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TDG State Evaluation Report � Cohort II  
Executive Summary 

 

The Teacher Development Grant Program (HB00-1173) awarded 50 grants (158 schools) in 
January 2002, providing grantees with up to $20,000 of funding per school for two years.  
This report is a synthesis of the information provided by Grantees as well as other data 
collected within the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) at the end of the second year.  
This State level analysis was designed to answer several key questions: 
 

Who received the Colorado Teacher Development Grants?  Two thirds of the grants (68%) 
were awarded to individual schools; the remainder went to single district and multi-district 
consortia.  Grantees included elementary and secondary schools, three charter schools and 
an alternative school.  A complete list of the participating schools is provided in the body of 
this report. 

Where are grant recipients located?  Grants were distributed geographically with 30% 
awarded to metropolitan schools and 70% to non-metropolitan schools.  Schools were 
broken down geographically by school level. 

Did Grantees focus on reading, writing, math and science?  Yes.  The majority of schools 
focused on math (72%).  A much smaller number of schools focused on reading (18%), 
writing (44%), and science (8%). 

What role does TDG play in Grantees� access to professional development?  TDG grants 
were the sole source of professional development funding for 10% of the grantees.  The rest 
of the schools had additional resources for professional development from Local (67%), 
Federal (58%), State (44%), Foundational (18%), and/or Other (9%) sources. 

What goals did Grantees set for themselves?  The most commonly reported goals were 
goals related to individual teacher development, goals related to school wide development 
and goals focused on improvements in student achievement. 

What is the status of implementation of Grantee�s goals?  Grantees overwhelmingly 
reported having completed professional development activities as well as making strong 
progress in implementing new instructional methods and strategies.  In addition strong 
student gains were seen along with other progress in relation to set goals. 

Is the TDG Program having an impact?  Yes.  Grantees reported various kinds of positive 
impacts related to teacher impacts, school impacts, and student impacts. 

Does professional development benefit students?  Overall, CSAP scores were positive, 
with strong yearly gains in the areas of Math and Writing which were the two highest 
focuses of this grant.  There were also gains in the gaps between State CSAP scores and 
TDG CSAP scores over the two years.  

Overall impressions of the grant?  Overall, grantees were very pleased with the 
administration and flexibility of the grants. CDE administration and reporting requirements 
were also very timely and efficient.  Suggestions for improvements focused on the process 
of notification being delivered to the schools as opposed to the district.   
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What is the Teacher Development Grant Program? 
 
Context:  

In 2000, Colorado Legislature created the Teacher Development Grant (TDG) Program.  

The program was then funded again in 2002, creating a Cohort II in which 50 two-year grants 

were awarded, providing up to $20,000 of funding to 158 schools from 52 districts across the 

State.  Thirty-four of the fifty grants were awarded to individual schools, the remaining sixteen 

went to consortia.   Thirteen of the sixteen consortium grants were groups of schools within a 

single district, and the remaining three consortium grants went to BOCES and were groups of 

schools within multiple districts.  Each grantee, not school, was treated as a separate entity for 

analysis (except for the section pertaining to CSAP in which each school was treated as a 

separate entity). All data have been aggregated for this report.  The purpose of the TDG 

program is �to assist schools in providing opportunities for teachers to participate in school-

based skills-development activities that are focused on mastering skills in instructing students in 

reading, writing, math and science� (HB00-1173).  This State level evaluation is a synthesis of 

the grantee electronic reports, assessing the impact and effectiveness of the TDG Program and 

its administration. 

Schedule and Response Rate:  

This report summarizes data from the two-year funding cycle for Teacher Development 

Grant Cohort II.  Initial funds for this cohort were awarded January 24, 2002.  Grantees 

submitted their evaluation reports online using a form that was developed by the Internal 

Evaluator and posted on the CDE web-site.1  CDE staff sent notice of the reporting 

requirements, the website location of the online data collection form, logins and passwords, and 

the instructions by email between July & October of 2003.  This report is, in part, an analysis of 

the information provided by the grantees.  All of the grantees responded and completed this 

online data collection by January 14, 2004. 
  

                                                 
1 Please see Appendix A for the online data collection form. 
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Evaluation Approach:  

The data used for this analysis came from three sources:  

1) Data from the Grantee collected online  
2) Data from the original Grant applications  
3) State CSAP data   

Grantees were treated as individual entities when a generic report was submitted online and 

schools were treated as individual entities where appropriate (CSAP data, focus, level, and 

location data).  Take note that as a result, some charts are reported as by Grantee where others 

are reported as by school.  This was done in an effort not to skew data by using duplicated 

counts.  In both instances, data were analyzed using simple counts, percentages and averages.     

Student data for each participating TDG schools and State percentages were provided by 

the CDE Student Assessment Unit and/or obtained from the CDE web-site.  Student 

performance data (CSAP) was summarized for specific TDG schools (by content and grade 

level) based on the focus of their TDG activities as indicated by the online data collection 

forum, then compared over the two years as well as to State percentages.   

