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Executive Summary

In late 2021, Portland Public School District, in partnership with the Multnomah Education Service District
(MESD), submitted a proposal to the Oregon Department of Education suggesting the use of GEER-II
dollars to fund an independent evaluation of LETRS implementation and outcomes across the five
Multnomah County school districts during the 2022-2023 school year. Ultimately, the study would aim to
provide information that supports state-level decisions about whether and how to invest in LETRS training
statewide.

Over the course of two years, participants from five Multnomah County school districts engaged in the
Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS) professional learning program for early
childhood educators, which is focused on early literacy and language foundations. The five districts
investing in LETRS training include Portland Public Schools (PPS), Reynolds School District, David Douglas
School District (DDSD), Parkrose School District, and Centennial School District. In partnership with the
Multnomah Education Service District (MESD), PPS received funding in 2022 to support implementation of
LETRS across these five districts, in addition to funds from the Oregon Department of Education for an
independent study of LETRS implementation and outcomes. The independent study was completed by
Pacific Research and Evaluation (PRE) and included educator surveys, educator focus groups,
administrator interviews, and points of contact interviews, as well as an assessment of the impact of LETRS
on teacher and student outcomes in the 2022-2023 school year. A summary of the findings is presented
below and covers the topic of implementation and context, as well as the five levels of Guskey’s model for
evaluating professional learning programs: Participants’ Reactions (Level 1); Participants’ Learning (Level
2); Organizational Support and Change (Level 3); Participants’ Use of New Knowledge and Skills (Level 4);
and Student Learning Outcomes (Level 5).

Implementation and Context

A majority of LETRS participants across the five districts were classroom teachers and typically instructed
kindergarten through fifth grade. Participants most often became involved in LETRS to enhance
knowledge of and develop foundational skills in reading instruction, to meet students’ needs/better equip
students to learn to read, to support readers who need extra support, and to understand the science of
reading. Of those participating, nearly ninety percent had completed Volume 1 of LETRS training.

Level 1: Participants’ Reactions

Reactions to the LETRS training were generally positive. Participants reported that they enjoyed the
training and found it more useful and relevant than other literacy-related professional development
opportunities. Participants explained that the training goes beyond typical reading curricula for educators
by providing more in-depth knowledge around the science of reading, phonemic awareness, and brain
development. Participants also appreciated the research-based content and its applicability.

Level 2: Participants’ Learning

LETRS participants reported that the training had increased both their knowledge of and their skill with
literacy instruction, which led to enhanced skills and application in the classroom. A deeper understanding
of the science of learning allowed educators to identify gaps in resources and curriculum and fill those
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gaps more effectively. Educators perceive that the LETRS training has given them a better understanding
of the science of reading and has increased their skills more than other literacy-related training they had
completed.

Level 3: Organizational Support and Change

Some districts were supporting educators by providing monetary compensation or protected time to
complete LETRS training. Centennial, PPS, and Reynolds were offering financial support, while Reynolds
also provided dedicated time to focus on training and homework. Districts also supported educators by
providing materials needed to complete the training and materials to implement it in the classroom.
Further, some districts supported educators through coaching, TOSAs, and learning specialists. The most
common barrier to LETRS participation was a lack of compensation and the time needed to complete the
program. Many educators had to commit non-contract hours to complete the program, and the time
commitment led to attrition in some cases.

Level 4: Use of New Knowledge and Skills

LETRS participants reported that the LETRS training had changed their instructional practices and
positively impacted how they carry out their job; they also indicated that they were able to put their LETRS
training to use right away in their instructional practices. Administrators observed that LETRS trained
teachers are able to identify the specific needs of individual students to determine what they can do more
precisely to help, while participants noted that the training had positively impacted their ability to serve
students from historically underserved subgroups. A lack of time for material and curriculum preparation
made transferring of LETRS information to education practices difficult for educators.

Level 5: Student Learning Outcomes

Educators across districts perceive that LETRS training has positively impacted the literacy outcomes of
students. Participants also generally felt that the combination of the literacy curriculum in their district and
their application of LETRS training was positively impacting student outcomes. Literacy assessment scores
were examined by comparing results for students with LETRS-trained teachers to those with teachers not
trained in LETRS. Some of the findings were promising even with many teachers still in the early stages of
their LETRS training. Specifically, Reynolds School District and David Douglas School District both showed
promising findings with students of LETRS trained teachers showing higher rates of reading at grade level
than a comparison group. DDSD showed particularly promising findings as detailed below:

e When considering grades K-5, students of LETRS trained teachers were 1.71 times more likely to
have a Spring reading composite score at or above benchmark compared to students of non-
LETRS trained teachers.

e When considering ELL students in grades K-5, students of LETRS trained teachers were 2.67 times
more likely to have a Spring reading composite score at or above benchmark compared to ELL
students of non-LETRS trained teachers.

e  When considering HU students in grade K-5, students of LETRS trained teachers were 1.51 times
more likely to have a Spring reading composite score at or above benchmark compared to ELL
students of non-LETRS trained teachers.
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Introduction

Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS) is a professional learning program for
early childhood educators and administrators focused on early literacy and language foundations. LETRS
is offered by Lexia Learning, a company focused on literacy education. While other science of reading
training programs are offered by other companies, those programs vary in density, length, and model.
Over a two-year period, LETRS participants engage in online units, face-to-face sessions, readings, and
dedicated time to practice applying skills in the classroom, with learning measured by quizzes, tests, and
document submission. Within Multnomah County, five districts have begun investing in LETRS training,
including Portland Public Schools (PPS), Reynolds School District (RSD), David Douglas School District
(DDSD), Parkrose School District (PSD), and Centennial School District (CSD). In late 2021, Portland Public
Schools, in partnership with the Multnomah Education Service District (MESD), submitted a proposal to
the Oregon Department of Education requesting the use of GEER-II dollars to fund an independent
evaluation of LETRS implementation and outcomes across the five named districts during the 2022-2023
school year. Ultimately, the study would aim to provide information that supports state-level decisions
about whether and how to invest in LETRS training statewide.

Pacific Research and Evaluation (PRE) was selected through a competitive bid process to complete the
independent study. In addition to a literature review on the impacts of LETRS training in similarly situated
districts who have utilized LETRS for a longer period of time, the study was designed to include formative
evaluation to assess program implementation across the five identified districts in Multnomah County and
summative evaluation to assess the impact of LETRS on teacher and student outcomes in the 2022-2023
school year. A critical factor in the evaluation methodology is that LETRS training is designed to take up to
two years, and four of the five districts included did not yet have any educators who had fully completed
LETRS training as of the midpoint of the 2021-2022 school year. As such, student achievement outcomes
will be considered to the extent feasible, but the primary focal points of the study will be program
implementation and teacher-, school-, and district-level outcomes.

The purpose of this project is to study and learn from different models of LETRS implementation and
support across five districts in Multnomah County to better understand the conditions and supports
required to ensure that LETRS training results in the consistent, quality implementation of research-based
teacher practices and, most importantly, improved student reading outcomes for our historically
underserved students. This study is being designed to (1) support collaboration and data-based project
planning within and across the participating districts and (2) inform the Oregon Department of Education
as to whether and how greater statewide investment in LETRS training could lead to improved student
outcomes in reading across our state. Given the important benchmark of 3rd grade reading, it proposed
that this study focus specifically on LETRS training of educators supporting K-2nd grade students and
student outcomes in this grade band. This is the primary focus of this report but other elementary grades
are included where applicable.

The first aspect of the research study was to complete a comprehensive literature review. The purpose of
this comprehensive review was to summarize and interpret the current body of literature related to the
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utilization, implementation, and impact of LETRS training. This literature review provided information and
background for the formative and summative evaluation of LETRS across the five identified school districts
in MESD and supported the contextualization of findings in this report. To increase relevance and
applicability to the five districts included in this study, this review focused to the extent possible on
literature produced in the past decade and involving schools in urban locations. Where available, this
review highlighted the findings and conclusions drawn from peer-reviewed empirical studies. A copy of
this literature review can be found in Appendix A of this report.

Methods

Educator Fall and Spring Survey

A survey was conducted with educators from each district who had completed any part of the LETRS
training. The survey was administered at two timepoints (Fall 2022 [N=139]; Spring 2023 [N=187]) to
shed light on educator experiences and perceptions as they progressed through the LETRS program.

In the Fall of 2022, 139 educators who met the study criteria’ participated in this survey. When the survey
was readministered in the Spring of 2023, 187 educators who met the study criteria responded. Note that
survey participants were allowed to skip questions, and therefore the number of respondents represented
in the findings throughout this report vary by item.

Of the 139 educators who responded to the survey in the Fall, the largest proportion worked within
Reynolds School District (29.5%), followed closely by PPS (28.8%). In the Spring, PPS educators (45.5%)
were the largest group of respondents. Table 1 displays the breakdown of educator survey participation
by district at each timepoint.

Table 1. Educator Survey - School District

District Fall Survey (N=139) Spring Survey (N=187)
Centennial SD 16.6% 10.2%

David Douglas SD 20.9% 15.0%

Parkrose SD 4.3% 3.7%

PPS 28.8% 45.5%

Reynolds SD 29.5% 25.7%

T Only survey responses from educators who worked with students in the kindergarten through fifth grade range and
had participated in any LETRS training were included in this aspect of the study.
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All educators included in this study worked with students in the kindergarten through fifth grade range.
Many educators worked with students in multiple grade levels, including some who worked with middle
and high school students in addition to elementary students. At both survey timepoints (Fall 2022 and
Spring 2023), the highest majority of educators were focused on students in the kindergarten through
second grade level. Nearly half of the educators who responded to this item (at either timepoint) selected
more than one of the grade level options listed in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Educator Survey - Grade Levels Worked With
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As of the Spring of 2023, educators had made varying levels of progress in their LETRS training. While
most educators were still working on LETRS Volume 1, more educators had progressed into or completed
Volume 2 by Spring 2023 as shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Educator Survey - Progress in LETRS
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Supplemental Study Survey

In Spring 2023, a survey of PPS educators was administered to assess educators’ knowledge and
perceptions regarding teaching developing readers. Participants included LETRS trained teachers (N=150),
and a control group of teachers without any LETRS training (N=111). More information on the methods
used for this study is included in the supplemental study section, beginning on page 66.

Focus Groups and Interviews

Twenty-six educators from across the five target school districts participated in focus groups or
interviews conducted in the Spring of 2023. As Table 2 displays, most of these educators were classroom
teachers (n=15), and the district with the most educator representation was PPS (n=13).

Table 2. Educator Focus Groups and Interviews - District and Role

District / Role Participant Count
Centennial 4
Classroom Teacher (1)
Coach (2)
Speech-Language Pathologist (1)
David Douglas 4

Classroom Teacher (3)
Specialist/Interventionist (1)
Parkrose 3
Classroom Teacher (2)
Specialist/Interventionist (1)
PPS 13
Classroom Teacher (7)
Specialist/Interventionist (4)
Coach (1)
Speech-Language Pathologist (1)
Reynolds 2
Classroom Teacher (2)
Grand Total 26

Nine administrators representing four of the target school districts participated in interviews in the
Summer of 2023 (see Table 3). Most of these administrators were principals (n=6) at schools
implementing LETRS professional development. In order to protect their anonymity, the roles of the three
non-principal interviewees are not shared in this report.
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Table 3. Administrator Interviews - District and Role

District / Role Participant Count
David Douglas 1
School Principal (1)
Parkrose 2
School Principal (2)
PPS 3
School Principal (2)
Other Administrator (1)
Reynolds 3
School Principal (1)

Other Administrator (2)
Grand Total 9

Finally, six district key points of contact were interviewed in the Spring of 2023, including two PPS
representatives, and one representative from each of the four other districts.

Lexia Participation and Pretest/Posttest Data
The LETRS learning systems platform, Lexia, was used to track educators’ progress on LETRS training as

well as their Pretest and Posttest scores. Across the five target Multnomah County school districts, the
total number of LETRS licenses associated with this project was 1,094.

Table 4. District Licenses

. Total
District Licenses
Centennial 53
David Douglas 64
Parkrose 28
PPS 631
Reynolds 318
Grand Total 1,094

Student Assessment Data

Districts provided student achievement data from the 2022-2023 school year to shed light on the
potential early student outcome impacts of the LETRS training program in Multnomah County schools.
Specifically, achievement was examined by analyzing data from district literacy screeners which varied by
districts and included: DIBELS, Acadience, iReady reading, and STAR assessment data. Additional details
regarding these assessments and the design of the study are included in the final section of this report
focused on student achievement findings. Data were provided for students of LETRS trained teachers as
well as a comparison sample of students of teachers who did not participate in the LETRS training. Only
students in the kindergarten through fifth grade with assessment data available from both Fall 2022 and
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Spring 2023 timepoints were included in our analyses. Table 5 displays the number of students that are
represented in the student achievement data treatment and comparison groups for each district.

Table 5. Number of students with assessment data for each district

District Treatment Comparison Total
Centennial 389 1,446 1,835
David Douglas 362 1,487 1,849
Parkrose 252 867 1,119
PPS 2,195 14,307 16,502
Reynolds 1,051 249 1,300
Grand Total 4,249 18,356 22,605

The majority of student assessment data came from students in kindergarten and first grade for PPS and
Reynolds, as shown in Figure 3, while the data were more evenly distributed across Centennial, DDSD, and

Parkrose.
Figure 3. Grade level of students with assessment data for each district
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The tables to follow will display the demographic characteristics of the treatment groups students. The
gender identity of treatment groups students represented in student assessment data is displayed in
Table 6. Districts varied in the extent to which they provided information about the gender of students
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included in student assessment data. Therefore, the percentages in the table below are based only on
available data from each district (i.e., the number of students noted in the leftmost column of Table 6).

Table 6. Student gender represented in assessment data for each district

District Male Female Non Binary
Centennial (N=407) 51.8% 48.2% 0.0%
David Douglas (N=362) 50.0% 46.1% 0.0%
Parkrose (N=252) 52.8% 46.8% 0.0%
PPS (N=2,195) 48.8% 50.9% 0.3%
Reynolds (N=189) 52.9% 47.1% 0%

Districts also varied in the extent to which the race/ethnicity of students was provided in combination with
student assessment data. Table 7 displays the racial/ethnic representation of students included in each
districts’ student assessment data to the extent it was provided (see the number of students noted in the

leftmost column).

