

· student academic achievement 

· teacher’s instructional practices

· reading curriculum in place in the school

· staff development related to reading instruction and materials

· family literacy programs at all participating schools

Some data, specifically students’ performance on the revised Georgia Kindergarten Assessment Program (GKAP-R) and reading scores from the state’s end of grade Criterion References Competency Tests, will be obtained from the Georgia’s student database.  

Additional data will be generated when students in participating Reading Excellence schools are administered the Woodcock-Johnson test, which will be used as a pre-test at the end of the 2001-2002 school year.  Teachers, para-professionals, and administrators at participating schools will receive a survey to determine both the instructional practices they use to teach reading and their opinions about what constitute appropriate reading instruction and assessment practices in grades K-3.

During the evaluation, surveys, focus groups and on-site observations will be conducted in grades kindergarten through two to determine: (1) the extent to which all activities conducted under Reading Excellence support, and are supported by, other ongoing programs including Reading First, Early Intervention program (EIP), remedial education, Title I of ESEA, and the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration Program; (2) how the reading-related professional development needs of teachers, paraprofessionals, and administrators are being identified and addressed, (3) whether these staff development activities are producing desired changes in classroom and school wide instructional practices; (4) the extent to which extended learning opportunities are being provided to students, and the degree to which those opportunities are designed and implemented in accordance with known effective practices; and (5) the extent to which family literacy/early childhood education activities are being provided to students, and the degree to which those opportunities are designed and implemented in accordance with known effective practices.  

Figure G, below depicts the key indicators to be assessed in the evaluation.

	                                                          Effects                                  Data Source

	Students
	Comprehension

Decoding

Writing

Fluency

Ability to read by grade level

Preparedness to enter kindergarten
	Woodcock Johnson

State NRT

Observations

Family Literacy services component

	Teachers
	Instructional practices

Knowledge/perceptions

Staff development
	Surveys

Focus Groups



	School-level
	Class room environment

Curriculum


	Observations

Surveys

Focus Groups


First year data will be used in two ways.  First, it will be used to provide a cross-sectional description of the extent to which staff development activities conducted as a part of Reading Excellence and other reading initiatives are affecting instructional practices and/or educators’ perceptions about the utility of those practices.  Second, the data will provide a first look at the extent to which changes in instructional practices and/or educators’ perceptions are associated with changes in students’ academic performance during the second year of this grant (the first year of implementation).  Data will be considered within the context of the number and types of reading initiatives that are in place in the school, the fidelity with which each is being implemented, and the extent to which the various reading programs are integrated to form a coherent, consistent program of reading instruction.  Particular attention will be paid to (1) the degree to which GKAP-R scores indicate that fewer numbers of children are either unprepared to move to the first grade or are only prepared to advance if they are supported by EIP or some other intervention, and (2) any change in the percent of children at each participating school that are able to read with developmentally appropriate proficiency at the end of the third grade. The surveys, focus groups, and on-site observations used during the first year will be modified as appropriate and re-conducted during the remaining years of the grant.

The final step in the evaluation will be a synthesis of the data, using hierarchical linear modeling or other appropriate statistical processes acceptable to GDOE, to describe the extent to which instructional practices and professional beliefs are inter-related, and the extent to which they individually and jointly are associated with changes in student academic achievement as reflected in the goals of the Reading Excellence program.  In addition, comparisons will be made between schools which only have the Reading Excellence program, those that have Reading Excellence and Reading First in place, and those that have neither program available to students.  

Figure H: Logic Model





6.A.2               Family Literacy Measures

The Family Literacy Services portion of the evaluation will follow much the same approach as is proposed for the school-based component.  That is, the evaluation will look at (1) the intended and unintended effects of the interventions provided under this grant, and (2) the behavioral and environmental factors that facilitate or inhibit these effects.

To the extent possible, the study will try to draw conclusions on the impact of Family Literacy Services on Reading Excellence K-3 programs.  However, as noted earlier, the limited duration of the grant prevents a complete analysis of this interaction.

Some of the key indicators that will be included in each of these areas are listed in Figure I, below.