State Report Requirements:  

The enabling statute requires a State report to the Governor, the Senate and House 

Education Committees, the Teacher Development Advisory Committee, and the State Board of 

Education.  Reporting requirements include:  

1)  A list of grant recipients and the year in which each grant was awarded 
2)  A compilation and summary of grantees� annual reports  
3)  Additional information that can be used to improve the implementation                        

and effectiveness of the grant program.   

Accordingly, this report has been organized to provide answers to the following:  

• Who received the Colorado Teacher Development Grants? 
• Where are grant recipients located? 
• Did Grantees focus on reading, writing, math and science? 
• What role does TDG play in Grantees� access to professional development? 
• What goals did Grantees set for themselves? 
• What is the status of implementation of Grantee�s goals? 
• Is the TDG program having an impact? 
• Does professional development benefit students? 
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Table 1: Distribution of Cohort II Grantees 
Location Grantees Total Number        

of Schools         
(including schools 
within a consortia) 

Number of Single 
District Consortia 

(and number of 
schools in each) 

Number of Multiple 
District Consortia     

(and number of schools, 
districts in each) 

Metropolitan 11 28 4 (5, 10, 3, 3)  
Pikes Peak 16 31 4 (4, 6, 2, 7)  
North West 4 37 3 (8, 2, 4)  1 (23, 6) 
North Central 8 13 2 (3, 4)  
North East  2 39  1 (38, 17) 
South East 5 5   
South West 3 4  1 (2, 2) 
West Central 1 1   

Who Received the Colorado Teacher Development Grants? 
TD Grants were awarded to 

elementary and secondary schools 

throughout Colorado.  The chart to 

the right summarizes the number of 

schools at each level.  Due to the 

variation in levels served at 

individual schools, the chart reflects 

six categories or levels (eliminating 

the need for duplicated counts).  

Among the schools awarded grants, 

there were three charter schools, one 

alternative school, and several 

schools which served preschools.   
 

Where are Grant Recipients Located? 
 

Regional Distribution: 
The distribution of schools and consortia who received professional development funds 

through the TD Grant can be seen below in Table 1.  All educational regions (eight total) in the 

state received TD Grant funds.  Of the total 158 schools, 61 schools (39%) pooled resources in 

various configurations forming thirteen single district consortia ranging in size from two to ten 

schools.  Some schools chose to pool resources across multiple districts mainly under the 



Colorado Teacher Development Grants: Synthesis of Cohort II Reports (January, 2004) page 4 
 

Recipients of TD Grants 
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guidance of a BOCES.  Of the total 158 schools, 63 schools (40%) chose to pool resources in 

this way creating three multiple district consortia under the guidance of three rural BOCES.  

East Central BOCES served the largest consortium with 38 schools from 17 districts. The 

remaining 34 schools (21%) requested and were granted individual funds.   

Urban vs. Rural Distribution: 
As can be noted from the pie chart to the 

right, TD Grants were distributed to schools in 

Urban (30%) and Rural (70%) locations.  The chart 

below indicates the proportion of grants by 

population (urban vs. rural) at the six previously 

designated school levels.  Grants at the secondary 

(Middle/High and High) school level were less 

likely to attract a                                                                              

 

proposal from a larger 

urban school, possibly 

because of the limited 

amount of money 

involved (up to 

$20,000 for two years). 

 

 

 

 

 

[Note: 
For the purposes of the above analysis, urban schools included all schools 
from the Denver metropolitan area (including the surrounding suburbs and 
Boulder), Colorado Springs, and Pueblo.]  

 
The complete list of TD Grantees for Cohort II can be found on the following pages      

(p. 6-8), organized by school district.  All Grantees and therefore all schools were included in 

this analysis.  Schools participating in a consortium are identified by appropriate symbols in the 
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left-hand column.  Schools that were considered as urban have an asterisk following the 

location identifier (i.e. METRO*) in the chart.   
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Table 2: Cohort II Teacher Development Schools (alphabetically by district) 
 

Consortia District School Level Location
  Academy School District 20 High Plains ES PPEAK* 
  Academy School District 20 Pine Valley ES PPEAK* 

Mountain Ridge MS PPEAK* 
Rampart HS PPEAK* 

Academy International ES PPEAK* * Academy School District 20 

Rockrimmon ES PPEAK* 
Explorer ES PPEAK* 
Frontier ES PPEAK* 
Liberty HS PPEAK* 

Prairie Hills ES PPEAK* 
Timberview MS PPEAK* 

* Academy School District 20 

Pioneer ES PPEAK* 
Rose Hill ES METRO* 

Central ES METRO* 
Hanson ES METRO* 
Monaco ES METRO* 

* Adams County School District 14 

Kemp ES METRO* 
◊ Agate School District 300 Agate ES/MS/HS NE 
  Aguilar Reorganized School District 6 Aguilar ES SE 
  Alamosa School District Re-11J Alamosa Open MS/HS SW 
  Alamosa School District Re-11J Evans ES SW 
◊ Arickaree School District R-2 Arickaree ES/MS/HS NE 
◊ Arriba-Flagler School District C-20 Flagler ES/MS/HS NE 
◊ Bennett School District 29J Bennett ES/MS/HS NE 
◊ Bethune School District R-5 Bethune ES/MS/HS NE 

