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Executive
Summary

The Colorado State Legislature
passed the READ Act in 2012
and updated the Act in 2019.
The revised Act requires an
independent evaluation to
identify and assess strategies
that the state and local districts
and schools have taken to
support Colorado students in
achieving proficiency in
reading.

This report focuses on the
findings related to assessments
on the Approved list, Advisory
Lists of Instructional
Programming and Professional
Development, and CDE’s
processes for selecting materials
for these lists.

Key Findings

The materials the Colorado
Department of Education
(CDE) approved for use with
Reading to Ensure
Academic Development
(READ) Act funds meet the
minimum requirements of
Senate Bill (SB) 19-199.

All but one of the approved
assessments meet the
minimum summary
threshold for compliance
with the elements required
by SB19-199: One “fully
meets,” 23 “largely meet,”
and six “partially meet” the
requirements of the READ
Act.

For our overall summary
rating, 30 instructional
programs received “fully
meets,” 29 received
“largely meets,” and three
programs received
“partially meets.”



The importance of achieving early-grade reading proficiency for later
student academic success is well documented. The Colorado State
Legislature responded to this challenge by passing the Colorado Reading to
Ensure Academic Development (READ) Act (2012) to provide school districts
with funding and support to aid literacy development for students in kindergarten
through 3rd grade (K-3), especially those identified with “significant reading
deficiencies” (SRDs) at risk of not reading at grade level by the end of 3rd grade.
In 2019, the Legislature updated the READ Act with revisions that included
requirements for an independent evaluation of READ Act implementation.
This report focuses on the findings related to approved assessments,
Advisory Lists of Instructional Programming and Professional Development,
and the Colorado Department of Education’s (CDE’s) processes for

selecting materials for these lists.

The overall conclusion from the review of assessments, instructional
materials, and professional development programs is that the materials
CDE approved for use with READ Act funds meet the minimum
requirements in Senate Bill (SB) 19-199 (see Exhibits ES.1A and 1B).

Exhibit ES.1A. Summary of Ratings

Fully Largely Partially Do Not Meet/

Meet Meet Meet Not Rated
Assessments 1 23 6 1
Instructional Programs 30 29 3 0
Professional Development Programs 7 0 0 0

Independent Evaluation of Colorado READ Act Materials ES-2



Exhibit ES.1B. Explanation of Summary Ratings'

Explanation
Fully meets Received a rating of “Fully meets” on all indicators
Largely meets? Received a rating of at least “Partially meets” on all indicators.
Partially meets Received a rating of “Does not meet” on at least one, but not all indicators
Does not meet Received a rating of “Does not meet” on all indicators.

The remainder of this executive summary summarizes overall
findings, describes findings for each type of material, and presents some
broad recommendations. The concluding chapter of this report contains

more detailed findings and recommendations.

Overall Findings

e Review processes and identified resources align with
READ Act requirements. The review processes for
assessments, instructional materials, and professional learning
have resulted in resources that align with the guidance of the
READ Act. The State Board, Legislature, and the public can
be confident that CDE is working to faithfully implement the
READ Act in both letter and spirit. All but one assessment, all
instructional programs, and all professional development

programs that received a rating of “fully meets,” “largely
meets,” or “partially meets” meet the minimum threshold for
alignment with the READ Act.

e Resources provide local education providers (LEPs) with
choices. The identified assessments, instructional materials,
and professional development programs provide LEPS with a

great deal of choice in how to use READ Act funds to support

" Detailed explanations of the ratings for each material type can be found in Appendices A and B.

2 The rating “largely meets” is only used as a summary rating. Individual criteria can receive a rating of
“Fully meets,” “Partially meets,” or “Does not meet.” The ratings are further explained in Appendices A
and B.
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the implementation of scientifically based reading instruction.
The breadth of resources aligns with Colorado’s local control
focus. As noted in the Year 4 Per Pupil report, the choices also
create a need for additional guidance about how to use
materials and professional learning in ways that enhance each
other.

¢ Most instructional programs and professional learning
programs are supported with the lowest tier of empirical
evidence, a logic model. The overwhelming majority of
instructional materials and professional learning opportunities
that appear on CDE’s Advisory List are supported by Every
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) Evidence Tier 4
(“Demonstrates a rationale”). This is reflective of the national
materials and professional learning market, which largely does
not currently have systematic evidence of impact on student
outcomes.

e Approved resources provide limited guidance about
supporting English learners (ELs) and students with
disabilities. Assessments, for example, provide limited
guidance about appropriate accommodations. Further,
Spanish-language instructional materials focus on building
reading skills in Spanish but do not offer guidance about how
these programs might be integrated into different models of
bilingual education adopted by LEPs. Finally, approved
professional learning programs provide limited guidance in
how to support ELs in learning to read in English.

e CDE’s Spanish-language materials rubric and selection
processes meet READ Act requirements. CDE’s updated
rubric for Spanish-language instructional materials, like its
English-language counterpart, aligns with the READ Act and

with empirical literature about Spanish-language reading
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instruction. We find that the rubric and review processes
address the challenges that we identified in the Year 3

Instructional Materials report.

Assessments

All but one of the approved assessments meet the minimum
summary threshold for compliance with the SB19-199 required
elements: one “fully meets,” 23 “largely meet,” and six “partially meet”
the requirements of the READ Act? (see Exhibit ES.2 for details). Some
assessment vendors provided more robust, organized, and comprehensive
evidence than others; differences in the extent and quality of evidence
explain, in part, differences in the evaluation’s ratings of the assessments.
The most challenging criteria for vendors were those related to validity and
reliability. Many assessments that received a “partially meets” summary
rating did so because of a lack of comprehensive evidence to support the

breadth and depth of the validity and reliability criteria.

Exhibit ES.2. Overall Summary Ratings for Assessments’ Compliance with Required Criteria

Assessment Fully Largely Partially Does Not Total
Type Meets Meets Meets Meet

Interim 1 6 1 0 8
Diagnostic 0 13 3 1 17
Summative 0 4 2 0 6
Total 1 23 6 1 31

All approved assessments also either “largely meet” (21) or
“partially meet” (9) additional professional and technical criteria
examined in this evaluation. No assessments fully meet the additional

professional and technical criteria. Some assessment vendors provided

3 According to the evaluation rubric, a Spanish-language diagnostic assessment received a “does not
meet” rating for compliance with READ Act requirements because the assessment publisher provided
minimal or no evidence to support the requirements.
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more robust, organized, and comprehensive evidence than others;
differences in the extent and quality of evidence explain, in part, differences
in the evaluation’s ratings of the assessments. The most challenging criteria
for vendors were those related to the removal of bias, appropriate
accommodations, and score reports. Most assessments that received a
“partially meets” summary rating did so due to lack of comprehensive

evidence for these three criteria.

A recent update of the READ Act requires that approved interim
reading assessments include indicators that screen for characteristics of
dyslexia. Of the interim assessments reviewed, all but one included a
Dyslexia Indicator Worksheet indicating the assessment can screen
for characteristics of dyslexia such as phonemic awareness and rapid
automatic naming. Two interim assessment vendors provided the same
worksheet for both English- and Spanish-language versions, indicating
similar functionality in screening for dyslexia traits. However, these vendors
did not furnish additional evidence regarding the Spanish-language

versions’ effectiveness in screening for dyslexia characteristics.

Instructional Programs

CDE'’s instructional program review process is rooted in empirical
evidence and reflects both historical and current understandings of how
the science of reading can be applied effectively in classroom practice.
CDE fully or partially approved 62 instructional programs during its
most recent review cycle. The evaluation of these instructional
programs concluded that all 62 programs meet the core requirements
outlined in the READ Act (see Exhibit ES.3).

For the evaluation’s overall summary rating, 30 instructional
programs received a rating of “fully meets,” 29 received a rating of “largely
meets,” three programs received a rating of “partially meets,” and none
received a rating of “does not meet.” All instructional programs meet the

minimum threshold for evidence—a clear logic model rooted in the science
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of reading—of having the potential to make a positive impact on students’
reading outcomes. All but one program demonstrated the presence of skill
development in the areas of phonemic awareness, phonics, reading
fluency, and reading comprehension (as applicable), with 30 fully meeting
criteria for explicit and systematic skill development. All core programs meet
the minimum requirements for including texts on core academic content to
assist students in maintaining or meeting grade-appropriate proficiency in
academic subjects in addition to reading. These summary statistics include
five core programs, 28 supplemental programs, 23 intervention programs in

English, and six Spanish-language programs.

Exhibit ES.3. Instructional Materials Summary Rating

Summary Rating: Compliance

with SB19-199 Requirements

Program Type Fully Meets Largely Meets Partially Meets
Core programs in English 3 1 1
Supplemental programs in English 10 17 1
Intervention programs in English 15 7 1
Programs in Spanish (all) 2 0
OVERALL 30 29 3

Professional Development Programs

All seven professional development programs on the Advisory
List are in compliance with all SB19-199 required elements. All
professional development programs meet the minimum threshold for
evidence by providing a logic model, theory of action, or synthesis of
research that outlines how and why the program expects to have impact.
One vendor submitted formal research documenting moderate evidence of
positive impact on student outcomes. Each program is rooted in the science
of reading and has the potential to make a positive impact on students’
reading outcomes. Each of the programs has rigorous evaluation

throughout the course, testing teacher knowledge of reading instruction and

pedagogy.
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Exhibit ES.4. Professional Development Program Summary SB19-199 Requirement

. Partially Does not
Summary Rating Fully meets | Largely meets meet

Compliance with ‘

SB19-199 requirements 7 ‘ 0 ‘ 0 ‘ °

Review of Spanish-Language Instructional Program Rubric

The revised rubric for evaluating Spanish-language
instructional programs effectively incorporates expert and community
feedback. It integrates Spanish-specific literacy components, such as
phonological awareness and metalinguistic skills, and aligns with research-
supported practices, including those in the Colorado READ Act's Minimum
Reading Competency Skills Matrix (2017).

Summary of Recommendations for Each Type of Material*
Although all but one assessment meet READ Act requirements, we

found that the quality of evidence submitted by vendors varied and that this

variation explains, in part, differences in the evaluation’s ratings of

programs. Our recommendations related to assessments are to:

e Adjust the vendor submission process to focus on the different
purposes for assessment (i.e., interim, diagnostic, summative.)

e Ask vendors to improve their provided evidence and
documentation.

¢ Request that vendors enhance their documentation of
standards alignment.

e Encourage vendors to strengthen approaches to bias removal
and cultural representation.

e Invite vendors to expand accommodations and score report

usability.

4 Chapter 6 presents more detailed recommendations.
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Now that over 100 instructional programs that meet READ Act
requirements appear on CDE’s Advisory List, LEPs will benefit from
additional guidance about selecting the materials programs that best meet
their students’ needs. Our recommendations related to instructional

programs are to:

e Provide additional guidance to LEPs focused on selecting
instructional programs.

e |dentify additional supplemental and intervention programs
that focus on vocabulary and reading comprehension.

e Offer additional comprehensive bilingual guidance focused on
the effective use of both English- and Spanish-language

instructional programs with ELs.

Although the new Spanish-language instructional materials rubric
aligns with READ Act requirements, both Spanish- and English-language
programs offer limited guidance about supporting ELs. Our

recommendations related to Spanish-English bilingual guidance are to:

e Highlight materials that provide explicit supports for integration
across bilingual models.

e Incorporate a focus on approved instructional materials into
professional learning.

e Provide guidance to support coordinated literacy instruction.

CDE'’s review process has resulted in professional development
programs that fully meet READ Act requirements, but there are
opportunities to further strengthen the professional learning opportunities
available to Colorado’s educators. Our recommendations related to
professional development programs are to:

e Encourage vendors to provide more rigorous evidence of
program impact that meets ESSA Tiers of Evidence 1, 2, or 3,

and make logic models explicit.
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e Ask vendors to submit copies of all teacher evaluation tasks embedded in

the program to improve review.

e Ask vendors to provide additional information on how their programs
prepare educators to address the specific needs of ELs and address

culturally responsive instructional approaches.
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Introduction - Help state policymakers
and district leaders

understand the impacts of
Colorado Reading to
Ensure Academic
Development (READ) Act
funding and support on
students, families,
schools, and districts.