Figure I

	
	Effects
	Performance
	Environment

	Parents
	Attain GED
	Read to children
	There is developmentally appropriate literature

	
	Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System (CASAS) score
	Read for personal pleasure
	There is a quiet place to read

	
	Home Screening Questionnaire (HSQ) score
	Go to library
	

	
	
	Ask children to predict what will happen next in a story
	

	
	
	Stay with program over time
	

	
	
	Attend program regularly
	

	Children
	CRCT reading score
	Ask to be read to
	There is developmentally appropriate literature

	
	W-J score
	Enjoy being read to
	Literature is accessible

	
	Writing test score
	Try to read
	

	
	GKAP-R performance on selected dimensions
	Follow along with pictures when being read to
	

	
	Reduced EIP placement
	
	


6.B

Timeline for Data Collection

Data will be collected during all three years of the project.  The schedule shown in Figure J describes the information to be collected through surveys, observations and/or focus groups.  The specific methodologies to be used for each data element will be negotiated between the Georgia Department of Education and the contractor selected to conduct the evaluation.

Figure J

	
	Student Data
	Teacher Data
	School Data
	Family Data

	Fall 2001
	
	Instructional practices
	Curriculum characteristics
	

	Spring 2002
	GKAP-R,

CRCT grades 1-3,

Woodcock-Johnson
	Instructional practices
	
	Family literacy activities,

Child motivation to read

	Fall 2002
	
	
	Curriculum characteristics
	

	Spring 2003
	GKAP-R,

CRCT grades 1-3,

Woodcock-Johnson
	Instructional practices
	
	Family literacy activities,

Child motivation to read

	Fall 2003
	
	
	Curriculum characteristics
	

	Spring 2004
	GKAP-R,

CRCT grades 1-3,

Woodcock-Johnson
	Instructional practices
	
	Family literacy activities,

Child motivation to read


6.C

Criteria for Selection of the Evaluator

Following procedures designed to encourage free and open competition for contracted services, the Georgia Department of Education will issue a Request for Proposals from qualified bidders once this application is funded.  Technical criteria used to select an evaluation contractor typically include the bidder’s corporate experience in similar projects and their corporate capacity to complete the project; the experience and capabilities of staff that the bidder plans to assign to the project; and the technical quality and feasibility of the approach that the bidder proposes to use.  These criteria typically comprise 75% of the overall selection criteria. Bidders that do not score at least 75% of the possible points during the technical evaluation are dropped from further consideration.  For bidders that remain in competition, the remaining 25% is the amount that the bidder proposes to charge to complete the services described in the technical proposal.
6.D

Role of Reading and Literacy Partnership

Each GA READS will report to the Partnership concerning the successes or failures of the project as well as continuous recommendations for program improvement.  The Partnership has recommended that an evaluation piece for program outcomes, teacher outcomes, district outcomes be instituted and linked to the Governor’s Office of Accountability to give guidance for legislative recommendations.

Dr. Robin Morris, Partnership member, was instrumental in partnering with the Georgia Department of Education, Evaluation and Testing Division to give guidance and make recommendations concerning the evaluation process. The Partnership has asked for an assessment of progress on a timely basis throughout the duration of the grant and a yearly evaluation report of the GA READS project. 

Section 7.
Relationship of REA Activities to Other State Efforts

7.A

GA READS and Other State Efforts in Reading

GA READS is a collaborative effort transcending multiple State and federally funded agencies that are school and community based. All stakeholders are dedicated to providing assistance to schools to improve reading and literacy outcomes for children and must come together to ensure that LEAs receive the support they need to successfully design and implement one plan to improve reading.  

During the development of this grant proposal, the writers sought and received input from multiple agencies with a literacy focus.  Programs and agencies that have contributed to the development of this proposal include:


Adult Education               Goals 2000/School Improvement
Reading/Language Arts


Bilingual/ESOL

Head Start




Staff Development


Curriculum


Instructional Technology/GLC

Special Education


Evaluation/ Testing
Migrant




SREB


Even Start 
             
Office of School Readiness

Teacher Certification


Family Connection           Public Libraries 



Title I

To aid in the facilitation of community resource mapping, the Georgia Department of Education has developed a funding matrix to prevent duplication or overlap of funding sources. LEAs will be responsible in completing the funding matrix and submitting it with their budget.

