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Executive Summary 
In 2003, South Carolina received a federal Reading First grant. Charleston County School 
District (CCSD) was awarded a Reading First sub-grant, and six Title I elementary schools 
participated: Chicora, Dunston, Fraser, Goodwin, Mitchell, and St. James-Santee. Reading First 
provides professional development on literacy instruction to K-3 teachers, literacy materials and 
resources, and reading intervention for struggling students.   
Evaluation Approach                                  
Reading First is being evaluated at the state level by a research team at University of South 
Carolina. The purpose of the CCSD internal evaluation is to aid program monitoring by 
providing timely feedback. The CCSD evaluation involves (1) observations of the literacy 
environment, (2) observations of literacy instruction, (3) surveys of teachers and literacy support 
staff, (4) interviews with literacy coaches, and (5) analysis of student achievement data.   
Findings 
Question #1: How was Reading First implemented at these six high-poverty elementary schools? 
• While Reading First has had some impact on the literacy environment, in about one-half of 

classrooms, students’ accessibility to and use of books have not been optimized.   
• Reading First has had a limited impact on small group literacy instruction (guided reading). 

A key to guided reading is the progression from teacher demonstration to guided practice to 
independent reading. About one-third of observed lessons incorporate all these components.  

• Participation in Reading First professional activities varied across the six schools. 
Approximately 90% of K-3 teachers at Dunston and Mitchell indicated that Reading First 
meetings were held regularly in their building and that Reading First was discussed during 
teacher team meetings. The percentages were slightly lower for Fraser and much lower for 
Chicora, Goodwin and St. James-Santee.   

Question #2: To what extent did Reading First improve reading skills of students?  
• Among students that remained in Reading First from fall 2004 to spring 2007, those at 

Dunston, Fraser, and Mitchell either met or exceeded the South Carolina average NCE 
increase of 14.9 points on the Stanford Reading First assessment. Chicora, Goodwin, and St. 
James-Santee all fell below the state average.   

• The percentage of third-grade students scoring Basic or above on PACT ELA in 2007 
compared to third-grade students in 2004 (before Reading First) varied across the six schools. 
Dunston, Goodwin, and Mitchell saw an increase in the percentage of students scoring Basic 
or above. Chicora, Fraser and St. James-Santee experienced a decrease.   

Question #3: What are the long-term benefits of Reading First? 
• School-based literacy coaches believe there are some best practices that their school will 

retain after Reading First. These include the teacher and student materials and supplies 
purchased with grant funding; a formal progress monitoring tool for early grades (K-1); skills 
that teachers obtained through professional development; and some instructional approaches.   

Conclusion 
Due to the inconsistent implementation of the Reading First model, there were inconsistent 
student outcomes. However, it appears that integrating Reading First into a school’s professional 
activities was correlated with higher student achievement. Dunston, Fraser, and Mitchell all seem 
to exhibit higher support for Reading First and also experienced higher growth rates in students’ 
Stanford Reading First scores. Conversely, Chicora, Goodwin, and St. James-Santee showed 
lower levels of buy-in and also lower student growth rates.  
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READING FIRST: Impact on High Poverty Elementary Schools  
In Charleston County School District, 2004-2007 

 
Background 
In spring 2003, South Carolina received a federal Reading First grant to help schools and 
districts improve reading achievement for students in grades K-3 through research-based 
instructional methods. Charleston County School District (CCSD) was awarded a South Carolina 
Reading First subgrant and received approximately $4.5 million for a three-year period: 2004-05 
to 2006-07. Six Title I elementary schools participated: Chicora, Dunston, Fraser, Goodwin, 
Mitchell, and St. James-Santee. Following the three-year subgrant, CCSD was awarded another 
two-year subgrant (2007-08 to 2008-09) and three of the six participating schools chose to 
continue: Dunston, Fraser, and Mitchell.  
 