The key legislative goals for this
evaluation are to:

The 2019 revision of the READ
Act (Senate Bill [SB] 19-199)
includes a provision mandating
that an independent, external
evaluation of the READ Act

program be conducted over a * Determine the extent to

which the Colorado
Department of Education’s
(CDE’s) processes
resulted in approved
assessments and
Advisory Lists of
Instructional Programming
and Professional
Development that are
consistent with READ Act
requirements.

5-year period.

The multi-year evaluation is now
underway and is being
conducted by an independent
research team led by WestEd
that includes APA Consulting and
RTI International.

* Provide feedback on how
CDE’s processes for
selecting assessments,
instructional programming,
and professional learning
might be improved.




The Colorado READ Act

The importance of achieving early-grade reading proficiency for later
student academic success is well documented. In fact, researchers and
education leaders consider achievement of reading proficiency by the end
of the 3rd grade to be crucial to a child's future academic success and
financial independence (Hernandez, 2012; Fiester, 2013). To help schools
and districts support all children in achieving this goal, the Colorado State
Legislature passed the Colorado Reading to Ensure Academic
Development (READ) Act in 2012, replacing the Colorado Basic Literacy
Act.> The READ Act provides local education providers (LEPSs), including
school districts, with funding and support to aid literacy development for
kindergarteners through 3rd-grade students, especially those identified with
“significant reading deficiencies” (SRDs) who are at risk of not reading at

grade level by the end of 3rd grade.

Under provisions of the READ Act, schools test students using
reading assessments approved by the Colorado State Board of Education
(CDE, 2025b). Schools are then required to develop individual READ Act
plans that identify a pathway for reaching grade-level proficiency for those
designated as having an SRD. The READ Act specifies certain components
as required in all students’ READ Act plans; however, each plan must be
tailored to meet individual student needs.

In addition to specifying that the Colorado State Board of Education
approves a set of reading assessments, the READ Act also charged CDE
with creating Advisory Lists of Instructional Programming (CDE, 2024b) and
Professional Development (CDE, 2025a) that are scientifically based and
evidence-based. LEPs may use READ Act funds to purchase instructional

programming from the Advisory List of Instructional Programming. With the

5 The READ Act includes many of the same elements as the Colorado Basic Literacy Act, including a
focus on K-3 literacy, assessment, and individual plans for students reading below grade level with the
addition of (1) funding to support these efforts, (2) requirements for parent communication, and (3) an
explicit focus on students designated as having significant reading deficiencies.
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2019 revision of the READ Act, the legislature required all K-3 teachers to
complete evidence-based training in teaching reading by January 31, 2022.
Teachers who have successfully completed the professional development

(PD) programs on CDE’s Advisory List meet this requirement.

Evaluation of the READ Act

The 2019 revision of the READ Act (SB19-199) includes a provision
mandating that an independent external evaluation of the READ Act
program be conducted over a 5-year period (see 2020 Annual Report on
the Colorado READ Act for an overview of updates in SB19-199) (CDE,
2024a). The multi-year evaluation is now underway and is being conducted
by an independent research team led by WestEd that includes APA

Consulting and RTI International.

The key legislative goals for this evaluation are as follows:

e Help state policymakers and district leaders understand
the impacts of READ Act funding and support on students,
families, schools, and districts.

e Determine the extent to which CDE’s processes resulted
in approved assessments and Advisory Lists of
Instructional Programming and Professional Development
that are consistent with READ Act requirements.

e Provide feedback on how CDE’s processes for selecting
assessments, instructional programming, and professional

learning might be improved.

This report summarizes findings and data gathered during the first
year of the legislatively mandated evaluation for Goals 2 and 3. The report
relies on multiple sources of information, including

e Materials collected by the independent evaluation from
vendors.
e Materials submitted by vendors to CDE as part of the

review process, as available.
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e Publicly available documentation of CDE’s review
processes and timelines.

¢ Interviews with CDE staff who led the review processes,
CDE staff who participated in review processes, and
individuals not employed by CDE who participated in

review processes.

Future reports will examine the implementation and impact of
instructional programming and professional learning on student outcomes.
Because this report focuses on newly approved programs, it is not feasible

to examine impact in this report.

Purpose and Organization of This Report

In this report, the evaluation team describes the evaluation of 31
approved assessments, 62 instructional programs on the Advisory List,® and
seven PD programs on the Advisory List. Key data and information
presented in this summary report for assessments, instructional programs,
and PD programs include (a) the evidence base for the assessments or
programs; (b) a focus on scientifically based reading skills; and (c)
assessment- and program-specific requirements. The summary report
describes the processes used, results with lessons learned, and
recommendations. This report focuses on providing initial answers to
research questions for each type of material. It starts with a general
literature review, then describes the processes used in the evaluation and
findings with discussion of lessons learned, and ends with conclusions and

recommendations.

It is also important to note that this report does not address the
question of whether individual instructional programs result in growth to

standard. All analyses related to the impact of READ Act policies and

6 CDE approved 62 unique instructional programs, but some were approved for multiple categories and
therefore counted more than once in our total.
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investments are addressed in the Independent Evaluation of the Colorado
READ Act: Per Pupil Funding Year 5 Summary Report.

Research Questions
This 5th-year report addresses the following questions pertaining to

assessments, instructional programs, and PD programs.

Approved Assessments

e Do all items on the Approved assessment list meet the
requirements of the READ Act?
e Do all items on the Approved assessment list meet

additional professional standards of quality?

Advisory List of Instructional Programming

e Do all items on the Advisory List of Instructional
Programming meet the requirements of the READ Act?

e Do all items on the Advisory List of Instructional
Programming meet additional professional standards of

quality?

Advisory List for Professional Development

e Do all items on the Advisory List of Professional
Development meet the requirements of the READ Act?

e Do all items on the Advisory List of Professional
Development meet additional professional standards of

quality?

Independent Evaluation of Colorado READ Act Materials



Spanish-Language Instructional Materials Review Rubric

1. Does the Spanish-language Instructional Materials review
rubric address required instructional materials selection
criteria in the READ Act?

2. Does the Spanish-language Instructional Materials review
rubric reflect current research-based approaches to the
development of reading skills in Spanish?

Analytic Frameworks Used for Review

The criteria used in this evaluation for reviewing assessments,
instructional programs, and professional development programs derive from
READ Act statutory language, updated regulatory and nonregulatory
guidance, the Colorado Academic Standards for Reading, Writing, and
Communicating, and other related policies and guidance. Additional criteria
used in the evaluation derive from information provided by an expert
advisory panel convened for this project in 2020 as well as professional
standards for evaluating assessments, instructional programs, and
professional development quality (see Appendix sections A.1-A.3 for
detailed rubrics). Anchored in related statutes, guidance, and regulations,
these evaluation protocols provide a transparent and consistent framework
to determine READ Act compliance. The rubrics (see Appendix sections
A.1-A.3) list the required elements, criteria for the elements, ratings for the

evidence, what evidence is needed, and the workflow for the reviewers.

Scientific Foundations of Reading Proficiency in Early
Elementary Grades

Decades of research have demonstrated the importance of reading
proficiency in the early elementary grades. Around 3rd grade, students
transition from developing foundational reading skills (“learning to read”) to
using reading as a tool for acquiring information (“reading to learn”) (Adams,
1990). These early years are a critical time for intervening to support

struggling readers, since students who do not have the ability to read
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independently by 3rd grade are at risk of falling behind academically in
subsequent grades. Longitudinal studies have shown that students with low
reading test scores in 3rd grade are less likely to complete high school
(Lloyd, 1978), failing to graduate on time at a rate four times higher than

their proficient peers (Hernandez, 2012).

Recognizing the importance of reading in the early grades, the
United States Congress asked the National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development to establish a National Reading Panel (NRP) to
perform a comprehensive and informed synthesis of the research around
effective methods for teaching children to read. In 2000, the 14-member
panel released its report, identifying five instructional components that are
essential for early-grade reading development: phonemic awareness,
phonics, reading fluency, vocabulary, and reading comprehension (NRP,
2000). In a minority view included with the report, panel member Joanne
Yatvin cautioned Congress about interpreting the NRP findings as definitive,
claiming that the scope of topics that NRP examined was biased and
narrow and that the panel had neither the time nor resources to conduct
analyses with the rigor required to answer their research questions with
certainty. Still, the NRP findings have had substantial influence on both
policy and practice, as the five essential components of reading have

become widely accepted as best practices in reading instruction.

Following the 2001 passage of the No Child Left Behind Act and its
emphasis on increased instructional time for reading, numerous funding and
policy initiatives emerged aimed at raising early-grade reading proficiency
rates. At the federal level, Reading First provided roughly one billion dollars
in grants annually from 2002 through 2008 to support the NRP-
recommended instructional practices (Gamse et al., 2015). At the state
level, at least 26 states have passed reading laws since 2000 that are
aimed at providing financial support, accountability measures, procedural
requirements, and interventions that will improve 3rd-grade reading

proficiency rates (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2019). Most of
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these laws reference or require “scientifically based” reading instruction,
interventions, and curricula; however, by the time many of these laws were
passed, major publishers and teacher training programs had already
adopted the five essential components of reading in response to the NRP

report (Kemple et al., 2009).

With the proliferation of curricula, interventions, teacher professional
development programs, and assessments centered around these five
essential components has come a large body of empirical research aimed
at determining the efficacy of targeting them. The studies on early reading
instruction and intervention are so numerous that researchers have been
able to conduct meta-analyses attempting to identify all high-quality studies
on a given topic and use statistical modeling to produce a more accurate
impact estimate than any single study could provide. What follows is a short
summary of recent meta-analytic findings on each of the five essential
components of reading for students in pre-K through 3rd grade; all five
components are included in the READ Act.

e Phonemic awareness is the ability to notice, distinguish, and
manipulate the individual sounds in spoken words (Liberman et
al., 1974) (e.g., the word “juice” has three phonemes: “j-,” “000,”
and “sss”) and is a strong predictor of students’ later reading
abilities (e.g., Share et al., 1984; Snider, 1997). Research
indicates that explicit instruction is highly effective in promoting
the development of phonemic awareness skills and leads to
moderate improvements in reading overall (Bus & Van ljzendoorn,
1999; Ehri, Nunes, Willows, et al., 2001). Longitudinal studies
have shown that interventions focused specifically on supporting
phonemic awareness were found to have lasting impacts on
student reading proficiency, showing a greater effect one year
after the end of an intervention than interventions that were more

focused on phonics (Suggate, 2016).
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Phonics is an instructional approach in which students learn to
sound out and blend letters in order to decode a word (which is a
different skill than understanding what that word means). Explicit
and systematic teaching of phonics has been shown to improve
student decoding, spelling, and comprehension to a statistically
greater degree than instruction without a focus on phonics (Ehri,
Nunes, Stahl, et al., 2001; Jeynes, 2008). Research on phonics
instruction specifically for low-performing readers similarly has
found systematic phonics instruction to improve reading outcomes
(McArthur et al., 2018). Explicit phonics instruction was found to
have a smaller effect over time than instruction focusing on
phonemic awareness and comprehension (Suggate, 2016).
Fluency refers to the relative degree of ease and automaticity with
which letters are understood as words, words are understood for
their meaning, and comprehension of a subject is derived from
that meaning (Wolf & Katzir-Cohen, 2009). At higher levels of
reading fluency, mental attention can be devoted to
comprehension rather than to the mechanics of reading—fluency
is therefore considered a critical link between word analysis and
text comprehension. The developmental definition of fluency
makes it difficult to study empirically, and evidence around the
effectiveness of interventions and approaches to support fluency
is mixed. There is some evidence that repeated reading and the
modeling of reading (either in person or via audiobook) can
improve fluency and comprehension (Chard et al., 2002; Stevens
et al., 2017), but more rigorous empirical research is needed to
understand how to best improve reading fluency in the early
grades.