	Programs
	Current Funds
	REA Funds
	Current Use
	Projected Use

	Adult Basic Ed
	
	
	
	

	Career Ladder
	
	
	
	

	Class-Size Red
	
	
	
	

	Community-Base
	
	
	
	

	CSRD
	
	
	
	

	Early Intervention Program 
	
	
	
	

	Eisenhower
	
	
	
	

	Even Start
	
	
	
	

	Family Connection
	
	
	
	

	FTE (Full-Time     Equivalent) 
	
	
	
	

	Goals 2000
	
	
	
	

	Head Start
	
	
	
	

	Highly Impacted
	
	
	
	

	Innovation
	
	
	
	

	Instructional Extension
	
	
	
	

	LEA
	
	
	
	

	Other(s)
	
	
	
	

	Pre-K-lottery
	
	
	
	

	Project Insight
	
	
	
	

	Reading First
	
	
	
	

	Reading Menu (Proposed)
	
	
	
	

	Technology
	
	
	
	

	Title I
	
	
	
	

	Title II
	
	
	
	

	Title VI
	
	
	
	

	Title VII
	
	
	
	


State and federal programs will be asked to assist LEAs to identify continued funding sources for coordination and integration of program components.  

Of the 625 schools that are eligible 438 are School-wide Programs, 181 are Targeted Assistance Schools, and 6 are non-Title I schools. All schools will be asked to develop and submit a single plan that meets the requirements of REA and Title I and School Improvement.

Of the 625 programs that are eligible for REA funds, 332 are in Title I Needs Improvement status; 170 are in Needs Improvement making Adequate Yearly Progress; 96 are in Adequate Progress status; 21 are Distinguished schools; 6 are non-Title schools.  LEAs and schools receiving required external assistance will be considered to have met the school support team requirement of Title I.  Professional development requirements for schools in needs improvement status will automatically be met and exceeded with the implementation of REA required program activities.

Family literacy programs provided as part of the GA READS implementation are expected to coordinate all funding.  It will be expected that LEAs coordinate existing resources for early childhood, school-based assistance, and adult education in the provision of family literacy services in their communities.  New funds should be used to ensure the coordination and development of new programs or program components only when they are not locally available, not accessible to program participants, or inappropriate to the needs of the population that they serve.

Adult Education programs funded through both State and Federal Adult Education programs are in operation throughout the State.  Additional programs are available as part of Regional Technology Centers, Georgia Department of Technical and Adult Education, and Regional Education Service Agencies.  These programs will work closely with all eligible districts to ensure that current, accurate information on the availability of resources is shared.

Any Even Start professional development opportunities and work sessions will be made available to GA READS schools.  Local Even Start providers, in communities where they currently exist, will provide assistance.  Additionally, all agencies will have an opportunity to meet with the State Even Start Director to provide information at the Bidders Conference.  GA READS will be assisted in identifying local resources and the Georgia DOE staff will work to provide information on additional funding resources where and when they are needed. 

7.A.1  Alignment of GA READS with School Improvement Initiative

GA READS will enhance the Georgia School Improvement Initiative. In the case of a grant being awarded to a school currently in the now-voluntary School Improvement process, the school’s Instructional Support Specialist will be supported by a Literacy Coach and Family Literacy Facilitator. These staff members will function as a team to provide an even greater amount of in-class coaching and home support in SBRR. All team members will receive the same professional development opportunities in SBRR strategies. (See Figures L,M,N  )
7.B  
Title I, CSRD and Reading Excellence: Value Added
Georgia schools are involved in several initiatives aimed at intervening in schools with persistently low achievement.  In 1994, with the reauthorization of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act under the Improving America’s Schools Act, programs under the Act were for the first time designed to work together.  In addition to being focused on working together these programs are also more focused on supporting overall reforms and ensuring that all children benefit from the those reforms initiated by states, school districts and schools.

School-wide programs (SWP) under Title IA, formed the core of the new vision of ESEA and brought about promising changes in way schools could use and combine Part A funds with other federal, state and local funds to bring to upgrade the whole school’s educational program.  With the increased flexibility and dramatic increase in the number of schools implementing school-wide programs, concerns have been raised regarding the quality of instructional programs being offered.  These concerns posed a major issue to schools and districts of how to improve the effectiveness of school-wide programs and take advantage of the school-wide flexibility.




In 1998, the Comprehensive School Reform Demonstration (CSRD) program was established to help schools undertake comprehensive reforms based on reliable research and effective practices, including an emphasis on basic academics and parental involvement.  CSRD builds upon Title I SWP in four significant ways: 1) It provides clear focus on strengthening the core academic program and strategies with evidence of effectiveness; 2) Emphasizes ongoing professional development and full buy-in by school faculty; 3) Requires ongoing assistance from an external partner; and 4) Stresses evaluation as a tool for continuous improvement.