Burbank MS METRO* 
Louisville MS METRO 
Eldorado ES/MS METRO 

Centennial MS METRO* 
Monarch ES/MS METRO 

Broomfield Heights MS METRO* 
Aspen Creek ES/MS METRO* 

Southern Hills MS METRO* 
Nederland  MS/HS METRO 

* Boulder Valley School District Re 2 

Nevin Platt MS METRO* 
◊ Burlington School District Re-6J Burlington ES/MS/HS NE 
◊ Byers School District 32J Byers ES/MS/HS NE 
☼ Center School District 26Jt Center HS SW 
  Cherry Creek School District 5 Village East Community ES METRO* 

Horizon MS METRO* 
Eaglecrest HS METRO* * Cherry Creek School District 5 

Thunder Ridge MS METRO* 
◊ Cheyenne County School District Re-5 Cheyenne Wells ES/MS/HS NE 
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Consortia District School Level Location
Cripple Creek - Victor MS/HS PPEAK * Cripple Creek-Victor School District Re-1 

Cresson ES PPEAK 
◊ Deer Trail School District 26J Deer Trail ES/MS/HS NE 
  Denver County School District 1 Wyatt - Edison ES METRO* 
☼ Dolores County School District Re 2 Dolores County HS SW 
  East Otero School District R-1 East ES SE 
  Ellicott School District 22 Ellicott ES PPEAK 
◊ Genoa-Hugo School District C113 Genoa - Hugo ES/MS/HS NE 
  Greeley School District 6 Madison ES NC 
  Greeley School District 6 Jefferson ES NC 
  Greeley School District 6 Dos Rios ES NC 

Cameron ES NC 
Meeker ES NC 

Scott ES NC * Greeley School District 6 

Jackson ES NC 
Hayden Valley ES NW 

● Hayden School District Re-1 
Hayden MS/HS NW 

◊ Hi-Plains School District R-23 Hi - Plains ES/MS/HS NE 
  Jefferson County School District R-1 Normandy ES METRO* 
  Jefferson County School District R-1 Compass Montessori Charter PS/ES METRO* 
  Jefferson County School District R-1 Adams ES METRO* 
  Jefferson County School District R-1 Green Mountain ES METRO* 
◊ Karval School District Re-23 Karval ES/MS/HS NE 
◊ Kit Carson School District R-1 Kit Carson ES/MS/HS NE 
  La Veta School District Re-2 La Veta HS SE 

Lake County HS NW 
Lake County MS NW 

Westpark ES NW * Lake County School District R-1 

Pitts ES NW 
◊ Limon School District Re-4J Limon ES/MS/HS NE 
  Littleton School District 6 Lois Lenski ES METRO* 
  Manzanola School District 3J Manzanola MS/HS SE 
  Mesa County Valley School District 51 Orchard Avenue ES WC 

Dinosaur ES NW 
Maybell ES NW 

East ES NW 
Ridgeview ES NW 

Sunset ES NW 
Craig ES NW 
Craig MS NW 

● Moffat County School District Re 1 

Moffat County HS NW 
Walden ES NW 

● North Park School District R-1 
North Park MS/HS NW 
Riverdale ES METRO* 

Cherry Drive ES METRO* * Northglenn-Thornton School District 12 
Malley Drive ES METRO* 
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Consortia District School Level Location
Beulah MS PPEAK 
Craver MS PPEAK 

Futures HS PPEAK 
Pleasant View MS PPEAK* 

Pueblo West MS PPEAK* 
Sky View MS PPEAK* 

* Pueblo County Rural 70 School District 

Vineland MS PPEAK* 

  Pueblo City School District 60 Pueblo Charter-Arts and 
Sciences ES/MS/HS PPEAK* 

  Pueblo City School District 60 Fountain ES PPEAK* 
  Pueblo City School District 60 Irving ES PPEAK* 
  Pueblo City School District 60 Columbian ES PPEAK* 
  Pueblo City School District 60 Benjamin Franklin ES PPEAK* 
  Pueblo City School District 60 Olga A. Hellbeck ES PPEAK* 
  Pueblo City School District 60 Morton ES PPEAK* 
  Pueblo City School District 60 Somerlid ES PPEAK* 
  Rocky Ford School District R-2 Washington PS SE 

* Salida School District R-32 Salida MS/HS NW 

● South Routt School District Re 3 South Routt County MS/HS NW 
Soda Creek ES NW 

Strawberry Park ES NW ● Steamboat Springs School District Re-2 
Steamboat Springs MS/HS NW 

