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Level 2: embedded strategy instruction. Teachers are trained to embed content-related learning 
strategies into their instruction, intended for students to learn and apply with the goal of 
improving their ability to master subject area content. 

Level 3: intensive strategy instruction. Fusion Reading classes provide more intensive strategy 
instruction targeted toward students who are reading two to five years below grade level. 

CLC can be viewed as high-school-level analog to tiered response-to-intervention (RTI) reading 
instruction frameworks used in elementary schools. RTI frameworks often are organized in three 
tiers of instructional support. The first tier focuses on support for all students—schoolwide or 
classroom-wide. The second tier focuses on smaller, targeted groups of students who require 
more intensive support than the instructional practices used more broadly for all students. The 
third tier provides even more intensive support, very often in the form of special education 
services, to students who are struggling even after receiving first- and second-tier support 
(Gersten et al., 2008). 

The leveled CLC model also is intended to provide greater academic support for students with 
greater need. More specifically, CLC levels 1 and 2 correspond to the first tier of an RTI model: 
they are implemented in all core content classes within a school in support of all students. Level 
3 of CLC is analogous to the second tier of response to intervention in that it targets support to 
struggling readers by supplementing that received in core content classes with support in Fusion 
Reading classes.3 

Integration of the CLC framework throughout a high school involves professional development 
of core content and reading teachers by KU-CRL–trained implementation specialists (referred to 
later as “site coordinators”). These specialists also work with school leaders to establish 
organizational structures and processes within schools to coordinate the components of CLC. 
These components include establishing a team made up of faculty from all core content areas 
who can guide the rollout of CLC professional development, establishing Fusion Reading 
classes, enrolling students who are two to five years below grade level in reading into those 
classes, and setting aside enough time for the professional development of teachers on CLC’s 
content enhancement routines and embedded learning strategies. According to the logic model 
(figure 1), establishing these structural components creates conditions that facilitate the 
instructional components of the program—the implementation in classrooms of the CLC 
instructional routines and the learning strategies with students. The logic model also theorizes 
that students’ exposure to the routines and strategies throughout the school day should lead to 
improved literacy skills and improved general achievement. 

3 The levels of CLC that are not part of this study (levels 4 and 5) focus on providing special-needs students with even 
more support. To continue the RTI analogy, these students would be similar to the students in the third tier of an RTI 
framework. 
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The impact estimate was negative for grade 9 students and positive for grade 10 students 
(effect sizes = −0.17 and 0.02 standard deviations, respectively). 

Secondary impact questions. Additional analyses of the impact of CLC on these two outcomes 
were conducted to investigate whether there was variation in impacts by implementation year, 
student subgroups, or school district. In addition, impacts on secondary outcome measures we’re 
examined. 

First year impacts and comparing impacts by year of implementation. The estimated impacts of 
CLC on the primary outcomes, reading comprehension test scores and core credit accumulation, 
in the first year do not differ statistically from the second-year impacts. CLC did not have a 
statistically significant impact on students’ reading comprehension in the first year (effect size = 
0.13 standard deviation). CLC also did not have a statistically significant impact on students’ 
credit earning in core content classes (effect size = −0.04 standard deviation). 

Impacts on secondary outcome measures. Although reading comprehension test scores and core 
credit earning were identified as primary outcomes for this evaluation, the study team also 
analyzed the impact of CLC on secondary indicators of reading achievement and academic 
performance in core courses—students’ test scores on the vocabulary section of the GRADE and 
their grade point averages (GPA). 

•	 The CLC program had a statistically significant, positive impact on grade 9 students’ reading 
vocabulary in the first year of the study. However, it did not affect their GPA by a 
statistically significant amount, in either grade level or in either study year.  

Variation in impacts. The study did not find conclusive evidence that CLC was more or less 
effective for any particular student subgroup or in any individual school districts on the primary 
outcomes. 

Taken together, the implementation and impact findings indicate that the CLC framework, a 
comprehensive instructional reform, was not adequately implemented in the CLC schools in two 
years, and that in general the intervention did not have an impact on student outcomes. These 
findings from this evaluation resonate with the conclusions drawn by Borman, Hewes, and 
Overman (2003) based on their meta-analysis of research on other comprehensive school reform 
efforts. In their report, Borman and colleagues summarized the research as indicating that it is 
difficult to have an impact on student outcomes in the early years of a comprehensive school 
reform effort, even among students who are struggling the most and may stand to benefit the 
most and even in the most motivated schools and districts. Based on the meta-analytic findings, 
Borman et al. (2003) conclude that comprehensive school reform efforts often require four or 
more years to make a notable difference. 

xxii 





 

 

  

 
 

   

    
 

a. The national average for standard scores is 100, and its standard deviation is 15. The grade equivalent and 
percentile are those associated with the average standard score as indicated in the GRADE Teacher’s Scoring and 
Interpretive Manual (Level H, Grade 9, Spring Testing, Form A). No statistical tests or arithmetic operations were 
performed on these reference points. 

b. The cumulative number of credits earned is scaled as a percentage of the number of credits (core or subject 
specific) required for graduation in a student’s district. 