Of the 1028 schools in Georgia that receive Part A resources under Title I, nearly two-thirds have implemented SWP.  Over half  of these schools were cited this year as schools in need of improvement by Title I evaluation criteria, indicating that the performance of students had not met adequate yearly progress for two consecutive years in reading and/or math. Two hundred and twenty one elementary and middle schools are currently involved in Georgia’s voluntary School Improvement Initiative. This school year, FY 2000, 75 schools were awarded CSRD grants to implement comprehensive reforms based on reliable research and effective practices. This year, FY 2001, # schools were awarded CSRD grants. The schools are implementing 24 different reform models and this implementation will provide critical information to the support and assistance the state provides to low performing schools through the provision of evidence of effectiveness of each model.  The evidence of effectiveness will be measured by four criteria:

1. Theoretical or research foundation

2. Evidence of improvement in student achievement

3. Evidence of effective implementation

4. Evidence of replicability

The Reading Excellence Act provides another support, which builds upon SWP and CSRD in Georgia.  Through the establishment of the demonstration sites under GA READS the state will expand its capacity to demonstrate the effectiveness of SBRR reading instruction and provide valuable support to low performing schools by creating centers for professional development and training.  REA also builds upon the effective model of Even Start Family Literacy programs for providing high quality family literacy services in an effort to break the cycle of poverty and illiteracy among low-income, low-literacy families. The professional development and change in classroom instruction resulting from these efforts will help school improve the entire educational program in order to take full advantage of the flexibility of school-wide programs so that all children can meet challenging state content standards and performance goals.

Section 8.
Budget

8.A

Budget and Details


  

The majority of the resources for the REA grant will flow to successful applicants.  The following worksheet details the request linked to a Task on the timeline or a Goal: Objective.

State Funds

State funds will be used to build a support system at the state level for the GA READS schools. A lesson learned with Reading First, was that monitoring each school was of vital importance to the success of the project.  The schools that were given technical assistance more frequently had higher test scores and had demonstrated a willingness to change instructional practices.  Three full time reading specialists and a full time state REA director would be funded.  A technology specialist would also be hired to develop a web page, set up summer literacy materials, post scientifically based reading research best practices on the web and provide general technical support for the GA READS project.

The majority of the remaining funds at the state level will be used to promote professional development activities in SBRR.  The state will hold a Best Practices Institute and Bidders Conference for all interested administrators and teachers for all eligible schools the first year followed by a Best Practices Institute each summer of the grant period.  Top professionals in the area of SBRR and Family Literacy will be chosen as presenters.  An example of presenter would be Marilyn J. Adams. This conference will be held each year in order to disseminate as much information as possible concerning SBRR to all qualifying LEA schools, even though they were not recipients of an award, for a minimal fee.

Georgia is requesting $36,722,500.00 for 50-75 sites. The budget reflects the graduated implementation of the GA READS program, with the 2001-02 year being used for planning, 2002-03 for training Kindergarten and First-grade teachers, and 2003-2004 for expanding the program to the 2nd and 3rd grade teachers. The budget for the second year is somewhat higher than the first due to the need for maintaining support for K-1 teachers and students as well as training 2nd and 3rd.

 All state money will be used to supplement state initiatives. All local, state and federal money will be leveraged in order to determine the amounts of individual grants to LEAs. Any costs for the development, production, dissemination, and duplication of literacy materials, such as video vignettes for the web page parents in each of the dimensions of reading for Ages 4-8 and literacy materials and activities designed for parents of children age 0-4 that support SBRR for schools have been divided among sites.  These materials will be available for all qualifying schools to educate parents and teachers in scientifically based reading research. 

The range of money available for each site will vary depending upon existing funds and the quality of the LEA application.  The average site resources, i.e., teachers (25) and students (150), used in the single site calculation on page 93 is less than the average for Georgia schools.  School size ranges greatly from 12 teachers per school to 105. The number of teachers, students, Reading First funding, ethnicity, CSRD and Even Start Programs and Title I status are listed on the eligible schools spreadsheet in the appendix.