◊ Strasburg School District 31J Strasburg ES/MS/HS NE 
  Stratton School District R-4 Stratton ES NE 
◊ Stratton School District R-4 Stratton MS/HS NE 

Summit Cove ES NW 
Upper Blue ES NW 

Summit MS NW 
Silverthorne ES NW 

Frisco ES NW 
Dillon Valley ES NW 

Breckenridge ES NW 

* Summit County School District Re-1 

Summit HS NW 
  Thompson School District R-2J Conrad Ball MS NC 
  Thompson School District R-2J Mountain View HS NC 

* Weldon Valley School District Re-20(J) Weldon Valley ES/MS/HS NC 

● West Grand School District 1-Jt. West Grand ES/MS/HS NW 
  Wiggins School District Re-50(J) Wiggins ES NC 
  Woodland Park School District Re-2 Gateway ES PPEAK 
◊ Woodlin School District R-104 Woodlin ES/MS/HS NE 

● ☼ ◊  indicates schools participating in a multiple district consortium (3 total, each within a BOCES) 

*  indicates schools participating in a single district consortium (13 total)   

* indicates schools that are in Urban locations (i.e. METRO*)   
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Did Grantees focus on Reading, Writing, Math and Science? 
Overwhelmingly the majority of 

schools focused on Mathematics.   This 

could represent an emphasis at the state 

level where CSAP scores are 

significantly lower than Reading and 

Writing scores.  However, a large 

percentage of schools still focused on 

Writing, whereas Reading and Science 

had the least amount of grantee�s focus. 

The numbers presented in the chart to 

the right summarize the content focus across all schools and are based on two sets of duplicated 

counts.  First, if a grantee identified both reading and writing as their focus they were counted in 

both categories and second, information pertaining to focus area was obtained from grantee�s 

response to the online survey and then expanded to include all 158 schools.   

 What Role does TDG Play in Grantees� access to Professional Development? 
TD Grant funds were the sole source of professional development resources for 10% of 

Grantees.  Of the 90% of Grantees who used additional resources, local resources were cited 

most frequently.   However, several 

grantees indicated that they used 

Federal and State resources.  Again, the 

chart below summarizes the use of 

additional funds across all grantees.  It 

is based on one set of duplicated counts 

where if a grantee identified both 

Federal and State as a means of 

additional funding they were counted in 

both categories.  Such high percentages 

of schools accessing multiple 
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professional development resources is a clear indication that schools are using professional 

development as a key strategy for school improvement.  



 

Colorado Teacher Development Grants: Synthesis of Cohort II Reports (January, 2004) page 11 
 

What Goals did Grantees set for themselves?   
 

Grantees often set numerous goals for themselves.  Of the grantees, all had at least one goal, 

more than three-quarters had two or more goals, almost half had three or more goals, and nearly 

a quarter had more than three goals. The goals of the vast majority of schools fell under three 

basic categories, or themes. 

1) Goals related to individual teacher development 
2) Goals related to school wide development 
3) Goals focused on improvements in student achievement. 

 
A vast majority of Grantees structured their goals to target the teacher, providing a means for 

professional growth within the staff.  The most common types of goals were: 

• Train teachers in a new strategy or program 
• Improve teacher�s understanding of research-based teaching strategies 
• Provide ongoing modeling, mentoring, and coaching for professionals 
• Provide time for collegial interaction, learning, and collaboration 

 
Many of the Grantees recognized a need for improvement on a school wide level.  The most 

common types of goals were:  

• Implement a sequential and building-wide program 
• Align curriculums with standards and assessment 
• Implement a new strategy or program  
• Analyze and process assessment data 
 
The most common goal, by far, was the goal of measurable student achievement or gain.  

There was a wide variety in the structure of these goals, ranging from concrete values to general 

statements of improvement in student achievement.  Regardless, all of the goals provided could 

be placed into these five basic types: 

• Improve student achievement as measured by various instruments 
• Increase CSAP scores and/or decrease specific CSAP gaps 
• Decrease the number of students on Individual Learning Plans (ILPs) 
• Reach a targeted growth in a focus area 
• Increase enrollment, diversity, and participation in upper level courses 
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What is the Status of Implementation of Grantee�s Goals? 
Grantees were asked to report their goals, as well as the status of those efforts as it related to 

any of their goals.  Grantees were asked the following questions in an open ended question 

format:  

• What were your goals as stated in the initial grant application? 
• What is the status of implementation of professional development 

activities as it relates to all of your goals? 
• What is the status of implementation of new instructional methods or 

strategies as it relates to all of your goals? 
• What is the status of student gains as it relates to all of your goals? 
• What other progress has been made in relation to your goals? 
 