Source: Calculations based on school records data provided by school districts for the Content Literacy Continuum 
study and from the GRADE assessment administered as part of the CLC study. Level H of the assessment was 
administered in the spring of each study year (Form A to grade 9 students and Form B to grade 10 students). 
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This planning phase is intended to last a minimum of one semester. During that time, CLC site 
coordinators conduct five activities designed to introduce the CLC framework to school and 
district staff, to outline the necessary steps for implementation in the schools, and to gather 
information about the schools. These activities are (1) discussing the CLC framework and 
implementation with district and school liaisons, (2) meeting with the school leadership team, 
(3) providing an overview of CLC to school faculty, (4) administering a school climate survey to 
school staff, and (5) interviewing teachers. These activities involve an information exchange 
intended to facilitate the ongoing collaboration during CLC implementation between the site 
coordinator and the school with which she is working. 

By design, the CLC program is intended to be phased into high schools, focusing first on all 
grade 9 students and providing the necessary curricular materials and professional development 
to their teachers. Implementation then expands to grade 10 teachers and students in the next 
year.16 This stepwise approach was designed to support stronger initial implementation among a 
smaller group of teachers and to increase the chances of successful adoption, implementation, 
and sustainability over time. 

Leadership. During initial meetings with school leaders, site coordinators emphasize the need to 
establish the Literacy Leadership Team consisting of teachers representing all core content areas 
and school leadership. This team meets monthly and its purpose is to guide the implementation 
of CLC practices and make sure that teachers have the resources necessary for doing CLC-
aligned instruction. Specifically the Literacy Leadership Team can help develop a schedule for 
the site coordinator’s work within the school; prioritize specific instructional components of 
CLC for implementation (Content Enhancement Routines and Learning Strategies, to be 
described later in this chapter) based on student performance data, perceived areas of 
instructional weakness, and other ongoing initiatives; support the identification and enrollment of 
students in need of supplemental reading classes (Fusion Reading, described below); and 
encourage core content teachers to participate in CLC professional development and use the 
routines and strategies in their classrooms. 

Professional development for core content teachers. To help establish a schoolwide emphasis 
on content literacy, site coordinators’ first meetings with core content teachers involve providing 
the overview of CLC that highlights how the concerted schoolwide, multitiered approach can 
improve instruction and student learning. The meetings also allow teachers the opportunity to ask 
questions regarding the CLC framework and the rollout of the professional development. Then 
the professional development focuses on supporting these teachers in their implementation of 
levels 1 and 2 of the CLC framework in their classrooms: enhanced content instruction and 
embedded strategy instruction. The use of CLC instructional practices by core content teachers is 
the method by which all students are exposed to content literacy instruction. 

Through discussions with each school’s Literacy Leadership Team, site coordinators request a 
monthly site visit of two to three days (totaling 18 to 27 days total across the year) during which 
they provide on-site professional development, modeling, and coaching of core content teachers 
on the teaching routines and learning strategies that are key aspects of the instructional side of 
CLC (that is, Content Enhancement Routines and Learning Strategies). During the first year of 

16 Implementation in a third year would typically extend to the rest of the high school staff, expanding CLC fully across 
grades 9–12. This study includes only two years of CLC implementation—thus, to teachers and students in grades 9 and 
10. 
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learn new concepts by linking them to familiar ones (Concept Anchoring Routine), 
comparing and contrasting key concepts (Concept Comparison Routine), or defining 
concepts within a larger framework of knowledge and analyzing their key characteristics and 
examples (Concept Mastery Routine). 

•	 Routines for exploring text, topics, and details. These routines are used to highlight the 
main ideas and related essential details within key texts or topics. These routines might help 
students construct a concrete representation of relationships between main ideas and essential 
details (Framing Routine) or explore words, phrases, and details related to a key topic’s 
importance (Clarifying Routine). 

•	 Routines for increasing performance. These routines are used to improve students’ 
understanding, recall, and application of new information. These routines might help students 
use visual and auditory mnemonics to recall essential vocabulary (Vocabulary LINCing 
Routine) or pose and answer a critical question to explore a body of content information 
(Question Exploration Routine). 

Learning Strategies (CLC level 2). Level 2 of the CLC program involves training core content 
teachers to provide more intensive instruction in selected learning strategies to their students. 
Core content teachers select one or two strategies based on their courses’ critical content and 
student need. Then they explicitly teach those strategies, embedding them within their content 
instruction. These strategies often overlap with strategies taught in the level 3 Fusion Reading 
classes. The significance of this overlap is that it offers opportunities for struggling readers 
enrolled in Fusion Reading to get additional reinforcement of particular Learning Strategies 
outside of their reading classes. 

As with the Content Enhancement Routines, the Learning Strategies are organized into strands 
(University of Kansas Center for Research on Learning, 2008): 

•	 Strategies for acquisition. These strategies help students acquire information from written 
material by strengthening their decoding and comprehension skills. For example, the Word 
Mapping Strategy trains students to identify common morphemes (word prefixes, suffixes, 
roots) when decoding unfamiliar words. The Inference Strategy trains students to make 
inferences about texts and answer inferential questions about those texts. 

