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Project Summary   
Gresham-Barlow School District (GBSD) began implementation of its MHCRC TechSmart grant during 

the 2016-17 school year (SY 16-17) with kindergarten through third grade classes at North Gresham 

Grade School and Kelly Creek Elementary School. The grant focuses on the literacy achievement gap, 

specifically for students of color, English Language Development (ELD) students, students with 

disabilities, and students living in poverty. GBSD is providing a full-time, on-site coaching from an 

Instructional Technology Coach (ITC) at each school, coupled with other PD opportunities and classroom 

technology supports over four school years. GBSD intends to use these pilot schools’ learnings and 

evaluation to build a well-vetted plan, systems, and resources to scale successful literacy instructional 

strategies and practices district-wide. GBSD’s progress during SY 17-18 is presented below in terms of 

the seven essential factors for effective transformation to a technology-rich teaching and learning 

environment. 

Methods 
A general description of the methods included in the TechSmart evaluation is included in the introduction 

to the full report. Data collection efforts for SY 17-18 in Gresham-Barlow School District are summarized 

below.  

Teacher Survey 

PRE designed a survey that was administered online to teachers in August of 2017 and April of 2018. 

Twenty-nine teachers completed the beginning of year survey and twenty-one teachers completed the 

year-end survey.   

Teacher Interviews 

PRE conducted phone interviews with three teachers from Kelly Creek Elementary School and three 

teachers from North Gresham Elementary School.   

District Leader Interviews 

PRE conducted phone interviews in spring 2018 with four district leaders: the Director of Teaching and 

Learning, the North Gresham Principal and ITC, and the Kelly Creek ITC. 

Leadership Rubric 

The leadership rubric was completed by The North Gresham Principal and ITC and the Kelly Creek ITC. 

Student Achievement Data 

The impact of the TechSmart grant investment at GBSD is being examined through a quasi-experimental 

comparison group design which uses a concurrent Comparison Group of students. For this concurrent 

cohort analysis, the Treatment Cohort includes students who were kindergarteners in SY 16-17 (Cohort 1) 

at Kelly Creek and North Gresham during Year 1 of the TechSmart funding, and the concurrent 

Comparison Group was created from the SY 16-17 kindergarteners at Highland and Powell Valley. These 

two comparison schools were chosen to be the most well-match to Kelly Creek and North Gresham in 
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terms of student composition and achievement. As data become available, we will add Treatment Cohorts 

and continue to compare to the SY 16-17 concurrent Comparison Cohort. For SY 17-18, outcomes 

include ELPA and DIBELS scores for Cohort 1 and the Comparison Cohort. 

DIBELS assessment data are collected for the purpose of informing teachers where their students stand 

with their odds of achieving certain literacy outcomes. According to researchers from the University of 

Oregon, reviewing these outcomes is an important step in the Outcomes Driven Model of early literacy 

problem solving.1 This model uses assessments like DIBELS as part of a feedback loop that operates 

within each classroom each year, serving as a tool for teachers to reevaluate their lesson plans and 

strategies. For this reason, the assessment is not intended to compare students from year to year. While 

examining students’ DIBELS scores next to those of the Comparison Cohort gives a general picture of 

where students stand in their early literacy skills, these outcomes cannot establish a causal relationship 

between technology integration and literacy outcomes.  

One of the longer-term outcomes of the TechSmart Initiative is to reduce the achievement gap by 

improving academic outcomes for LEP learners, Special Education students, and students of color. These 

are referred to as “student subgroups.” The TechSmart Initiative Logic Model uses “Common Criteria” 

for identifying promising and effective instructional strategies and practices. The criteria include, among 

others: 

• Promote progress for all student subgroups in achieving outcomes. (Promising) 

• Indicate promise as a means of closing the achievement gap. (Promising) 

• Correlate with measurable improvement for a student cohort in an AHR academic outcome area. 

(Effective) 

• Be validated in multiple settings and with additional student cohorts. (Effective) 

• Indicate evidence of reducing the achievement gap among student subgroups. (Effective) 

In order to assess progress toward reducing the achievement gap, student outcomes for each subgroup will 

be examined over time for Treatment and Comparison Cohorts. Figure 1 shows the student subgroups for 

the Treatment and concurrent Comparison Cohorts for SY 16-17 kindergarteners. Table 1 below details 

the number of students in the Treatment Cohort and the Comparison Group by year.  