Status of Implementation of Professional Development Activities: 

As would be expected, the highest reported professional development activity involved 

staff being trained in specific program strategies and/or models.  The terminology used varied 

greatly from �teachers received training� to �teachers attended a workshop/conference� or 

�teachers were trained during in-service days�.   Some of the more frequent �training� activities 

that were mentioned outside of staff being trained in specific programs and/or models were 

trainings involving differentiation strategies, ELL strategies, and book studies.   

While a training of trainers model of professional development can be a difficult goal to 

accomplish efficiently, several of the grantees reported its success.  Teachers visiting other 

classrooms, observing other teachers implementation of other programs, peer coaching and 

modeling of lessons was reported by 10% of the grantees.  Developing and training in protocols 

and rubrics for analyzing student work and assessment data in order to make data driven 

instructional decisions was a professional development activity for 22% of the grantees.  One 

grantee even described this professional development activity as �essential to school 

performance and school improvement�.   

In addition to information gleaned from the open-ended questions above, grantees were 

asked to answer �yes� (where no answer = �no�) to a series of questions regarding what they 

have done in terms of professional development activities.  Following in line with responses 

made in an open ended format, 100% of the grantees reported having teachers receive training as 

a means of professional development.  Surprisingly 90% of grantees reported having purchased 
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materials as a professional development activity.  The tabulated results of the grantees response 

to these questions can be seen in the chart below.   

 

Status of Implementation of New Instructional Methods or Strategies: 

As one can see from the chart above, 100% of the grantees also reported �yes� to whether 

or not the school had been implementing or incorporating new strategies.  So, when asked to 

report in an open ended format of the status of implementation of new instructional methods or 

strategies it wasn�t surprising to find that 62% of the grantees responded simply that their 

teachers are using and/or have adopted the strategies from the models/instructional practices in 

which they were trained.   

In terms of how grantees are measuring this implementation, 10% of the grantees 

provided the results of conducted polls, both on the teacher and student levels or reported on 

staff satisfaction of these implementations.  For example, one grantee conducted a survey which 

reported X% of teachers proficient or advanced at using and/or understanding the strategies as 

trained.  As well, X% of students can detail or describe specific strategies they are using the in 
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classroom.  On a detailed level 12% of the grantees are using the models/trainings in conjunction 

with differentiated instruction as a means of implementation.  Developing, implementing, and 

aligning a new curriculum within the focus area was the status of 18% of the grantees.   

As stated earlier, 62% of grantees reported that they are simply using and applying the 

strategies in which they were trained.  Still, 34% of the grantees talked about a variety of 

methods of follow-up support they were conducting in order to implement the new strategy or 

method that the staff had been trained in.   This follow-up support ranged from collaborative 

work groups and staff working together in teams to help each other implement the strategies in 

their classrooms to coaching, observing, and in class modeling as provided by consultants or in-

house professional learning teams/coaches.  The most common follow-up support was the idea of 

professional observation followed by specific and on-going instructional feedback.    

Status of Student Gains: 

The status of student gains was reported in a variety of ways.  Overall, the most common 

way to report student gains was through CSAP and other assessment data.  Grantees had a 

variety of ways of reporting CSAP data.  Many of them looked at longitudinal data, and were 

able to report gains in this way, where some compared scores from one year to the next and 

reported gains there.   Still some schools looked at specific gaps in achievement and reported 

gains in narrowing those gaps.  

Overall, most grantees reported 

gains that were specific to the 

grades and focus areas where 

the professional development 

funds had been targeted.   

As you can see from the 

chart  to the right, 68% of the 

grantees reported specific 

CSAP gains, 24% reported 

gains in other assessment data, 

16% reported teacher indicated 

observational gains, 12% 
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reported an improvement in their School Accountability Rating (SAR) as a direct result of this 

grant, and 6% reported a reduction in the number of students on ILPs.   

While all grantees were able to report on student gains at some level, many also reported 

specific areas where students had not made gains.   Several grantees accounted for this lack of 

gains due to the implementation of instructional strategies in a new curriculum.  One grantee was 

able to phrase this process simply: 

�We believe that the new math curriculum will, in the upcoming years, create an 
increase in our math CSAP scores.  This first year of implementation of a new 
curriculum is difficult, and we believe that our familiarity and comfort with the 
curriculum will be reflected in substantially higher CSAP scores.�   

 
Still, the overall grantee response to student gains was overwhelmingly positive: 
 

�Overall, gains seem evident.  We still have room for improvement, and we are 
concentrating a great deal of effort on improving our writing and math 
instruction and scores, while continuing to strengthen our reading.� 

 
Other Progress made in relation to Goals: 

When asked to report on other progress made, a couple grantees reported on specific and 

positive behavioral changes in the students while others reported on the recognition they had 

received as a result of these professional development funds.  Still, overwhelmingly that which 

grantees reported was the overall effect that these professional development funds had made in 

their schools.  One grantee reported that: 

�As a result of the grant�s plan, we now have instructional decisions based on 
math assessment results.  Teachers have differentiated their instruction to meet 
the individual needs of students.  Dialogue across grade levels has increased 
and as a school we have focus and plan for improving math instruction and 
student learning.� 

 
Still others reported: 

 
�As a result of this work and effort I can see our staff members working much 

more as a team and sharing their strategies and results.  I also witness many 
more teaching strategies being utilized in the classroom when trying to reach 
all students.  There seems to be more concerns for those students struggling to 
master different concepts and how to get those concepts across to the students.�  

 
�The greatest result, aside from improved student achievement, has been the 

sense that we, as a staff, are all headed in the same direction.  This money has 
provided opportunities for teachers to grow, mentor one another, and impact 
student learning.�  
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Is the TDG program having an impact? 
 