Overview of Reading First 
Reading First provides professional development to K-3 teachers through graduate-level courses, 
attendance at professional conferences and individual coaching from a building-based literacy 
coach and regional literacy coaches. Additionally, the grant provides literacy materials, supplies 
and equipment for the building’s media center, literacy room, and individual classrooms. The 
grant also provides a formal progress monitoring assessment for classroom teachers. Lastly, the 
grant funds reading interventionists to work with struggling students individually and in small 
groups. Reading First uses scientifically-based research to develop specific requirements for 
reading instruction, such as a 120-minute uninterrupted reading block.1 Schools are expected to 
have full buy-in of the building leadership and faculty and therefore, school leaders and all 
faculty (in grades K-3) are required to participate.  
 
Scope of the Evaluation  
South Carolina Reading First is being evaluated at the state level by a research team at 
University of South Carolina. The purpose of the CCSD internal evaluation is to examine 
implementation and outcomes within our district’s six participating elementary schools. The 
internal evaluation focuses on areas of implementation that were identified by the school 
leadership as challenges in order to aid program monitoring and provide timely feedback for 
program improvement. This report covers CCSD evaluation findings from the first three years of 
the district’s Reading First participation (2004-05 to 2006-07).  
 
The report is organized around three questions: 

1. How was Reading First implemented at these six high-poverty elementary schools? 
2. To what extent did Reading First improve reading skills of students at these schools?  
3. What are the long-term benefits of Reading First? 

 
Evaluation Methods 
The evaluation involved (1) classroom observations of the literacy environment – fall 2006, (2) 
observations of literacy instruction, specifically guided reading – winter 2006-07, (3) survey of 
classroom teachers and other literacy support staff/faculty [e.g., reading interventionists, media 
specialists] – spring 2007, (4) interviews with literacy coaches – fall 2006 and, (5) analysis of 
student achievement data – fall 2004 through spring 2007.  

                                                 
1 The instructional requirements of Reading First are consistent with CCSD’s Balanced Literacy Framework.  
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Evaluation Findings 
 

Question #1: How was Reading First implemented at each school? 
Literacy Environment 
By participating in Reading First, the six schools purchased thousands of books for their literacy 
room, media center, and individual teachers’ classrooms.  In order to assess students’ access to 
and use of these books, classroom observations were done in fall 2006 by observation teams2 
using the Literacy Environment Checklist from the Early Language & Literacy Classroom 
Observation (ELLCO) Toolkit.3 The ELLCO observations look at basic resources and materials 
that should be found in any primary-grade classroom, not just classrooms with an enriched 
literacy program.  
 
The Literacy Environment Checklist measures five components of the classroom environment: 
“Book Area,” “Book Selection,” “Book Use,” “Writing Materials,” and “Writing Around the 
Room.” The Book Area component includes items that address the arrangement of the 
classroom’s book area. The Book Selection portion of the observations looks at the number and 
variety of the books in the classroom. The Book Use section of the observation focuses on the 
placement and accessibility of the books in the classroom. The Writing Materials section focuses 
on the variety of writing tools available for children’s use. Lastly, the Writing Around the Room 
section looks at evidence of writing displayed within the classroom.  
 
A sample of kindergarten through third grade classrooms was observed: one classroom per grade 
level at each school (at Goodwin, two classrooms each in K, 1st and 2nd grades were included, 
due to the large number of classes in those grades). A total of 27 classrooms in grades  
K-3 were observed: 7 kindergarten classrooms, 7 first grade classrooms, 7 second grade 
classrooms, and 6 third grade classrooms. Only teachers who had been teaching in a Reading 
First school for a full year or longer were included to ensure that observed classroom teachers 
were familiar with Reading First. 
 
First grade classrooms were the most literacy-rich, with 82% of the literacy environment 
components in place. Surprisingly, kindergarten classrooms were not more literacy-rich 
than classrooms in the higher grade levels. In kindergarten, 2nd and 3rd grade classrooms, 
about two-thirds of the literacy components were in place [see Table 1].  
 

Table 1. Percentage of Total Points Received for each Literacy Component, By Grade Level. 

Grade 
Book 
Area 

Book 
Selection 

Book  
Use 

Writing 
Materials 

Writing Around 
the Room 

All  
Components

Kindergarten 95% 95% 48% 73% 57% 68% 
1st  100% 98% 60% 88% 71% 82% 
2nd  76% 91% 57% 59% 51% 66% 
3rd  61% 90% 57% 67% 48% 65% 
Source: Classroom Observations, Fall 2006.  