•	 Strategies for storage. These strategies assist students with identifying, organizing, and 
storing important information. For instance, the LINCS Vocabulary Strategy, a more 
intensive version of the Vocabulary LINCing Routine, teaches students to use visual and 
auditory mnemonics to recall essential vocabulary. 

•	 Strategies for expression and demonstration. These strategies focus on students’ writing 
and how they demonstrate their understanding and mastery of material. The Paragraph 
Writing Strategy (in which students are taught to organize ideas and plan the sequence of 
topic, detail, and clincher sentences within a paragraph) and the Sentence Writing Strategy 
(in which students are taught to identify and create a variety of sentence types) are two 
examples of these strategies. The Essay Test Taking Strategy teaches students to analyze 
essay questions and organize, write, and edit structured responses to those questions. 

Intensive strategy instruction (CLC level 3): Fusion Reading. As part of the implementation of 
the CLC framework, reading teachers, special education teachers, and other support personnel 
are trained to serve students who need more intensive support than that provided in levels 1 and 
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2. Within the CLC program, this intensive instruction (level 3) is delivered through a 
supplemental, stand-alone reading class called Fusion Reading, a two-year, multicomponent 
program designed to improve the literacy skills of struggling high school students (Hock et al., 
2008). 

These supplemental reading classes generally serve students whose decoding skills and fluency 
levels are two to five years below grade level and who need to develop the comprehension 
strategies to successfully meet the reading demands of the high school curriculum. Fusion 
Reading classes can meet either daily or every other day, and classes can be adjusted to fit either 
90-minute or shorter periods (that is, 50 to 60 minutes). 

KU-CRL provides Fusion Reading teachers with a prescribed, two-part instructional scope and 
sequence that can be covered in a single year of daily, 90-minute classes or two years of daily, 
shorter classes. If schools wish to implement daily Fusion Reading classes shorter than 
90 minutes, each part of the Fusion Reading scope and sequence can stand alone as a coherent, 
yearlong reading course for students in grades 9 and/or 10. 

Fusion classes include three major elements: motivation, classroom management, and reading 
instruction. Motivation is cultivated by providing students with engaging and accessible 
adolescent literature; teaching them learning strategies for successfully reading such literature; 
and encouraging them to create goal-oriented, motivating visions of their future selves. 
Classroom management creates a positive learning environment by blending whole-group, small-
group, and individual instruction and establishing high expectations and clear routines linked to 
reading instruction and classroom behavior. Fusion Reading’s core element—reading 
instruction—emphasizes two primary components of reading: word recognition and language 
comprehension (Hock et al., 2008): 

•	 Word recognition instruction helps students respond to word-level demands within narrative 
and expository texts. Instruction in word recognition is primarily provided through the 
Bridging Strategy in which students are explicitly taught advanced phonics, decoding, word 
recognition, and fluency skills through a series of short but intense activities. 

•	 Language comprehension instruction helps students improve their ability to derive meaning 
from text. Instruction in language comprehension includes (1) the Prediction Strategy, which 
helps students use clues and prior knowledge to predict a text’s content and to confirm 
predictions by examining the text and (2) the Summarization Strategy, which helps students 
use their prior knowledge to identify and paraphrase a text’s main ideas and important 
details. The language comprehension component also includes the Seven-Step Vocabulary 
Process, in which students are trained in a deliberate process to acquire and retain new 
vocabulary. 

Finally, Fusion Reading embeds strategy instruction within a cognitive and metacognitive 
process known as “Thinking Reading.” During Thinking Reading, teachers engage students in 
discussions of text while modeling and reviewing word recognition and language comprehension 
strategies. Through scaffolded instruction, teachers guide students toward applying such 
strategies with increasing independence. 

During a typical Fusion Reading class, a teacher might begin instruction with a brief warm-up, 
followed by 20 minutes of Thinking Reading. The teacher then might devote the remaining class 
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time to vocabulary instruction, explicit instruction in one or more Learning Strategies, and/or 
opportunities for independent reading, depending on curricular progress and student need. 

Those teachers trained to teach Fusion Reading receive written instructional materials that 
provide guidance on how to establish the course, what the Learning Strategies are, and how to 
teach those Learning Strategies. 

Shared pedagogical practices of CLC levels 1, 2, and 3. Although representing literacy 
instruction of varying intensity, CLC levels 1, 2, and 3 are designed with intentional cross-level 
continuity (Lenz et al., 2005). In other words, the CLC framework is designed so that 
instructional approaches are connected across levels. Thus, in addition to maintaining a 
consistent focus on literacy-oriented routines and strategies, CLC levels 1, 2, and 3 share several 
other key pedagogical practices: sequenced instruction, multiple instructional modalities, and 
interactive and scaffolded discourse. This shared pedagogy across levels is viewed by KU-CRL 
as being particularly beneficial to struggling readers, who will experience similarities in 
instructional approaches and see connections across their content area classes and their reading 
classes. 

Sequenced instruction. Across all levels of the CLC program, teachers are trained to deliver 
instruction through carefully planned sequences that establish the purpose for instruction, engage 
students in literacy instruction, and review the content of such instruction. 