Vocabulary instruction represents an important component of
reading comprehension because understanding text requires the

construction of meaning from known words (Kamil, 2004). There
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is strong consensus that the size of a student’s vocabulary is
predictive of how well they will understand what they read (e.g.,
Scarborough, 2001). Recent research indicates that interventions
supporting vocabulary development are effective at improving
expressive and receptive vocabulary (Marulis & Neuman, 2010).
There is evidence that such interventions are also effective at
improving comprehension of texts aligned with the intervention,
but there are fewer studies that have found that these
interventions improve generalized reading comprehension
(Elleman et al., 2009; Wright & Cervetti, 2016). Multidimensional
approaches to learning words (e.g., providing contextual
information around a set of words) tend to have a stronger impact
on student reading comprehension than instruction focused on
definitions (Stahl & Fairbanks, 1986; Wright & Cervetti, 2016).
Reading comprehension is the overall goal of reading instruction.
It occurs when students can process the text they read, derive
meaning from it, and integrate that meaning with what they
already know. Gough & Tunmer’s (1986) influential model
describes successful reading comprehension as dependent upon
two foundational components: decoding and linguistic
comprehension. Others have argued that fluency is a third critical
component for supporting text comprehension (Joshi & Aaron,
2000; Solari et al., 2018). Although meta-analytic evidence
supports decoding (Garcia & Cain, 2014) and linguistic
comprehension as key predictors of reading comprehension,
findings on the impact of phonics instruction—aimed at improving
decoding—on comprehension outcomes are less consistent, with
some reviews reporting only modest or inconclusive effects
(McArthur et al., 2018). Part of the challenge in studying the effect
of foundational components on reading comprehension is that the

most important components for reading change with students’
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ages. In elementary school, for example, reading ability is largely
based on print knowledge and phonological awareness, whereas
in middle school reading accuracy and linguistic comprehension
play a larger role in overall comprehension (Ehri, Nunes, Stahl, et
al., 2001; Storch & Whitehurst, 2002). It is not surprising, then,
that studies show interventions focused on phonemic awareness
to be most appropriate for students entering elementary school;
interventions focused on phonics and fluency to have greatest
effect in 1st and 2nd grade; and interventions targeting overall
comprehension to be most effective for 3rd grade and beyond
(Suggate, 2016).
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Key Findings

e Overall, the approved
Assessments assessments largely meet
or partially meet the
requirements outlined in the
READ Act.

The evaluation team used the
criteria established by the
READ Act to build its
evaluation and review rubric. » Twenty-four of the 31
assessments reviewed fully
meet or largely meet all

READ Act requirements.

The team added criteria to the
existing evaluation and review
rubric for the purpose of

gathering supplemental
» However, for each required

element, vendor-provided
evidence was of varying
levels of quality.

information on the
assessments. These additional
criteria draw from established
research on principles and
characteristics for identifying
high-quality assessments.



Criteria Used for Review

This section defines the criteria used for consistently reviewing all
assessments. The assessments rubric (see Appendix section A.1) lists the
criteria (required and additional technical quality), the required elements for
the criteria, the evidence needed to support the criteria and required

elements, and the possible ratings for each element.

Description of Review Categories for READ Act
Compliance

As the foundation for the review and evaluation of the assessments,
the evaluation team used the criteria established by the READ Act to build
the evaluation and review rubric. Exhibit 2.1 summarizes the rubric and
sample evidence, which is based on READ Act requirements, while the text
following the exhibit provides definitions for each criterion as well as a more

extensive list of evidence considered.

Independent Evaluation of Colorado READ Act Materials

13



Exhibit 2.1. READ Act Requirements for Assessments and Example Evidence

ijr:,trirg;? Short Name SB19-199 Requirement Example Evidence Reviewed
1 Evidence- Is evidence-based or Theory of action about assessment
based scientifically based (22-7-1209 Assessment purpose and documentation
(2)(b)()(A)) of theoretical basis
Assessment development process and
evaluation

2 Standards- Is aligned with the Assessment alignment to Colorado

aligned preschool through learning standards
elementary and secondary Minimum Reading Competency Skill
education standards for levels
reading adopted by the Component areas measured at each
State Board (22-7-1209 grade level and time of year with
(2)@)(I1)(A)) evidence of content standard alignment

3 Validity Each of the recommended Evidence that assessment addresses
reading assessments is targeted areas of reading
valid proven to effectively Evidence that experts, including teachers,
measure students’ reading developed and reviewed the content of
skills in the areas of the assessment
phonemic awareness; Evidence of the appropriateness of tasks
phonics; vocabulary Evidence that the internal structure
development; reading supports score interpretations
fluency, including oral skills; Evidence that the total score and sub-
and reading scores are related to external variables
comprehension (22-7-1209 Evidence of an appropriate standard-
(2)(@)(11)(B)) setting method and process

Evidence for classification accuracy to
identify students with an SRD (for interim
assessments)

Evidence that information is provided to
identify strengths and areas of support
(for diagnostic assessments)

4 Reliability Each of the recommended Evidence of appropriate reliability
reading assessments is reliable, estimates to support score interpretation
proven to accurately measure Reliability estimates met or exceeded
students’ reading skills in the 0.70
areas of phonemic awareness; Evidence that classification decisions are
phonics; vocabulary reliable
development; reading fluency, Evidence for reliability estimates is drawn
including oral skills; and reading from a representative sample of students
comprehension (22-7-1209 Evidence of alternate forms, including
(2)(a)(11)(B)) evidence for comparability of scores from

alternate forms, if applicable
Standard errors of measurement reported
for score ranges and cut scores

Independent Evaluation of Colorado READ Act Materials
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Exhibit 2.1. READ Act Requirements for Assessments and Example Evidence
Criterion
Number | Short Name SB19-199 Requirement Example Evidence Reviewed
5 Spanish- “At least one of the Evidence that the sample utilized for
language recommended reading norming is representative of students who
assessment? | assessments for kindergarten speak Spanish as their native language
and 1st, 2nd, and 3rd grades is Evidence that experts in Spanish
normed for the performance of language and literacy were included in
students who speak Spanish as the development
their native language, which Evidence that demonstrates culturally
assessment is available in both representative content, including
English and Spanish” (22-7-1209|  accounting for dialectical differences
(2)(a)(11)(D)) among Spanish speakers
6 Paper-and- | “The list of recommended Evidence of comparability of all forms for
pencil reading assessments and each grade level, using a representative
assessment? | reading diagnostics includes at sample of students
least one assessment and one
diagnostic that a student can
complete using paper and pencil
rather than using a computer”
(22-7-1209 (2)(a)(I1)(E))

a Assessments that included a Spanish-language version or were submitted as a Spanish-language version of the
English-language assessment were evaluated against this criterion; however, this criterion did not contribute to
the overall rating for assessments that were not submitted as a Spanish-language version or Spanish-language

assessment.

b The paper-and-pencil criterion did not contribute to the overall rating for each assessment, as the READ Act (22-
7-1209 (2)(a)(I1)(E)) requires that at least one assessment and one diagnostic can be complete using pencil and
paper rather than using a computer.

Description of Criteria Drawn from Additional Professional

Standards

In addition to the required criteria, the evaluation team included

additional criteria to the evaluation and review rubric to provide

supplemental information on the assessments. These additional criteria

draw from established research on principles and characteristics for

identifying high-quality assessments (AERA et al., 2014; National Center on

Intensive Intervention, n.d.). Exhibit 2.2 lists the criteria and includes sample

evidence. The criteria are further defined and additional evidence is listed in

the Data Collection and Methods section.
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Exhibit 2.2. Additional Criteria for Assessments and Example Evidence

Criterion

Number Short Name

Criterion

Example Evidence Reviewed

7 Removal of bias | The assessment Statistical analyses were conducted to detect
development and possible bias
review processes Bias reviews were conducted with a
are designed and representative panel
implemented to Evaluation for culturally representative content
remove bias Application of Universal Design for Learning
against all students. principles
8 Assessment The administration An administration guide (or comparable set of
administration of the assessment resources) with a scripted administration protocol
guidance is supported by or guidelines for administration
appropriate Average administration time is reasonable and
guidance and balanced
resources. Training for administration is readily available to
teachers
Training materials provide clear instructions for
determining which students should potentially be
identified with an SRD
9 Appropriate The assessment Evidence that the assessment items and
accommodations | offers appropriate accessibility features permit all students to
accommodations demonstrate their knowledge and abilities
so all students can Accommodations for students with disabilities,
be fairly and including information to support the evidence
accurately base for accommodations
assessed. Evidence that accommodations do not
compromise the interpretation or purpose of the
assessment
Evidence that training materials include specific
guidelines on accommodations
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Exhibit 2.2. Additional Criteria for Assessments and Example Evidence

Criterion
Number

10

Short Name Criterion

The assessment .
produces

Score report
usability

assessment data .
and information,

such as student .
scores and score .
reports, that are

usable for the .
intended

audiences. .

Example Evidence Reviewed

Evidence of user-focused evaluations to
demonstrate the utility of the reports

Score reports indicate whether students should
potentially be identified with an SRD

Scoring guidelines are clear and easily interpreted
Cut scores, score ranges, and/or confidence
intervals are clearly specified

Reports describe specific areas for additional
student support (for diagnostic assessments)
Reports are designed for specific audiences
Reports are available in languages other than
English

Description of the process and technology used to
issue reports in a timely manner

Independent Evaluation of Colorado READ Act Materials

Data Collection and Methods

Information Used to Review Programs

The evaluation team reviewed all materials submitted by the

assessment vendor applications in response to CDE’s Solicitation for
Assessments READ Act Advisory List: Review Period 2022—-2026. This

solicitation requested that assessment vendors provide the following

materials in their applications:

 Section C: Assessment Overview

- Vendor Information

- Stated Purpose of Assessment

- Mapping Assessed Content to READ Act Literacy

Areas

- Assessment Administration

- SRD Cut Score Determination and Interpretation

- Assessment Type and Content Areas for Review

 Section D: Worksheets

- Vendor Assessment Worksheet

- Minimum Reading Competency Skill Levels Worksheet

17




- Dyslexia Indicators Worksheet (optional)’

The documents and worksheets provided by the vendors in Sections

C and D of their applications were used during our evaluation.

Training for Independent Evaluators

The lead assessment evaluator conducted the training for the
assessment reviewers. As part of the training, the evaluation team reviewed
the requirements of the Colorado READ Act; the assessment evaluation
goals; the materials provided by the vendors in response to the solicitation;
the assessment types, as defined by the READ Act (i.e., interim, diagnostic,
and summative); the assessment evaluation process; and the assessment
evaluation rubric. Shortly after the initial training, members of the evaluation
team independently reviewed a common set of applications, then met to
calibrate on the independent ratings provided to a common set of
applications, clarify definitions and types of evidence as described in the

rubric, and document decision rules.

Review of Rubric and Calibration Process

During the initial training session, the lead assessment evaluator
walked the assessment review team through the entire rubric and allowed
them to ask clarifying questions. After the initial training session, the
assessment review team independently reviewed a common set of vendor
applications, applying the rubric as they reviewed the evidence.
Assessment review team staff (hereafter referred to as evaluators) were
tasked with not only documenting their decisions based on the rubric, but
also noting instances where they had questions or concerns, where they
were not able to clearly apply the rubric criteria, or where evidence that did

not align with the rubric criteria provided.

7 The State Board of Education rule that included characteristics of dyslexia was adopted after the CDE
review of the assessments. The list of assessments and characteristics of dyslexia were adopted at the
same time; therefore, the vendor worksheet was optional at the time of application.
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Once all evaluators on the assessment review team finished their
individual reviews, they reconvened for a collaborative session led by the
lead assessment evaluator. During this meeting, they calibrated their
findings by discussing and comparing their ratings and notes from the initial
reviews. Together they clarified the definitions and rubric elements to
ensure consistency across the evaluations. After the calibration meeting,
each evaluator was assigned a set of applications, including a subset of
applications that were assigned to all evaluators (for continued calibration
and reconciliation across the evaluators). The lead assessment evaluator
supported the evaluators throughout the review process, answering any
questions or concerns about rubric criteria that arose throughout the review
process. After all evaluators had completed their independent reviews, the
assessment review team reconvened to compare and share ratings and

notes from their reviews.

Ratings and Reconciliation Process

After the evaluators completed their review of all assessments, the
lead evaluator reviewed the ratings, compared ratings for assessments that
were common across evaluators, and documented any differences in
ratings. The evaluators then convened for a final meeting to discuss and
reconcile any disagreements. In instances where the evaluators had
different ratings for the same evidence, the lead evaluator discussed the
differences and attempted to bring the reviewers to a consensus rating. The

assessment reviewers were able to come to an agreement for all ratings.