Budget Narrative

The Sample Site Budget represents the kinds of expenses a Local Education Agency might entail in implementing a subgrant.  Two key positions are involved—a literacy coach as a professional developer of scientific based reading research and a one-half time family literacy services facilitator.  The allocation for personnel includes provision for both salary and benefits for these positions. Total—$278,450

Contractual expenses which an LEA might incur could include contracting expenses for a summer literacy program, expenses for substitute teachers, and services for a school-based family literacy program. Summer programs would be enhanced by Instructional Extension allotments for grades K and 1-3 programs.  Total—$59,000 

Instructional expenses an LEA would incur under a subgrant include materials for explicit, systematic phonics programs, sight-word vocabulary materials, fluency materials, computer management software, and trade books.  State funds for the K-3 Statewide Reading Program and state textbook funds will also enhance this line item.  Total—$205,000

The Sample Site Budget includes an allotment for a parent/child evening reading program, materials for a school-based family literacy program, and materials for the summer-school program.  Total—$45,000

There are professional development funds allotted for technology, reading certification programs, and stipends for teachers. Total—$60,000

There are also funds allocated for assessment of students and program evaluation.  Total—$73,000

Administrative expenses include personnel expenses for a project director and three reading specialists, a part-time technology specialist, and readers for the subgrants.  Total—$898,093

Selection materials, operating expenses and travel, support, and contractual expenses are allocated.  Total—$171,000

Professional development expenses for the SEA include funds for bidders, leadership, and early literacy conferences and materials, contractual services, and training.  Total—$220,000

Program evaluation is allocated at 2 percent.  Total—$734,450

The Tutorial Assistance Grants are allocated at 15 %.  Total—$5,232,957

The total request for the grant proposal is $44,067,000

	
	U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

BUDGET INFORMATION

NON-CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS
	OMB Control Number:  1890-0004

	
	
	Expiration Date:  02/28/2003

	Name of Institution/Organization 


	Applicants requesting funding for only one year should complete the column under "Project Year 1." Applicants requesting funding for multi-year grants should complete all applicable columns. Please read all instructions before completing form.

	SECTION A - BUDGET SUMMARY

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION FUNDS

	Budget Categories
	Project Year 1

(a)
	Project Year 2

(b)
	Project Year 3

(c)
	Project Year 4

(d)
	Project Year 5

(e)
	Total

(f)

	1. Personnel
	218,000
	226,720
	235,760
	
	
	680,480

	2. Fringe Benefits
	69,760
	72,550
	75,303
	
	
	217,613

	3. Travel
	10,000
	30,000
	30,000
	
	
	70,000

	4. Equipment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. Supplies
	5,000
	6,000
	
	
	
	11,000

	6. Contractual
	145,000
	483,500
	503,950
	
	
	1,132,450

	7. Construction
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. Other           
	1,744,319
	17,775,000

1,744,319
	18,947,500

1,744,319
	
	
	36,722,500

5,232,957

	9. Total Direct Costs

(lines 1-8)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10. Indirect Costs
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11, Training Stipends
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. Total Costs

(lines 9-11)
	2,192,079
	20,338,089
	21,536,832
	
	
	44,067,000


ED Form No. 524

Supplemental Budget Form

Submission of this form will help to ensure that the state’s funding request complies fully with the Reading Excellence Act requirements.

	Budget breakdown
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Total

	
	Dollar Amount
	%
	Dollar Amount
	%
	Dollar Amount
	%
	Dollar Amount
	%

	State administration (up to 5%)

	State administration of Local Reading Improvement subgrants
	
	
	533,250
	3%
	568,425
	3%
	1,101,675
	3%

	Evaluation (no more than 2%)
	
	
	355,500
	2%
	378,950
	2%
	734,450
	2%

	Subtotal, State administration
	
	
	888,750
	5%
	947,375
	5%
	1,836,125
	5%

	Local Reading Improvement Subgrants (at least 80%)

	Subgrants to LEAs
	
	
	17,775,000
	80%
	18,947,500
	80%
	36,722,500
	80%

	Tutorial Assistance Subgrants (no more than 15%)

	Subgrants to LEAs
	1,744,319
	95%
	1,744,319
	10%
	1,744,319
	10%
	5,232,957
	10%

	State administration
	91,806
	5%
	91,806
	5%
	91,806
	5%
	275,418
	5%

	Subtotal, Tutorial Assistance
	1,836,125
	100%
	1,836,125
	15%
	1,836,125
	15%
	5,508,375
	15%

	Total, REA request

	Total
	1,836,125
	100%
	20,499,875
	100%
	21,731,000
	100%
	44,067,000
	100%


Comments:  

State administration of Local Reading Improvement subgrants and overall evaluation:  A state may reserve no more than 5 percent of its REA grant funds for (1) costs of state administration of the Section 2255 Local Reading Improvement subgrants and (2) evaluation of both programs.