Content Enhancement Routines (CLC level 1) are presented through a three-phase instructional 
sequence known as Cue-Do-Review. In the Cue phase, teachers establish the purpose for 
instruction by cuing students that a specific routine will be used, explaining how it will help 
students learn, and specifying what students need to do to participate in the routine. In the Do 
phase, teachers engage students in the specified routine (typically anchored by a visual device 
known as a graphic organizer, described in more detail below) and co-construct new content 
knowledge through a series of interactive tasks. In the Review phase, teachers review students’ 
understanding of new content knowledge and the routine used to co-construct that knowledge. 
Typically the Cue-Do-Review sequence is completed within a single class period. 

The embedded Learning Strategies (CLC level 2) are presented through an eight-stage 
instructional sequence that represents a more intensive version of Cue-Do-Review. The first 
three stages (Pretest and Make Commitments, Describe, and Model) establish the purpose for 
learning a new strategy, present the strategy’s uses and processes, and explicitly demonstrate 
how the strategy should be used. During the next three stages (Verbal Practice, Controlled 
Practice and Feedback, and Advanced Practice), teachers engage students in multiple forms of 
practice: explaining and using the new strategy; applying the strategy to materials designed for 
practice; and using the strategy in increasingly independent, less structured tasks. The final two 
stages (Posttest and Make Commitments and Generalization) review students’ mastery of the 
new strategy and encourage the strategy’s application to new contexts. This eight-stage 
instructional sequence extends over multiple class periods, often across multiple weeks. 

Fusion Reading’s intensive strategy instruction (CLC level 3) follows a similar sequence to that 
occurring within CLC level 2. Teachers first establish the purpose for learning a new strategy 
and present or demonstrate the strategy. Next teachers engage students in multiple forms of 
practice. Finally teachers review students’ mastery of that strategy. For instance a Fusion 
Reading teacher might begin instruction related to the Prediction Strategy by preparing students 
to learn a new strategy, introducing the new strategy, and modeling how a proficient reader 
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business as usual (the non-CLC group). Outcomes for three groups of students were analyzed: 
students in grade 9 in 2008/09 and students in grades 9 and 10 in 2009/10. 

Thirty-three high schools in nine school districts participated in the first year of the study, and 
28 schools in eight school districts also participated in the second year.21 Participating schools 
are diverse in terms of location and context. The participating districts represent large city, 
midsize city, and rural locales predominantly in Michigan and Ohio (22 schools), but also in 
Indiana and Wisconsin (6 schools). For this study the research team recruited sites with 
characteristics often associated with greater need for support: larger high schools with relatively 
high percentages of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch and relatively large numbers 
of students reading below proficient on standardized tests of reading. The CLC cross-curriculum 
and multilevel approach also had to be sufficiently different from other literacy and reform 
efforts underway in eligible schools. Finally school and district leaders had to demonstrate a 
commitment to implement the intervention and facilitate the research team’s data collection 
efforts. 

This study seeks to determine whether the CLC framework improves the academic outcomes of 
students. The primary research questions of the study focus on the impact of the CLC program 
on students’ academic outcomes in the second year of the study: 

•	 What are the impacts of the CLC program on grade 9 students’ reading comprehension and 
accumulation of core credits in 2009/10, the second year of the study? 

•	 What are the impacts of the CLC program on these outcomes for grade 10 students in the 
second year of the study? 

The primary analysis focuses on the second year of the study because at that point in time, grade 
9 teachers would be more experienced with the elements and delivery of the CLC program 
(thereby potentially producing stronger impacts on grade 9 students’ academic outcomes). In 
addition, many grade 10 students would have received two years of CLC-related instruction and 
services, thereby allowing the research team to examine issues related to greater dosage of the 
CLC program. Moreover, based on its prior experience supporting the implementation of the 
CLC framework, KU-CRL expects that it takes at least two years for the intervention to mature 
within a school and that effects most likely will appear only after two years of implementation. 
In addition, as noted earlier in this chapter, research on comprehensive school reform has 
indicated that it often takes time for reforms to take hold fully in a school, often three or more 
years. Thus even this study may not follow the implementation of CLC in participating schools 
long enough to realize the framework’s full impact; rather it may reflect initial impacts based on 
an initial foothold within participating schools. 

For the exploratory (or secondary) impact analysis, the evaluation team examines questions that 
may contribute to the interpretation of the primary impact results and generate hypotheses for 
future research. These questions examine whether the CLC program is more effective for some 
subgroups of students than others and whether it has greater impacts over time:22 

21 The reasons for attrition from the study include school closure due to declining enrollment and fear that CLC’s approach 
would conflict with state-mandated changes due to state sanctions. 
22 A subset of the teachers in the second year of the study will have gained experience in CLC instructional techniques. 
(Because of teacher mobility, some teachers in the CLC schools will be new to the program.) At the same time, a subset of 
grade 10 students in the second year of the study will have been exposed to two years of CLC instruction. (Because of 
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The random assignment of schools was conducted separately for different groups of schools (in 
other words, random assignment was “blocked”). Random assignment blocks are usually school 
districts, but there are exceptions. In two districts the random assignment of schools was 
conducted separately for subgroups of schools with similar levels of achievement within each 
district—yielding two random assignment blocks per district. Another random assignment block 
is a consortium of two schools in neighboring rural districts. Thus there are 10 random 
assignment blocks in total (five school districts, four subgroups of schools within two school 
districts, and one consortium of school districts). The blocking of random assignment improves 
the power of the study to detect impacts and ensures a better balance in the characteristics of 
schools in the CLC and the non-CLC groups. In most blocks the study team randomly selected 
half of the participating high schools to implement the CLC intervention. In any district in which 
an odd number of schools were recruited into the study, random assignment resulted in one more 
CLC school than non-CLC school. 