Table 7. Student racial/ethnic identity represented in assessment data for each district
Native Native
American | Hawaiian/

District Asian Black Hispanic /Alaskan Pacific White Multiple
Native Islander
Centennial (N=2,051) 14.4% 8.2% 28.8% 0.5% 2.8% 37.3% 8.0%
'(DI\‘;";";’I' 82‘;;‘9'35 13.6% 12.2% 25.8% 0.5% 2.5% 30.6% 9.4%
Parkrose (N=252) 11.5% 19.8% 27.8% 1.6% 2.8% 51.2% 13.1
PPS (N=2,195) 13.0% 9.9% 15.9% 0.8% 14% 44.9% 14.1%
Reynolds (N=188) 3.2% 3.7% 56.4% 0.5% 1.1% 28.2% 6.9%

Findings

The findings and discussion sections below are organized by the key research questions determined at the
onset of this study. The first section of research questions focuses on the process districts used to
implement LETRS, and the remaining five sections focus on the five levels of Guskey's> model for
evaluating professional learning programs: Participants’ Reactions (Level 1); Participants’ Learning (Level
2); Organizational Support and Change (Level 3); Participants’ Use of New Knowledge and Skills (Level 4);
and Student Learning Outcomes (Level 5). Next, findings are presented from the supplemental study of

2 Guskey, T. R. (2000). Evaluating professional development Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.
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teacher knowledge and beliefs. This report concludes with a summary section highlighting key findings

and evaluation insights.

Implementation and Context

Which educators received LETRS training?
|

According to both the Fall and the Spring surveys, the majority of the educators across all five districts
who had begun or completed their LETRS training were classroom teachers. Educators who selected the
"Other” option for their role included English language development teachers, speech language
pathologists, special education teachers, reading interventionists, Title | teachers, an occupational
therapist, and a school psychologist.

Table 8. Educator Survey - Role

Role Fall Survey (N=139) Spring Survey (N=187)
Classroom Teacher 60.4% 66.8%

Instructional Specialist 13.0% 12.3%

TOSA 8.6% 2.7%

Coach 5.8% 7.5%

Specialist 2.2% 1.1%

Principal 0.7% 1.1%

Other Administrator 0.7% 1.1%

Other role than listed here 8.6% 7.0%

Interview and focus group participants confirmed the survey findings with participants across the districts
representing a range of positions, including classroom teachers, virtual teachers, instructional coaches,
speech-language pathology specialists, and administrators. Of the administrators who participated in
interviews, the majority had participated in introductory LETRS training specific to administrators. Points of
contact interviewees from PPS and Reynolds mentioned that they had ELD and SPED teachers involved,
Centennial noted that learning specialists and coaches participated, and DDSD added that coaches

participated in their district.

Across all districts, the majority (86.6%) of educators who had begun or completed their LETRS training by
Spring of 2023 shared that the highest degree or level of school they had completed was a master’s
degree (see Table 9). The eight educators whose highest degree was not a master’s or a bachelor's degree
indicated that they held doctorate degrees, professional degrees, and high school diplomas (or the

equivalent).
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Table 9. Highest Degree EFarned

Degree Type Participant Count
Master's degree 161
Bachelor's degree 17
Other 8
Grand Total 186

Almost all educators (94.0%) surveyed at the Spring timepoint had earned a college degree that was
specific to the field of education. Just over half of those educators had attended college within the last ten
years (50.8%), while about a third (33.9%) had most recently attended college between eleven and twenty
years ago (see Table 10).

Table 10. Most Recent College Attendance

Year Range Participant Count
2013 - 2023 93
2003 - 2012 62
1993 — 2002 24
1983 - 1992 4
Grand Total 183

According to points of contact interviewees, a majority of those involved in LETRS were kindergarten
through fifth grade teachers. Districts also typically had a few middle school and high school teachers
involved as well as a couple of administrators.

Survey respondents shared why they decided to participate in LETRS training. At both the Spring and Fall
timepoints, respondents across all districts most commonly indicated they became involved in LETRS to
enhance knowledge of and develop foundational skills in reading instruction, to meet students'’
needs/better equip students to learn to read, to support readers who need extra support, and to
understand the science of reading. Further, interviewees noted that some educators became involved in
LETRS after they heard positive reactions from their colleagues who participated early in implementation.
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To what extent did participating educators complete all components of the LETRS
program?
|
As of June 2023, across all five districts nearly ninety percent (89.1%) of licensed educators had completed
Volume 1 of the LETRS training (as indicated by having taken the Volume 1 Posttest). The district with the
highest LETRS completion rate (indicated by having taken the Volume 2 Posttest), was Reynolds (see Table
11).

Table 11. District Volume 7 and Volume 2 Test Completion Rates (Lexia Data)

o Total Took Vol. Took Vol. Took Took Vol.
District Licenses 1 Pretest 1 Posttest Vol. 2 Pretest 2 Posttest
Centennial 53 49 (92.5%) 19 (35.8%) 10 (18.9%) 5 (9.4%)
David Douglas 64 60 (93.8%) 25 (39.1%) 9 (14.1%) 1(1.6%)
Parkrose 28 23 (82.1%) 7 (25.0%) 7 (25.0%) 3 (10.7%)
PPS 631 545 (86.4%) 317 (50.2%) 185 (29.3%) 118 (18.7%)
Reynolds 318 298 (93.7%) 139 (43.7%) 101 (31.8%) 81 (25.5%)
Grand Total 1,094 975 (89.1%) 507 (46.3%) 312 (28.5%) 208 (19.0%)

The two-year time commitment required to complete the LETRS program is longer than most training
programs and resulted in participants committing nights and weekends to complete the training,
according to points of contact interviewees; the program time commitment led to attrition for some
districts, which can be seen in Table 11 above. Teacher focus group participants added that educators
valued the knowledge they could pull at any stage throughout their LETRS participation, despite varying
levels of program completion.

Which curricular resources and balanced assessment systems did districts use in
conjunction with LETRS implementation?
|

According to administrators, districts utilized a variety of curricular resources. Some districts utilized
multiple curricula, with variation by grade. Curricula utilized included: 95 Percent Group, Heggerty
Phonemic Awareness, Fundations, Geodes Reading Curriculum, Wit & Wisdom, Houghton Mifflin Harcourt
(HMH) Curriculum, OpenCurriculum, Odell Education, ECRI, StudySync, Curriculum Associates iReady, and
Amplicy. It is important to note that the 2022-2023 school year was a curriculum adoption year in Oregon
and these were all newly adopted literacy curriculum. Regardless of the curriculum in place, points of
contact indicated that LETRS was in alignment with these tools and many noted they were adopted
because of this alignment. Some points of contact also mentioned the literacy screeners that their districts
which included DIBELS, Acadience, STAR Reading, and iReady Reading.
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LEVEL 1: Participants’ Reactions

What were educators’ reactions after participating in LETRS training? To what extent did
educators like the training and find it useful?
|

Surveyed educators expressed positive perceptions regarding many aspects of their LETRS training,
according to both the Fall and the Spring surveys. Figure 4 displays educators’ average agreement ratings
at each timepoint regarding a series of statements that are indicative of the extent to which educators
liked the training and found it useful. All items were highly rated (with averages over 4 on a 5-point scale),
with the exception of the statement “LETRS covers too much material,” which received closer to a neutral
level of agreement. Also, averages for all items were slightly higher at the Spring 2023 timepoint
compared to the Fall 2022 timepoint.

Figure 4. Educator Reactions — Satisfaction with and Usefulness of LETRS ?

M Fall (N=139) mSpring (N=187)

| am satisfied with LETRS training overall. 4

4.7

II

LETRS training is an effective use of my time. 4

LETRS covers too much material. _ 2278
| am able to apply what | have learned in LETRS to _4.4
my work as an educator 4.6
The LETRS training style works well for me. _41 3

5
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

-
N
w
N

3 Due to participants skipping items, Ns vary slightly for the specific items listed in Figure 4. To save space and increase readability,
the Ns reported in the legend of Figure 4 represent the highest number of responses to any of the listed item. This same format is
used throughout this report whenever multiple items appear in a Figure together.
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In focus groups and interviews, teachers, instructional coaches, and speech-language specialists provided
feedback reinforcing the positive reactions demonstrated in survey findings. Many of these educators
found that the content in the training allowed them to develop a better understanding of foundational
principles regarding the science of reading and literacy and appreciated the quality and multiple
modalities of interactive training materials. Some teachers noted that they could relate much of the
training content to their current classroom curriculum due to the applicability of concepts and activities
implemented throughout the LETRS units. Further, they appreciated the flexibility with which they could
complete the LETRS training; however, some noted that they would have benefitted from additional
opportunities to take training modules during contracted hours (e.g., district-funded staff development
days) rather than relying on time after school or on weekends.

| appreciated being able to go at my own speed within reason and adhere to the [LETRS]
schedule when | could. | thought that the presenters and online quizzes were well done and

the BridgeZPractice was classroom applicable.”
— PPS Teacher

“l am noticing that the foundational skills in our [school] curriculum are aligned to the
phonics lessons that were in the LETRS training, so | am enjoying that.”
— DDSD Teacher

“I like how there are different instructional models and that it is engaging. The videos help
break down the heavy workload and a lot of the materials are applicable and easy to do in

the classroom.”
— PPS Teacher

Administrators shared positive feedback similar to that of educators. Their feedback reinforced that
educators were developing new ways of thinking about reading instruction by learning about the science
of reading. Further, points of contact described the LETRS PD as “useful” and “practical.” An administrator
from PPS echoed educator feedback that they could utilize the PD immediately: “[Educators] learn
something new they didn't learn when they were in college. It's new learning but practical learning that

|Il

they can then take and use in their classroom right away.” Further, administrators observed that LETRS
training tools were successful with students. A Centennial administrator made the additional point that
understanding the theory has catalyzed teacher buy-in at their district.

G G ‘I have heard lots of educators at various stages of their careers say that this has really
helped them understand how students learn to read in ways that they never fully understood
before and has helped them think about how to use their curricular resources more skillfully.”
— PPS Administrator

“I think they found it incredibly helpful in terms of just really being able to develop an
understanding of the why behind some of the things they were already doing.”
— Parkrose SD Administrator
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“I think they felt like it really got to the core of the basics of the brain, the science behind it
and how we learn to read. | think that was fascinating and teachers were genuinely curious
about that.”

— PPS Administrator

Administrators also acknowledged the LETRS training workload, highlighting the intensity of the LETRS
training as an overwhelming factor for some participants. Points of contact similarly noted that the PD is a
lengthy time commitment with a lot of work required of participants. Points of contact interviewees
further explained that the time requirement led to attrition of participants in DDSD and PPS.

Across all districts, surveyed educators discussing what they liked most about the training confirmed they
appreciated the research-based, science of reading content and the content’s applicability. Educators also
emphasized the usefulness of the multi-modal, self-paced training format. Overall, educators’ responses
remained consistent from the Fall to the Spring survey. In the Fall, however, they also highlighted the
comprehensiveness of the training as an aspect of LETRS they liked. In the Spring, PPS educators shared
appreciations for the support from the trainers and the training resources (e.g., the manual).

“There are many modes to interact with and apply the content. The independent learning is
E E complemented by interactive webinars, where we can ask questions and
strengthen/deepen/extend what we have learned.”
— PPS Educator

“I love the scope of the material. It is comprehensive and detailed, and very valuable.”
— Parkrose Educator

“Skilled presenters and a really great resource book and activities.”
— PPS Administrator

How did educators perceive enjoyment and utility of LETRS training differed from other
literacy-related trainings?
|

According to both Fall and Spring surveys, educators agreed that they not only enjoyed the LETRS training
more but found it more useful and relevant compared to other literacy-related training. As shown in
Figure 5, educators’ agreement was slightly higher on average at the latter (Spring) timepoint.
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Figure 5. Educator Reactions — LETRS Compared to Other Trainings
M Fall (N=132) ®Spring (N=177)
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Similarly, administrators agreed that LETRS goes beyond typical reading curricula for educators by
providing more in-depth knowledge around the science of reading, phonemic awareness, and brain
development. Relatedly, administrators noted that the lengthy commitment required by LETRS training
differs from other literacy-related trainings.

E E “I think LETRS is providing a deeper knowledge of literacy that is not something we gain
from basic curriculum training or instruction. In college we all had the big five reading
instructional philosophy and understanding, but that was surface level when compared to
the deeper understanding that LETRS provides.”
— DDSD Administrator

“They are enjoying what they are getting out of it, but it can be overwhelming to do your
full-time job plus all of the time that it takes in order to fully grasp the LETRS training.”
— Reynolds Administrator

Educators in focus groups and interviews also felt the LETRS program was more comprehensive than
other literacy training. They appreciated learning about student-centered learning experiences based on
the foundational principles of the science of reading and noted that LETRS provided them with knowledge
in these areas that went beyond prior training experiences. Further, some shared that the in-depth
approach of LETRS training gave them the confidence to implement activities from the training in their
classrooms; whereas, previous training opportunities had been time-constrained and less descriptive.
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E E “Over the years, a lot of the training opportunities that | have had have shown how to run
small reading groups or how to use diagnostic tolls to keep student records. In LETRS,
however, it starts with understanding how kids learn to read and write, and then builds
around how students access their learning. It is more student-centered.”
— PPS Teacher

“The LETRS training is very intensive. The time that LETRS takes allows the program to have
depth, whereas other professional development that we have had during district-directed
training sessions do not have the time to go as deep.”

— Parkrose Teacher

"The LETRS training wasn't too much to where it felt like busy work, but enough to where
teachers felt confident to implement it in the classroom. | liked the BridgeZPractice in a sense
that it encouraged me to instantly incorporate what | was learning in LETRS to my
classroom.”

— Parkrose Teacher

When comparing the LETRS PD to other PD opportunities, a DDSD administrator echoed other data
sources, stating that the LETRS training differed from others in that it was “far more in-depth.”
Administrators from Centennial, DDSD, and PPS offered the additional feedback that participants
described LETRS training as the “best” or “most impactful” PD they had ever attended.

“Time and time again, teachers are saying it's the most impactful professional learning

G G course they have taken.”
— DDSD Administrator

In contrast, two teachers from Reynolds School District shared experiences with a program, Success for
All, which they felt was more intensive than the LETRS training. They indicated that, while they found the
LETRS program to be similar, they preferred the Success for All program and its use of positive coaching,
in which professionals from the program provided faculty with intentional monthly opportunities for
mentorship and collaboration.