Summary Ratings

After raters had determined ratings for each criterion, the criterion-
level ratings were aggregated into two summary ratings, one for compliance
with the required criteria (i.e., SB19-199 requirements) and a second for the

additional criteria. The evaluation team applied the following decision rules.
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Summary Rating: Compliance with the Required Criteria®

= Fully meets: Received a rating of “fully meets” on all criteria.

« Largely meets: Received a rating of at least “partially meets” on
all criteria.

» Partially meets: Received a rating of “does not meet” on at least
one, but not all, criteria.

+ Does not meet: Received a rating of “does not meet” on all

criteria.

Summary Rating: Compliance with the Additional Criteria
* Fully meets: Received a rating of “fully meets” on all criteria.
= Largely meets: Received a rating of at least “partially meets” on
all criteria.
» Partially meets: Received a rating of “does not meet” on at least
one additional criteria.
+ Does not meet: Received a rating of “does not meet” on all
criteria.
A summary rating of “partially meets” is considered to meet the
minimum threshold for compliance with the READ Act evaluation.
“Partially meets” ratings were often given when a vendor’s documentation

was incomplete.

Results and Discussion

Results of the Assessment Evaluation

Exhibit 2.3 shows the overall summary ratings for compliance with
the required criteria (additional detail of the ratings are shown in Appendix
Table C.2.1).

8 The full rubric used for rating compliance is included in Appendix B. Reports for each assessment
explain the rationale for each rating.

Independent Evaluation of Colorado READ Act Materials
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Exhibit 2.3. Overall Summary Ratings for Compliance with the Required Criteria

Assessment Largely Partially Does Not

Type Meets Meets Meet

Interim 1 6 1 0 8
Diagnostic 0 13 3 1 17
Summative 0 4 2 0 6
Total 1 23 6 1 31

Exhibit 2.4 shows the overall summary ratings for compliance with the

additional criteria (additional detail is shown in Appendix Table C.2.2).

Exhibit 2.4. Overall Summary Ratings for Compliance with the Additional Criteria

Assessment Largely Partially Does Not

Type Meets Meets Meet

Interim 0 7 1 0 8
Diagnostic 0 10 6 1 17
Summative 0 4 2 0 6
Total 0 21 9 1 31

Discussion of Main Themes and Issues That Emerged from

the Assessment Reviews

Overall, the assessments largely or partially meet the requirements
outlined in the READ Act. Although only one of the 31 assessments fully
meets all READ Act requirements, 23 largely meet the READ Act
requirements. Only one assessment does not meet the requirements of the
READ Act. Of the eight interim assessments submitted for review, seven
assessments fully or largely meet READ Act requirements; similarly, of the
17 assessments submitted for review as a diagnostic, 13 largely meet the

READ Act requirements. Finally, of the six assessments submitted for

Independent Evaluation of Colorado READ Act Materials

21



review considerations as a summative assessment, four largely meet READ

Act requirements.

A similar pattern emerged through the evaluation of the additional
criteria. All but one assessment largely or partially meet the additional
criteria. No assessment fully meets the additional criteria; however, 21
largely meet and nine partially meet the additional criteria. Of the eight
interim assessments submitted for review, seven assessments fully or
largely meet the additional criteria; similarly, of the 17 assessments
submitted for review as a diagnostic, 10 assessments largely meet the
additional criteria. Finally, of the six assessments submitted for review
considerations as a summative assessment, four largely meet the additional

criteria.

Notably, for each required and additional criterion, vendors provided
evidence of varying levels of quality. Most assessments fully meet the
criteria related to being evidence-based and aligning to learning standards,
as well as those related to including appropriate guidance and resources for
administration. The criteria for which most assessments partially meet the
requirements are related to validity, reliability, processes to mitigate bias,

accommodations, and usability of assessment data and reports.

According to the READ Act (1 CCR 301-92, 9.0), approved interim
reading assessments should include embedded indicators that screen for
characteristics of dyslexia. Among the interim assessments reviewed, all
but one included a Dyslexia Indicator Worksheet, which was optional per
Section D of the CDE’s Solicitation for Assessments READ Act Advisory
List: Review Period 2022-2026. In these worksheets and associated
documentation, the interim assessment vendors claimed that their
instruments were validated to screen for characteristics of dyslexia, such
as phonemic awareness and rapid automatic naming (RAN). Two interim
assessments provided one worksheet for both the English- and
Spanish-language versions of the assessment. This suggests that the

Independent Evaluation of Colorado READ Act Materials
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Spanish-language version functions similarly to the English version when
screening for characteristics of dyslexia; however, the vendors did not
provide explicit evidence to support the adequacy of the Spanish versions in

screening for characteristics of dyslexia.

For each evaluated criterion, we provide a summary of the lessons
learned from our evaluation. These summaries are intended to provide
general information about the assessments that were evaluated; however,

the information may not apply to all assessments.
e FEvidence-based

a. Most of the assessments received ratings of “fully meets” for this
criterion. Some assessments exhibited gaps in information and
evidence supporting their development based on a well-articulated
theory of action. For some assessments, minimal evidence was
provided to support the theoretical basis, with only brief
descriptions of assessment use. Some assessments showed a lack
of iterative development and evaluation processes, such as
cognitive laboratories and pilot studies. Overall, there is a need for
some assessment vendors to provide more robust evidence and
detailed articulation of the theoretical frameworks guiding their

assessments.
e Standards-aligned

a. The assessment evaluation identified gaps in standards alignment
for some assessments, and especially for the Spanish-language
versions of the assessments. Although alignment efforts were
evident for the English-language version of the assessments, their
Spanish-language counterparts lacked clear documentation and
evidence of similar alignment to standards. Attempts to map tasks
to grade levels, times of year, and component areas measured for
some assessments were incomplete or unclear, often missing

necessary references to the Colorado Academic Standards.
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e Validity

a. Most assessments received ratings of “partially meets” for this
criterion. Many showed insufficient evidence of using representative
samples in pilot or field testing, particularly in the areas of including
clear data on the inclusion of English learners (ELs) and students
with disabilities. Although some assessments involved expert
review in the development phases, there was often a lack of
transparency about the composition of these expert panels and
whether they included practicing teachers. Additionally, for some
assessments there was minimal evidence of robust standard-
setting methods or detailed explanations of how the assessments
meet criteria for convergent, discriminant, and internal validity.
Some assessments do not comprehensively cover all targeted
areas of scientifically based reading instruction, such as reading
fluency and vocabulary. In addition, the Spanish-language versions
of assessments particularly lacked evidence supporting their
validity and ability to diagnose strengths and weaknesses in

reading skills.
e Reliability

a. Like the validity criterion, most assessments received “partially
meets” ratings for this criterion. Several assessments reported a
number of reliability estimates that fell below the threshold of 0.70.
Further, there was often evidence that reliability estimates were
derived from samples reported as being representative of gender,
race, and socioeconomic status, yet it was unclear whether these
samples truly encompassed all student groups, such as students
with disabilities or ELs. Additionally, although some assessments
confirmed the inclusion of diverse groups in their samples, detailed
demographic breakdowns or sample sizes for specific student

groups were frequently missing. In addition, standard errors of
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measurement were frequently reported at the grade level and by
domain but were often lacking for cut scores. Evidence of alternate
forms and interrater reliability were often not applicable or not well
documented due to the nature of computer-adaptive testing.
Overall, more robust documentation and details of reliability
estimates and sampling practices are needed to ensure that some
assessments adequately support diverse student groups and

performance levels.
e Spanish-language assessment

a. There is a need for vendors to submit more comprehensive and
culturally representative evidence, including additional information
that norming samples are representative of Spanish-speaking
populations and that the content reflects the cultural and linguistic
diversity of Spanish speakers, including dialectical variations.
Across the Spanish-language assessments, there is also a need for
a more thorough analysis to ensure that both linguistic and cultural
aspects of the Spanish-speaking student population are
appropriately considered and integrated into the assessment

processes.
o Paper-and-pencil assessment

a. Of the 31 assessments that were evaluated, nine (three interim
assessments and six diagnostic assessments) offered paper-and-
pencil options for administration. Although paper-and-pencil
versions are available, there is a persistent gap in demonstrating
their comparability to the computer-based versions. Specifically,
there was insufficient evidence showing whether the paper-and-
pencil versions have been evaluated using a representative

sample, particularly among students identified with SRDs.
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e Removal of bias

a. In general, across the assessments, there is a need for more
comprehensive and transparent processes related to the removal of
bias. One recurring issue noted across assessments was that bias
reviews were conducted without clear information on the panel
composition and detailed results were often not provided for these
bias reviews. Further, the application of Universal Design for
Learning (UDL) principles was often mentioned but not explicitly
demonstrated in assessment development. There was limited
evidence of assessments being evaluated for content that truly
represents diverse backgrounds, particularly in terms of dialectal
diversity and cultural context. The lack of detailed results from bias
analyses, combined with the absence of comprehensive studies
such as differential item functioning and measurement invariance
makes it challenging to ensure fairness across diverse student
groups. Overall, most assessments would benefit from more
explicit, documented evidence of practices aimed at ensuring

culturally representative content and mitigating bias.
o Assessment administration guidance

a. Most of the assessments received ratings of “fully meets” in this
criterion. For those that did not, there was insufficient evidence that
training materials provide clear instructions for identifying students
with SRDs.

e Appropriate accommodations

a. All the assessments received “partially meets” or “does not meet”
ratings for this criterion, showing several significant gaps. Across all
assessment types, there was a lack of evidence supporting the
research basis for allowable accommodations. This missing

evidence raises concerns about whether these accommodations
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might compromise the intended interpretations for the intended
purposes of the assessments. The training materials also lacked
sufficient clarity regarding specific guidelines for selecting and
implementing accommodations. Additionally, although some
documentation mentions UDL principles, explicit evidence of

the integration of UDL principles in the development process was
not provided for most assessments—particularly for the Spanish-
language versions. Accommodations for aspects like timing were
noted, yet clarity on their applicability for students with disabilities
was often lacking. Including more comprehensive and transparent
practices regarding accommodations would ensure that all students
can adequately demonstrate their knowledge without compromising

assessment validity.
e Score report usability

a. Almost all assessments received a “partially meets” rating for this
criterion. A primary concern was the lack of user-focused
evaluations to assess the utility of the score reports for different
audiences, such as parents, teachers, and other users at the
school and district levels. There was limited to no evidence of focus
groups being conducted to confirm the interpretation or use of
score reports by various intended user groups. The processes for
issuing reports in a timely manner was unclear for many
assessments. Further, for many assessments, there was no
evidence provided of the availability of reports in multiple languages
(as appropriate for the test-taker population the assessment is

intended to serve).
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Instructional
Programs on the
Advisory List

The review of instructional
programming considered
three types of materials: core
programs, supplemental
programs, and intervention
programs. Core programs are
those used in general
instruction. Supplemental
programs are used in
classrooms where support
beyond the core program is
needed to enhance reading
instruction. Intervention
programs are used to support
individual students who are
identified as needing
additional intensive support
for their reading development.

Key Findings

* Nearly all the approved
instructional materials
(core, supplemental, and
intervention programs in
English and Spanish) either
fully meet or largely meet
SB19-199 requirements.

» Just over 16% of the
programs fully meet the
criterion of being “evidence-
based” or “scientifically
based.”

» Most core academic
programs include academic
content as required; 48% of
programs fully meet this
criterion.

» All six Spanish-language
programs either fully or
largely meet SB19-199
requirements; however,
they do not provide
guidance related to use in
bilingual settings.




Independent Evaluation Review Process

This section summarizes findings related to whether the materials
that appear on CDE’s Advisory List for Instructional Programming meet
READ Act requirements. The review of instructional programming
considered three types of materials: core programs, supplemental
programs, and intervention programs. Core programs are those that are
used in general instruction and must target all five areas of scientifically
based reading: phonemic awareness, phonics, reading fluency, vocabulary
development, and reading comprehension. Supplemental programs are
used in classrooms where additional instructional materials beyond the core
program are needed to supplement reading instruction. For example,
although the core program includes systematic and sequential instruction
focused on reading fluency, assessments indicate that students would
benefit from additional instruction beyond that included in the core program.
Intervention programs are used to support individual students who need are
identified as needing additional intensive support for their reading
development. Supplemental and intervention programs were subject to
fewer review criteria, under the assumption that all students have access to

a core instructional program.