                                                 
2 The teams were comprised of a district researcher, the district Reading First coordinator, and each school’s literacy coach. 
 
3 More information on ELLCO can be found at www.brookespublishing.com 
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When looking at the literacy environment school-wide [see Table 2], Fraser’s classrooms 
were the least literacy-rich, with only one-half (58%) of the literacy components in place, 
and Goodwin’s classrooms were the most literacy rich, with 81% of components in place.4 
 

Table 2. Percentage of Total Points Received in each Literacy Component, By School. 

School 
Book 
Area 

Book 
Selection 

Book  
Use 

Writing 
Materials 

Writing 
Around the 

Room 
All  

Components
Chicora 75% 94% 38% 71% 44% 63% 
Dunston 75% 91% 71% 90% 53% 75% 
Fraser 92% 84% 29% 45% 53% 58% 
Goodwin 90% 98% 79% 89% 62% 81% 
Mitchell 83% 97% 21% 52% 72% 65% 
St. James-Santee 83% 94% 67% 71% 72% 73% 

Source: Classroom Observations, Fall 2006.  
 
On the whole, Reading First schools had many reading materials available to students 
(Book Area & Book Selection). The accessibility of reading materials and writing materials 
was sometimes limited to certain areas of the classroom (Book Use & Writing Materials). 
Few varieties of children’s writings were on display within the classrooms (Writing 
Around the Room) although there were often displays outside of the classroom in the 
hallways. 
 
Literacy Instruction  
In winter 2006-07, observation teams5 observed guided reading instruction6 in K-3 classrooms at 
the Reading First schools. The observation teams used an observation rubric that was based on 
CCSD’s Literacy Framework and the South Carolina Reading First observation tool. It measured 
10 components of guided reading instruction [see Table 3]. 
 
The same K-3 classrooms that were observed for the literacy environment were included in the 
sample of instructional observations.7 Of the 27 classrooms, 3 classes never used guided reading 
as an instruction strategy. At least 3 other classes didn’t do guided reading but planned a guided 
reading lesson when they learned that they would be observed.   

                                                 
4 Prior to participating in Reading First, Goodwin had had a SCREADS grant for two years. Therefore, Goodwin had a school 
literacy model in place for a total of five years. 
 
5 The teams were comprised of a district researcher, the district Reading First coordinator, the district’s learning specialists and 
reading intervention trainers. 
 
6 In Guided Reading (Fountas and Pinnell, 1996), the authors define guided reading as “an instructional strategy in which the 
teacher works with a small group of students who use similar reading processes and are able to read similar levels of text with 
support. The teacher introduces a text to this small group, works briefly with individuals in the group as they read it, may select 
one or two teaching points to present to the group following the reading, and may ask the students to take part in an extension of 
the reading.” 
 
7 Two teachers who were part of the literacy environment observation sample were not teaching at the time of the instructional 
observations and were substituted with a different teacher in the instructional observation sample. 
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Observations revealed that guided reading instruction was a challenge for Reading First schools.  
Certain aspects of guided reading instruction were a greater challenge in specific grade levels 
[see Table 3]. Teachers did not set the purpose for the lesson (component 2 in Table 3) in any of 
the observed kindergarten classes. Teachers did not document student reading behaviors 
(component 10) in any of the observed third grade classes. In only a few of the observed first 
grade classes did the teacher provide clear and explicit instructions for independent reading 
(component 9).  
 
Overall, teachers seemed to be adequately implementing the following two guided reading 
activities: expanding and constructing new knowledge during guided reading (component 5) and 
providing specific feedback and reminders to students about reading strategies (component 8). 
Areas of significant challenge across grade levels were setting expectations for independent 
reading (component 9) and documenting students’ reading behaviors (component 10).  
 