Did reactions differ by educator type?

Educators in a variety of roles responded similarly to survey items regarding their reactions to the LETRS
training. Because the Spring survey was administered more recently and at a time when educators were
further along in their LETRS training, Spring survey data, rather than Fall survey data, was used to examine
differences in responses based on role (note that combining data from the two timepoints was not
possible because many of the same participants responded to both surveys). Also, due to small number of
participants in certain roles, some roles were grouped together for the purposes of comparison, resulting
in the following comparison categories: Teacher; TOSA / Specialist (including instructional specialist);
Coach; and Other. The category labeled Other includes principals and other administrators, as well as
participants who indicated on the survey that their role was something other than the options available.
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Figure 6 displays the results of items that were found to have at least half a point (0.5 on a 5-point scale)
of variation in responses based on educator type. Findings revealed that, compared to educators in other
roles, coaches tended to have somewhat lower levels of agreement with statements indicative of how
much they liked LETRS and found it useful. Additionally, compared to other educators, TOSAs and
specialists expressed the strongest agreement that the LETRS training material was more relevant to their
needs compared to material from other literacy-related training.

Figure 6. Variation in Educator Reactions by Role

M Teacher (N=125) W TOSA / Specialist (N=29)  m Coach (N=14)  EOther (N=17)
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| enjoy LETRS more than other literacy-related
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1 2 3 4 5
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LEVEL 2: Participants’ Learning

There is clear evidence of participant learning in the Lexia pretest and posttest scores from each volume.
LETRS participants from all school districts improved their Average Vol. 1 score and Average Vol. 2 score
on the posttest when compared to the pretest.

Table 12. Lexia pretest and posttest scores from each volume

District Average Vol. 1 Average Vol. 1 Average Vol. Average Vol. 2
Pretest Score Posttest Score 2 Pretest Score Posttest Score
Centennial 65% (n = 49) 95% (n = 19) 84% (n = 10) 96% (n = 5)
DDSD 64% (n = 60) 90% (n = 25) 79% (n = 9) 88% (n=1)
Parkrose 66% (n = 23) 93% (n =7) 79% (n =7) 94% (n = 3)
PPS 63% (n = 545) 89% (n = 317) 80% (n = 185) 94% (n = 118)
Reynolds 56% (n = 298) 92% (n = 139) 77% (n = 101) 96% (n = 81)

To what extent did educators perceive their knowledge and skills were impacted by
participating in LETRS training?
|

Educators surveyed at both the Fall and the Spring timepoints expressed that LETRS had increased both
their knowledge of and their skill with literacy instruction, as Figure 7 illustrates. Encouragingly, this
sentiment was even stronger at the Spring timepoint compared to the Fall timepoint, indicating that as
educators progressed through the LETRS training they felt more strongly that their knowledge and skills
had increased.
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Figure 7. Participants’ Learning — Knowledge and Skill

M Fall (N=134) W Spring (N=179)
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Classroom teachers, reading specialists, and academic coaches who participated in the focus groups
agreed that the LETRS program increased their application of literacy knowledge and skills in the
classroom. Administrators added that LETRS participants’ direct application to the classroom helped to
reinforce their deep understanding and value gained from the LETRS training. For example, an
administrator at DDSD noticed LETRS participants showed more confidence in their teaching and were
making more adjustments to their instruction in the moment.

“Now, | think more about the specific components of learning how to read. For example, |
E E understand more about consonant and vowel articulation, which | am able to include in my
lessons with students. My knowledge of morphology and vocabulary instruction has
deepened; so much learning has happened for me.”
— Parkrose Teacher

“The direct application piece of learning and then directly connecting to applying in the
classroom has been really helpful.”
— Parkrose Administrator

Administrators also noted that teachers’ deeper understanding of the science of reading has allowed
them to identify gaps in resources and curriculum and fill in those gaps more effectively. One
administrator noted that LETRS has helped teachers to break down the components of literacy to identify
the specific needs of students to address gaps more effectively in their literacy skills development.
Teachers, reading specialists, and academic coaches supported this sentiment, indicating that they felt as
though they were better able to prioritize classroom activities to add to their curriculum following their
participation in LETRS due to the program'’s evidence-based strategies.
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"LETRS has helped me look at the [reading intervention] programs that | am currently using
E E to teach to see what their strengths are and be able to supplement their learning wherever

there are holes.”
— PPS Teacher

“No materials are going to be perfect and have everything. Having that background
knowledge now around the science of reading through LETRS has really helped teachers to
develop that critical lens in terms of looking at how can we use those tools and fill in the

gaps.”
— Parkrose Administrator

How did educators perceive learning from LETRS training differed from other literacy-
related trainings?
.|

The thorough nature of the LETRS training combined with the focus on science of reading were the
primary factors differentiating it from other literacy training. Educators think the LETRS training has given
them a better understanding of the science of reading and had increased their skills more than other
literacy-related training they had completed (see Figure 8). Again, this finding was more pronounced at
the Spring timepoint compared to the Fall timepoint, suggesting that the further educators got in their
LETRS training the more they felt that the LETRS training outperformed other trainings in these ways.

Figure 8. Participants’ Learning — LETRS vs. Other Trainings

M Fall (N=133) W Spring (N=179)
My participation in LETRS has given me a better
. . . 4.4
understanding of the science of reading than _
other literacy training | have received. 4.6
My participation in LETRS has increased my skill 3.9
more than other literacy training | have received. 44

1 5
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

At both timepoints, educators across school districts noted that LETRS is more in-depth and
comprehensive, is based on the science of reading and associated research on the brain, and is generally
superior to other literacy-related trainings they had participated in previously. Administrators and points
of contact also felt that LETRS was more thorough than other literacy-related trainings due to its focus on
the science of literacy. At the Spring timepoint, educators from PPS noted the immediate applicability of
LETRS training to their instruction and highlighted how LETRS has helped them work with student
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subgroups (i.e.,. students with Dyslexia, struggling readers, and ELL students). At the Spring timepoint,
educators from Reynolds also emphasized how LETRS teaches phonemic awareness which was also
emphasized in teacher focus groups with all districts.

Through the focus groups, educators commonly shared that they either had not received literacy-related
training opportunities prior to their participation in LETRS or that their prior training did not provide them
with enough background knowledge on the science of literacy.

E E I had very little training before, and LETRS has been amazing because it seems very
complete. | don't really have anything to compare it with because | didn't get any trainings
and things like that but it is very thorough, and | really enjoy it.”
— DDSD Teacher

LEVEL 3: Organizational Support and Change

What supports did districts provide for educators engaging in LETRS training?

With regard to the type of support districts provided for LETRS training, a primary difference across
districts was the compensation and protected time provided to complete the training. As shown in Table
13, participants from Centennial, PPS, and Reynolds received financial compensation for their participation
in LETRS training, while Reynolds participants received dedicated time to focus on training and
asynchronous LETRS homework through late school start time on Mondays and other days each month
set aside for the work. Reynolds also attempted to offer two non-student contact days for training but
faced obstacles when the planned PD fell on snow days. The findings in the table below were gathered via
interviews and focus groups.

Table 13. Compensation and protected time provided to complete LETRS training

District Received Received protected
monetary time for LETRS
compensation training

Centennial v

DDSD

Parkrose

PPS v

Reynolds v v/

Figure 9 displays LETRS participants’ perceptions reported on the Spring survey of the support they
received from their district in the form of financial compensation and protected time. Educators in the PPS
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and the Reynolds school districts generally perceived more support from their districts related to time and
compensation compared to educators in the other three districts, which can be expected given they are
receiving this type of compensation.

Figure 9. Variation in Perceptions of Supports by District in Spring

34 W PPS (N=80)
3.9 ER Ids (N=47
Time in which to complete LETRS 1.8 eynolds ( )
B 16 Parkrose (N=6)
16 B Centennial (N=18)
Compensation for my time 38
: 2.0
spent completing LETRS 88 1 4
1.0
Nof At 2 3 4 AGreat
All Deal

Although there was a desire for additional support around time and compensation, Educators felt
supported by their districts through funding and materials needed to complete their training. As shown in
Figure 10, educators reported more support from districts in these (as well as other) areas at the Spring
timepoint versus the Fall timepoint, potentially indicating that efforts by districts to support teachers grew
stronger over the school year. At the Spring timepoint, educators from DDSD and Parkrose expressed
appreciation for district-provided coaches and encouragement around participation.
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Figure 10. Extent to which Districts Provided Supports Surrounding LETRS
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Teacher focus group participants described additional supports that were helpful for making progress in
LETRS. One teacher from PPS appreciated that they were able to easily access LETRS materials, as
information was consolidated to one website. A few teachers across the five districts shared that they
enjoyed LETRS Unit wrap-up sessions where they could discuss the training content with their colleagues.
Administrators and points of contact added that participants from Centennial, DDSD, and Reynolds
received support from coaches, which they noted was useful for implementation. Similarly, participants
from PPS received support from TOSAs, while participants from DDSD received support from learning
specialists.

‘I would say the building where LETRS was strongest is where we had solid coaching support
E E because it helps people take risks. We had coaches modeling, as well as videoing themselves

and teachers.”
— Centennial Administrator

Along these lines, all district interviewed administrators agreed that they would like to continue to provide
LETRS training to their educators along with a PLC, accountability group, or an accountability partner to
increase endurance and application of the training. Finally, a DDSD administrator highlighted support
from MESD, while a Centennial administrator spoke positively about support offered through learning

walks.
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Under which conditions and/or supports did educators perceive they were best able to
complete LETRS training? What barriers influenced educators’ completion of LETRS
training?
_________________________________________________________________________________________________|
The most common barriers are aligned with the themes from the section above regarding the lack of time
and compensation to complete the training. The most challenging aspect of completing the LETRS
training was a shortage of time to complete the training; this finding was more pronounced at the Fall
timepoint than at the Spring timepoint (see Figure 11).

Figure 11. Extent to which Barriers Impacted LETRS Completion

M Fall (N=129) ® Spring (N=175)
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Open ended survey responses also referenced time as the greatest barrier to their participation, as did
nearly all focus group and interview participants. Due to the length of the program, points of contact and
teachers noted that participants had to commit non-contract hours such as mornings before school,
evenings, and weekends to complete the program. Further, educators from PPS indicated that, prior to
their first Saturday LETRS training session, they were only given one week’s notice, and some were unable
to attend. While teachers valued the level of rich content provided to them through the LETRS training,
they commonly shared that they would prefer to keep their weekends free to maintain a healthy work-life
balance. As such, teacher focus group participants indicated they would like more time during the
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workday to complete the training. Points of contact added that participants from Parkrose, PPS, and
Reynolds requested release time for LETRS but that a substitute shortage made this difficult to offer.

Points of contact added insight about time constraints, sharing that Centennial and DDSD were
implementing new curriculum simultaneously with LETRS, which further limited available time for those
participants. While PPS points of contact felt the training was too long for a learning opportunity outside
of a university, DDSD and Reynolds points of contact questioned if the program could be shortened and
still be as beneficial. One positive regarding the program length, according to the Reynolds and DDSD
points of contacts, is that it generated excitement for the program as well as a sense of urgency.

Because the time program time commitment led to attrition in some cases, districts addressed this
barrier—in addition to those offering financial compensation and protected time—using a few methods.
For example, while PPS supported participants to stay on track with pacing guides, Centennial offered
reminders. Further, Reynolds offered LETRS as a fast-paced, two-year program (the traditional length) and
a slower-paced, four-year program to address time constraints; however, some participants in the four-
year track are now interested in finishing faster.

G G “A lot of the teachers who are doing the slower pace [version of LETRS] struggle with
completing it in the given timeline, because the district gives teachers one hour on
Mondays to complete the training units. It is a real struggle to complete what they need
to complete in the timeline that is wanted.” -Reynolds Teacher

As discussed in the previous section, districts had inconsistent experiences with compensation for time to
complete the training. Figure 12 shows that a lack of compensation for time to complete the training was
a key barrier to completion for DDSD, Parkrose, and Centennial, the latter of which received some
financial compensation.

Figure 12. Variation in Perceptions of Barriers by District
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Although PPS and Reynolds received compensation to participate in LETRS, points of contact from their

district indicated that these participants—along with those from Parkrose—expressed interest in receiving
a pay raise for completing the program; however, to receive a wage increase participants need to take the
program for college credit, which poses some obstacles. Additionally, a few teachers from Parkrose noted
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financial challenges, as they paid for their LETRS program upfront and, at the time of the focus group,
were unsure whether they would be provided with tuition reimbursement for their participation.

E E “If the dlistrict had not provided the hourly pay, | would have liked to have done it but
would not have been able to commit to that many hours of unpaid work. | was paid, so /
did it. One colleague expressed interest in completing Volume 2 of LETRS, but after hearing
that the district would not pay for it, they decided to not do it. If people are not getting
paid, they do not want to do it.”
— PPS Teacher

Some teachers and administrators also noted barriers with participating in the LETRS program on their
own, as opposed to going through the program with a cohort of colleagues from their school or
engaging in PLCs. A few educators shared feelings of isolation or lack of recognition from their
administration, due to being the only faculty member to participate in the training. Some expressed
interest toward increased opportunities for collaboration or coaching, such as designated meeting times
for LETRS participants to discuss the training content and homework, or opportunities for literacy training
professionals to provide mentorship to those involved in the training. Administrators also suggested it
would be beneficial to meet collectively as a school to review progress data and create a “team effort”
mindset around the implementation of LETRS knowledge and track progress around meeting literacy
goals as a school.

“I do not think that the district was able to dedicate time to see what | was learning about
G G [from LETRS] or to create cohorts of people who were taking LETRS to collaborate. | think it
would have been a richer experience if my administration had something where people
who were doing LETRS program had some dedlicated time to work together.”
-PPS Teacher

PPS did not provide a cohort format or in-person sessions for LETRS training. PPS Administrators noted in
interviews that this as a barrier to engagement and completion of LETRS and indicated that an
accountability group or partner may lead to a better experience, endurance, and application of training.
Parkrose, Reynolds, and DDSD administrators agreed that LETRS participants who were able to participate
in the training with others, benefitted from going through the training with group support.
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“I really do think it probably has worked best where people are in learning communities
doing it together and where there's some kind of coaching or administrative support to
E E support ongoing learning and bridge to practice.”
— PPS Administrator

“Having conversation and being able to do the learning together and then apply it and come
back together to talk about how it went that type of thing was really beneficial. | think if you
don't have a cohort or at least one other person that is doing it with you simultaneously, that
could be a barrier.”