The instructional materials review followed a rubric (see Appendix
A.2) consisting of three main categories: (a) whether the program is
evidence-based; (b) whether the program provides explicit and systematic
skill development in the areas of phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary
development, reading fluency, and reading comprehension, and is aligned
with preschool through elementary and secondary state standards for
reading adopted by the State Board; and (c) whether the program includes
texts on core academic content to assist the student in maintaining or
meeting grade-appropriate proficiency levels in academic subjects in
addition to reading.
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The following describes each of the three areas with their criteria:

e /s evidence-based (22-7-1209 (2) (b)

(1)). Vendors were invited to submit up

ESSA Evidence Levels

ESSA (2015) established a four-

to three research studies or a logic tiered method of evaluating

. ) evidence. This framework is
model or theory of action as evidence. | designed to ensure that states,
districts, and schools can identify

The independent evaluators then
programs that work. Stronger

evaluated the evidence provided research methods provide stronger
) evidence for a program, resulting in

using the Every Student Succeeds higher tiers of ESSA evidence

Act (ESSA) evidence levels. As levels. When a program has a

higher-tier rating, we can be more

independent evaluators read through confident that it works. See Exhibit
3.1.

each study, they documented

methodology, key findings, and effect sizes.

Independent evaluators also reviewed study designs for sample size,
attrition, bias reduction, and baseline equivalence; the What Works
Clearinghouse (WWC) reviews include these as important study design
characteristics. The reviews presented here approximate but are not as in-

depth as WWC reviews.

After reviewing the available evidence, researchers assigned each
program an evidence rating ranging from 1 to 4. Evidence ratings were
guided by the ESSA Tiers of Evidence (see Exhibit 3.1). An ESSA level 1 or
2 earned a rating of “fully meets,” while an ESSA level of 3 or 4 earned a
rating of “partially meets.” Programs that could not demonstrate an ESSA
evidence level of at least 4 would “fail to meet.” For the summary rating, a

program could earn “fully meets” if it partially meets on this indicator.
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Exhibit 3.1. ESSA Four Tiers of Evidence

The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA; 2015) establishes a four-tiered method of evaluating evidence. This framework is designed to ensure that states, districts,
and schools can identify programs that work. Stronger research methods provide stronger evidence for a program, resulting in higher tiers of ESSA evidence

levels. When a program has a higher tier rating, we can be more confident that it works.

Tier 1. Strong Evidence

Supported by one or more well-designed and well-implemented randomized controlled

experimental studies.

STRONG
EVIDENCE
/ Tier 2. Moderate Evidence
Supported by one or more well-designed and well-implemented
MODERATE quasi-experimental studies.
EVIDENCE
’ Tier 3. Promising Evidence
Supported by one or more well-designed and well-implemented
PROMISING correlational studies {with statistical controls for selection bias).
EVIDENCE
/ Tier 4. Demonstrates a Rationale
Defined by a logic model or theory of action that is
DEMONSTRATES supported by research.
A RATIONALE
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e Provides explicit and systematic skill development in the areas
of phonemic awareness; phonics; vocabulary development;
reading fluency, including oral skills; and comprehension (22-
7-1209 (2) (b) (1)), and is aligned with the preschool through
elementary and secondary state standards for reading
adopted by the State Board (22-7-1209 (2) (b) (11.5)). We
evaluated whether skill development across reading areas was
present, explicit, and systematic, using vendor-supplied
information and EdReports, when available. Core programs
were evaluated for all five areas of reading (phonemic
awareness, phonics, reading fluency, vocabulary
development, and reading comprehension), whereas
supplemental and intervention programs were evaluated only

for the areas that vendors claimed to specifically target.

A core program received a rating of “fully meets” if it was clear that
all elements were explicitly and systematically taught. A program received a
rating of “partially meets” if all elements were present but it was not clear
that they were presented both explicitly and systematically. Finally, a core
program received a rating of “does not meet” if at least one of the elements
of reading failed to meet the criteria outlined in the rubric.® These decision
rules were the same for supplemental and intervention programs, except
that these programs were not required to address all the elements of
reading. These decision rules applied only to those elements that the
vendor claimed to address.

e Includes texts on core academic content to assist the student in
maintaining or meeting grade-appropriate proficiency levels in
academic subjects in addition to reading (22-7-1209 (2) (b) (V)).
The evaluators operationalized this requirement into two criteria:

(a) grade-appropriate text complexity and (b) a range of content

9 For reading comprehension, both elements would have to fail to meet.
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areas (e.g., history, science) and genres (e.g., fiction, nonfiction).
The evaluators used the documentation that vendors had supplied

to CDE in their initial applications.

To fully meet the criteria of this indicator, both (a) and (b) had to fully
meet. If both (a) and (b) partially met or if one fully met and the other did not
meet, then this indicator would be rated as “partially meets.” If neither (a)
nor (b) fully met and at least (a) or (b) did not meet, then this indicator would

receive a rating of “does not meet.”

Finally, the following decision rules were used to create an overall
instructional program rating:

e Fully meets: Received a rating of at least “partially meets” on
the evidence-based indicator and received a rating of “fully
meets” on all other indicators.

e Largely meets: Received a rating of at least “partially meets” on
all indicators.

e Partially meets: Received a rating of “does not meet” on at
least one but not all indicators.

e Does not meet: Received a rating of “does not meet” on all

indicators.

Data Collection and Methods

Information Used to Review Instructional Programs

The evaluation team read three sets of materials in reviewing
instructional programs: (a) the vendor application to CDE, (b) any
associated documents the vendor submitted with the application, and (c)
vendor-supplied access to online program platforms. For a program’s
evidence base, the evaluation team reviewed up to three empirical research
studies submitted by vendors in their application to CDE. When vendors did
not submit empirical research, the evaluation team reviewed either a logic

model or a theoretical rationale.
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Training for Independent Evaluators

In partnership with our external expert advisory panel, the evaluation
team created a rubric that specified criteria and rating options for each
required program element. CDE approved the rubric (see Appendix A.2).
WestEd staff with expertise in research, curriculum, and/or Spanish-

language reading instruction were the evaluators.

Ratings and Resolution of Discrepancies in Ratings

Teams of evaluators reviewed 62 CDE-approved programs.
Reviewers with expertise in research were responsible for rating the
evidence base and reviewers with broader expertise in curriculum were
responsible for rating the remainder of the criteria. Two sets of reviewers
reviewed 10% of the programs; the reviewers came together to address any
discrepancies and submit final ratings. The first reviewer evaluated the
vendor-provided evidence and documented their findings based on the
provided rubric. The second reviewer independently assessed the same
material without prior knowledge of the first reviewer's conclusions. The
results from both reviewers were compared to measure consistency
(inter-rater reliability). The reviewers discussed and resolved any

discrepancies to improve accuracy and objectivity.

Processes Used for Reviews
The evaluation was conducted on 62 CDE-approved core,
supplemental, and intervention programs, targeting vendor-supplied

curriculum, materials, and documentation.

Results and Discussion

Nearly all the approved instructional materials (core, supplemental,
and intervention programs in English and Spanish) were found to either fully
meet or largely meet SB19-199 requirements. Exhibit 3.2 contains results

for the four review categories.
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Exhibit 3.2. Summary Rating

Summary Rating: Compliance

with SB19-199 Requirements

Program Type Fully Meets Lag:g Partially Meets
Core programs in English 3 1 1
Supplemental programs in English 10 17 1
Intervention programs in English 15 7 1
Programs in Spanish (all) 2 4 0
OVERALL 30 29 3

Is Evidence-Based or Scientifically Based (22-7-1209 (2) (a) (lI) (A))
Although all instructional programs meet the minimum standard for
being evidence-based or scientifically based, just over 16% of the programs
fully meet this criterion (see Exhibit 3.3). The programs that fully meet the
evidence-based standard demonstrated impact on students’ reading
outcomes using rigorous research designs that qualified as ESSA Tier 1 or

Tier 2 evidence.

Is Evidence-Based or Scientifically Based (22-7-1209 (2) (b) (1))

All 62 programs meet at least the minimum standard for being
evidence-based or scientifically based. Ten programs fully meet this
criterion through their rigorous research designs that demonstrate impact on

students’ reading outcomes (Exhibit 3.3).

Exhibit 3.3. Summary Rating for Evidence-Based or Scientifically Based

Rating
Program Type Fully Meets Partially Meets
Core programs in English 3 2
Supplemental programs in English 3 25
Intervention programs in English 4 19
Programs in Spanish (all) 0 6
OVERALL 10 52
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Provides Explicit and Systematic Skill Development in the Elements
of Scientifically Based Reading Instruction (22-7-1209 (2) (b) (ll)) and
Is Aligned with the Preschool Through Elementary and Secondary
State Standards for Reading Adopted by the State Board (22-7-1209
(2) (b) (11.5).

Overall, the materials on CDE’s Advisory Lists for core,
supplemental, and intervention programs offer explicit and systematic
instruction in the elements of scientifically based reading instruction (Exhibit
3.4). Notably, three English-language core programs and one Spanish-
language core program fully meet the independent evaluation’s criteria on
all elements of scientifically based reading instruction. This is important
because core programs are used to provide instruction to all students,
including those who struggle with reading. Vendors who received a rating of
“partially meets” did not provide clear, sufficient evidence to demonstrate

that the program had systematic instruction throughout the school year.

Exhibit 3.4. Skill Development

Program Type

Fully Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet

Core programs in English 3 2 0
Supplemental programs in English 18 9 1
Intervention programs in English 17 6 0
Programs in Spanish (all) 2 4 0
OVERALL 40 21 1

Across all of 62 instructional programs, the independent evaluation
found only one program that had one or more elements of scientifically
based reading instruction that did not meet the independent evaluation’s
criteria for explicit and systematic instruction (Exhibit 3.5). Working with
English Language Learners (WELLS) 3rd Edition, an English-language
program approved for supplemental use, did not meet the criteria for explicit
and systemic instruction of phonics and fluency.
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The evidence WELLS provided for phonics instruction did not provide
a clear, research-based phonics scope and sequence, and outlined phonics
integrated within broader language activities rather than through explicit,
structured lessons. For fluency, the evidence provided by WELLS does not
emphasize explicit strategies for improving reading speed and expression;
thus, it obtained “does not meet” ratings in both categories for phonics and

fluency.
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Exhibit 3.5. Programs That Fully, Partially, or Do Not Meet for Each Component of Scientifically
Based Reading Instruction, by Program Type

Component of

Scientifically Based Pr(?rgra: Partially Ngtol\j:e ol a El:e:ble*
Reading yp Meets pp
Core — English 4 1 0 0
Supplemental
Phonemic — English 14 1 0 13
Awareness Intervention —
All — Spanish 4 2 0 0
Core — English 4 1 0 0
Supplemental
~ English 23 L 1 3
Phonics Intervention —
English 18 1 0 4
All — Spanish 4 1 0 1
Core — English 3 2 0 0
Supplemental
—_English 5 5 1 7
Fluency
Intervention —
English / 5 0 "
All — Spanish 2 3 0 1
Core — English 3 2 0 0
Supplem_ental 2 4 0 22
— English
Vocabulary
Intervention —
English 2 1 0 20
All — Spanish 2 3 0 1
Core — English 3 2 0 0
Supplem_ental 1 3 0 o4
Reading — English
Comprehension P
Interven_tlon 1 0 0 22
English
All — Spanish 2 3 0 1

* Some programs received a summary rating of “Not applicable” because the vendor application indicated the
program did not target that particular component of reading.
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Includes Texts on Core Academic Content to Assist the Student in
Maintaining or Meeting Grade-Appropriate Proficiency Levels in
Academic Subjects in Addition to Reading (22-7-1209 (2) (b) (V)).

Most core academic programs include academic content as required
(Exhibit 3.6); 88% of programs fully meet this criterion. One core English-
language program was rated as “does not meet” due to lack of
documentation to demonstrate a range of subject areas and text types of

academic content.

Exhibit 3.6. Core Academic Content

Program Type Fully Meets P;{g:{g Does Not Meet
Core programs in English 4 0
Core programs in Spanish 4 0 0
OVERALL 8 0

Text complexity and quality. This element was only evaluated for
core programs, as our aim was to assess grade appropriateness of texts
and the evaluation team felt that an appropriate supplemental or intervention
text would likely not be at grade level. Sixty-six percent of English core
instructional programs and 50% of Spanish core instructional programs,
respectively, included texts written at grade level, as evidenced by vendor-
supplied quantitative and qualitative measures of text complexity (Exhibit
3.7). One core English-language and two core Spanish-language programs
were rated as “partially meets” due to a lack of qualitative evidence of
grade-appropriate text complexity.'® Having opportunities to read
appropriately complex text is a pre-requisite for maintaining or meeting
grade-level proficiency standards. If students only access texts at easier
proficiency levels, it would be impossible for them to meet grade-level
standards.