A key to guided reading is progression from teacher demonstration to guided practice to 
independent reading. Many teachers struggled to incorporate these instructional pieces during a 
lesson.  On the whole, one in three observed lessons (33%) progressed through this sequence. 
Observed classes at Goodwin were the most likely to progress through these instructional stages 
(71%) whereas only one-half of classes at St. James-Santee progressed through these stages and 
one-quarter of observed classes at the other schools followed this progression [see Figure 1]. 
 

Figure 1. Percentage of Observed Classrooms in which, 
"Instruction Progresses from Teacher Demonstration to  

Guided Practice to Independent Reading." 

50%

25%

71%

25%

25%

25%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%
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Source: Classroom Observations, Winter 2006-07. 
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After the observations were completed, literacy coaches at the Reading First schools completed a 
survey regarding guided reading practices in their schools. The purpose of the survey was to 
gauge the coaches’ understanding of their teachers’ skills and professional development needs. 
First, literacy coaches were asked about their teachers’ familiarity with guided reading. In four of 
the six schools, coaches indicated that only 10% of their K-3 teachers share a common definition 
of guided reading. Literacy coaches reported that one-third of the K-3 teachers in their building 
(35%) are mostly/totally prepared to implement guided reading, while over one-half of their 
teachers (56%) are not at all/slightly prepared. Literacy coaches were also asked questions about 
the professional development that they provided to teachers in this area. Developing guided 
reading lesson plans during the study group was cited by the literacy coaches as one of the most 
effective professional development activities that they had provided teachers. According to the 
literacy coaches, areas in which teachers need additional support in implementing guided reading 
included: classroom management, using appropriate instructional strategies, planning lessons 
based on students’ needs, using materials other than the basal reader, choosing appropriate texts, 
and moving away from whole-group instruction. 
 
Lastly, K-3 teachers at Reading First schools were asked to complete a survey about their guided 
reading practices and the support they had received from their literacy coach. Nearly all K-3 
classroom teachers (90%) believed that guided reading is an effective instructional strategy, yet 
less than one-half of teachers (48%) felt adequately trained to implement guided reading. There 
were wide differences across schools in teachers’ perception of their preparedness; yet, teachers’ 
self-reported preparedness followed the same pattern found in the instructional observations: 
teachers at Goodwin felt better prepared to do guided reading (85% reported being prepared) 
than teachers at the other schools [see Figure 2].  
 

Figure 2. Percentage of Teachers Who Feel Adequately Trained  
in Guided Reading Instruction. 

10%

60%

85%

50%

50%

10%
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    Source: Classroom Teacher Survey, Spring 2007. 
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Table 3. Summary of Guided Reading Observations in Reading First Classrooms (Grades K-3). 
% of Classrooms Example of Evidence Instructional Component in which strategy was observed [from observed classrooms] 

  Kindergarten 1st 
Grade 

2nd 
Grade 

3rd 
Grade   

1. Text selection matches children’s 
instructional/strategic needs. 29% 57% 43% 50% 

Teacher used leveled readers (different for each group).  All 
students in group were able to work at this level. Few 
problem areas.  

2. Teacher sets the purpose for lesson. 0% 43% 43% 50% 
“What did we do in small group yesterday? All of the 
stories that we discussed had something in common.” 
(cause/effect) 

3. Teacher orients students to the text 
prior to reading by activating prior 
knowledge, key concepts.  

14% 43% 86% 33% 
“Let’s look at the cover. Now, let’s look at the pictures 
before we start reading. Who is the author? Who is the 
illustrator?” 

4. Teacher helps students construct 
meaning by relating the story to the 
students’ prior experiences.  

43% 71% 71% 50% “Who has ever seen their reflection in water before?” 

5. Teacher assists students in expanding 
and constructing new knowledge. 71% 86% 57% 50% The word “large” was unknown. The teacher linked to a 

known word, “big,” and provided an example.  

6. Instruction progresses from teacher 
demonstration to guided practice to 
independent practice. 

43% 29% 57% 33% Teacher read with group. Group read together. Students 
read independently at their desks to teacher.  

All students tracked text.  7. Students are actively engaged in 
learning. 71% 57% 57% 67% 

Students engaged in a choral read with teacher.   
“Do we need a capital letter? No, it’s not a name.”  8. Teacher provides specific feedback and 

reminders. 43% 71% 71% 67% 
 “How did you know that word was ____?” 