— Parkrose Administrator

“I would definitely recommend LETRS so long as it's not in a vacuum. If teachers aren't
talking about the learning and using some of that learning within another PLC or PD, | think
that is a barrier.”

— PPS Administrator

Teachers from PPS and Reynolds also shared that they could benefit from more support with integrating
LETRS into their classroom instruction, while administrators requested walkthrough tools to help them
identify LETRS implementation within classrooms. Along these lines, administrators would like a way to
monitor the progress of training participants to enable them to provide touchpoints to trainees
throughout the year. A few teachers shared in focus groups that they experienced difficulties with
implementing activities from the LETRS program, as they were not provided with the materials (e.g.,
magnetic letters, felt squares) required for them. Some participants suggested that, in the future, teachers
could be provided with material starter kits to aid in the initial rollout of activities from LETRS.

have the support. Let’s start ordering the magnetic tiles and make sure that teachers have

E E “Let’s have a non-contact professional development day. Let's make sure that teachers
access to the resources being referenced in the training.”

— Reynolds Teacher

Finally, administrators requested a systematic way to showcase LETRS having a positive impact on
students as a means to increase buy-in and interest in the training.

LEVEL 4: Use of New Knowledge and Skills

To what extent did educators report changes in their instruction based on LETRS
training?
______________________________________________________________________________________________|
Overall, educators agreed that the LETRS training had changed their instructional practices and positively
impacted how they carry out their job; they also agreed that they were able to put their LETRS training to
use right away in their instructional practices (see Figure 13). Variation between Fall and Spring survey

results suggests that as educators progressed through the LETRS training over the course of the 2022-
2023 school year they felt more strongly that LETRS had impacted their literacy instruction.

PACIFIC RESEARCH & EVALUATION, LLC | PG. 29



Figure 13. Impact of LETRS training on Instructional Practices
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In focus groups and interviews, educators across the five districts reported changes in the ways in which
LETRS participants altered their curricular approach and mindset regarding teaching literacy. For example,
one DDSD administrator shared how classroom teachers have developed greater confidence in assisting
students through evidence-based literacy teaching resources.

E E “I do think | hear more confident language about all our kids deserving access to learn to read. | think
LETRS is probably a part of that statement. Not that | think anyone would have ever said the opposite,
but | think there were practices that demonstrated some of that inherent bias or predisposition. | feel
there are more teachers who are saying “all kids can learn to read.”

— DDSD Administrator

One administrator from Reynolds noted that teachers who participated in the LETRS training were moving
toward an asset-based approach in their literacy instruction, as opposed to a deficit-based teaching
approach, "With our instructional coaches, | could see a shift in their thinking through how they talked
about the students. Rather than using deficit language, they would use more asset-based language and
carry that into their coaching of teachers.”

Administrators observed that LETRS trained teachers are able to identify the specific needs of individual
students to determine what they can do more precisely to help. Prior to this deeper understanding, they
were only noting the students’ broad need and lacked clarity around how to address it. One DDSD
administrator observed that teachers with strong application of LETRS are seeing big improvements with
their students as a result of having a deeper understanding of phonemic awareness to develop early
literacy in students.
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E E “One teacher who really uses the curriculum and supplemental materials with intention and
integrity, saw 83% of their first graders at or above typical growth for DIBELS. That is a 40%
difference from their counterparts who are not in LETRS or don't have a strong understanding
of the science of reading.”

— DDSD Administrator

Classroom teachers expanded on this phenomenon, as focus group participants across the five districts
expressed increased understanding and confidence in utilizing a well-developed and fine-tuned
instructional toolbox to best understand the root of student learning challenges. One DDSD teacher
shared, "When it comes to decoding a word, | now encourage students to take their time to chunk the
word and to not just guess what it is. Before LETRS, | would just say the word to them, which was not
helpful.”

Further, classroom teachers who participated in focus groups noted increased confidence in prioritizing
curricular resources that were evidence-based in their instruction. One indicated that they were forgoing
any instructional practices that did not have any research or evidence behind them, due to the efficacy of
evidence-based approaches found in LETRS.

E E “I have a better sense of what needss to be prioritized within our curriculum. | have always felt
that | was not prepared to teach reading, especially small group reading. | feel so much more
prepared now that | have this background knowledge from LETRS.”
— DDSD Teacher

Finally, administrators from Centennial shared that LETRS participants started applying what they learned
in staff meetings, trainings, and PLCs to help grow LETRS throughout the district.

What barriers did educators perceive in transferring learning from LETRS training to
their educational practices?

Educators shared barriers to transfer of learning from the LETRS training to their classroom instruction.
Across the Fall and Spring, respondents from Centennial, DDSD, PPS, and Reynolds expressed a lack of
time for material and curriculum preparation, and classroom implementation. Further, they felt as though
transferring knowledge was difficult, due to how much information is embedded within the training.

In focus groups and interviews, there were a few barriers that classroom teachers and reading specialists
across the five districts experienced when transferring learning from the LETRS training to their
instructional practices, including student buy-in, shifts in fundamental teaching principles, time spent
incorporating LETRS into curriculum, and relevancy of LETRS to reading specialist roles. Those who shared
feedback regarding student buy-in noted challenges with incorporating phonics principles in their lesson
plans, as most students were reading or spelling at some level, despite having challenges with phonics.
Since most students were able to read or spell, they often questioned why they were learning about
foundations of literacy in their classes, yet teachers shared that students were more receptive to the LETRS
inspired instructional approach following explanations of the science of reading.
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One teacher from Centennial commented on shifting the fundamental teaching culture of encouraging
students to move forward in their curriculum, regardless of whether that student felt ready to progress to
a mastery approach that was encouraged in LETRS.

G G "A huge challenge | see is the expectation of teaching to mastery is a huge fundamental shift
for many teachers. There has been a culture where expectations [in the classroom] do not
require students to obtain mastery of content before moving ahead in the curriculum. We tell
the students that they don't have to spell their words correctly or just to write something
down, because we need to move on to the next chapter. That is education as a whole.”

-Centennial Teacher

Some teachers and reading specialists expressed challenges with the time associated with incorporating
LETRS into their curriculum. One teacher shared that they had incorporated a new literacy curriculum at
their school in addition to their participation in LETRS, thus it was challenging to learn how to navigate the
new curriculum while incorporating knowledge or activities found in LETRS. This barrier was addressed by
a Parkrose administrator who expressed challenges with adopting a new curriculum and knowledge from
LETRS simultaneously. Two reading specialists from PPS shared that they experienced barriers in applying
their LETRS knowledge in their roles as they only worked with students on a short-term basis, as opposed
to classroom teachers who worked with their students throughout most of their school day.

Did educators’ use of knowledge and skills from LETRS training differ by type of
educator?
|

According to Spring survey results (displayed in Figure 14), educators in various roles reported high levels
of agreement when it came to their perceptions that LETRS had impacted their literacy instruction and
how they carry out their job. On average, TOSAs and specialists (including instructional specialists)
expressed stronger agreement that LETRS had positively impacted how they carry out their day-to-day
jobs. TOSAs and specialists as well as coaches expressed stronger agreement that they had been able to
put their LETRS training to use right away, compared to teachers and other types of educators.

PACIFIC RESEARCH & EVALUATION, LLC | PG. 32



Figure 14. Variation in Impact of LETRS on Instructional Practices by Educator Type

B Teacher (N=117)  mTOSA / Specialist (N=27) mCoach (N=11)  ® Other (N=15)

4.1
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LETRS has positively impacted how | carry out my
job day to day.

| have been able to put LETRS training to use
right away in my literacy instruction.

1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

Under which conditions and/or supports did educators perceive they were best able to
transfer learning from LETRS training to their educational practices?

Spring survey respondents from Centennial provided open-ended feedback regarding resources and
experiences that have helped them transfer their learning from LETRS into their classrooms, in which a
variety of themes were noted. Some felt that their own efforts and differentiation skills were the most
beneficial factors, while others highlighted the videos provided by the training and the training’s emphasis
on foundational literacy principles, such as phonics. Coaching, collaboration, and learning walks also
facilitated the transfer of learning from LETRS training to the classroom according to administrators from
PPS, Centennial, DDSD, and Parkrose. A Reynolds administrator mentioned plans to offer PLCs in the
upcoming school year to support transfer of learning in their district.

How did educators perceive curricular resources and balanced assessment systems
districts used in conjunction with LETRS implementation impacted their ability to
transfer learning from LETRS training to their educational practices?
|
At both the Fall and the Spring timepoints, most educators shared that they agreed or strongly agreed
that the literacy curriculum their district used during the 2022-2023 school year aligned well with the
LETRS training. Educators also felt that they could easily find ways to integrate what they learned in LETRS
with their district’s current curriculum (see Figure 15).
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Figure 15. Compatibility of LETRS with Curricular Resources
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There were mixed reactions expressed in the focus groups regarding the utilization of curricular resources
and balanced assessment systems used in conjunction with LETRS. In DDSD, two teachers shared
conflicting commentary regarding the ECRI (Enhanced Core Reading Instruction) curriculum when paired
with LETRS, in which one felt that they paired “beautifully” and the other felt as though ECRI was not as
detailed as they were wanting.

E E “I think LETRS has paired beautifully with what we are doing in ECRI. All | need to do is use the
strategies | have been learning in LETRS to fine tune things in the curriculum. It has been
awesome.”

— DDSD Teacher

Teachers who reported using the Fundations curriculum in conjunction with LETRS all shared positive
feedback regarding the pairing, specifically as it related to the alignment of curriculum and course content
from LETRS. Focus group participants from Reynolds who used the HMH curriculum reported alignment
with LETRS as shared by one teacher: "We are doing HMH, which ties in well with LETRS. The way that our
literacy curriculum is broken down has a section built for one classroom day of phonics and phonemic
awareness and one day of writing.”

How did educators perceive LETRS training impacted their ability to serve students from
historically underserved student subgroups?
.|

Educators were encouraged to reflect upon the ways in which their LETRS training impacted their ability to
serve students from historically underserved groups. Educators from Parkrose, across the Fall and Spring,
indicated that their training heightened their ability to identify and address skill gaps. In the Spring,
respondents from DDSD, Parkrose, PPS, and Reynolds shared that their instruction in general shaped their
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experiences in addressing barriers relevant for students from historically underserved backgrounds. Aside
from these observations, educators across all five districts noted that it was too soon to tell any other
impacts as they related to historically underserved student subgroups.

Qualitative data highlighted numerous ways in which LETRS training impacted educators’ ability to serve
students from historically underserved subgroups. Administrators and teachers spoke to increased
preparation, awareness, and empowerment to support students’ literacy goals following LETRS
participation. One administrator from Reynolds shared that the classrooms led by teachers who
participated in LETRS showed greater literacy growth when compared to other classrooms.

E “We have 63% BIPOC students. We have more than 14 languages spoken. The teachers that
really dug into LETRS had the highest growth in our school. | know there are many
compounding factors around it but all of them had good growth this year with their students.”

— Parkrose Administrator

Classroom teachers and reading specialists across the five districts highlighted their increased confidence
in using evidence-based strategies to target various literacy challenges experienced by a wide range of
students. One teacher from Parkrose shared that increased access to and visibility of diagnostic tools
provided by the LETRS program led to a better understanding of students’ academic needs and increased
transparency for student academic achievement. They shared, “LETRS is very straightforward with
assessments and for our families who want to know why their child is not reading. There is an equity piece
to this, especially for families who have not been treated correctly by the school system. The assessments
take away the ability to be subjective about a student. It shows the family where the student is and what
they know.” Further, a teacher from PPS noted that they were better able to determine which students
should be referred to special education programs, as LETRS provided examples of skills that needed to be
met at each grade level.

“It has been helpful to identify which students need to be referred to special education. LETRS
G G made it much easier to tell where each student’s level of needs was when | had the necessary
skills to assess.”
— PPS Teacher

Qualitative data revealed a unique perspective, in which they noticed increased academic performance for
ELD (English Language Development) students in LETRS classrooms, as teachers who participated in the
training were provided with specific reading interventions necessary for ELD students.
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LEVEL 5: Student Learning Outcomes

To what extent did educators perceive that student outcomes were impacted by LETRS
training?
|

Educators perceive that their LETRS training has positively impacted the literacy outcomes of their
students. This positive finding was especially pronounced at the Spring timepoint, when educators were
further along in their LETRS training and when their students had spent more time receiving their
instruction (see Figure 16).

Figure 16. Perceptions of LETRS Impact on Students’ Literacy Outcomes
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1 2 3 4 5
Strongly Strongly
Disagree Agree

Teacher survey respondents from DDSD shared positive feedback regarding student outcomes that were
impacted by their LETRS training. One teacher shared that student growth was "huge,” while another
reported higher Spring benchmark scores in their classroom. A DDSD administrator shared that
preliminary data showed that a group of teachers working as a team are showing particularly strong
outcomes for students, surmising that collaboration is a factor in this success. Similarly, a Centennial
administrator has seen positive shifts in outcomes, with improvements most prevalent where there were
coaches. According to a PPS administrator, MAP data are showing improvements, while a Parkrose
administrator generally noted success and growth for students as well.

How did educators perceive curricular resources and balanced assessment systems
districts used in conjunction with LETRS implementation impacted student outcomes
from LETRS training?
______________________________________________________________________________________________|
Educators mostly agreed that the combination of their districts’ literacy curriculum and their application of
LETRS training was positively impacting student outcomes. As Figure 17 displays, educators reported
slightly higher levels of agreement at the Spring timepoint compared to the Fall timepoint.
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Figure 17. Impact of Curricular Resources and LETRS Training on Student Outcomes
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Further, the following curricular resources and balanced assessment systems were shared by classroom
teachers in focus groups and interviews:

e DIBELS

e Phonics screeners

e iReady reading diagnostic

e Magnetic Reading

e MAP Reading

e STAR assessment

¢ Informal assessment (e.g., encouraging students to read aloud to the educator)

Regarding the efficacy of curricular resources and balanced assessment systems in conjunction with the
implementation of LETRS, there were mixed comments from educators in focus groups and interviews.
Educators from DDSD shared that they found DIBELS to be an effective tool in progress monitoring, and
two reading specialists from DDSD shared that the phonics screeners they used to inform instructional
decisions were helpful. Across districts, a couple teachers expressed challenges with the iReady computer
platform’s data retrieval programs. They shared that the data management systems were more difficult to
interpret, due to a lack of graphs and difficulties deciphering whether students were understanding the
digital content or pressing on random computer keys.