It is important to mention two issues that affect the pool of participating schools and students. 
The first is that during the site recruitment process, a decision was made to relax the eligibility 
criteria so that districts with some higher performing schools could include all of their schools in 
the study. This relaxation of the eligibility criteria was done to accommodate district 
administrators’ wishes that more of their schools participate in the study. These higher 
performing schools were allowed to participate in the study as separate random assignment 
blocks within the same district, and schools within blocks were randomly assigned to the CLC 
group and the non-CLC group. Because of this change in the eligibility criteria, however, 12 of 
the 33 schools recruited into the study did not meet the initially set criterion that at least one-
third of their students be “struggling readers.” Among the 12 schools that did not meet this 
criterion, the percentage of nonproficient readers (based on the state’s high school ELA test) 
ranged from 7 percent to 32 percent; among the 21 schools that did meet this criterion, the 
percentage of nonproficient readers ranged from 37 percent to 87 percent. 

The second issue is that although 33 schools participated in the first year of the study (as part of 
either the CLC or the non-CLC group), not all 33 schools were able to continue for a second 
year. Five schools withdrew from the study after the first year because of competing school 
reform priorities or as a result of district restructuring. Therefore, in the second year of the study, 
the study sample was reduced to 28 schools: 15 schools in the CLC group and 13 schools in the 
non-CLC group. 

In this report all implementation and impact results are based on the 28 schools that participated 
in both years of the study. As discussed later in this chapter, impacts in the second year of the 
study provide primary evidence of effectiveness because CLC implementation is expected to be 
stronger in the second year. By extension the 28 schools that participated in the second year of 
the study are the “primary school sample” in this evaluation. In order to draw inferences about 
changes in implementation and impacts over time for this group of schools, findings for the first 
year of the study are based on these 28 schools and not on all 33 schools that participated in the 
first year. Readers interested in the first-year impact findings for all 33 schools that participated 
in the first year of the study are referred to appendix M. Conclusions about CLC’s effectiveness 
in the first year of the study are the same for this larger group of schools. 
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Box 2.1 Understanding the impact tables in this report 

Many of the tables in this report show the difference between CLC and non-CLC schools with respect to 
their characteristics, the instructional practices of their teachers, and the outcomes of their students. These 
tables also present information about the average characteristics and outcomes of students or classrooms 
in the study schools, to provide context for interpreting the magnitude of the impact findings. The values 
presented in these tables are the following: 

Estimated impact or estimated difference column: this column shows the estimated difference between 
CLC and non-CLC schools with respect to the characteristics of their students or classrooms (estimated 
difference) or the outcomes of their students (estimated impact). The values in these columns are obtained 
by estimating the difference in characteristics or outcomes for each random assignment block, and then 
weighting each of these estimates by the number of CLC schools in the block. Because of this weighting 
scheme—which is based on the distribution of CLC schools across blocks—the average estimate 
presented in the table represents the estimated impact (or difference) for the average school in the CLC 
group. When estimating impacts and differences, a hierarchical linear regression model is used to account 
for clustering in the data. The statistical significance of the estimated difference is indicated (*) when the 
p-value is less than or equal to 5 percent, based on a two-tailed test. Also note that all estimated impacts 
are intent-to-treat estimates because one school in the CLC group did not implement the intervention. 

CLC group column: this column shows the observed mean outcome for schools in the CLC group. 
These mean-outcome levels are obtained by weighting the mean-outcome level in each random 
assignment block by the number of CLC schools in that block. Thus, just as in the impact or difference 
estimates in the table, the mean outcome reflects the observed distribution of CLC schools across random 
assignment blocks and represents the mean outcome for the average school in the CLC group. 

Non-CLC group column: this column shows the counterfactual—that is, it provides an estimate of what 
the mean outcome for the average CLC school would have been had it not been randomly assigned to 
implement the CLC intervention. The values in this column are the mean outcomes for schools in the 
non-CLC group, which are regression-adjusted to reflect the observed distribution of CLC schools across 
random assignment blocks. 

Effect size: this column shows the estimated impact (or difference) scaled as an effect size. Effect sizes 
are based on the standard deviation of the outcome for observations (students or schools) in the non-CLC 
group. This column is included because some outcome measures are based on a scale that is difficult to 
interpret (for example, test scores). 
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The CLC theory of action (see figure 1.1 in chapter 1) posits that schools need to implement 
particular structural components to lay the foundation for CLC-aligned instructional practices. 
CLC structural components central to the integration of the CLC framework into schools, as well 
as implementation thresholds identified by Action Designs and observed levels of 
implementation in each study year, are listed in table 3.1. For each component, Action Designs 
identified both “expected” and “adequate” thresholds for schools to achieve in their 
implementation of the structural components of CLC.98  The intention is for the components to 
be implemented by schools at the expected thresholds under full CLC implementation, which 
would represent fidelity to the model. However, Action Designs also indicated to the research 
team that meeting the adequate thresholds could set enough of a foundation (that is, adequate 
fidelity to the model) for progress to be possible in the implementation of the instructional 
features of the intervention. Data from the site coordinators’ monthly school visit debrief reports 
and Action Designs’s implementation data was used to compute the means across CLC schools 
for each component. On average, schools were more successful in their implementation of the 
structural components in the first year compared with the second year. 