0 The programs were Amplify CKLA, 2nd Edition (Amplify Education, Inc.), Amplify Caminos, 2022 (Amplify
Education, Inc.), and HMH jArriba La Lectural, 2020 (Houghton Mifflin Harcourt).
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Exhibit 3.7. Programs That Fully, Partially, or Do Not Meet for Text Complexity and
Quality, by Program Type

Program Type :
Fully Meets Partially Meets Does Not Meet
Core — English 4
Core — Spanish
OVERALL 6 3

Discussion of Spanish-Language Instructional Programs Reviewed

WestEd completed an external evaluation of the six Spanish-
language instructional programs that partially or fully meet the CDE's
rubric criteria.’ Two WestEd evaluators participated; they double-coded
a Spanish-language program to calibrate. One person evaluated the other
programs. The evaluators held a calibration meeting to review any
questions and ensure continued agreement on ratings. All six approved
Spanish-language instructional materials (core, supplemental, and
intervention) were rated as either “fully meets” or “largely meets” SB19-199
requirements.

The external evaluation of Spanish-language instructional programs
highlighted program strengths as well as opportunities for enhancement
across the six programs reviewed. Programs demonstrated varying
degrees of alignment with foundational literacy components, such as
phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, and reading comprehension.
Several programs showcased strong cross-linguistic connections and
evidence-based practices, while others presented opportunities to further
strengthen vocabulary instruction and oral language development for
Spanish-English bilinguals. This variation underscores the potential

" Both WestEd reviewers for the Spanish-language programs are completely bilingual, bicultural, and
biliterate in English and Spanish. They received training from the broader WestEd team on implementing
the rubrics with instructional programs.
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for refining instructional materials to better support Colorado-based Spanish-
English bilingual students.?

CDE Processes for Identifying Iltems for Approved and
Advisory Lists

The process CDE used to review instructional programs reflected the
READ Act’s components and intent. At the beginning of the process, CDE
hired Dr. Stephanie Stollar, an educational consultant in the early literacy
sphere and former Vice President for Professional Learning at Acadience
Learning Inc., to assist in developing an evidence-based rubric for
evaluating instructional programs. Dr. Stollar has expertise in the
mechanics of early literacy development and is deeply familiar with

research on early reading intervention and success.

Nearly 100 empirical studies, reports, and scientific articles were
referenced in the rubric design process. The resulting rubric comprises
elements that research has shown are central to learning to read.
Additionally, best practices were derived from rubrics used by other states
in successful material vetting processes (see Chapter 5 for an explanation
of the processes that CDE used to create its Spanish-language review

rubric).

The review process consisted of two phases. The first phase used a
rubric primarily focused on how programs align with the science of reading;
whether instruction is explicit, sequential, systematic, and cumulative; and
whether the programs were supported by research. Programs that were
reviewed favorably in the first phase of the rubric were invited to submit
additional information for the second phase, which included individual
academic components by grade level and close examination of all five
components of scientifically based reading instruction (phonemic

awareness, phonics, reading fluency, vocabulary, and reading

2 The findings related to uneven guidance for use of Spanish-language materials in bilingual settings
parallel findings from the evaluation’s Year 1 review. There, we found few English-language core
instructional programs with adequate guidance for supporting ELs.
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comprehension). The rubrics were made publicly available, and CDE
hosted an accompanying webinar and solicited public feedback. The
contractor adjusted the rubrics based on the feedback received, and the

CDE team provided final approval.

Reviewers were selected via a competitive application process.
Selected reviewers were teachers representing districts that ranged in size
and urbanicity. Many of the reviewers were instructional coaches, university
professors, or special education teachers. Some were bilingual in English
and Spanish. Reviewers were not paid, and they were required to sign a
confidentiality and conflict-of-interest statement.

CDE staff cast a wide net to reach instructional programming
vendors. They contacted all vendors on the existing Approved list, posted
the information on their website, discussed the process during several
monthly READ Act webinars, made listserv announcements, and
encouraged districts to reach out to any vendors they wanted to be
considered. CDE also provided a technical assistance webinar for vendors

to explain the process and answer questions.

Of 98 instructional programs reviewed by CDE, 67 passed Phase | of
the rubric. Of those, 58 passed Phase 2 of the rubric and were therefore
approved. Exhibit 3.9 contains a breakdown of the programs that passed

each phase of the rubric.

Exhibit 3.9. Number of Programs That Passed Each Phase of the Rubric, by Program Type

Pass No Pass Pass Rate Pass No Pass Pass Rate
Core 4 4 50% 3 1 75%
Supplemental 30 14 68% 27 3 90%
Intervention 27 10 73% 22 5 81%
Spanish 6 3 67% 6 0 100%

The instructional program review process reflects the goals of READ

Act legislation. Both phases reflect an emphasis on the components of
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scientifically based reading instruction. The Phase 2 rubric criteria for each
grade level are rooted in evidence, are clearly specified, and reflect both
historical and current understandings of how the science of reading can be
applied effectively in classroom practice. The review was executed in a
thoughtful, systematic way that produced consistent ratings and allowed
program vendors to appeal and clarify program content and approaches as

needed.

The independent evaluation and CDE’s evaluation had very similar
approaches. Both processes developed criteria using foundational
requirements from policy and included steps in the process for review and
feedback from individuals outside of the vendor’s organization. The
independent evaluation solicited feedback on its rubric from an expert

advisory panel of independent literacy experts and scholars.

Some operational criteria differed between CDE'’s and the
independent evaluation. Specifically, the independent evaluation set a very
high bar for research evidence to fully meet, as a means of supporting

stakeholders in understanding the range of evidence across programs.
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Key Findings

Professional » Overall, all PD programs
fully meet SB19-199
Development requirements.

Programs on

the Advisory = One PD program fully

meets the evidence base
List requirement.

- All seven PD programs
reviewed meet
requirements around
explicit and systematic skill
development, including
evaluations of learning.

The PD program review focused
on four categories: whether the
PD program

(1) is evidence-based;

(2) provides for explicit and
systematic skill development in
the five reading elements;

(3) includes rigorous evaluations
of teacher learning throughout
and at the end of the course; and

(4) has support for ELs.




Description of Review Categories

The PD program review focused on four categories: whether the PD
program (1) is evidence-based; (2) provides for explicit and systematic skill
development in the five reading elements; (3) includes rigorous evaluations
of teacher learning throughout and at the end of the course; and (4) has
support for ELs. The evaluation team created a rubric for each of these four
areas (see Appendix A.3 for the initial PD evaluation rubric). Although the
fourth area is not a requirement of SB19-199, it is of interest to CDE and
vendor applications requested information about support for ELs. Themes
from vendor-provided information about support for ELs are summarized in

this chapter.

The following are the four areas with their criteria.

e s evidence-based (22-7-1209 (2) (c)). The team evaluated
whether program evidence reflected one of the four ESSA
evidence levels through (a) formal research studies that
demonstrate impact on teacher practice and student outcomes
or (b) a logic model, theory of action, or synthesis of research
that outlines how and why the program expects to have impact
or (c) alignment to PD program elements associated with
impacts on teacher practice and student outcomes based on
four research-based PD criteria (content focus, models of
effective practice, feedback and direction, and ongoing support

with sufficient duration of at least 45 hours).

If vendors had formal research studies, the evaluators reviewed
the reports to determine whether the evidence was in alignment
with ESSA evidence levels 1 or 2 (“fully meets” the evaluation
criteria for being evidence-based) or level 3 (“partially meets”).
Vendors were considered to “partially meet” the evidence-based
criteria through promising evidence from research studies (ESSA

evidence level 3) or through research-based logic models, theories
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of action, syntheses of research, or alignment to research-based

criteria as described in 1c. Vendors that had none of the evidence
described to provide a research-based rationale for their program
received a rating of “does not meet” for the evidence-based area.

e Provides explicit and systematic skill development in the areas
of phonemic awareness; phonics; vocabulary development;
reading fluency, including oral skills; and comprehension (22-
7-1209 (2) (c) (1)). The team evaluated whether skill
development across reading areas was present, explicit, and
systematic using vendor-supplied information. Reading areas
were phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary development,
reading fluency, and reading comprehension. For reading
comprehension, evaluators focused on “close reading,” which
was emphasized by READ Act minimum skill competencies
and required in the evaluation of PD programs.

e Includes rigorous evaluations of learning throughout and at the
end of the course that a person taking the course must pass to
successfully complete the course (22-7-1209 (2) (c) (1)). The
team evaluated the presence of (a) evaluation of teacher
knowledge of program content, (b) evaluations both during and
at the end of the course, (c) indication of rigor, and (d) specific
criteria and indicators of successful course completion (e.g., a
certificate). The team conceptualized rigor in alignment with
the upper levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy and with Webb’s Depth
of Knowledge levels 3 and 4 (because of the use of Webb’s
model in creating and assessing rigor in state standards such
as the Common Core State Standards, 2010).

e Has support for ELs. Support for ELs was not a requirement
for vendors and therefore was not included in the final rating of
the PD programs. As in previous years, the evaluation team
added an indicator of evidence of differentiation and support
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for ELs to the review criterion because this continues to be an
area of interest to CDE.

Rationale for Inclusion of Additional Professional Standards

CDE’s vendor solicitation referenced research-based PD elements
described by Joyce & Showers (2002). These elements included the
presentation or theory and strategy as a rationale for active engagement,
demonstration of new learning, practice with feedback, and ongoing
support. The evaluation team aligned these research review elements with
two other more recent reviews by Desimone (2009) and Darling-Hammond
and colleagues (2017) to determine a final set of evidence-based criteria.
Specifically, Desimone’s five research-based areas were a focus on content
with modeling, active learning with feedback, coherence, duration, and
collective participation. Darling-Hammond and colleagues’ research review
yielded six areas of PD: is content-focused and incorporates active learning,
uses models of effective practice, offers feedback and direction, provides
coaching and expert support, is of sustained duration, and supports
collaboration. Both the Desimone (2009) and Darling-Hammond and
colleagues’ (2017) PD research syntheses based their findings on research
that shows impact on changes in teacher practice and positive impact on
student learning outcomes. Drawing from this research, the evaluation team
constructed a set of criteria to determine alignment with elements of
impactful PD: (a) has a content focus (focuses on five components of
reading and incorporates active professional learning); (b) uses models of
effective practice (e.g., demonstration); (c) offers feedback and direction;
and (d) features ongoing support (e.g., coaching) with sufficient duration

(minimum of 45 hours).
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Data Collection and Methods

Description of Information Used to Review Professional Development
Programs

The evaluation team reviewed two documents or sets of documents
to assess the programs: (a) the vendor application to CDE and (b) any
associated documents the vendor submitted with the application. The
sequence of review started with the response to the evaluation’s vendor
request form because it included key categories for the evaluation. The
evaluators then used the vendor application to CDE for supplemental

information and to corroborate findings.

Training for Independent Evaluators and Rating Process

Evaluation team members engaged in trainings, reviewed the rubric,
and calibrated on how a sample vendor’s materials should be rated across
rubric dimensions. The process of rating a sample provider's materials led
the team to clarify several definitions within the rubric. When rating the
remaining vendors’ programs, members of the evaluation team took
responsibility for particular sections of the rubric across vendors to ensure
consistency in rating within sections and develop understandings of trends
across vendors (e.g., the level of rigor within program/course evaluations).
Team members met to discuss evidence for ratings as well as emergent

themes.

The evaluators rated the three program criteria, as well as evidence
to support ELs, which was not included in the final rating. If programs had
ratings of “partially meets” or “fully meets” for being evidence-based, “fully
meets” for skill development, and “fully meets” for assessment, the
summary rating was calculated as “fully meets.” The evidence-based
criteria allowed for “partially meets” because this meant the programs meet

at least ESSA evidence level 3 or 4.
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Results and Discussion

Overall, all PD programs fully meet SB19-199 requirements (Exhibit
4.1). One fully meets the evidence-based requirement and all seven meet
requirements around explicit and systematic skill development, including
evaluations of learning. Findings are explained in detail below.