9. Teacher’s expectations are clear and 
explicit for successful application during 
independent practice. 

29% 14% 29% 33% “Let me show you what you’re going to work on when you 
go back to your desks. First. . . , then. . .” 

10. Teacher observes and documents 
reading behaviors. 29% 43% 43% 0% 

Teacher observed students during small group and then 
took a clipboard around to record behaviors during 
independent practice.  

Source: Classroom Observations, Winter 2006-07.
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Literacy Professional Activities  
One requirement of Reading First is that the school creates a reading leadership team. In a survey 
of classroom teachers administered at the end of the initial 3-year grant period, teachers were 
asked, “How often did your school’s reading leadership team meet?” [see Table 4]. Only one 
school, Mitchell, held reading leadership teams regularly and consistently on a monthly basis, 
according to teachers. Not surprisingly, the three schools that chose to reapply for Reading First 
were the most likely, according to teachers, to hold meetings on a regular basis. At the three 
schools that chose not to reapply for the Reading First grant, classroom teachers were often not 
aware of the frequency with which leadership team meetings were held, suggesting that they did 
not receive communication/information following these meetings.  
 

Table 4. How Often Did School’s Reading First Leadership Team Meet? 

 School 
Once a 
month 

Less than 
once a month Don't know 

Chicora 45% 9% 45% 
Dunston* 92% 8% 0% 
Fraser* 75% 25% 0% 
Goodwin 67% 12% 22% 
Mitchell* 100% 0% 0% 
St. James-Santee 38% 13% 50% 

    Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.  
   Source: Classroom Teacher Survey, Spring 2007. 

*School chose to reapply for Reading First.  
 

In the survey, teachers were also asked, “How often was Reading First discussed in grade-level 
meetings or teacher curriculum team meetings?” Only 66% of teachers reported that Reading 
First was discussed often at team meetings. When looking at these results separately for schools 
that are continuing in the grant compared to those that are not, 90% of teachers at continuing 
schools reported discussing Reading First often at teacher meetings while only 46% of non-
continuing schools did so [see Table 5 for results by school]. 

 
Table 5. How often was Reading First Discussed in Grade-level Meetings or 

Teacher Curriculum Team Meetings? 
 School Often Sometimes Never 
Chicora 55% 45% 0% 
Dunston* 92% 8% 0% 
Fraser* 88% 13% 0% 
Goodwin 33% 50% 17% 
Mitchell* 89% 11% 0% 
St. James-Santee 63% 38% 0% 

         Note: Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. 
    Source: Classroom Teacher Survey, Spring 2007.  

*School chose to reapply for Reading First.  
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Another requirement of Reading First is that classroom teachers, instructional support staff (e.g., 
reading interventionist, media specialist) and the building administrator participate in a graduate-
level course (“study group”). For the first year of the grant, this class was an informal study 
group and participants did not receive graduate credit. For the subsequent two years, study group 
was held every two weeks and participants received three graduate-level credits per year.  
 
In the survey, nearly all teachers (91%) reported that the Reading First study group had provided 
them valuable information in planning, delivering or reflecting on their reading instruction. Yet, 
when asked if they would enroll in a course if it was not mandatory, only two-thirds of teachers 
(64%) indicated that they would. Teacher responses varied by school: at Mitchell, 89% of 
teachers indicated that they would take a free graduate-level course that was offered either in 
their building or at a local college/university compared to 37% of teachers at  
St. James Santee [see Figure 3].  
  

Figure 3. Percentage of Teachers Who Would Voluntarily Take a Graduate Course.  

37%

89%

71%

75%

54%

55%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

St. James-Santee

Mitchell

Goodwin

Fraser

Dunston

Chicora

 
                      Source: Classroom Teacher Survey, Spring 2007.  
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Question #2: To what extent did Reading First improve reading skills of students? 
Three types of analyses were performed: cross-sectional, longitudinal, and cohort. The cross-
sectional analysis used NCE scores from the Stanford Reading First assessment8 to compare 
student growth to national norms from fall to spring each year for each grade level. NCEs have a 
mean of 50 and range from 1 to 99. Therefore, if a group of students score an average NCE of 
50, this means that they are performing average when compared to students nationally.  
 