In addition to reporting on the status of the goals and activities, Grantees were asked to 

answer, �yes� (where no answer = �no�) to a series of questions related to positive impacts.  

Specifically, Grantees were asked questions pertaining to three areas of Impact: 

• Was there a Positive Impact on school level practices and procedures? 
• Was there a Positive Impact of teacher�s knowledge, attitudes, or behaviors? 
• Was there a Positive Impact of student�s attitudes, behaviors, or academic performance? 

 
It is important to note that all grantees noted at least two positive impacts in each of the three 

possible levels; school, teacher, and student.   

School Impact: 

As can be seen from the chart below, there was an obviously positive impact at the school 

level as seen through the eyes of the grantee.  As a direct positive result of this grant, 96% of 

grantees responded that �yes� there had been an increased alignment across the board with 

standards.   At a minimum, 68% saw positive impacts at the opportunity to add teacher leaders or 

implementation facilitators to their schools.    

Many Grantees commented on the changes in school climate from an overall perspective 

down to the level that teachers were witnessing individually in their classrooms as a positive 

impact in the schools.  As two Grantees noted: 

�Thank you, thank you, thank you, thank you. 



Colorado Teacher Development Grants: Synthesis of Cohort II Reports (January, 2004) page 17 
 

Positive Impact of Teacher's Knowledge, Attitudes, 
and/or Behaviors

50
%

55
%

60
%

65
%

70
%

75
%

80
%

85
%

90
%

95
%

10
0%

Teachers Engaged in Discussion Groups

Teachers Observing/Evaluating other Classrooms

Teachers using Data Driven Decision Making

Changed Expectations for Students and Other
Teachers

Teachers Implementing New Strategies

Specific and Positive Comments from Teachers

Percent of Grantees

 

   I feel like I am working in a new school.  The excitement generated by our 
professional development has changed the school climate completely!  Teachers 
feel rewarded and validated.  Teachers who have received intensive staff 
development are energized and amazed with their own personal growth.  I am 
certain that we can keep moving towards our goal of total usage.  I feel very 
positive that we have made a huge step towards developing a site-based 
capacity for sustained improvement.� 

 
�This was an incredible stepping stone for our school as a learning community. 

We changed our school times to increase teacher development and planning 
time, purchased texts for students, attended conferences and grew tremendously 
as a community. Learning has been our entire school focus for all stakeholders. 
We continue our learning now through book groups and weekly staff 
development opportunities.� 

 

Other impacts at the school level which were commented on by the Grantees was the impact 

on  school wide planning and future steps of professional development as a result of their 

experience over the past two years: 

�Implementation of this grant has had a long-term effect on how future teacher 
development will be planned.  It proved to us the importance of on-going 
coaching, site visitation, and follow-up training.� 

 

Teacher Impact:   

As might be expected, Grantees were overwhelmingly positive about the impact that this 

grant had not only on teacher�s knowledge, but their attitudes and behaviors as well.  As a direct 

positive result of this grant, 100% of Grantees could report hearing specific and positive 
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comments from teachers.  As well, 100% of grantees could report on the positive impact of 

teachers implementing new strategies.  At a minimum, 88% of grantees reported teachers 

positively engaged in discussion groups with other teachers.    

�Teacher response was overwhelmingly positive� was a comment repeated several different 

ways several different times.  Grantees also commented that �This training has been invaluable� 

when looking at the impact on both the school and teacher level of this grant.   

�Overwhelmingly our teacher participants have expressed gratitude for the 
teacher development training and are enthusiastic to continue coursework 
should we be able to fund a continuation of our efforts.� 

5 

 

Some grantees were able to look at feedback from specific and focused trainings and glean 

some insight as to the impact that this grant had in those areas: 

�Teacher workshop feedback and feedback on the entire year�s work was 
overwhelmingly positive.  Teachers were able to list many ways that writing has 
taken on a new shape or form in their classrooms.  In addition, teachers said 
that their perceptions about writing have changed and that it will take on a 
more significant role in the content instruction in the future.� 

 
 �Teachers have made big gains in their understanding of how to use data as a 

planning tool.  Teachers are working as teams using data to lead them.� 
 

Consortia grantees saw the impact that this grant could have district-wide, not only from a 

cross curriculum standpoint, but also from a longitudinal standpoint when looking at a student�s 

learning experience over the course of the differing levels.  
 