One teacher from Parkrose noted that their school had adopted a new program, Magnetic Reading, for
benchmark testing, but expressed a preference for their previous system, Acadience. They shared that
they preferred the data management system implemented in the Acadience system, as it was easier to
understand student growth.
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“We use the iReady reading diagnostic and students do that on the computer three times a
E E year. | don't love that because it is hard to know how valid the results are. For instance,
younger students sometimes just click around on the computer and teachers are unable to

know what students are responding to.”
— Parkrose Teacher

“Time, | think. Just having the time to do LETRS-focused work and rolling it out in our classrooms.”
— PPS Teacher

Despite the limited timeframe within which to monitor student outcomes, was there
evidence of improved outcomes for students whose educators engaged in LETRS
training?

Teacher focus group and interview participants who engaged in LETRS all shared positive feedback
regarding student outcomes. Some noted that, at the time of the focus group or interview, they were
anticipating continuous literacy growth among students in their classrooms. One teacher from DDSD
highlighted student progress following their LETRS training, credited by increased district assessment
scores and improvements in informal observations (e.g., students reading aloud to their teachers).

E E “We are moving. We are still not quite at grade level, but it is a big job. It takes time and we
are doing it. Phonics has an equity piece to it and some of my most vulnerable learners have

been doing well with the strategies from LETRS.”
— PPS Teacher

One educator shared that, because of LETRS, they experienced a shift in mindset regarding the
measurement of student progress. They shared,

E E I have had a shift in that | might not see a payoff in six weeks, which is when we do our
Interventions. Sometimes if teachers see no growth at the end of six weeks, we think that
there is a problem. Now, | am seeing the payoff of things that | did last year with my
students, and | feel like | have more of an understanding of waiting for students to mature.”

— Parkrose Teacher
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Evidence from Student Achievement Data

The following sub-sections discuss student achievement outcomes for each district. Because of differences
in the types of assessment used, and in pursuit of the most meaningful data insights, it was determined
that districts’ findings should be presented separately. A series of logistic regressions were conducted to
explore potential differences in student achievement outcomes between treatment (i.e., students with
LETRS trained teachers) and comparison (i.e., students with non LETRS-trained teachers) groups. For most
districts, these tests did not reveal statistically significant findings.

For David Douglas School District, there was a significant effect of the LETRS training on student
achievement for K-5 students. This significant finding was present when examining student achievement
for English Language Learners and Historically Underserved Race/Ethnicities. Additional details regarding

these promising findings are included the DDSD sections to follow.

A Note on the Use of Literacy Screeners for Evaluation Purposes
The data produced from the Literacy Screeners included in this section of the report are designed to help

teachers identify children at risk for reading difficulties and determine the skills to target for instructional
support. They are designed to be part of a feedback loop that operates within each classroom each year,
serving as a tool for teachers to reevaluate their lesson plans and strategies. For this reason, assessments
should be used as a descriptive tool rather than an evaluative tool. Since these screeners are the only
assessment of early literacy skills, they are analyzed in this report for descriptive purposes, but we caution
giving too much weight to the results.

Testing for Intervention Effects in Education
It is often challenging to see the impact of a teacher professional development program on student
achievement outcomes in education. With this in mind, we encourage you to consider the following as
you read this section:
¢ As presented at the beginning of each districts’ section, many teachers had not yet completed the
LETRS training.
¢ In educational intervention research, it is extremely rare to find evidence of student achievement
outcomes associated with teacher professional development in less than 2 years.
¢ 2022-23 was a literacy curriculum adoption year in Oregon and all districts in this study adopted
curriculum that is aligned with the Science of Reading. Although teachers from the comparison
groups in our study were not LETRS trained, they were using curriculum designed to support
teaching to the science of reading.
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Centennial School District

Centennial School District used Acadience Reading, formerly DIBELS NEXT, and STAR Reading as its
literacy screeners during the 2022-2023 school year. The impact of LETRS training on student achievement
was assessed by examining Acadience and STAR data for students of LETRS trained teachers (treatment)
compared to students with non-LETRS trained teachers (comparison). LETRS-trained teachers included any
educator at Centennial who had started the training and could be at any stage. The table below shows the
progress of Centennial educators and indicates that nearly three quarters of the 58 LETRS participants
were on Volume 1 of the training.

Table 14. Centennial LETRS Participants’ Progress on Training

Progress % (n)

On Volume 1 74.1% (n = 43)
On Volume 2 13.8% (n = 8)
Completed 121% (n=7)

The Acadience assessment was completed by kindergarten and first grade students at Centennial. For this
assessment, students’ numeric scores were associated with four composite score categories: well below
benchmark; below benchmark; at benchmark; and above benchmark. The percentage of students at or
above benchmark on the Acadience Reading assessment were combined and compared at Fall and Spring
timepoints for the two groups of students.

The STAR assessment was completed by third through fifth grade students at Centennial. Similarly,
students could score in four categories on the STAR assessment: urgent intervention; intervention; on
watch; and at/above benchmark. The percentage of students at/above benchmark on the STAR
assessment are compared at Fall and Spring timepoints for the two groups of students as well.

An analysis of Acadience and STAR assessment data did not provide evidence of an overall impact of
LETRS training on student reading achievement in CSD. The figure below presents the percentage of K-2
Centennial students reading at or above grade level in the Fall and Spring. At both timepoints a higher
percentage of K-2 students who did not have LETRS trained teachers scored at or above benchmark.
(Figure 18).
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Figure 18. Percentage of Centennial K-2 Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadience

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 142)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 480)
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Conversely, a higher percentage of 2-5 students with LETRS trained teachers scored at/above benchmark
on the STAR assessment at both timepoints as shown in Figure 19.

Figure 19. Percentage of Centennial 2-5 Students At/Above Benchmark on STAR

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 247)
== Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 966)
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When broken down by grade level, kindergarten and first grade students mirrored the larger K-2 trend
with the comparison group showing a higher percentage of students reading at grade level or higher at
both timepoints (See Figures 20 and 21).
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Figure 20. Percentage of Centennial Kindergarten Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadience

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 122)
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Figure 21. Percentage of Centennial 1st Grade Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadlience

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 20)
== Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 298)
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For second and third grade Centennial students, there was a slight increase from Fall to Spring in the
number of students reading a grade level (Figure 22 and Figure 23).
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Figure 22. Percentage of Centennial 2nd Grade Students At/Above Benchmark on STAR
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Figure 23. Percentage of Centennial 3rd Grade Students At/Above Benchmark on STAR

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 86)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 239)
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Fourth grade progress is presented below and shows that a higher number of students with LETRS trained
teachers were at benchmark in the Fall and this continued into the Spring timepoint (Figure 24).
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Figure 24. Percentage of Centennial 4th Grade Students At/Above Benchmark on STAR
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Figure 25 presents data from the STAR reading assessment and shows the rate of achieving a score of
at/above benchmark on the STAR assessment was very similar at both timepoints regardless of whether

students’ teachers were LETRS trained or not.

Figure 25. Percentage of Centennial 5th Grade Students At/Above Benchmark on STAR

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 50)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 285)
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David Douglas School District

David Douglas School District used Acadience Reading, formerly DIBELS NEXT, as its primary literacy
screener during the 2022-2023 school year. To examine the impact of LETRS training on student
achievement, Acadience data were analyzed for students of LETRS trained teachers (treatment) compared
to a group of students whose teacher did not participate in the LETRS training (comparison). LETRS-
trained teachers included any educator at DDSD who had started the training and could be at any stage.
The table below shows the progress of 64 DDSD educators and demonstrates that a large majority were

on Volume 1 of the training.
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Table 15. DDSD LETRS Particjpants’ Progress on Training

Progress % (n)

On Volume 1 85.9% (n = 55)
On Volume 2 12.5% (n = 8)
Completed 16% (n=1)

Students’ numeric scores were associated with four composite score categories: well below benchmark;
below benchmark; at benchmark; and above benchmark. The percentage of students at or above
benchmark on the Acadience Reading assessment were combined and compared at the two timepoints
for the two groups of students.

Significant Achievement Results for DDSD

A series of logistic regressions were conducted to explore potential differences in Acadience scores
between treatment (i.e., students with LETRS trained teachers) and comparison (i.e., students with non
LETRS-trained teachers) groups at Spring timepoints controlling for students’ Fall Acadience scores. DDSD
showed statistically significant findings for three of these analyses as detailed below:

e When considering grades K-5, students of LETRS trained teachers were 1.71 times more likely to
have a Spring reading composite score at or above benchmark compared to students of non-
LETRS trained teachers.

e When considering ELL students in grades K-5, students of LETRS trained teachers were 2.67 times
more likely to have a Spring reading composite score at or above benchmark compared to ELL
students of non-LETRS trained teachers.

e When considering Historically Underserved students in grade K-5, students of LETRS trained
teachers were 1.51 times more likely to have a Spring reading composite score at or above
benchmark compared to HU students of non-LETRS trained teachers.

As shown below, the percentage of DDSD K-5 students performing at benchmark was roughly equal for

LETRS trained vs. Non-LETRS trained teachers in the Fall and increased more for students of LETRS trained
teachers than the comparison group by the Spring timepoint (Figure 26).
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Figure 26. Percentage of DDSD K-5 Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadience

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 362)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 1,487)
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The next series of graphs will present the findings by grade level. Figure 27 shows that the percentage of
kindergarten students performing at benchmark was just slightly lower for the comparison group in the
Fall. By the Spring, the percentage of students reading at grade level was 19.2 percentage points higher
for students of LETRS trained teachers.

Figure 27. Percentage of DDSD Kindergarten Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadience

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 102)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 126)
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The percentage of first grade students performing at or above benchmark was lower for the comparison
group in the Fall. By the Spring, the percentage of students reading at grade level was 12.4 percentage
points higher for students of LETRS trained teachers. Figure 28).

Figure 28. Percentage of DDSD Tst Grade Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadjence

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 94)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 261)
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For second grade students in DDSD, the percentage of students performing at benchmark was the same
for both groups in the Fall and decreased by 5% in the Spring for comparison group students Figure 29.

Figure 29. Percentage of DDSD 2nd Grade Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadience

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 87)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 240)
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Third and fourth grade findings For third grade students in DDSD, the percentage of students performing
at benchmark was about the same for both groups in the Fall and decreased by 14 percentage points in

the Spring for treatment group students.
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Figure 30. Percentage of DDSD 3rd Grade Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadience

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 43)
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For fourth grade students at DDSD, the percentage of students reading at grade level was 44.2% at both
timepoints and increased from 29.0% to 35.5% for students of LETRS trained teachers.
Figure 31. Percentage of DDSD 4th Grade Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadlience

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 31)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 249)
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Parkrose School District

Parkrose School District used iReady reading as its primary literacy screener during the 2022-2023 school
year. To examine the impact of LETRS training on student achievement, iReady data were analyzed for
students of LETRS trained teachers (treatment) compared to a group of students whose teacher did not
participate in the LETRS training (comparison). LETRS-trained teachers included any educator at Parkrose
who had started the training and could be at any stage. The table below shows the progress of Parkrose
educators and indicates that just over 60% of the 26 LETRS participants were on Volume 1 of the training.
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Table 16. Parkrose LETRS Participants’ Progress on Training

Progress % (n)

On Volume 1 61.5% (n = 16)
On Volume 2 26.9% (n =7)
Completed 11.5% (n = 3)

Students’ numeric scores were associated with five composite score categories: 1 grade level below, 2
grade levels below, 3 grade levels below, early on grade level, mid or above grade level. The percentage
of students “early on grade level” or "mid or above grade level” for the iReady Reading assessment were
combined and compared at the Fall and Spring timepoints for the two groups of students.

An analysis of iReady assessment data did not provide evidence of an overall impact of LETRS training on
student reading achievement at Parkrose. As shown below, the percentage of Parkrose K-5 students
performing at benchmark was roughly equal for LETRS trained vs. Non-LETRS trained teachers in the Fall
and increased for both groups by the Spring timepoint (Figure 32).

Figure 32. Percentage of Parkrose K-5 Students At or Above Benchmark on iReady Reading

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 252)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 867)
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The next series of graphs will present the findings by grade level. Figure 33 shows that the percentage of
kindergarten students performing at benchmark was nearly identical for students of LETRS trained
teachers compared to non-LETRS trained teachers.
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Figure 33. Percentage of Parkrose Kindergarten Students At or Above Benchmark on iReady Reading
= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 40)
== Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 131)
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The percentage of first grade students performing at or above benchmark was lower for the treatment
group in the Fall. By the Spring, the percentage of students reading at grade level had increase to 42.2%
for treatment group students which was just slightly lower than the comparison group Figure 34).

Figure 34. Percentage of Parkrose 1st Grade Students At or Above Benchmark on iReady Reading

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 58)
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For second grade students in Parkrose, the percentage of students performing at benchmark was similar
for both groups in the Fall and increased by more for comparison group students in the Spring Figure 35.
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Figure 35. Percentage of Parkrose 2nd Grade Students At or Above Benchmark on iReady Reading
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The number of 3™ grade students performing at benchmark in Parkrose was nearly identical for students
of LETRS trained teachers compared to non-LETRS trained teachers.

Figure 36. Percentage of Parkrose 3rd Grade Students At or Above Benchmark on iReady Reading

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 21)
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80.0%
60.0% 56.0%
40.0% 33.3% 52.4%
20.0% 29.9%
0.0%
Fall 2022 Spring 2023

Fourth grade students at Parkrose showed the most promising in the district but had the smallest sample
size. By the Spring, 50.0% of students with LETRS trained teachers were reading at grade level compared
to 34.0% of comparison group students. There were no iReady data for 5™ grade students of LETRS
trained teachers.
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Figure 37. Percentage of Parkrose 4th Grade Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadience
= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 22)
== Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 156)
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Portland Public Schools

Portland Public Schools used the DIBELS assessment as its primary literacy screener during the 2022-2023
school year. To examine the impact of LETRS training on student achievement, DIBELS composite
performance indicators were analyzed for K-2 students of LETRS trained teachers (treatment) compared to
a group of students whose teacher did not participate in the LETRS training (comparison).

LETRS-trained teachers included any K-2 educator at PPS who had started the training and could be at
any stage. The table below shows the progress of PPS educators whose students were included in the

analysis of achievement data.