· Each SEA may use no more than 2 percent of the 5 percent to carry out evaluation and performance reporting required by section 2259. 
· Evaluation and reporting activities must cover both the Local Reading Improvement subgrants and the Tutorial Assistance subgrants.
Local Reading Improvement subgrants:  At least 80 percent of the state's grant must be used for Local Reading Improvement subgrants to local educational agencies.

Tutorial Assistance subgrants:  States may reserve up to 15 percent for the Tutorial Assistance subgrant program (Section 2256) and should charge administrative costs for the Tutorial Assistance subgrants – soliciting applications, making awards, and overseeing the performance of the subgrants – to the 15 percent as well. States must plan to make at least one Tutorial Assistance subgrant.
Section 8.
Budget

	Item
	
	Objective
	Year
	Cost
	Year
	Cost
	Year
	Cost

	
	%
	
	2000-2001
	
	2001-2002
	
	2002-2003
	

	Sample Site Expense


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Personnel (Salary and benefits)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Literacy Coach and
	100
	Goal 1
	
	
	July-June
	135,000
	July-June
	143,450

	  Family Literacy Facilitator 

Contractual
	100
	Goal 1, 2
	
	
	July-June
	
	July-June
	

	      Summer Literacy Camp
	100
	1:2, 1:3, 1:5
	
	
	July-June
	10,000
	July-June
	10,000

	      Substitutes
	100
	3:2, 3:3
	
	
	July-June
	10,000
	July-June
	10,000

	      School Based Family Literacy
	100
	2:1, 2:2, 
	
	
	July-June
	5,000
	July-June
	5,000

	      
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Instructional
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Explicit, Systematic Phonics
	100
	1:1
	
	
	July-June
	
	July-June
	

	   Sight/Fluency
	100
	1:1
	
	
	July-June
	
	July-June
	

	Computer Management
	100
	1:1, 1:2
	
	
	July-June
	65,000
	July-June
	65,000

	   Thematic 
	100
	1:1
	
	
	July-June
	
	July-June
	

	Classroom/Media  Library
	100
	1:1
	
	
	July-June
	
	July-June
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 Parent/Child Evening Reading
	100
	2:3
	
	
	July-June
	15,000
	July-June
	15,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   School Based Family Literacy
	100
	1:1
	
	
	July-June
	15,000
	July-June
	15,000

	   Summer School materials
	100
	1:2
	
	
	July-June
	15,000
	July-June
	30,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Professional Development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Technology
	100
	3:2
	
	
	July-June
	5,000
	July-June
	5,000

	   Reading Spec./Endorsement
	100
	3:1, 3:2, 3:3
	
	
	July-June
	5,000
	July-June
	5,000

	   Parent Training
	100  
	2:3
	
	
	July-June
	7,500
	July-June
	7,500

	   Stipends
	100
	3:2
	
	
	
	30,000
	July-June
	30,000

	   Training in SBRR
	100
	1:1
	
	
	July-June
	1,500
	July-June
	1,500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Evaluation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Assessments
	100
	1:4
	
	
	
	36,500
	
	36,500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	355,500
	
	378,950


	Item
	
	Objective
	Year
	Cost
	Year
	Cost
	Year
	Cost
	Total Costs

	
	%
	
	2000-2001
	
	2001-2002
	
	2002-2003
	
	

	SEA Administrative Expenses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Administrative
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   State REA Director
	100
	Task 1 
	Aug-00
	99,000
	July-June
	102,960
	July-June
	107,058
	309018

	   2 SEA Reading Specialists
	100
	Task 2
	Jan-June
	188,760
	July-June
	196,310
	July-June
	204,005
	

	   Technology Specialist
	0.6
	Task 1, 2,9,16,22
	July-June
	15,000
	July-June
	15,000
	July-June
	15,000
	

	   Selection Process-Readers
	100
	Task 8, 9,10
	Feb-Mar-
	30,000
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	

	   Selection Process-Materials
	100
	Task 5, 24
	May-00
	1,000
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	

	   Operating Expen. & Travel
	100
	Task 13,14,16
	July-June 
	10,000
	July-June 
	30,000
	July-June 
	30,000
	

	   Support expenses
	100
	Task 1, 2,5
	July-June
	4,000
	July-June 
	6,000
	July-June 
	
	