�This grant has had a major impact on middle school math and language arts 
teachers.  The two departments have not only received extensive training but 
have learned how to collaborate on a school-wide and a district-wide basis.  
Thank you for giving [District] middle school teachers the opportunity to learn 
and to grow professionally.� 

 
�There are consistent strategies implemented by middle school math and 

language arts teachers in addressing math communication.  Some of these 
strategies have been implemented in other courses as well.  District-wide 
collaboration and school-wide collaboration has increased considerably since 
the inception of the grant.  High school teachers are now being introduced to 
the concepts and strategies learned by the middle school teachers in order to 
ensure continued progress when students attend high school.� 
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Student Impact:  

Reporting a positive impact on student�s attitudes, behaviors, and/or academic performance 

is similar to reporting on student gains. The chart below is very similar to the chart found on 

page 14.  It is hard to be certain that any positive student impacts are a direct result of activities 

made possible through the TD grant.  However, as discussed in the next section, it is important to 

begin looking for a trend between professional development and student gains.  Looking at the 

chart below we can see that 92% of grantees were able to report on improved assessment results 

(outside of CSAP) and 88% were able to report at some level an improvement in CSAP scores.  

At a minimum, 40% of the grantees were able to report that fewer students were on ILPs.   

Often grantees that reported an impact on student measures tended to report on teacher and 

school level changes as well, suggesting a more systemic approach to student gains.  Several  

grantees made these comments on student impacts:    

 �Our writing has improved tremendously, partly due to the opportunities 
afforded by this grant to seek specialized professional development in writing 
and providing materials and ongoing professional development to teachers.  We 
will continue to sustain this growth with the materials and strategies learned 
through these opportunities.� 
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�The teacher development grant has helped us explore avenues that we would not 
have been able to afford.  I feel that our academic gains are a testament to the 
grant.� 

 
 �With the data-driven decision making skills that the staff received, the staff has 

been able to look at data and make decisions of how to affect a student�s 
performance for a greater positive gain in achievement.� 

 
Sometimes the line between school, teacher, and student impact can become very narrow, as 

one consortium grantee reported: 

�At one school we had almost 100% of the teachers participate (all but two 
teachers), and that is where we see the largest gains in our student scores.  
Looking at the CSAP as one measure, we saw gains at three of the four schools.  
The largest gain was made at the school that had the largest portion of their 
staff participate.� 

 
One grantee reported on student impacts that they hoped to see in the future: 

 
�We hope to include placing CSAP data in the hands of our individual students 

and the advisor/teacher and then the student working to develop his/her own 
study plan for achievement gains and improvements.  Students making 
instructional and achievement decisions based on their own data is pretty 
exciting indeed.� 

 
In terms of linking professional development directly to student impacts, one school  

 

commented that: 
 
�We believe 100% all faculty members have made direct instructional changes to 

increase the use of greater teaching and learning strategies that offers greater 
differentiation and more learning opportunities for students.� 
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Does Professional Development Benefit Students? 
Another way to look for school, teacher and student impact is to examine CSAP data - 

comparing the percentage of students who were identified as proficient and advanced in the TDG 

Schools with the percentage at the State level, by content area at the different grade levels.  

There is some logic in doing such a comparison.  If we assume that TDG schools are paying 

particular attention to improving the quality of teaching (as evidenced by the number of schools 

that reported additional professional development resources), and that they are focusing their 

efforts in specific content areas (e.g., reading and writing), then a comparison of their results 

with the results of all Colorado schools might provide some insight into the impact of such a 

strategy.   

Regardless of whether the percentage of advanced and proficient students in the TDG 

schools is lower or higher than the percentage at State level, the comparison of this percentage 

within TDG schools over time offers an opportunity to look for a �professional development 

effect� in schools that are systematically using professional development to improve practice (or 

at least consistency of practice).  While in some instances it may be too early to expect a 

relationship between TDG professional development activities and student performance, the fact 

that 90% of these schools indicated they were using other professional development resources 

during the course of the two year grant supports the validity of looking for a �professional 

development effect.�  The analysis on the following page, designed to look for a possible 

correlation between teacher learning and student learning, can not prove a cause and effect 

relationship between TDG and CSAP scores.  It is intended to begin the process of looking for a 

relationship. 

These charts on the following pages are an analysis of 2002 and 2003 CSAP data, 

comparing the data for TDG schools with the data at the State level for percent of students 

scoring proficient or advanced.  The 2002 CSAP data should be viewed as baseline data since 

most TDG Grantees began their professional development efforts during the spring or summer of 

2002. Teacher Development Grants were to focus on reading, writing, math or science.  The 

charts look at the four focus areas at varying school levels.   
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The table to the right is a 

summary of how many TDG 

schools participated per grade 

level represented in the following 

three charts examining CSAP 

below and on the following page.  