Table 1. Treatment and Historical Comparison Group Sample Size 
Cohort 1 Comparison Group 

Year N Year N 

2016-17 (K) 170 2016-17 (K) 166 

2017-18 (1st) 155 2017-18 (1st) 144 

 

Figure 1 below presents each cohort broken down by at-risk subgroup. Students were categorized into 

subgroups based on their subgroup affiliation in kindergarten. As shown in Figure 1, there were a slightly 

higher percentages of at-risk students in the Comparison Group.  

 

                                                      
1 Good, R. H., Kaminski, R. A., Smith, S., Simmons, D., Kame'enui, E., & Wallin, J. (In press). Reviewing 

outcomes: Using DIBELS to evaluate a school's core curriculum and system of additional intervention in 

kindergarten. In S. R. Vaughn & K. L. Briggs (Eds.), Reading in the classroom: Systems for observing teaching and 

learning. Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes. 
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Figure 2 presents the race ethnicity of each cohort based on the data recorded for each student in 

kindergarten. Cohort 1 and the Comparison Cohort are showing similar percentages in each category of 

race and ethnicity with the exception of the Latino subgroup. The Comparison Cohort has 9% more 

Latino students. 

 

 

 

 
 

 

18.8%
15.9%

44.7%

24.7%

17.5%

47.0%

Limited English Proficiency Special Education Students of Color

Figure 1. GBSD At-Risk Subgroups 

Cohort 1 (n = 170) Comparison (n = 166)

26.5%

4.1% 1.2%
4.7%

8.2%

55.3%

35.5%

3.0% 3.0% 1.2% 4.2%

53.0%

Latino Black Native
American &

Alaska Native

Asian & Pacific
Islander

Multi-Racial White

Figure 2. GBSD Race/Ethnicity

Cohort 1 (n = 170) Comparison (n = 166)
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Findings 
The findings from the SY 17-18 evaluation at GBSD are presented below and organized by the seven 

factors identified as essential for schools to effectively transform into technology-rich teaching and 

learning environments. 

Teaching Effectiveness 
Districts support regular, inclusive and shared professional development among 

teachers. 

Teachers and leaders interviewed as part of GBSD’s SY 17-18 evaluation described the PD provided 

through the TechSmart grant as a mix of small group and individualized PD opportunities. One principal 

emphasized the importance of the differentiation their PD model allows: “The key to all of it has really 

been differentiated PD. We haven’t done a lot of PD with the whole staff all together all getting the same 

information. It has been more about ‘Where is this team or individual at and what are their next steps?’”  

 

Small group PD occurred in various forms including on-site team trainings, ITC classroom modeling, and 

Tech Walks. Individualized PD took the form of a full-time, onsite ITC at each school who offered a 

significant amount of support for technology integration throughout the year. Teachers emphasized the 

importance of having an ITC that was onsite and always willing to provide support. Teachers made 

positive comments about how their ITCs were available when they wanted to delve deeper into their 

technology instruction and to provide one-on-one instruction upon request. Teachers specifically noted 

that without their ITC they would not have been able to make progress towards improving student 

academic outcomes due to the overwhelming nature of using the technology to support instruction. On the 

year-end status report, the Director of Teaching and Learning noted that between January and June, over 

140 informal professional learning opportunities took place in GBSD. These included co-planning, co-

teaching, and ITC modeling in classrooms. Professional learning sessions focused on various applications 

including: Screencastify, Journeys, SeeSaw, Kidblog, Green Screen videos, and Google Classroom.  

 

Table 2 summarizes the amount of group and individual PD that teachers received by the end of SY 17-

18. The year-end survey data shows that teachers actually spent more time in group PD than in individual 

PD, despite rating the individualized PD as more useful. Eighty percent (80.0%) of teachers reported 

receiving at least nine hours of group PD while 57.1% reported receiving less than nine hours of 

individualized PD.  

Table 2. GBSD Hours of PD  
Hours of PD Group PD 

(n = 20) 

Individual PD 

(n = 21) 

0 hours 0.0% 0.0% 

1-8 hours 20.0% 57.1% 

9–16 hours 50.0% 23.8% 

17–32 hours 25.0% 19.0% 

33+ hours 5.0% 0.0% 
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When asked to rate the usefulness of the group PD versus the individualized PD, the majority of teachers 

rated both forms of PD as very useful, with only slightly more teachers rating individualized PD as very 

useful compared to group PD (see Figure 3). In addition, 28.6% of teachers rated the individualized PD as 

extremely useful.  