Is evidence-based (22-7-1209 (2) (c)). Six PD programs partially met
the standard of evidence-based by meeting ESSA evidence levels 3 or 4.
One PD program was rated as “fully” meeting the standard of evidence-
based because it met ESSA evidence level 2. This program provided
findings from a quasi-experimental study involving 1,914 students in
kindergarten through 4th grade. The vendor’s study found statistically
significant gains in reading scores for students in a number of areas—
including phonological awareness, phonemic segmentation fluency, and
beginning and advanced decoding—and medium-to-large effect sizes on all
measures for all student populations in the study. The vendor did not
include information about its study’s funding source.

The six PD programs that partially meet the standard provided a logic
model, theory of action, or synthesis of research outlining how and why the
program expects to have impact and/or demonstrate alignment to PD program
elements associated with impacts on teacher practice and student outcomes

based on the four research-based PD criteria described in Review Category 1.
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Exhibit 4.1. Professional Development Program Summary SB19-199 Requirement

Rating

Program Summary Fully meets Partially meets Does not meet

Is evidence-based (22-7-1209 (2)
(©)).

Provides explicit and systematic

skill development in the areas of
phonemic awareness; phonics;
vocabulary development; reading 7 0 0
fluency, including oral skills; and
comprehension (22-7-1209 (2) (c)
1)

Includes rigorous evaluations of
learning throughout and at the end
of the course that a person taking 7 0 0
the course must pass to
successfully complete the course
(22-7-1209 (2) (c) (I))1.

EEIS] EE

Partially ‘ Does not

Summary Rating ‘ Fully meets | Largely meets

Compliance with
SB 19-199 requirements

Provides explicit and systematic skill development in the areas of
phonemic awareness; phonics; vocabulary development; reading fluency,
including oral skills; and comprehension (22-7-1209 (2) (c) (1)).

All seven programs fully meet the criteria for explicit and systematic skill
development in all five reading areas. The programs all emphasize building
teachers’ knowledge of the five core components of scientifically based
reading instruction. For comprehension, the programs focus on close

reading within a single text.

Includes rigorous evaluations of learning throughout and at the end of
the course that a person taking the course must pass to successfully
complete the course (22-7-1209 (2) (c) (I)). All seven programs fully meet
the criteria for inclusion of rigorous evaluations of learning throughout and

at the end of the course with criteria and an indication of completion.
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All programs include evidence of rigor within the evaluation items.
Although some items involve straightforward recall of information and
recognition of concepts, sample evaluation questions and exercises from
every vendor reflect Webb’s Depth of Knowledge levels 3 and/or 4.
Examples include assessments that ask teachers to reflect on which
elements of reading and which potential interventions apply in sample
classroom scenarios; reflect on case studies; interpret screening
assessment data; create a lesson plan reflecting course learnings;
demonstrate instructional practices learned in the program within their
classrooms; and self-evaluate on a lesson using a program-provided

framework and engage in other self-critiques.

Differentiation for English Learners in Professional Development
Learners whose native languages are not English and who are
learning to read in English have needs that are both similar and different to
native English speakers learning to read. Researchers have pointed out that
ELs need a focus on Tier 1, or general English vocabulary, due to limited
exposure in early childhood (August et al., 2005) and Spanish speakers
would benefit from the integration of Spanish knowledge in learning and
understanding English words and sentences (Pearson et al., 2007).
Recently, Goldenberg (2020) reviewed the science of reading knowledge
base and research on effective instruction in reading for ELs and proposed
an emerging science of reading specifically for them that prioritizes English

literacy and oral language proficiency.

All vendors provided some information related to differentiation and
support for ELs. The pedagogical approaches (e.g., explicit and systematic
phonics instruction, oral language strategies, practices for vocabulary
development) to teaching foundational literacy skills were identified by all
vendors as being similar for both native and non-native speakers. The
evaluation team synthesized other themes related to differentiation and

support for ELs from the evidence vendors supplied in their applications:
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e Several focused on understanding phonology of native
languages to bridge the gap to English sounds. Strategies
named for doing so included identifying similarities in phoneme
production and phoneme/grapheme matching and extending
additional explicit and systematic practice to sounds in English
that do not exist in the learner’s native language or interfere
with English phoneme production. However, there was limited
evidence of strategies embedded within professional learning
for doing so. Two vendors mentioned aligning to or working
with teachers of EL learners. One vendor mentioned Sheltered
Instruction Observation Protocol strategies and several
referenced resources from WIDA at the Wisconsin Center for
Education Research, University of Wisconsin-Madison.

e There was limited evidence of the actual content of
professional learning for staff on second language acquisition
or reading for non-native speakers. For all seven vendors, the
information was listed as contained within one or two modules
or chapters depending on the mode of delivery. When content
was further explained, the focus was on the differences in how
EL students learn to read when compared with students
whose first language is English with little to no evidence that
teachers would receive professional learning that explicitly
addresses the needs of these students.

e Four of the seven vendors included a focus on culturally
responsive instruction and instructional materials. This asset-
based approach recognizes the need to build on the valuable
knowledge that students bring to the table. Vendor
applications included information about leveraging both
content knowledge and the lived experiences of students and
their families as a way to connect to curricular materials and

vocabulary within literacy instruction.
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e The evidence of EL differentiation for all seven vendors was
presented together with meeting the needs of multiple groups
of diverse learners, such as students with disabilities. It was
not clear if the professional learning described addressed
these groups as a monolith or it was presented together simply
due to this area not being the focus of the request for

applications.
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Review of
Spanish-
Language
Rubric

Strong literacy instruction builds on
the bilingual strengths of our
students, ensuring every learner
has the tools to thrive in a
multilingual world. This review
highlights the successes and
opportunities within the Spanish
Instructional Program Rubric,
providing recommendations to
further support literacy
development for Spanish-English
bilingual learners.

Key Findings

Evidence-based practices:
Revised rubrics align with Spanish
language—specific literacy
components, such as phonological
awareness, oral language
development, and metalinguistic
skills, and Colorado READ Act
standards.

Gaps in bilingual literacy:
Rubrics do not currently provide
guidance for instructional
materials used in different
instructional programs (dual-
language and transitional bilingual
programs).



Introduction

The Spanish Instructional Program Rubric was developed to
evaluate and support high-quality literacy instruction for Spanish-English
bilingual students under the Colorado READ Act. This section provides an
in-depth review of the revised rubric, focusing on its alignment with
evidence-based, inclusive practices and its relevance to the multilingual

realities of Colorado classrooms.

Spanish-English bilingual students in the United States often face
unique challenges in literacy development due to the challenging bilingual
environments in which they are educated (Mora & Lopez, 2023). To
address these challenges, the Spanish language—specific rubric
emphasizes key literacy components such as phonological awareness,
phonics, vocabulary development, oral language, metalinguistic awareness,
and reading comprehension. These foundational skills, paired with high-
quality instructional materials, are crucial for fostering academic success

and positive student outcomes.

Additionally, this review highlights the critical importance of bilingual
alignment in instructional programming. Effective literacy instruction must
not merely translate English-language materials into Spanish but in addition
integrate instructional practices that reflect the bilingual and biliterate
realities of students, schools, and programs. By examining the development
process, stakeholder feedback, and the final rubric structure, this analysis
identifies key strengths and areas for improvement to enhance literacy

outcomes for Spanish-speaking learners.

Development of the Revised Rubrics
The development of the revised Spanish Instructional Program
Rubric followed a structured, iterative process to ensure alignment with

evidence-based practices and responsiveness to the needs of Spanish-
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speaking students in Colorado. Below is a detailed summary of the timeline

and key deliverables:

Timeline and Process

Planning Phase (July—August 2023): The groundwork for
the revised rubrics was established through extensive
collaboration and research. Key activities included outreach to
literacy networks, collaboration with the New Mexico Public
Education Department to review its Spanish-language rubrics,
and research on foundational Spanish-language literacy skills
aligned with Spanish Language Arts standards (e.g., the
California Common Core State Standards in Spanish [CA
CCSS en Espafiol]).

Draft Development Phase (August—September 2023): Initial
drafts of the rubrics for core, supplemental, and intervention
programs were created, incorporating input from WestEd and
bilingual literacy experts. Special attention was given to
phonological awareness, metalinguistic components, and
cross-linguistic connections to support biliteracy development.
Emphasis was placed on aligning phonological and phonics
skill in Spanish, with a particular focus on syllabication and
oral language development, ensuring appropriate pacing for
Spanish language learners.

Stakeholder Feedback Phase (October 2023): Stakeholders
emphasized the need for instructional materials to be
evidence-based and relevant to U.S.-based Spanish-speaking
students. Cultural and linguistic relevance was a critical focus.
Validation Phase (October—November 2023): Feedback was
integrated to ensure cultural and linguistic appropriateness;
validation by Dr. Linda Cavazos confirmed alignment with

evidence-based best practices.
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Incorporation of Recommendations from the First Rubric

The revised Spanish Instructional Program Rubric reflects critical
updates based on WestEd’'s recommendations in its Year 3 Instructional
Materials report, enhancing its relevance and effectiveness in evaluating
programs for Spanish-speaking students. WestEd’s recommendation was to
convene a panel of experts in early literacy learning and instruction in
Spanish for Spanish speakers to review CDE’s rubrics and then revise
these rubrics to reflect best practices of evidence-based early literacy

instruction in Spanish.

One significant update to the revised rubric, based on the
incorporation of expert feedback, is the stronger emphasis on Spanish
language—specific literacy components, particularly syllable-level
phonological awareness. This approach aligns with linguistic research, that
highlights the importance of syllable-based instruction in transparent
orthographies like Spanish. Studies by Bravo-Valdivieso (2004) and
Anthony and Francis (2005) emphasize that teaching syllable awareness
lays the groundwork for decoding skills in Spanish, providing a foundation
for literacy development before progressing to phoneme-level tasks.
Furthermore, cross-linguistic transfer research, including the work of Lépez
and Greenfield (2004), supports the integration of these skills to facilitate

bilingual literacy development in English and Spanish.

Listening comprehension was another key addition, incorporated as
an essential component across all grades (kindergarten to 3rd grade). This
ensures the rubric supports oral language development tailored to Spanish-
English bilingual students, in addition to addressing a critical area for

literacy in ELs.

Materials were revised to align with evidence specific to the Colorado
context, ensuring relevance to transitional and dual-language instruction.
For example, the rubric acknowledges that simply translating English-

language programs into Spanish is insufficient. Effective instructional

Independent Evaluation of Colorado READ Act Materials

57



programs must align literacy instruction across languages while reflecting
the goals of the transitional and dual-language models commonly used in
Colorado. By drawing on biliteracy frameworks, such as New Mexico Public
Education Department’s Biliteracy Guidance (NMPED & Cavazos, 2022),
the rubric emphasizes structured literacy principles, integrating oral
language, phonological awareness, vocabulary development, fluency, and

reading comprehension.

Additionally, the rubric expands on the existing framework of the
Colorado READ Act’s Minimum Reading Competency Skills Matrix to better
address the needs of Spanish-English bilingual learners. It underscores the
importance of alignment between Spanish and English literacy instruction to
ensure that programs are linguistically appropriate, as highlighted by
Durgunoglu et al. (1993) and Carlo et al. (2005).

Structure and Components of the Revised Rubrics

The revised rubrics address literacy needs through tailored
frameworks for core, supplemental, and intervention programs. Core rubrics
prioritize a comprehensive focus on the Colorado READ Act’s Minimum
Reading Competency Skills as adapted to the Spanish language, with a
particular focus on cross-linguistic connections between Spanish and
English. Supplemental rubrics focus on instructional materials that enhance
specific literacy skills. Intervention rubrics focus on instructional materials
that provide differentiated strategies and informal assessments for
struggling Spanish-speaking readers.

Key Deliverables

The finalized rubrics for core, supplemental, and intervention reading
programs were completed by November 8, 2023. These rubrics provide a
comprehensive tool for evaluating Spanish-language instructional materials,
ensuring alignment with state standards and the unique needs of

Colorado’s Spanish-speaking learners.
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Key Findings and Analysis
The revised Spanish Language Instructional Program Rubrics
demonstrate critical strengths and highlight areas for further improvement in

supporting Spanish-speaking students in Colorado.