	   Contractual expenses
	100
	Task 4,12, 15, 
	July-June 
	
	July-June 
	30,000
	July-June 
	30,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Professional Development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   BPI-Bidders Conference
	100
	Task 4, 3:3
	Oct-00
	62,000
	Sept
	10,000
	Sept
	10,000
	

	   Admin. Leadership Conference
	100
	Task 15, 3:2
	Sep-00
	30,000
	Aug
	30,000
	Aug
	30,000
	

	   Materials Conference
	100
	Task 24, 3:2
	May-00
	3,000
	Aug
	3,000
	-0-
	-0-
	

	   Contractual Services
	100
	Task 4, 5, 6, 9,10, 15,17
	July-June 
	 
	July-June 
	10,000
	July-June 
	10,000
	

	   SEA Staff Develop. Training
	100
	Task 4, 15, 3:1
	July-June 
	5000
	July-June 
	5,000
	July-June 
	5,000
	

	   Early Literacy Conference
	100
	Task 17, 20
	
	
	Sept
	25,000
	Sept
	25,000
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Testing & Evaluation--2%
	100
	Task 12, 19
	
	
	
	355,500
	
	378,950
	734,450

	Administrative Cost--3%
	
	
	
	
	
	533,250
	
	568,425
	1,101,675

	Tutorial Assistance Grant-15%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	5,448,750

	LEA Grants-80%
	
	
	
	
	
	17,775,000
	
	18,947,500
	36,722,500

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tutorial Assistance  Subgrant
	
	
	
	1,744,319
	
	1,744,319
	
	1,744,319
	

	Administrative Tutorial Grant
	
	
	
	91,806
	
	91,806
	
	91,806
	

	
	
	
	
	1,836,125
	
	1,836,125
	
	1,836,125
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Administrative Cost TAG 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Administrative Cost LRI
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	44,067,000

	Total REA Administrative Cost
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


SECTION G: ASSURANCES AND OTHER REQUIRED INFORMATION

1. Compliance with the General Education Provisions Act 


(GEPA), Section 427

2. Assurance Forms

a. Non-Construction Programs (SF424B)

b. Lobbying: Debarment; Suspension and Other Responsibility Matter; and Drug-Free Workplace Requirements (EDB80-0013)

c. Certification regarding debarment, suspension, ineligibility, and voluntary exclusion – Lower tier covered transactions (ED-80-0014)

d.  Disclosure of Lobbying activities (From LLL)
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Goals







 To actively engage parents and children during the early childhood years to ensure that children learn to read as soon as 







they are ready.







Objective 1:  Expand the number of high quality family literacy services.







Objective 2:  Provide early literacy activities and materials for families to enhance language development and pre-literacy skills for children ages 0-4 years.







Objective 3:  Provide training for parents regarding how to be the primary teacher for their young children and a full partner in their education.







Objective 4:  Establish minimum parent participation levels during the first year of the project to involve parents as partners in early literacy activities.







To ensure that all children at participating sites are able to read at or above grade level by the end of third grade.







Objective 1:  Implement school-based reading improvement programs for children in grades K through grade 3 using scientifically based reading research.







Objective 2:  Provide additional extended learning support through before school, after school, weekend, and summer assistance to students in need.







Objective 3:  Develop programs that specifically assist kindergarten students who are not ready for transition to first grade, particularly students experiencing 







difficulties with reading skills







Objective 4:  Utilize research based evaluative tools and instruments to establish base lines prior to the beginning of the project and that chart gains as a result of the 







project relative to student reading performance.







Objective 5:  Conduct early literacy intervention for children who are experiencing reading difficulties in order to reduce the number of children who are incorrectly 







identified as a child with a disability and inappropriately referred to special education.







To develop a research based professional development system that will assist reading teachers in the delivery of best 







instructional practices which maximize reading gains for all students.







Objective 1:  Identify research based professional development approaches focused on skill acquisition, demonstration and practice.







Objective 2:  Provide training on instructional practices for current teachers and other instructional staff using scientifically based reading research, including findings 







related to phonemic awareness, systematic phonics, fluency, and reading comprehension.







Objective 3:  Promote the use of best practices in school and community-based programs by conducting an annual







GA READS







 Best Practices Institute.







Objective 4:  Provide technology training for teachers and families designed to help students learn through technology. 







Objective 5:  Develop a technology support system to aid teachers in the field with specific classroom challenges encountered.
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