Stanford Reading First NCE scores were also used for the longitudinal analysis. This analysis 
was performed to look at students that were exposed to the Reading First initiative in first grade 
and stayed within a Reading First school through the third grade. This method has the ability to 
provide evidence of long-term effects on achievement relative to national norms.  
 
Finally, PACT English Language Arts (ELA) performance levels were used for the cohort 
analysis.  Comparing PACT ELA performance for a cohort of third graders prior to Reading First 
to PACT ELA performance for a cohort of third graders after three years of Reading First also 
provides some insight into the long-term effects of Reading First. 
 
Student Achievement – Cross-Sectional 9  
Figures 4, 5, and 6 display the average NCE scores for first, second and third grade students at 
Reading First schools. 

 
Figure 4. Performance on Stanford Reading First Assessment,  
Average Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) Scores – Grade 1. 
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8 Harcourt Assessment created Stanford Reading First by selecting questions from Stanford 10 subtests. The assessment 
measures the five components of reading: phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension. 
 
9 The following analysis include only students who have both fall and spring scores within each school year. Sample sizes for 1st 
grade include 264 students for 2004-05, 281 students for 2005-06, and 277 students for 2006-07; sample sizes for 2nd grade are 
258, 225, 222, respectively; and sample sizes for 3rd grade are 245, 228, and 212, respectively. 
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Figure 5. Performance on Stanford Reading First Assessment,  
Average Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) Scores – Grade 2. 
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Figure 6. Performance on Stanford Reading First Assessment,  
Average Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) Scores – Grade 3. 
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Overall, CCSD’s Reading First schools made substantial gains between fall and spring 
assessments. Compared to national norms, students were scoring higher in the spring than they 
did in the fall. Relative to national norms, the growth between fall and spring stayed consistent 
across years within grade levels. Second graders started out with the highest average NCE 
scores, but did not experience much growth relative to national norms.  
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Student Achievement – Longitudinal 
Stanford Reading First data were analyzed by school10 to present the average NCE scores from 
the beginning of the grant in the fall of 2004 to the spring of 2007 for students that remained at a 
Reading First school for the 3-year grant period.  
 
Looking at the growth in the average NCE score for first graders who exited Reading First as 
third graders reveals that Fraser experienced the greatest increase (23.4 points) in average NCE 
scores, while St. James-Santee experienced the smallest increase (5.1 points) [See Table 6]. 
Chicora, Dunston, Goodwin, and Mitchell all experienced increases similar to South Carolina’s 
average increase of 14.9. While the statewide NCE average did not reach the national average of 
50.0, Mitchell’s 2007 spring average NCE of 60.9, exceeding the national average. Therefore, on 
average, students at Mitchell with three years of Reading First exposure were performing better 
than the national average. However, it must be noted that initial differences in performance exist. 
Students at Fraser started much lower and students at Mitchell started much higher in terms of 
initial performance in the first grade. Therefore, Fraser had more “room to grow” and Mitchell 
already was performing at a higher level before the initiative began. It should also be noted that 
despite the decreased room for growth, Mitchell still experienced a 15-point increase, 
comparable to the state average.  
  

Table 6. Performance on Stanford Reading First Assessment,  
Average NCE Scores by School. 

    Average NCE Score 

 School N 
Fall 
2004 

Spring 
2005 

Fall 
2005 

Spring 
2006 

Fall 
2006 

Spring 
2007 

Fall 2004 - 
Spring 
2007 

Difference 
SOUTH CAROLINA  1,616 32.2 48.9 41.7 42.9 35.7 47.1 14.9 
Chicora 24 29.1 51.0 38.3 38.2 33.4 43.3 14.2 
Dunston 9 23.5 44.0 36.4 31.9 23.4 38.3 14.8 
Fraser 20 18.0 39.0 30.7 37.5 25.3 41.4 23.4 
Goodwin 34 27.8 42.3 36.7 38.9 31.5 41.4 13.6 
Mitchell 17 45.9 59.7 42.3 38.2 34.8 60.9 15.0 
St. James-Santee 17 34.9 46.5 36.6 34.7 24.2 40.0 5.1 