Strengths of the Revised Rubrics

The rubrics align with Spanish-specific literacy practices,
emphasizing key components such as syllabic awareness in the
developmental progression of phonological awareness. In addition,
stakeholder feedback was integrated to ensure cultural and linguistic
relevance, with materials tailored to the sociocultural realities of U.S.-based
Spanish-speaking students. Additionally, the rubrics align with the Colorado
Academic Standards for Reading, Writing, and Communicating (CDE,

2020), ensuring alignment with state standards.

Conclusion

The revised Spanish Instructional Program Rubrics represent
significant progress in addressing the literacy needs of Spanish-speaking
students in Colorado. By incorporating evidence-based practices and
stakeholder input, the rubrics provide a robust framework for evaluating

instructional materials.

However, instructional materials necessitate continuous updates to
reflect the realities of transitional and dual-language classrooms. Moving
forward, further enhancing alignment with bilingual instructional models and
between English and Spanish will be important. These efforts will ensure
Spanish-English bilingual learners have access to high-quality instructional

materials tailored to their unique sociolinguistic and educational contexts.
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Conclusions and

Recommendations

The Colorado State Legislature
passed the READ Act in 2012
and updated the Act in 2019.
The revised Act requires an
independent evaluation to
identify and assess strategies
that the state and local districts
and schools have taken to
support Colorado students in

achieving proficiency in reading.

This report focuses on the
findings related to assessments
on the Approved list, Advisory
Lists for Instructional
Programming and Professional
Development, and CDE’s
processes for the Spanish
rubric.

Key Findings

The materials CDE approved
for use with READ Act funds
meet the minimum
requirements in SB19-199.

The revised Spanish-
language rubric and
approved materials meet
READ Act requirements.

The resources identified
provide Colorado’s LEPs
with a range of choices for
meeting READ Act
requirements.

Few instructional and
professional learning
programs provided
evidence of impact on
student outcomes.

Most resources offer limited
guidance on
accommodations and
supports for ELs and
students with disabilities.



Conclusions

e Review processes and identified resources align with
READ Act requirements. The review processes for
assessments, instructional materials, and professional learning
result in resources that align with the guidance of the READ
Act. The State Board, Legislature, and the public can be
confident that CDE is working to faithfully implement the READ
Act in both letter and spirit. All but one assessment, all
instructional programs, and all professional development

programs that received a rating of “fully meets,” “largely
meets,” or “partially meets” meet the minimum threshold for
alignment with the READ Act.

e CDE’s Spanish-language materials rubric and selection
processes meet READ Act requirements. CDE’s updated
rubric for Spanish-language instructional materials, like its
English-language counterpart, aligns with the READ Act and
with empirical literature about Spanish-language reading
instruction. We find that the rubric and review processes
address the challenges that we identified in the Year 3
Instructional Materials report. Moreover, the rubric reflects a
comprehensive effort to align instructional materials with the
sociolinguistic realities and academic needs of Spanish-
speaking students in Colorado. Informed by extensive
feedback from stakeholders and expert analyses, the revised
rubric addresses the unique needs of ELs while emphasizing
cultural and linguistic appropriateness.

e Resources provide LEPs with choices. The identified
assessments, instructional materials, and professional
development programs provide LEPS with a great deal of

choice in how to use READ Act funds to support the
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implementation of scientifically based reading instruction. The

breadth of resources aligns with Colorado’s local control focus.

As noted in the Year 4 Per Pupil report, the choices also
create a need for additional guidance about how to use
materials and professional learning in ways that enhance each
other.

Most instructional programs and professional learning
programs are supported with the lowest tier of empirical
evidence, a logic model. The overwhelming majority of
instructional materials and professional learning opportunities
that appear on CDE’s Advisory List are supported with ESSA
Tier 4 evidence (“Demonstrates a rationale”). This is reflective
of the national materials and professional learning market,
which largely does not currently have systematic evidence of
impact on student outcomes. CDE may wish to provide
additional guidance to LEPs, educators, and the public about
how to understand and interpret this evidence.

Approved resources provide limited guidance about
supporting ELs and students with disabilities.
Assessments, for example, provide limited guidance about
appropriate accommodations. Further, Spanish-language
instructional materials focus on building reading skills in
Spanish, but do not offer guidance about how these programs
might be integrated into different models of bilingual education
adopted by LEPs. Finally, approved professional learning
programs provide limited guidance in how to support ELs in
learning to read in English.
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Specific Recommendations

Recommendations for Approved Assessments
Based on our findings, we recommend the following additions to the

assessment application and approval process:

e Adjust the vendor submission process to focus on the
different purposes for assessment (i.e., interim,
diagnostic, summative.) A single assessment should not be
used for multiple purposes unless explicit evidence is provided
to support those multiple purposes. For example, if the vendor
submits the same assessment for both interim and diagnostic,
they need to provide evidence supporting each assessment
purpose. In addition, if a vendor submits English- and Spanish-
language versions of an assessment, they should provide
evidence for each. As CDE increases its focus on screening
for indicators of dyslexia characteristics, ensure that interim
assessments provide explicit evidence that they validly and
reliably provide both universal and dyslexia screening.

e Ask vendors to improve the evidence and documentation
they provide. Ask vendors to provide robust and detailed
evidence that supports the intended use of each assessment,
based on CDE’s definitions of the required assessment types
(interim, diagnostic, summative). The specific types of
additional evidence that CDE may ask for are outlined in the
rubric WestEd used to conduct its review of the assessments.
For example, ask vendors to provide more evidence that
representative samples include ELs and students with
disabilities. Further, ask vendors to provide information about
convening bias review committees and conducting qualitative

bias reviews.
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e Request that vendors enhance their documentation of
standards alignment. Ask vendors to strengthen alignment
with Colorado standards, especially for Spanish-language
versions of the assessments.

e Encourage vendors to strengthen approaches to bias
removal and cultural representation. Ask vendors to
enhance bias analysis and ensure cultural and dialectical
representation through diverse sampling.

¢ Invite vendors to expand accommodations and score
report usability. Encourage vendors to develop clear
guidelines for accommodations and improve usability of score
reports, ensuring that they are developed for the intended
score user and making them available in multiple languages.

Recommendations for Instructional Programs
Based on our findings, we recommend that CDE enact the following

recommendations:

e Provide additional guidance to LEPs focused on selecting
instructional programs. With over 100 CDE-approved
instructional programs, we recommend CDE provide clear
guidance to LEPs on selecting programs that best support
student outcomes within local contexts. Educators need
evidence-based criteria to identify programs aligned with
student literacy needs. By offering structured guidance, CDE
can help districts and schools make informed decisions,
maximize instructional impact, and ensure access to high-
quality learning resources that best fit the needs of the LEP.
Additional guidance might focus on topics such as:

- recommending processes for program selection;
- highlighting information about ESSA evidence tiers and

explanations for what evidence means in terms of impact on
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students (e.g., Tier 4 evidence indicates alignment with
evidence-based reading instruction but does not indicate
that a program has had measurable impact on student
outcomes); and

- offering guidance to LEPs on how to choose an optimal
combination of core, supplemental, and intervention

programming.

Identify additional supplemental and intervention
programs that focus on vocabulary and reading
comprehension. Of the 28 supplemental programs approved
in the most recent review cycle, six specifically target
vocabulary development and four target reading
comprehension. Of the 23 intervention programs approved in
the most recent review cycle, three target vocabulary and one
target reading comprehension—both essential skills for
reading success. We recommend CDE encourage vendors to
submit supplemental and intervention programs that explicitly
support vocabulary acquisition and reading comprehension.
Expanding these offerings will help LEPs address gaps in
instruction and ensure all students receive the targeted
support they need to become proficient readers.

Address gaps in bilingual literacy. The use of both the
English- and Spanish-language lists of instructional programs
can be further strengthened by offering additional
comprehensive bilingual guidance for LEPs. The purpose of
this is to ensure better alignment across dual-language and
transitional instructional models that reflect the diverse realities

of districts, schools, and classrooms.
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Recommendations for Additional Spanish-English Bilingual Guidance
This section outlines targeted recommendations to enhance CDE'’s
guidance to LEPs and ensure LEPSs’ efficacy in supporting literacy

outcomes for Spanish-speaking students. Key recommendations include:

e Highlight materials that provide explicit supports for
integration across bilingual models. When reviewing
instructional materials, CDE may wish to highlight materials
that provide alignment for the variety of bilingual models
common in Colorado, including Dual Language Immersion,
Transitional Bilingual Education, Developmental Bilingual
Education, and Two-Way Immersion (these program models
are defined in Appendix D.) Regardless of the program model,
guidance should be tied to goals for ELs. For example,
districts implementing a transitional Spanish-English program
should start by selecting a program that promotes strong
Spanish literacy foundational skills and offers help in the
transition to English literacy. Providing this information in an
easily accessible way would support LEPs in selecting the
materials that are most appropriate to their settings.

¢ Incorporate a focus on approved instructional materials
into professional learning. As Colorado adopts professional
learning on promoting foundational literacy skills among ELSs,
we recommend that one component of that professional
learning focus on adopting and using both Spanish- and
English-language approved instructional materials to provide
rigorous, high-quality instruction so that students can meet or
exceed standards.

¢ Provide guidance to support coordinated literacy
instruction. We recommend that CDE provide a guidance
document to help bilingual programs integrate oral and written
literacy development in both English and Spanish through a
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coordinated and intentional approach. This includes aligning
instruction across languages with a clear language allocations
plan that supports the development of biliteracy, rather than
treating each language in isolation. This approach aligns with
frameworks, such as New Mexico Public Education
Department’s Biliteracy Guidance (NMPED & Cavazos, 2022),
which emphasizes the integration of phonological awareness,
oral language, and vocabulary development across languages.
For example, the Biliteracy Guidance illustrates how to

implement various program models. Some examples include:

- “The purpose of this guide is to support the literacy and
biliteracy instruction of ELs in the four Bilingual Multicultural
Education Program (BMEP) models in which they receive
their instruction.” (p. 3)

- “The goal is to help New Mexico teachers provide improved
instruction in the areas of oral language development and
the components of reading (phonological awareness,
phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension) and their
specific application in English and the home language.
Emphasis will be given to oral language development,
cross-linguistic connections, and metalinguistic awareness
to improve students’ language development in L1 and L2.
Please note that the oral language development strategies
can be used for any language, but for the purpose of

providing concrete examples, Spanish is used.” (p.3)

By providing additional guidance, CDE can further support
equitable reading instruction for Spanish-speaking learners while
reflecting the sociocultural and linguistic realities of Colorado’s

classrooms.
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Recommendations for Professional Development Programs

Encourage vendors to provide more rigorous evidence
and make logic models explicit. Only one professional
development program presented empirical research that
demonstrated its potential to have an impact on student
outcomes (ESSA evidence level 1 or 2). We recommend
encouraging vendors to collect and provide empirical research
that documents evidence of program impact that meets ESSA
evidence levels 1, 2, or 3.

All programs provided a logic model, theory of action, or synthesis
of research that outlines how and why the program expects to
have impact or alignment to PD program elements associated with
impacts on teacher practice and student outcomes based on four
research-based PD criteria (content focus, models of effective
practice, feedback and direction, and ongoing support with
sufficient duration of at least 45 hours) (ESSA evidence level 4).
We recommend, at minimum, that CDE encourage vendors to
make the logic model and/or theory of action guiding their
programs explicit. In addition to encouraging vendors to be explicit
about the evidence base that supports the approach to reading,
ask them to be explicit about how their programs use models of
effective practice; offer educators feedback and direction; and

provide ongoing support such as coaching.

Ask vendors to submit copies of all teacher evaluation tasks
embedded in the program to improve review. Having access to these
materials would help the independent evaluation team to better determine
the extent to which vendors include assessment items related to
pedagogical knowledge and classroom performance in teacher

evaluations.
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e Ask vendors to provide additional information on how their
programs prepare educators to address the specific needs of ELs
and address culturally responsive instructional approaches. This
would include having vendors provide information about topics such as
distinct needs related to phonemic awareness and offering guidance on
how educators might learn about sounds in English that do not exist in
their students’ native languages or interfere with English phoneme
production. In addition, CDE should ask all vendors to indicate how their
programs reflect culturally responsive, asset-based instructional

approaches.
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