For example, 17 of the TDG 

elementary schools reported that their focus was on reading, and so when looking at the TDG 

percentage of proficient and advanced for 3rd and 5th Grade (over both years) it is only 

representing these 17 TDG schools.  Science is only tested statewide in the eighth grade and so 

even though 13 schools reported a focus on science, only the scores from five schools were 

ultimately used to determine the percentage represented in the chart on the following page.   

[Please note that the following three charts all have a scale of 20% to 80% Proficient & Advanced and that 
the percentages at the state level are not excluding TDG schools.]   
 

Reading:  Overall, reading has 

the highest percentages of 

students scoring at proficient 

and advanced levels both 

statewide and within TDG 

schools.  TDG schools� student 

performance was comparable 

to State student performance at 

the 7th and 9th Grade levels, but 

is slightly lower at the 3rd and 

5th Grade levels.  However, at 

the 3rd and 5th Grade TDG levels there was improvement in percentages from 2002 to 2003, 

which may or may not be an indication of a �professional development effect�. 

 

Writing:  At the 3rd, 5th, and 9th Grade levels, TDG school student performance is very 

comparable to statewide performance, with TDG school percentages significantly higher than the 

Table 3:  How TDG CSAP Percentages were determined 
by numbers of Schools reporting at level 

 Number of 
Grantees 

Number of 
Schools 

Schools by Grades/Level 
 

  (duplicated counts) 
   3rd & 5th  

Elementary 
7th  

Middle  
9th  

High  
Reading 26 29 17 8 8 
Writing 36 69 37 28 13 
Math 25 113 54 39 36 
Science 7 13  5 (8th)  
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M ath
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state percentage at the 7th Grade 

level.  At all TDG levels there 

was an improvement in 

percentages from 2002 to 2003.  

At the 7th and 9th Grade levels, 

TDG schools were actually able 

to bridge and surpass the gap 

between TDG percentages and 

statewide percentages.   

 

Math:  TDG schools seemed to 

be working hard to bridge the gap between TDG percentages and statewide percentages at the 5th 

Grade level and at the 7th and 9th Grade levels TDG schools have surpassed this gap yet there 

was still improvement from 2002 to 2003.  Overall, TDG schools made significant 

improvements in percentages from 2002 to 2003, which is encouraging since 72% of schools 

reported that Math was the focus of this grant and for 53% of the schools it was the sole focus.   

 

Science:   

The percentages for 

Science at the TDG level 

were not as encouraging 

with both the gap between 

TDG school percentages 

and statewide percentages 

increasing over the two 

years as well as no 

improvement from 2002 to 

2003 in the TDG schools.  As mentioned earlier only five schools are included in this percentage 

and none of the grantees reported Science as being the sole focus of the grant, in fact, all 13 

schools which indicated science as their focus also indicated the other three focus areas. 
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Overall Impressions of the TD Grant: 
 

Administration and Online Reporting:   

Feedback about the administration of the grant was overwhelmingly positive.  Many 

grantees made comments on the flexibility and ease of administration: 

�This grant has been a wonderful asset to our school, which has rather limited 
resources.  We have benefited greatly in being able to provide for participation 
in outstanding conferences and seminars.  It has also been a grant that has been 
easy to administer, with the flexibility it has had. We have been extremely happy 
that we have been recipients of the Teacher Development Grant.� 

 
�This grant has been SO EASY to administer and report.  Thank you!!!!!�   
 

As well, many grantees commented specifically on CDE�s administration of the grant 

including final reporting requirements: 

�CDE staff has been very receptive and supportive and we thank you!� 
 
�The online form submittal is very user friendly and time efficient. It is helpful to 

be able to access and revise as needed. Thank you.� 
 

Grantee Recommendations: 

 A couple recommendations made by the grantees regarded CDE to district administration.  

One charter school felt that communications should be dealt with at the school level rather than 

with the district.  Several schools had trouble in regards to reporting and budget requirements 

with the difficulty lying in the lack of communication between districts and schools. 

Overall, grantees were very appreciative of being recipients of this grant.  Furthermore, many 

grantees recommended a continuation of professional development grant opportunities for 

schools.  One grantee was able to summarize the impact and future of their school based on 

having been recipients of this grant program: 

 �Professional Development makes a profound difference in our classrooms. It 
also positively affects our school, district, and classroom climate.  Our plan 
allows teachers to emerge as leaders, and to improve in a number of ways. 
Teachers affect their own change.  Classroom collaboration and reflection are 
a part of every training and session.  Our documentation has shown us that 
teachers learned a great deal and implemented changes in their classrooms. 
Teacher response was overwhelmingly positive.  This grant has allowed us to 
honor teachers by compensating them for the time and energy they spend over 
and above the requirements of teaching in the classroom.  We will continue with 
our Professional Development plan in much the same way, even after our grant 
funding runs out, because we have experienced the excitement and success of 
the program.� 