Planning. Action Designs helped schools plan by conducting five planning activities: conducting 
a launch call with the district and schools, meeting with the school leadership team, providing a 
CLC overview session for school faculty, administering a School Profile Survey,99 and 
conducting teacher interviews. Of these activities Action Designs identified three as most 
essential: conducting a launch call, meeting with school leadership, and providing a CLC 
overview session. On average, schools completed 3.8 planning-phase activities out of the five 
recommended activities. 

The span of time in which schools completed their planning activities varied. A few schools (less 
than five) initiated their planning phases with Action Designs earlier than the others. They 
started in October 2007 by holding initial conference calls and hosting school visits. All of these 
schools experienced approximately 10.1 months of planning between their initial conference 
calls and the first student day of the 2008/09 school year.100 Most schools initiated their planning 
phases later, between December 2007 and May 2008, but did not begin professional 
development activities with grade 9 teachers until 2008/09. For these schools the initial 
conference calls ranged from December 2007 to May 2008, and the dates of first school visits 
ranged from January 2008 to August 2008. These schools averaged approximately 5.0 months of 
planning between their initial conference calls and the first day of school of the 2008/09 school 
year, ranging from 2.7 to 8.1 months of planning. Overall, schools’ planning phases lasted an 
average of 6.1 months. 

98 Many of the “expected” thresholds were identified for schools early in the study in the Roles and Responsibilities 

agreement signed by the principals of the CLC schools when they committed to participation in the project. The 

“adequate” thresholds were identified by Action Designs after initial implementation began in CLC schools.

99 The School Profile Survey (SPS) was adapted from an Internal Coherence survey developed by Richard Elmore, 

professor of educational leadership, Harvard Graduate School of Education, and the Strategic Education Research 

Partnership. The SPS was designed to capture information about teaching, leadership, and student learning. 

100 For the early planning schools, planning coincided with some initial implementation of professional development for 

grade 9 teachers in 2007/08. 
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Note: Year 1 refers to school year 2008/09, and year 2 refers to school year 2009/10. The sample of 15 schools in 
both years represents 14 CLC-implementing schools and one no-show school that did not implement CLC. na = not 
applicable. 

a. The five ideal planning activities include conducting a launch call with the district and schools, meeting with the 
school leadership team, providing a CLC overview session for school faculty, administering a School Profile 
Survey, and conducting teacher interviews. The three adequate planning activities are conducting a launch call, 
meeting with the school leadership team, and providing a CLC overview session. 

b. Data for Fusion Reading sections are based on available data provided by Action Designs from 10 schools in year 
1 and 9 schools in year 2. 

Source: Implementation data and site coordinators’ monthly professional development debrief reports provided by 
Action Designs. 

One additional school initiated its planning phase in 2007/08 by engaging in preliminary 
conference calls and visits, but it did not conduct any further planning or any professional 
development in that year or during 2008/09 or 2009/10. This school began reconstituting its 
entire staff during spring 2008. The school district and Action Designs mutually agreed to 
discontinue professional development efforts at the start of the 2008/09 school year when it 
became clear that the school would be unable to establish necessary structures. This school is 
considered a “no-show”; although it did not implement the program, it is still represented in the 
results presented in this chapter. 

Despite variation in the timing of the planning phases across the CLC schools, full 
implementation of all three levels occurred in all schools during the same two-year period. An 
overview of the implementation timeline for both years of CLC program implementation is 
provided in figure 3.1. The timeline includes the formation of Literacy Leadership Teams and the 
duration of professional development sessions for levels 1–3. 

Leadership. Literacy Leadership Teams are one of the fundamental components of the CLC 
framework. The development and support of Literacy Leadership Teams are a key part of CLC 
implementation. Schools varied in how they formed these teams. Some schools formed new 
stand-alone Literacy Leadership Teams consisting of both school administrators and teachers. 
Others added literacy reform as an objective to school leadership teams already in existence. Six 
schools formed Literacy Leadership Teams in the first year. In some of these schools, existing 
school leadership teams also agreed to serve as Literacy Leadership Teams, and the other schools 
formed new teams. During the second year, 9 schools had Literacy Leadership Teams. In all, 9 of 
the 15 CLC schools (60 percent) formed Literacy Leadership Teams. In addition to participating 
in some of the meetings of these Literacy Leadership Teams, site coordinators also met 
separately with school administrators throughout the school year. The goal of these separate 
meetings was to keep administrators continuously informed of the implementation process and to 
address any issues. Meetings often were scheduled on the basis of administrators’ availability. 
On average, site coordinators held 5.3 meetings during year 1 and 3.3 meetings during year 2. 