Table 17. PPS LETRS Participants' Progress on Training

Progress % (n)

On Volume 1 36.8% (n = 39)
On Volume 2 39.6% (n = 42)
Completed 23.6% (n = 25)

Student scores on the assessment are associated with three benchmark categories: intensive support;
strategic support; and core support. Those attaining core support scores are considered to be at or above
grade level. The percentage of students at the core level on the DIBELS Reading assessment were
compared at the two timepoints for the two groups of students.

An analysis of DIBELS assessment data did not provide evidence of an overall impact of LETRS training on
student reading achievement in Portland Public Schools. As shown below, the percentage of PPS K-2
students performing at benchmark was similar for students of LETRS trained teachers and the comparison
group at both Fall and Spring timepoints with the comparison group having slightly higher rates of
students reading at grade level in both the Fall and Spring (Figure 38).
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Figure 38. Percentage of PPS K-2 Students at Core on DIBELS
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80.0%
c0.0% 57.6% 59.3%

. (o]
009 54.3% 56.0%

40.0%

20.0%

0.0%

Fall 2022 Spring 2023

The next series of graphs will present the findings by grade level. As shown below, the percentage of
kindergarten and 1%t grade students performing at benchmark was nearly identical for students of LETRS
trained teachers compared to non-LETRS trained teachers (Figure 39 and Figure 40).

Figure 39. Percentage of PPS Kindergarten Students at Core on DIBELS
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= = Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 3,833)

80.0%
61.2% 5739%
60.0%
61.3% 56.9%
40.0%
20.0%
0.0%
Fall 2022 Spring 2023

PACIFIC RESEARCH & EVALUATION, LLC | PG.53



Figure 40. Percentage of PPS 1st Grade Students at Core on DIBELS
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For second grade students in PPS, the percentage of students performing at benchmark was slightly
higher for comparison group students than students of LETRS trained teachers at both Fall and Spring

timepoints Figure 41.

Figure 41. Percentage of PPS 2nd Grade Students at Core on DIBELS
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Student outcomes on the DIBELS Reading assessment were examined for K-5 students at Reynolds School
District to assess the impact of LETRS on students with teachers participating in the training (treatment)
compared to those with teachers not participating in the training (comparison). Student scores on the
assessment are associated with three benchmark categories: intensive support; strategic support; and core
support. Those attaining core support scores are considered to be at or above grade level. The percentage
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of students at the core level on the DIBELS Reading assessment were compared at the two timepoints for
the two groups of students. LETRS-trained teachers included any educator at Reynolds who had started
the training and could be at any stage. K-5 teachers with students who had data at both time points were
included in the student achievement analysis. The table below shows the progress of Reynolds educators
who were included in this analysis of achievement data.

Table 18. Reynolds LETRS Participants’ Progress on Training

Progress % (n)

On Volume 1 37.3% (n = 28)
On Volume 2 25.3% (n = 19)
Completed 37.3% (n = 28)

An analysis of Acadience assessment data does provide promising results regarding the impact of LETRS
training on student reading achievement in RSD but this impact was not significant when examined
through logistic regression analyses as described previously in this report. When looking at kindergarten
through fifth grade students at Reynolds, treatment group students were reading at benchmark at higher
rates than treatment group students at both the Fall and the Spring. The percentage students with LETRS
trained teachers increased by more than the comparison group (Figure 42).

Figure 42. Percentage of Reynolds K-5 Students at Core on DIBELS

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 1,051)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 249)
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The percentage of kindergarten students at core on DIBELS was slightly higher for comparison group at
both Fall and Spring timepoints (Figure 43). Both groups of students demonstrated a noteworthy increase
in core attainment from Fall to Spring.
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Figure 43. Percentage of Reynolds Kindergarten Students at Core on DIBELS

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 357)
= Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 102)
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First grade students with LETRS trained teachers scored at the core level on DIBELS at higher rates at both
timepoints than students whose teachers did not participate in LETRS. By the Spring, the percentage of
students reading at grade level was 15.9 percentage points higher for students of LETRS trained teachers.

Figure 44. Percentage of Reynolds 7' Grade Students at Core on DIBELS

= Students with LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 353)
== Students with Non-LETRS Trained Teachers (n = 96)
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Although comparison group students were at the core on DIBELS at higher rates in the Spring compared
to treatment group students, there was a noteworthy increase from Fall to Spring for these students with
LETRS trained teachers; whereas, the comparison group’s rate at achieving core remained steady (Figure
45).
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Figure 45. Percentage of Reynolds 2nd Grade Students at Core on DIBELS
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The rate of fourth grade treatment group students who were at core on DIBELS remained fairly steady
across the two timepoints, while the comparison group decreased slightly. Notably, the percentage of
fourth grade students reading at the core level was 32.2 percentage points higher for students of LETRS
trained teachers in the Spring (Figure 46).

Figure 46. Percentage of Reynolds 4th Grade Students at Core on DIBELS
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Half of the fifth grade students from both groups were at core on DIBELS in the Fall. While this rate
increased very slightly for the treatment group, there was a noteworthy decrease for comparison group
students from Fall to Spring (Figure 47).
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Figure 47. Percentage of Reynolds 5th Grade Students at Core on DIBELS
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What was the impact of LETRS training on students from historically underserved
student subgroups?

|
On average, educators mostly agreed that their efforts to apply what they learned from LETRS into their

work was helping to close the achievement gap for students from historically underserved backgrounds,
such as students of color, those with individualized education plans (IEPs), and those who are English
language learners. Educators were slightly more likely to agree with this statement at the Spring timepoint
compared to the Fall, as shown in Figure 48.

Figure 48. Perceptions of LETRS Impact on Historically Underserved Student Outcomes

M Fall (N=99) mSpring (N=160)

| feel that my application of LETRS in my work as

an educator is closing the literacy achievement 37
gap for students from historically underserved )
subgroups (e.g., students of color, students with 4.0

IEPs, or English language learners).

1 5
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Centennial School District

The rate of students at or above benchmark on the Acadience and at/above benchmark on the STAR
assessment (depending on grade level) was examined for SPED and historically underserved race/ethnicity
groups with LETRS trained teachers (treatment) and students with non-LETRS trained teachers
(comparison) in Fall 2022 and Spring 2023.

The rate of SPED kindergarten and first grade students scoring at or above benchmark on the Acadience
assessment decreased slightly from Fall to Spring for treatment group students while increasing for
comparison group students (Figure 49).

Figure 49. Percentage of Centennial K-1 SPED Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadience
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Figure 50 demonstrates that second through fifth grade SPED students in the treatment group achieved
at/above benchmark scores on the STAR assessment at the same rate at both timepoints; whereas, there
was a slight increase in scoring at/above benchmark for treatment group students from Fall to Spring.

Figure 50. Percentage of Centennial 2-5 SPED Students At or Above Benchmark on STAR
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When looking at Accdeince scores for kindergarten and first grade students from historically underserved
race/ethnicity groups, comparison group slightly outperformed treatment group students at both
timepoints (Figure 51).

Figure 51. Percentage of Centennial K-1 HU Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadience
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While the rate of second through fifth grade students from historically underserved race/ethnic groups
scoring at/above benchmark was about the same in the Fall for students regardless of whether their
teacher was participating in LETRS, the comparison group slightly outpaced the treatment group in the
Spring (Figure 52).

Figure 52. Percentage of Centennial 2-5 HU Students At or Above Benchmark on STAR
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David Douglas School District

The percent of students at or above benchmark on the Acadience assessment was examined for SPED,
ELL, and historically underserved race/ethnicity groups with LETRS trained teachers (treatment) and
students with non-LETRS trained teachers (comparison) in Fall 2022 and Spring 2023.

The percentage of SPED students reading at or above benchmark in grade K-5 at DDSD was slightly
higher for students of LETRS trained teachers in the Fall and increased by 16.4% by the Spring (Figure 53).

Figure 53. Percentage of DDSD K-5 SPED Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadlience
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Acadience scores were examined for English Language Learners in grades K-5 in DDSD. The percentage of
ELL students with LETRS trained teachers was similar to the comparison group in the Fall but increased by
16.4 percentage points in the Spring (Figure 54).

Figure 54. Percentage of DDSD K-5 ELL Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadlience
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Finally, Acadience scores were examined for Historically Underserved race/ethnicities in grades K-5 in
DDSD. Similar to English Language Learners the percentage of HU students with LETRS trained teachers
was similar to the comparison group in the Fall but increased by 13 percentage points in the Spring.
(Figure 55).

Figure 55. Percentage of DDSD K-5 HU Students At or Above Benchmark on Acadience
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Parkrose School District

The percent of students at or above benchmark on the iReady reading assessment was examined for
SPED, ELL, and historically underserved race/ethnicity groups with LETRS trained teachers (treatment) and
students with non-LETRS trained teachers (comparison) in Fall 2022 and Spring 2023.

The percentage of SPED students reading at or above benchmark in grade K-5 at Parkose was slightly
higher for comparison students in the Fall but was nearly equal by the Spring timepoint. (Figure 56).
Figure 56. Percentage of Parkrose K-5 SPED Students At or Above Benchmark on iReady Reading
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80.0%
60.0%
40.0%
26.7%
o 16.8%
Do —/25.0%
0.0% 8.3%
Fall 2022 Spring 2023

PACIFIC RESEARCH & EVALUATION, LLC | PG. 62



iReady reading scores were examined for English Language Learners in grades K-5 in Parkrose. The
percentage of ELL students with LETRS trained teachers was slightly higher than the comparison group at
both timepoints (Figure 57).

Figure 57. Percentage of Parkrose K-5 ELL Students At or Above Benchmark on iReady Reading
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Finally, iReady scores were examined for Historically Underserved race/ethnicities in grades K-5 in
Parkrose. Although both groups started out with about the same percentage of HU students reading at
grade level in the Fall, the comparison group had a slightly higher number at the Spring timepoint.

Figure 58. Percentage of Parkrose K-5 HU Students At or Above Benchmark on iReady Reading
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Portland Public Schools

The percent of students at or above benchmark on the DIBELS reading assessment was examined for
SPED, ELL, and historically underserved race/ethnicity groups with LETRS trained teachers (treatment) and
students with non-LETRS trained teachers (comparison) in Fall 2022 and Spring 2023.

The percentage of SPED students reading at or above benchmark in grade K-5 at PPS was nearly identical
for comparison students in the Fall and Spring timepoints (Figure 59).

Figure 59. Percentage of PPS SPED Students at Core on DIBELS
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DIBELS reading scores were examined for English Language Learners in grades K-2 in PPS. The percentage
of ELL students reading at benchmark in the comparison group was slightly higher than the LETRS group
at both timepoints. (Figure 60).

Figure 60. Percentage of PPS K-2 ESL Students Core on DIBELS
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Finally, DIBELS scores were examined for Historically Underserved race/ethnicities in grades K-2 in PPS.
The percentage of students reading at benchmark was nearly identical regardless of the LETRS training.

Figure 61. Percentage of PPS K-2 HU Students Core on DIBELS
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Reynolds School District

The percent of students at the core level on the DIBELS reading assessment was examined for historically
underserved race/ethnicity groups with LETRS trained teachers (treatment) and students with non-LETRS
trained teachers (comparison) in Fall 2022 and Spring 2023. The figure below illustrates that while
students from both groups scored at the core level at similar rates in the Fall, treatment group rates
increased from Fall to Spring and comparison group rates decreased. By Spring, the percentage of
historically underserved students reading at grade level was 17.3 percentage points higher for students of
LETRS trained teachers. These findings were further explored through logistic regression analysis and
showed that students of historically underserved race/ethnicity groups with LETRS trained teachers were
7.54 times more likely to have a Spring reading composite score at or above benchmark compared to HU
students of non-LETRS trained teachers.

Figure 62. Percentage of Reynolds K-5 HU Students at Core on DIBELS
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PPS SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY FINDINGS

Study Design

Previous research on the impact of LETRS training suggests a positive association between LETRS training
and teacher knowledge, and also a positive association between teacher knowledge and student reading
outcomes.* The direct relationship between LETRS training and student reading outcomes has been
hypothesized, but has remained somewhat elusive to researchers (for more information on the body of
research surrounding LETRS, see the literature review prepared by PRE which helped to inform this study).
This supplemental study sought to explore the connection between LETRS training, teacher knowledge,
and student achievement, using a sample of LETRS trained and non-LETRS trained PPS teachers.

The predicted association between LETRS training, teacher knowledge, and student achievement is
graphically displayed in Figure 63. The blue arrows in the model represent the predicted association
between these main variables of interest, while the grey arrows represent potential moderating effects
that could influence the main effects. Moderators that were measured and are discussed in the findings
that follow include teacher beliefs about code-based and meaning-based instructional styles, and aspects
of teacher’s experiences such as their educational background.

Figure 63. Predicted Association between Study Variables

Student
Achievement

LETRS Training Teacher Knowledge

Methods

Participation in this supplemental study was limited to only PPS educators to control for potentially
confounding district-level factors, and because PPS could offer an adequately large sample of both LETRS
trained and non LETRS-trained educators. An online survey administered in the Spring of 2023 was used
to assess teacher knowledge and beliefs regarding reading instruction. Teacher knowledge was measured
using a 37 item Knowledge of Basic Language Constructs® instrument, which focused on phonological and

4 Garet, M. S., Cronen, S., Eaton, M., Kurki, A.,, Ludwig, M., Jones, W., ... & Sztejnberg, L. (2008). The Impact of Two
Professional Development Interventions on Early Reading Instruction and Achievement. NCEE 2008-4030. National
Center for Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance.

5 Binks-Cantrell, E., Joshi, R. M., & Washburn, E. K. (2012). Validation of an instrument for assessing teacher knowledge
of basic language constructs of literacy. Annals of dyslexia, 62, 153-171.
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decoding knowledge and skill. All items on the knowledge measure were coded as either correct or
incorrect, and averaged to produce a percent correct teacher knowledge score. The Teacher Beliefs
Survey® was used to measure beliefs about both code-based (i.e., more aligned with phonics and the
science of reading) and meaning-based (i.e.,, more aligned with whole language approaches) literacy
instruction, using a 6-point scale from strongly disagree (coded as 1) to strongly agree (coded as 6). The
survey also asked teachers about their educational background, and whether they had participated in
LETRS training (and if so, how far they had progressed). Student achievement in this supplemental study
was considered at the teacher-level. Each participating teacher who had students with available Fall 2022
and Spring 2023 assessment data was measured on the percent of students at or above benchmark (i.e.,
Core Support or above according to DIBELS) at both timepoints.