 

                                                 
10 The University of South Carolina’s Office of Program Evaluation distributed similar tables to respective districts and schools. 
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Student Achievement – Cohort Comparison  
PACT English Language Arts (ELA) scores for third graders at the six Reading First schools are 
summarized in Table 7 and show the percent of third graders scoring Basic or above in spring 
2004 (before the implementation of Reading First) and in spring 2007 (after the first three years 
of Reading First).   
 

                Table 7. PACT Performance at Reading First Schools. 

  
3rd Graders in Spring ‘04* 
PACT ELA Performance 

3rd Graders in Spring '07** 
PACT ELA Performance 

Difference  
(Spring '04 vs.  Spring '07)

School N % Basic or Above N % Basic or Above % Basic or Above 
Chicora 38 84.4% 32 53.0% -31.4% 
Dunston 50 63.6% 13 77.0% 13.4% 
Fraser 27 64.0% 21 52.0% -12.0% 
Goodwin 103 67.7% 36 72.0% 4.3% 
Mitchell 39 79.5% 19 84.0% 4.5% 
St James-Santee 47 73.9% 20 55.0% -18.9% 

* Before Reading First (RF) was initiated in CCSD schools. 
** Students that had remained in the same school for 1st - 3rd grade. 

 
Schools that saw an increase in the percentage of students scoring Basic or above were Dunston, 
Goodwin, and Mitchell. Chicora, Fraser, and St. James-Santee all experienced decreases in the 
percentage of students scoring Basic or above.  
 
In 2003-04, when the district was applying for the Reading First sub-grant, there were an 
additional eleven CCSD elementary schools that were eligible for Reading First but did not 
participate in the grant.11  For comparison purposes, students at these eleven schools were also 
tracked. In 2004, 77% of third graders at these schools scored Basic or above.12 In spring 2007, 
71.7% of third graders scored Basic or above.13 Overall, these Reading First eligible (but not 
participating) schools also experienced wide variations in the percentage of students scoring 
Basic or above.  

                                                 
11 Burns, Ellington, Frierson, Hursey, James Simons, Mary Ford, Midland Park, Mt. Zion, North Charleston, Pepperhill, and 
Sanders-Clyde. 
 
12 In spring 2004, 543 third graders at these 11 elementary schools completed on-grade level PACT ELA. 
 
13 In spring 2007, 300 third graders completed on-grade level ELA PACT testing. 
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Question #3: What are the long-term benefits of Reading First? 
 
At the end of the 2006-07 school year, three of the six Reading First schools chose not to reapply 
for Reading First funds. At the end of the 2008-09 school year, Reading First will end for the 
remaining three schools. During interviews with the schools’ literacy coaches in fall 2006, the 
coaches were asked, “What are literacy-enhancing activities or resources in your school that you 
believe will likely continue after the Reading First grant ends?” Table 8 summarizes the literacy 
coaches’ responses. Their responses fell into four categories: materials, instruction, progress 
monitoring, and professional development. It is likely that resources and learned instructional 
strategies will be sustained upon termination of Reading First. The wealth of literacy-rich 
materials that are already present will be maintained. Additionally, instructional methods, such 
as integrating reading into other content areas, will continue. Formal literacy assessments are 
likely to remain in place and results will be used to guide instruction. Professional development 
is likely to continue in the form of peer dialogue regarding literacy.  
 

Table 8. Activities and Resources that Will Likely Continue after Reading First. 
Materials 
• Teacher supplies 
• Student materials 
• School’s literacy room 
 
Instruction 
• Using scientifically-based reading research practices 
• Integrating reading into the other content areas 
 
Progress Monitoring  
• Progress monitoring of students in early grades (K-1) 
• Progress monitoring using a formal assessment  
• Analyzing data from progress monitoring & using data to guide instruction  
 
Professional Development  
• Using vocabulary of the literacy field 
• Conversations about literacy  
• Increased knowledge among teachers that will continue to be used 
• Peer training and modeling 

Source: Literacy Coach Interviews, Fall 2006. 
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Conclusion 
This report focuses on the impact of Reading First on the literacy environment, literacy 
instruction and student achievement in six high-poverty schools in CCSD.  
 