Professional development for core content teachers. During the study the Action Designs site 
coordinators scheduled monthly visits to provide on-site professional development, modeling, 
and coaching of core content teachers on Content Enhancement Routines (CLC level 1) and 
Learning Strategies (CLC level 2). Site coordinators worked with teachers one-on-one and in 
groups both during and after school hours. Although primarily devoted to training in levels 1 and 
2, these visits also included professional development related to Fusion Reading (CLC level 3). 
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The CLC intervention is phased in at one grade level per year; therefore only grade 9 teachers 
were offered professional development in the first year. In the second year, both grade 9 and 
grade 10 teachers were offered professional development. 

In the first year site coordinators spent an average of 1.9 visit days per month at each school 
from September 2008 to June 2009, with an average of 18.7 visit days per school across the 
10-month school year (ranging from 0 to 30 days total). In the second year site coordinators 
spent less time visiting the CLC sites. On average they spent 1.6 days per month from September 
2009 to June 2010, with an average of 15.7 visit days per school across the 10-month school year 
(ranging from 0 to 27 visit days total). CLC professional development training was designed to 
span the entire school year to facilitate continuous support for teachers. On average professional 
development occurred over 7.4 months of the first year and 6.7 months of the second year. 

Site visits were planned to include a variety of activities to reinforce CLC routines and strategies 
for teachers. Although site coordinators devoted substantial portions of these visits to training 
and coaching core content teachers on CLC levels 1 and 2, portions of these visits also were 
spent supporting CLC level 3 (Fusion Reading), conducting classroom observations, and meeting 
with school leadership. Thus the average number of site visit days reported in table 3.1 
represents multiple activities and not just direct professional development training for core 
content teachers. 

As a literacy-across-the-curriculum intervention, CLC designed its professional development for 
levels 1 and 2 for teachers from all four core content areas: English language arts, mathematics, 
science, and social studies. Thus the composition of teachers actually targeted for training would, 
ideally, reflect the distribution of teachers eligible for training across these core content areas. 
Schools’ master schedules were reviewed to identify teachers of typical grade 9 and grade 10 
classes in the four core content areas to determine teachers’ eligibility for training in Content 
Enhanced Routines and Learning Strategies.101 Self-contained classes serving special education 
students or English language learners (ELLs) were excluded when defining these core classes.102 

Based on this examination, CLC schools in 2008/09 employed an average of 12.8 grade 9 
teachers, and in 2009/10 employed an average of 24.2 grade 9 and grade 10 teachers eligible for 
professional development in CLC levels 1 and 2 (table 3.2). Eligible teachers were distributed 
nearly equally across each of the content areas. 

101 These grade 9 core classes and their teachers were identified through consultation with each district and school 

participating in the CLC study as the basis for conducting classroom observations (see chapter 2). 

102 Action Designs reported that small numbers of grade 9 teachers of self-contained special education or ELL classes 

received training in CLC levels 1 and 2 within some schools. Training for these teachers was driven by school need, 

individual teacher interest, and the extent to which special education and ELL teachers worked in inclusion settings with 

general education core content teachers. 
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Most of the core content teachers identified as eligible for training in CLC levels 1 and 2 were 
targeted for training by CLC site coordinators and school leadership. All teachers of grade 9 core 
content classes in CLC schools were eligible (as well as grade 9 and grade 10 teachers of core 
content classes in year 2). However, some of these teachers were not targeted for training 
because the bulk of their teaching load was not grade 9 courses (or grade 9 or grade 10 courses), 
and a school did not designate them “grade 9 teachers” (or “grade 10 teachers”) even if they 
might have taught one or two sections of grade 9 students. Action Designs could not require 
teacher attendance at professional development trainings, only encourage it. The degree to which 
teacher attendance was mandatory depended on each local district and/or school administration.   

At the beginning of year 1, an average of 11.5 grade 9 core content teachers per school were 
targeted for training in CLC levels 1 and 2, representing 89.8 percent of the grade 9 core content 
teachers identified as eligible for training. At the beginning of year 2, an average of 18.3 grade 9 
and grade 10 core content teachers per school were targeted for training in CLC levels 1 and 2, 
representing 75.6 percent of the grade 9 and grade 10 core content teachers identified as being 
eligible for training. 

As with the overall distribution of core content teachers identified as being eligible for training, 
the teachers actually targeted for training were distributed nearly equally across the content 
areas. The similarity in distributions between eligible and trained teachers shown in table 3.2 
suggests that CLC site coordinators and school leaders attempted to implement CLC across the 
curriculum in most schools, rather than avoiding content areas where encouraging teachers’ 
uptake of literacy practices might have been more difficult (such as mathematics). 

As part of the Action Designs implementation model, site coordinators deliberately focused on a 
small number of Content Enhancement Routines during the first year in order to encourage 
teacher buy-in and mastery, as well as to allow site coordinators to gather information about each 
school’s specific instructional needs. Occasionally site coordinators also taught routines or 
strategies based on teachers’ requests for help engaging students with particular content topics. 
Site coordinators generally planned to train teachers in two to three Content Enhancement 
Routines during the first year. In addition Action Designs did not expect site coordinators to 
teach Learning Strategies in all schools during the first year of implementation. Instead site 
coordinators planned to introduce the Learning Strategies during the second year of 
implementation after gathering additional information about student needs. 