PPS Supplemental Study Survey Respondents

Participants (N=261) included educators who had been exposed to LETRS training (n=150), as well as a
control group of educators who had not yet had any LETRS training (n=111). Participants were able to
skip questions and/or exit the survey before completing all aspects. Therefore, the number of responses
that findings are based on throughout this section will vary and will be noted.

All educators worked with students in the kindergarten through fifth grade range. Of educators who
indicated their primary role (N=259), most were classroom teachers (61.0%) followed by speech language
pathologists (10.0%) and instructional specialists (7.3%). Of educators who shared their highest degree
earned (N=260), the large majority of both the LETRS trained group (90.6%) and the control group (82.9%)
held master's degrees (see Figure 64).

Figure 64. Supplemental Study - Highest Degree Farned (N=259)

100% 906% Non LETRS-trained educators B LETRS trained educators
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6 Bills, B. (2020). Teacher Knowledge, Beliefs, and instructional practices in early literacy: a comparison study.
University of Nebraska at Omaha.
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Findings

On average, educators indicate that they had learned only a slight amount (i.e,, represented by a 2 on a 4-
point scale) about the science of reading during their college experience, and that their college experience
had only slightly prepared them to apply those concepts to their work supporting developing readers (see
Figure 65).

Figure 65. College experience with Science of Reading (N's vary)

To what extent did your college courses teach you -
about the science of reading? (N=257) 1.80
To what extent did your college courses prepare
you to apply the science of reading to support
, . 1.69
elementary school students' reading development?
(N=259)

1 2 3 4
Not At All A Great Deal

Findings from the Teacher Beliefs instrument suggest that surveyed educators’ beliefs generally aligned
more with code-based instructional practices than meaning-based instructional practices. While this was
true for educators who were LETRS trained as well as those who were not, those who were LETRS trained
indicated slightly less agreement with meaning-based instructional beliefs compared to those who were
not (see Figure 66).

Figure 66. Agreement with principles of Code vs. Meaning-based Instruction

B Non LETRS trained educators (N=111) B LETRS trained educators (N=149)
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When it came to educators’ knowledge, those who had participated in LETRS training were more likely to
score higher on the Basic Language Constructs test compared to educators who had not yet participated
in LETRS training (see Figure 67). Further statistical analysis revealed that this difference in knowledge
between LETRS and non LETRS-trained teacher was significant (p<.001), and that there was a small but
meaningful effect size (np,?=.21). Teacher's beliefs about code or meaning-based instructional practices
were looked at as a moderator between LERTRs participation and knowledge, but were not found to be

significant.

Figure 67. Average Scores on Basic Language Constructs Test
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Although LETRS participation was a significant predictor of participants’ knowledge of basic language
constructs, post-hoc analyses revealed no further significant differences in knowledge based on how far
educators had progressed through their LETRS training (see Figure 68). One potential explanation for this
is that the items on the knowledge test were mostly related to topics that are introduced in LETRS Volume
1 rather than Volume 2.
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Figure 68. Average Scores on Basic Language Constructs by level of LETRS training progress
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LETRS Training Progress

Only eighty of the educators who participated in this supplemental study could be linked to students with
available Fall 2022 and Spring 2023 DIBELS (i.e., the assessment used by PPS to measure student reading
achievement) data. At the teacher-level, student achievement results were measured by calculating, for
each teacher, the percentage of their students (based on available data) who were at or above benchmark
(i.e., Core support or above) according to the DIBELS assessment.

A linear regression was conducted to assess the relation between educators’ knowledge and the percent
of their students who were at or above benchmark at the Spring 2023 timepoint, controlling for the
percent of students at or above benchmark in the Fall of 2022. The results of this analysis were non-
significant, as they did not reveal a correlation between educator knowledge and student achievement
outcomes. Rather, variation in student achievement at the Spring timepoint was predicted only by student
achievement at the Fall timepoint, according to our model. Similarly, an analysis of variance revealed no
significant relation between educators’ participation in LETRS training and the percent of students who
were at or above benchmark at the Spring 2023 timepoint (again, controlling for the percentage of
students at benchmark in the Fall of 2022). This non-significant association between LETRS training and
student achievement outcomes aligns with the PPS student achievement findings discussed earlier in this
report. As with previous recommendations, we suggest providing more time for LETRS teachers to fully
complete the training and fully integrate new techniques prior to looking for changes in student
achievement.
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Evaluation Insights & Recommendations

¢ Educators who received LETRS training shared enthusiasm for the opportunity it gave them to
enhance their knowledge and skill in reading instruction and to become better equipped to meet
their students’ learning needs. According to multiple data sources (i.e., LETRS pre- and post-tests,
supplemental study findings, educator surveys and interviews), the training indeed had a positive
impact on teacher knowledge and skill. Furthermore, educators agreed that compared to other
literacy-related professional development, they not only enjoyed the LETRS training more but
found it more useful and relevant. As implementation progressed, buy-in to the LETRS program
across districts seems to have increased as well, with some educators sharing that they joined
after hearing positive reactions from their colleagues.

¢ Despite the overriding positive reception of LETRS, educators shared (in surveys, focus groups,
and interviews) that the time commitment presents a substantial challenge to completing the
program. Educators often used nights and weekends to complete their training, and district points
of contact sited time requirements as a likely cause of attrition from the program. One district
(Reynolds) provided dedicated time for educators to spend on LETRS, which educators from that
district noted as a strong area of support. Reynolds also gave educators the option of completing
LETRS in four years (rather than two) but found that many participants struggled more on the
four-year track and were now interested in completing at a faster pace.

¢ The topic of monetary compensation for LETRS training was an important one for many interview
and focus group participants, which also came through is survey findings. Some districts (PPS,
Centennial, and Reynolds) provided compensation to LETRS participants. Points of contact noted
that additionally, some educators expressed interest in receiving a pay increase for completing
the program, which presents challenges when the program is not tied to college credit. Finally,
some educators had paid for the LETRS training upfront and expressed some uncertainty
regarding the process of being reimbursed by their district. Going forward, it may be beneficial
for districts to engage in even more detailed communication with perspective LETRS participants
regarding what to expect, particularly in relation to financial types of support.

¢ Administrators and educators shared ideas and lessons learned related to strengthening the
support offered to LETRS participants. Administrators from several districts agreed that educators
who were able to participate in the LETRS training with colleagues benefitted from going through
the training with group support. Additionally, the three districts whose educators received
coaching support (Centennial, DDSD, and Reynolds) found that support to be valuable. Some
administrators suggested that, in the future, PLCs, accountability groups, or partners may
promote better experience, more program endurance, and greater application of the training into
practice. Notably, all interviewed district administrators agreed that they would like to continue to
provide LETRS training to their educators.

¢ According to survey results, educators perceived that their application of the LETRS training into
their work had positively impacted the literacy outcomes of their students. In educational
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intervention research, it is extremely rare to find evidence of student achievement outcomes
associated with teacher professional development in less than 2 years. Nevertheless, findings on
student achievement show some promising outcomes for students of LETRS teachers, compared
to their peers. In particular, statistical analyses found that students of LETRS trained teachers in
DDSD were 1.71 times more likely to have a Spring reading composite score at or above
benchmark compared to students of non-LETRS trained teachers. Further, this finding held true
for important subgroups, in that both ELL students and HU students at DDSD were more likely to
have a reading composite score that was at or above benchmark compared to ELL and HU
students of non-LETRS trained teachers. It is important to note that the impact of LETRS training
was the most pronounced for students in the kindergarten grade-level, suggesting that the
influence of LETRS informed teaching on student success may be highly meaningful for younger
students.
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INTRODUCTION

Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS) is a professional learning
program for early childhood educators and administrators focused on early literacy and
language foundations. Over a two-year period, participants engage in online units, face-to-face
sessions, readings, and dedicated time to practice applying skills in the classroom, with learning
measured by quizzes, tests, and document submission. Within Multnomah County, five districts
have begun investing in LETRS training, including Portland Public Schools, Reynolds School
District, David Douglas School District, Parkrose School District, and Centennial School District.
In partnership with the Multnomah Education Service District (MESD), Portland Public Schools
received funding from the Oregon Department of Education to support implementation of
LETRS across these five districts, in addition to an independent study of LETRS implementation
and outcomes. Ultimately, the study aims to provide information that supports state-level
decisions about whether and how to invest in LETRS training statewide. Pacific Research and
Evaluation was selected through a competitive bid process to complete the independent study,
which includes in its scope the current literature review.

Purpose and structure of this review

The purpose of this comprehensive review is to summarize and interpret the current body of
literature related to the utilization, implementation, and impact of LETRS training. This literature
review provides information and background for the formative and summative evaluation of
LETRS across the five identified school districts in MESD and will support the contextualization of
findings at the end of the study period. To increase relevance and applicability to the five
districts included in this study, this review focuses to the extent possible on literature produced
in the past decade and involving schools in urban locations. Where available, this review
highlights the findings and conclusions drawn from peer-reviewed empirical studies. However,
as discussed further in the conclusion of this review, there is a paucity of empirical literature
examining LETRS; therefore, recent scientific literature is supplemented by older works as well as
other sources, including reports, press releases, and other non-peer-reviewed articles.

This review begins with an overview on the science of reading, including theories and seminal
work that form the foundational principals of LETRS, as well as a brief summary of the
longstanding debate known as the ‘reading wars.’ Next, findings related to the impact of LETRS
are presented. This review concludes by considering limitations and future directions for
research and evaluation, as well as the types of additional supports for teachers that may
complement LETRS training.

The LETRS program is one, but not the only, professional training that uses the science of
reading as its foundation; however, it was beyond the scope of this review to explore the
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literature around additional professional development programs. For more information on
available options, refer to the National Council on Teacher Quality’s action guide for states
(2020).

SCIENCE OF READING OVERVIEW

Scientific inquiry into early reading development spans many decades and constitutes a vast and
multi-faceted body of research, an important segment of which is summarized in the oft-cited
National Reading Panel Report from the National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development (NICHD, 2000). The NICHD report, which was used to inform the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001 and the Reading First initiative, identified five components of effective
reading instruction that the authors found to be repeatedly supported by research findings.

Five components of effective reading

Since the publication of the NICHD report (2000) and the No Child Left Behind Act (2001), these
five components have been increasingly referenced in articles and material related to
professional development (PD) for teachers of reading (for example, see: Jiban, 2022; National
Council on Reacher Quality, 2020; Learning Point, 2004). The components are listed below, along
with examples of how they appear in classroom instruction (Jiban, 2022):

¢ Phonemic awareness — developing students’ understanding of the sounds made by
spoken words

¢ Phonics — systematically mapping sounds of spoken words onto letters and letter
combinations

¢ Fluency — providing extended reading practice to increase students’ reading efficiency
and lower the effort involved in word identification so that more mental energy can be
devoted to understanding the meaning of the text

¢ Vocabulary - including ongoing, long-term vocabulary instruction, and teaching
vocabulary words prior to assigning reading in order to build students’ lexicons

¢ Comprehension — giving instruction that helps students develop their ability to construct
reasonable and accurate meaning from text using background knowledge and context

These five components have become the central hallmarks of what has been termed the science
of reading. More research released since the NICHD report has continued to point to the
importance of these five factors in students’ reading achievement (e.g., see McCutchen et al.,
2009). Taken together, there is a strong body of evidence for their significance.

Much of the research supporting these components rests on several theoretical models that
emphasize the importance of phonics in the development of literacy skills. Three of the most
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influential models—the simple view of reading (Gough & Tunmer, 1986), Scarborough'’s (2001)
rope model of reading, and the four-part processing model (Seidenberg & McClelland, 1989)—
are outlined below and covered extensively in the first module of the LETRS training (Moats,
2009).

The simple view of reading

The simple view of reading model describes reading comprehension as the product of decoding
(or the ability to use phonics awareness to sound out words) and language comprehension
(Gough & Tunmer, 1986). Moats cites the simple view of reading in LETRS training material,
noting the multiplicative properties between decoding and comprehension which make both
domains necessary and positively related to reading comprehension.

Figure 1. Two domains of reading comprehension in the simple view of reading

_ Language — Reading
Decod
ecoding 8@ Comprehension [l Comprehension

The four-part processing mode/

Another model that often arises in discourse on the science of reading is Seidenberg and
McClelland'’s (1989) four-part processing model (Figure 2), which describes the brain-processing
systems involved in word recognition. The LETRS program extensively emphasizes the
components of this model and explicitly focuses a number of its training modules on these
processing systems as they relate to teaching and reading development. Moats explains that
most reading disorders, including dyslexia, originate with a language processing weakness;
therefore, providing teachers with the skills to identify and help students with processing
challenges may be an important early intervention strategy (Moats, 2019).
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Figure 2. The four-part processing model for word recognition
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Scarborough’s reading rope

A third notable model popular among science of reading advocates, including Moats, is
Scarborough’s (2001) reading rope (Figure 3). Expanding on the simple view of reading,
Scarborough proposed subsets of skills that contribute to each of the two domains of reading.
Each skill can be thought of as a strand that together compose a ‘reading rope,” with more and
stronger skills contributing to stronger overall reading.

Figure 3. Scarborough’s Reading Rope
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Debate and commentary on the science of reading

The term 'science of reading’ has long been closely associated with phonics and decoding, as far
back as the 1830s (Shanahan, 2020). The debate over the science of reading is, at its core, a
debate over how much or if phonics and decoding should be explicitly taught to emerging and
early readers (Castles et al., 2018). Proponents of the argument opposite of science of reading
support approaches that, to varying degrees, deemphasize phonics. For example, the whole
language approach stresses the importance of repeated exposure to words and literacy-rich
environments when it comes to reading development, and the value of reading comprehension
at the text-level above and beyond the word-level (Goodman, 1967; Smith & Goodman, 1971).
Whole language theorists suggest that reading is the result of a three-part cueing system in
which readers take cues from context (e.g., surrounding words or sentence structure) as well as
letter-sound knowledge to help them identify words, at times using some degree of guesswork
(Watson, 1989; Smith, 2012).

While whole language and cueing-based reading approaches generally support some level of
phonics instruction, they tend to be less systematically incorporated into lessons—a key crux of
the debate over the science of reading (Semingson & Kerns, 2021). However, as LETRS founder
Louisa Moats (2020) and other science of reading advocates assert, there is a preponderance of
evidence to suggest that students who receive systematic phonics instruction learn to read
faster, more fluently, and with higher comprehension compared to students who do not
(Dehaene, 2011; Ehri et al., 2001; NICHD, 2000). For them, it is 'settled science,’ and the debate is
over.