Findings show that Reading First has had some impact on the literacy environment. Materials 
and resources are present in schools and classrooms, but the use and accessibility of these 
materials may not be optimized. Reading First has impacted literacy instruction by providing a 
structure for delivering instruction. It is clear that teachers need more help with guided reading 
instruction. The choice to continue participation in the Reading First initiative seems to be 
reflected in the building-level professional activities such as Reading First leadership team 
meetings and the integration of Reading First into teacher team meetings. While Reading First 
adds structure and focus for schools that need it and provides intensive professional 
development, it does not work effectively when support for the initiative (within the school or 
district) is low.  
 
Overall, CCSD Reading First schools exhibited moderate levels of implementation. The degree 
to which schools implemented Reading First was inconsistent across the six schools. 
Unfortunately, due to the inconsistent implementation of the Reading First model, there are 
inconsistent student outcomes. However, some signs of implementation positively affecting 
student achievement are observed. It appears that integrating the Reading First model throughout 
the school is correlated with higher gains in student achievement. Dunston, Fraser, and Mitchell 
all seem to exhibit higher support for Reading First and also experienced higher growth rates in 
students’ scores on the Stanford Reading First assessment. Conversely, Chicora, Goodwin, and 
St. James-Santee showed lower levels of support and also lower student growth rates.  
 
Benefits of Reading First beyond the life of the grant were expressed by literacy coaches. These 
benefits include access to plentiful teacher supplies and student materials, learned instructional 
strategies, experience with progress monitoring, and different approaches to professional 
development.  

 
Limitations of the Evaluation  
o Many resources that were purchased with Reading First funds were not identified or 

addressed through the literacy environment observations. These resources include furniture 
and equipment that support literacy (e.g., carpeting, soft furniture for reading area, listening 
stations, big book easels) as well as literacy materials outside of the classrooms (e.g., leveled-
readers and non-fiction books in the building’s literacy room and media center).  

 
o The instructional observations focused on only one component of instruction, guided reading. 

This instructional component was addressed in the evaluation because it was an identified 
area of instructional challenge. Thus, the evaluation findings were as expected. There has 
been a continued focus on developing this instructional component in the Reading First 
schools.  

 
o It is important to note the differences in student achievement as measured by the Stanford 

Reading First assessment and PACT. Stanford Reading First was designed to specifically 
measure the five components of reading while PACT ELA measures the state English 
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Language Arts standards. Additionally, Stanford Reading First is a norm-referenced test 
while PACT is a criterion-referenced test, meaning that Stanford Reading First is designed to 
compare students to a national group of students while PACT is designed to compare 
students to a set of learning standards. Lastly, Stanford Reading First data were analyzed 
longitudinally (looking at the same students over time) while this was not possible with the 
analysis of PACT ELA data. Instead, a cohort comparison was used in the analysis of PACT 
ELA data. Cohort analysis (comparing different groups of students at different points in time) 
is limited because cohorts may have different factors affecting their performance. 

 
o The crux of Reading First is professional development of teachers. Thus, changes in 

instructional practices and subsequent changes in student achievement take time to observe. 
Reading First is a five-year grant in order to provide adequate time to realize successes. This 
report only looks at the first three years.   

 
Recommendations 
 
1. Address barriers to leadership and faculty buy-in. [District Reading First Coordinator & 

School Leadership Team] 
 

2. Develop a clear and consistent definition of the teacher-literacy coach relationship in order to 
enhance the effectiveness of professional development. [School Leadership Team] 

 

3. Work with classroom teachers to strategically place reading and writing materials throughout 
the classrooms to enhance student use. [Literacy Coaches] 

 

4. Continue to co-teach with teachers, especially during guided reading lessons. [Literacy 
Coaches] 
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