The data provided by CLC site coordinators reveal that they taught an average of 3.1 Content 
Enhancement Routines and 0.4 Learning Strategies to core content teachers in 2008/09. The 
number of Content Enhancement Routines taught ranged from 2 to 7 routines, and the number of 
Learning Strategies taught ranged from zero to 2 strategies. The distribution by routine and 
strategy and the number of schools that received training in each are provided in table 3.3.103 

103 Descriptions of the routines and strategies most frequently introduced at schools can be found in appendix G. 
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than four schools with embedding the 7-Step Vocabulary Strategy within their core classes 
during the study.104 

Support for supplemental reading classes. Prior to the start of each school year, Action 
Designs worked with CLC schools to assess each school’s need for Fusion Reading classes (CLC 
level 3), which were intended to serve students reading two to five years below grade level.105 

Action Designs then collaborated with schools to identify teachers for Fusion Reading 
professional development and to schedule sufficient Fusion Reading sections to meet student 
need. In the first year all CLC schools offered grade 9 Fusion to students. An average of two 
teachers per school implemented Fusion Reading, and an average of five Fusion sections per 
school were scheduled for the first year. 

Action Designs offered Fusion teachers three days of initial professional development in the first 
year, beginning in August 2008, focusing on helping teachers establish Fusion classes, 
introducing Fusion strategies and classroom procedures, and providing teachers with content for 
the first 10 weeks. In addition Action Designs offered two days of follow-up professional 
development in October 2008 and the equivalent of at least one day of follow-up training (often 
informally included within January 2009 site visits). Based on developer data regarding teacher 
attendance at the August 2008 and October 2008 Fusion trainings, each school’s Fusion teachers 
received an average of 3.8 days of formal professional development by the end of 2008/09 
(excluding any professional development received at other times).106 

In August 2009 professional development training was offered for a new version of Fusion 
Reading for grade 10 students in 5 CLC schools (Fusion II). These schools committed to 
providing continued support for previous grade 9 students who took Fusion in the first year. A 
subset of former Fusion teachers was identified to teach grade 10 Fusion II classes. On average 
these teachers received 1.7 days of additional formal Fusion professional development. In 
2009/10 a total of 5 schools offered Fusion II, and 13 schools continued to offer Fusion to grade 
9 students. In the second year an average of two teachers per school implemented Fusion I and/or 
Fusion II. An average of four Fusion sections and one Fusion II section per school were 
scheduled.107 

104 Source: Action Designs. 
105 Action Designs recommended that CLC-implementing schools use student performance on standardized reading 
assessments taken between September 2007 and August 2008 in year 1 and September 2008 and August 2009 in year 2 to 
identify these low-performing students. In the event that such performance data were unavailable, schools were advised to 
use teacher rankings and/or student self-reports of reading proficiency to identify low-performing students.
106 Fusion teachers received concentrated initial professional development training because Fusion consists of a highly 
scripted curriculum. Teachers are supplied with binders to follow that include lesson plans and student exercises. Over the 
course of the school year, site coordinators continue to coach Fusion teachers as shown in Table 3.6. 
107 In the 2009/10 school year, complete Fusion data provided by Action Designs were available for 13 of the 15 CLC 
schools based on teacher scheduling assignments.   

66
 































































































































































































http:C.12�C.14
http:C.9�C.11










































 

 

  

 
 

 

 
 

                                                 

 

 

MJ–B = 	 The degrees of freedom multiplier, which is calculated to be 3.1 in this study, 
assuming a two-tailed test with a statistical power level of 0.80 and a statistical 
significance level of 0.05.177 

The MDE and the MDES for impacts on student outcomes (reading achievement, credit 
accumulation, and GPA) are presented in chapter 2. As discussed in that chapter, the MDES is 
larger for some grade levels and study years than others because the standard error of their 
impact estimates is larger. (See appendix J for the standard errors used to calculate the MDE for 
the primary outcomes.) In turn three factors affect the size of the standard error: the intraclass 
correlation or ICC, the between-school R2, and the within-school R2.178 All else equal, the MDES 
decreases when the ICC is smaller and when the two R2s are larger. With a large ICC, a high 
between-school R2 is especially important for detecting impacts of reasonable magnitude.179 

Appendix K presents the values of these model fit parameters for the key student outcomes in 
this study. 

177 There are 8 degrees of freedom for estimating impacts on student outcomes (28 schools, 10 block indicators, 10 
treatment indicators). See Bloom (2005) for details on how the multiplier is calculated in a group randomized experiment. 
178 The ICC is the proportion of the total variation in the student outcome that is between schools (as opposed to within 
schools). The between-school R2 is the proportion of between-school variation that is explained by the student-level 
covariates included in the model (students’ background characteristics and prior achievement) and the school-level 
covariates in the model (random assignment block indicators); see appendix E for a description of these covariates. The 
within-school R2 is the proportion of within-school variation that is explained by the student-level covariates. 
179 See Bloom, Richburg-Hayes, and Black (2007) for a discussion. 
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