Translating the science of reading into policy and practice

Unfortunately, some highly publicized attempts to translate this body of research into policies
and practice have not been as well executed or as effective as hoped. For example, the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001 has been widely criticized for the constraints it put on teachers’ ability to
make use of their individual expertise and creativity, pushing them instead to ‘teach to the tests’
and to use scripted, drill-oriented instructional methods, which many teachers perceived to have
a negative impact on students’ motivation to read and write (Powell et al., 2009).

Perhaps most discouraging is that, despite the collective interest in improving literacy among
school-aged children, and the investment of a great deal of resources and time, reading
proficiency has remained stagnant and even declined in many states (US Department of
Education, 2019). According to 2019 reading assessment data from the US Department of
Education, only 35% of fourth graders and 34% of eighth graders were proficient readers. In 17
states, reading proficiency for fourth graders significantly decreased between 2017 and 2019.
Only one state, Mississippi, saw significant reading improvement among fourth graders in that
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same period (US Department of Education, 2019). Notably, teachers in Mississippi have been
receiving universal LETRS training since 2014, thanks to a science of reading bill passed by state
legislatures the previous year (Mississippi Department of Education, 2021). Additional
information and data from this statewide implementation are included in the Impact of LETRS
section that begins on the next page of this review.

Promoters of reading reform today call for more teacher autonomy, combined with PD that
supports teachers in gaining the science-based knowledge that they need to more effectively
teach reading (Moats, 2020). While traditional teacher education programs (i.e., undergraduate
and graduate programs for teachers) have begun adopting more coursework that aligns with
the science of reading, it remains far from a universal practice among institutions (National
Council on Teacher Quality, 2020), and does little to address gaps in veteran teacher knowledge.
For years, experts have been warning that the majority of teacher preparation programs do not
thoroughly prepare teachers to help students develop all of the essential skills for reading
(Brady et al., 2009; Joshi et al., 2009a; Joshi et al., 2009b; Walsh et al., 2006). These apparent gaps
in teacher education are a main focus of what LETRS (and other similar PD programs) aims to
address (Hejtmanek, 2021).

THE IMPACT OF LETRS

As previously mentioned, the LETRS program is a PD program for teachers. LETRS is not a
curriculum, but it is designed to provide teachers with the knowledge and skills to more
successfully use curricula that are based on the science of reading in their classrooms. Teachers
with more foundational reading and writing knowledge (e.g., regarding phoneme awareness,
phonics, etc.) are more likely to instruct students on those essential foundational skills
(Cunningham et al., 2004), which supports all developing readers, especially those who are
struggling (McCutchen et al., 2009). Therefore, the intended impact of LETRS can be thought of
in two general ways: the direct impact on teachers (e.g., their knowledge, confidence, or the
ways in which they teach); and the indirect impact on students (most notably, their reading and
writing achievement).

Scientific evidence on the impact of LETRS

This section presents research finding from two rigorous evaluations on the impact of the LETRS
program. These studies stand out in the body of literature based on their specific focus on the
LETRS training and its impact, as well as their use of research designs and methods that are
scientifically founded. This review of the literature identified no other studies that met the same
criterion.
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Folsom et al,, 2017
Overview of study & methods: In 2014 the Mississippi Department of Education began
providing LETRS training to K-3 teachers using online modules and face-to-face
workshops, and provided literacy coaches in target schools with the lowest reading
achievement scores based on statewide assessments. This study examined changes in
Mississippi teachers’ knowledge and competency, quality of instruction, and student
engagement with literacy instruction between winter 2014 and fall 2015. To measure
these outcomes, the authors developed and validated an evaluation tool called the
Teacher Knowledge of Early Literacy Skills (TKELS) survey, as well as a classroom
observation tool called the Coach’s Classroom Observation Tool (CCOT). The TKELS was
administered by the Mississippi Department of Education to kindergarten through third
grade teachers statewide at four timepoints between winter 2014 and fall 2015; it was
completed by 7,638 individual teachers, 40% of whom completed the survey at multiple
timepoints. The CCOT was administered at four timepoints between winter 2014 and
spring 2015 by literacy coaches in target schools only; it was used to observe the
classrooms of 316 teachers, 80% of whom were observed at multiple timepoints.

Outcomes - teacher knowledge: Findings revealed that teacher knowledge of early
literacy skills increased between the first to the fourth timepoint, rising from an overall
score in the 48" percentile to the 59'" percentile (based on a standardized distribution
with an average of 50). Moreover, teachers who had completed the LETRS program were
found to have significantly more knowledge of early literacy skills at the end of the study
(ending in the 65™ percentile) compared to teachers who had not yet started the LETRS
program (this group scored in the 54" percentile at the final timepoint).

Outcomes — teacher competency & quality of instruction: Within target schools, average
ratings of teacher competency increased between the first and the final timepoint,
moving from the 30™ percentile to the 44" percentile. Also within target schools, the
average ratings of quality of early literacy instruction increased, rising from the 31
percentile to the 58 percentile. At the final study timepoint, teachers who had
completed LETRS training were rated as significantly higher on competency and quality
of instruction compared to teachers who had not yet started the training.

Outcomes - student engagement: Within target schools, average ratings of student
engagement increased between the first and the final timepoint, from averaging in the
37" percentile to the 53 percentile. At the final timepoint, student engagement was
rated as significantly higher in the classrooms of teachers who had completed LETRS
training, compared to those who had not yet started it.
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Limitations: The authors acknowledge that the study design does not allow for causal
inferences to be made. In other words, it is not known with certainty that the LETRS
training or literacy coaching (versus other variables that were not controlled for) were the
reasons that measured outcomes improved over the course of the study. The study also
was not designed to take into account LETRS' impact on student reading or writing
achievement outcomes.

Additional notes: Other sources have noted that Mississippi students’ reading
achievement increased more than any other state in the years since Mississippi teachers
began widely receiving LETRS training (Hanford, 2019); however, these observations still
do not offer causal evidence (Helms, 2021). It is also worth noting that in 2013
Mississippi was scoring much lower than other states for student reading proficiency,
and the state’s increase (which started trending upward even before 2013) has just
begun to put them on par with national averages (Helms, 2021).

Garet et al, 2008
Overview of study & methods: This study assessed the impact of LETRS training and
literacy coaching on second grade teachers’ knowledge and instructional practices
(based on the five components of reading from the NICHD report; 2000), and on their
students’ reading achievement. The sample consisted of 90 schools from six urban
school districts in low-income areas. Schools were randomly assigned to one of three
treatment groups (treatment A, treatment B, and a control group). Schools in treatment
A implemented LETRS training with second grade teachers in the 2005-2006 school year;
treatment B schools implemented LETRS training plus literacy coaching for second grade
teachers the same year; and the control group continued 'business as usual’ by providing
their district’'s standard PD to second grade teachers.

Teacher knowledge was measured after the PD implementation phase using the Reading
Content and Practices Survey (RCPS), which the authors developed for this study. A
classroom observation tool measured reading instructional practices. Reading scores
from district assessment records from 2004 to 2007 were used to assess student reading
outcomes. Across schools, a total of 270 second grade teachers participated in this study
during the implementation year; during the follow-up year, 250 and 254 teachers
participated in data collection during the fall and spring, respectively.

Outcomes - teacher knowledge: Teachers in both treatment groups A and B scored
significantly higher on reading knowledge measured at the end of the implementation
year (spring 2006) compared to teachers in the control group.
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Outcomes - teacher instructional practice: Classroom observations revealed that teachers
in both treatment groups A and B used significantly more explicit reading instruction
related to phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension. No
significant differences were found between groups when it came to two other types of
instructional practices (i.e., independent student activity instruction, and differentiated
instruction).

Outcomes — student reading achievement: Based on student reading assessment data,
the authors of this study found no significant difference between any of the treatment
groups when it came to student reading achievement. This null finding held both when
looking at student achievement during the implementation year, as well as the year
following. Although there were no significant differences in student achievement
between the treatment groups, the study did reveal a significant positive association
overall between teacher knowledge and student achievement scores.

Limitations: The authors suggest that student mobility could have limited the ability of
this study to uncover significant results related to student achievement. At the end of the
implementation year, 17% of enrolled students were ones that had not been enrolled at
the beginning of the school year, meaning that they did not receive a full year of
instruction from the same teacher or within the same school.

Additional notes: The impact of the LETRS and coaching treatment on teacher
knowledge is encouraging, particularly when considered alongside the finding that
teacher knowledge was positively associated with student achievement. It is possible that
the effect of LETRS and coaching on teacher knowledge was not large enough to result
in significant student achievement outcomes. This interpretation of Garet et al.’s findings,
if accurate, would suggest that LETRS and coaching-based PD might be especially
beneficial for teachers who are less knowledgeable about one or more of the five key
reading components.

Supplemental evidence

Several other reports and articles related to the impact of LETRS were identified during this
review process but were determined to be less relevant to the current study than those outlined
above. Articles from this supplemental body of evidence are briefly presented below.

Preskitt & Ernest, 2020
In 2018, Alabama began providing LETRS training to pre-K through third grade teachers.
This non-peer reviewed evaluation report focused on the impacts of LETRS training in
Alabama’s pre-K classrooms. Findings indicated that LETRS-trained pre-K teachers had
more positive teacher-child interactions and classroom quality (according to the CLASS,
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or Classroom Assessment Scoring System) compared to a national comparison group.
The study also found that children in LETRS classrooms showed more progress toward
kindergarten readiness from the beginning of the school year to the end compared to
the progress made by children in non-LETRS classrooms.

North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2022
This recent press release compared student reading proficiency data from kindergarten,
first grade, and second grade students in North Carolina (NC) to data from 1.6 million
students in other states (measured on the same reading assessment). Results revealed
that NC students in each target grade level began the 2021-2022 school year with lower
reading proficiency compared to students in other states but ended the school year at or
above the national average (these were observed differences, not tested for statistical
significance). Kindergarten students in NC in particular made impressive reading gains.
At the beginning of the school year only 27% of NC kindergarteners scored at or above
the national reading proficiency benchmark (compared to 36% of kindergarteners in
other states), but by the end of the school year 67% of NC kindergarteners were at or
above the benchmark (compared to 60% of kindergarteners in other states). These
notable improvements come just a year after NC passed related legislation and began
providing LETRS training to elementary and pre-K teachers statewide (see Fofaria, 2022).
While promising, these results are observational and descriptive only and, as such, do
not provide causal evidence of LETRS' impact.

Carlisle et al., 2009
This peer-reviewed study examined the relation between first through third grade
teachers’ knowledge about early reading with their students’ improvement on word
analysis and reading comprehension. Prior to the study, participating teachers received
two types of PD, one of which was LETRS. This study did not differentiate the impact of
one type of PD over the other on teacher knowledge. Teacher knowledge was assessed
using the Language Reading Concepts test. Findings from this study regarding the
association between teacher knowledge and student reading improvement were not
significant. The authors suggest that a lack of alignment between the content of the LRC,
the reading curriculums being used, and the assessment used to measure students’
learning could have undermined their ability to find significance.

Carlisle & Berebitsky, 2009
This peer-reviewed study investigated the impact of literacy coaches on teacher and
student outcomes. Teachers in this study were first grade teachers, all of whom received
LETRS training the previous year. The study compared outcomes for 43 teachers who
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received literacy coach support to 33 teachers who did not. Looking at changes from
beginning of the school year to the end, findings revealed greater improvement on word
decoding for students of teachers with literacy coaches compared to those without.
Results suggest benefits of a model of PD in reading that includes school-based
coaching for teachers of first grade.

CONCLUSION

Overall, evidence for the impact of the LETRS training for teachers on their students’ reading
development is limited, but promising. Some results indicate that LETRS training increases
teacher knowledge of core reading development processes and strategies (Folsom et al., 2017).
Other studies have positively linked teacher knowledge in this domain with student reading
achievement (Garet et al., 2008), although researchers investigating this association have not
always established its significance (Carlisle et al., 2009).

Mississippi and North Carolina stand out as states that have implemented LETRS training widely
and, soon after, recorded better than average improvements in students’ reading proficiency
scores (US Department of Education, 2019; Mississippi Department of Education, 2021; North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2022). However, the role of LETRS in those states’
student achievement results has yet to be empirically established. It is also worth noting that
prior to implementing LETRS, Mississippi and North Carolina were performing far below national
averages for elementary students’ reading proficiency (Helms, 2021; Fofaria, 2021). Therefore, it
is not clear that the same results could be expected in states where student reading proficiency
is already closer to the national average, or in classrooms of teachers who are already
knowledgeable about the science of reading.

As LETRS training for teachers and administrators becomes more widely implemented, studies
examining its impact in classrooms and communities with a variety of characteristics will be
important additions to this body of research. Also, it may be helpful for researchers to explore
whether the effects of LETRS on teachers’ knowledge and performance varies based on teachers’
previous exposure to science of reading (i.e., especially as colleges and universities continue to
add more of a focus in this area for teacher preparation). Along the same lines, research on the
effectiveness of different elementary reading curriculums, the use of school-based literacy
coaches, and other potential resources and supports may reveal useful strategies for promoting
the success of LETRS.

Strategies for supporting teacher success
As LETRS implementation moves forward in Multnomah County, districts may want to consider
additional strategies to support teacher success with the program. Fortunately, certain aspects
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of the LETRS program already align with expert suggestions for making PD successful, such as
incorporating opportunities for reflection and active learning (Darling-Hammond et al.,, 2017).
Another recommended component of LETRS includes coaching to support teachers; this
strategy is echoed by experts in the field of effective PD practices (Darling-Hammond et al.,
2017) and has been incorporated into the proposed implementation plan to support teachers in
Multnomah County. Perhaps most importantly, teachers need adequate time to complete the
program, connect their learning to their classroom lessons, and to discuss what they are learning
with other teachers. A research brief from the National Comprehensive Center for Teacher
Quality (Archibald et al., 2011) provides some guidance around how schools can make more
time for teacher PD, including setting aside hours each week by adjusting the amount of time
used for other tasks (e.g., teacher planning or staff meetings). Finally, school leadership can play
an important role by demonstrating that they support, prioritize, and are committed to PD for
teachers (Bredeson, 2000).
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