 

How is the professional development impacting teacher instruction? 

Section Highlights: 

Professional development has contributed to an overall increase in technology use from SY 16-17 to SY 

17-18 as more teachers are using technology to support instruction. This evaluation question includes the 

following outcomes: 1) PD has helped teachers increase the use of technology for evidence-based 

instructional practices, 2) PD has helped teachers use technology to differentiate instruction, and 3) PD 

has helped teachers use technology to analyze and use data about student learning. Teacher survey data 

shows that all three outcomes improved from SY 16-17 to SY 17-18. Interviews support this trend with 

all teachers reporting increased use and the importance of PD. The survey data shows that teachers’ 

technology skill levels have improved substantially since last year.  

As described in the methods section, PRE interviewed both teachers and leaders to assess the impact of 

the PD activities on teachers’ instruction. In their interview, the Director of Teaching and Learning noted 

that there has been a noticeable improvement in SY 17-18 in how teachers are using technology in the 

classroom and one principal emphasized the growing confidence seen in their teachers as a result of the 

support and resources provided by the TechSmart grant:  

A year ago many of our teachers were kind of scared of technology, either scared kids 

were going to break it, or not take care of it, or their own fear in how to support 

students with using it. And then that confidence grew and staff were becoming much 

more comfortable and confident with it. This year we have just totally taken off. I see 

a lot more innovation with teachers. I see a lot more true integration in terms of how 

assignments are provided to students and opportunities students have to respond 

through technology.  

10.0%
25.0%

60.0%

5.0%0.0% 4.8%

66.7%

28.6%

Somewhat useful Moderately useful Very Useful Extremely useful

Figure 3. GBSD End of Year Teacher Ratings of PD Usefulness 

Group PD (n = 20) Individualized PD (n = 21)
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The survey asked teachers how effective the PD model has been in impacting their instruction. The 

majority of teachers had positive opinions of the PD model including the coaching provided by the grant. 

While most teachers had positive opinions of the PD resources, one teacher reported barriers regarding 

district support and access to technology resources (see Table 3).  

Table 3. Effectiveness of the PD Model at GBSD 

 

“Having a technology coach has been extremely valuable in helping me change my instruction.” 

“It has changed the way I teach on a daily basis.” 

“I would not have been able to integrate technology to the degree I have over the past two years 
without the grant and the coaching received.” 

“It was very effective. The ability to provide my students with one to one devices has greatly changed 
my instruction. I found that I was able to better engage students and vary the delivering of my 

instruction based on the needs of my students.” 

“It has been fantastic getting to learn about all of the resources out there and being able to pick the 
ones that fit with my teaching style. Since we have one-to-one technology, It also pushed me to be 

using it more effectively.” 

“The technology materials and having a technology coach have been very effective. However, we have 
found it difficult to implement many of our ideas due to restrictions from the district, as well as having 

a Smart Board that is does not function reliably.” 

Figure 4 shows that by the end of the second year of implementation, there were notable increases in the 

percentage of teachers who indicated that they plan technology-related activities to improve students’ 

basic skills, seek out activities using technology, and alter instructional use of classroom technology 

based upon the newest applications and research. It is important to note that percentage of teachers 

responding “true of me” or “very true of me” to these technology integration items has consistently 

increased since the beginning of SY 16-17.   
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During interviews, teachers commented on their use of technology to support new instructional 

techniques. All teachers reported that they are integrating more technology as a result of the grant and 

most teachers reported using technology daily to support instruction. While all teachers discussed how 

implementing technology in their classrooms has enhanced their teaching, they also acknowledge that the 

implementation would not have been as effective without support from their ITC. One teacher explained:  

The PD has been highly effective. I can’t imagine not having a coach or the 

opportunities to see some of this in action and practice with it myself before 

presenting it to my students. Without those things it would be overwhelming and not 

effective as a strategy for my students. 

 

On the beginning and year-end surveys, teachers rated the extent to which they are using technology for 

evidence-based instruction, to differentiate instruction, and to analyze data about student learning. Figure 

5 shows that by the end of SY 17-18, there was a noteworthy increase in the percentage of teachers that 

reported using technology to support each of these instructional practices. Teachers’ reported rates of 

technology use for evidence based instruction and to differentiate instruction have increased from SY 16-

17 to SY 17-18. Teachers reported substantial gains in the amount of time they use technology for 

evidence-based instruction and to analyze data about student learning over the course of SY 17-18.   

17.2%

17.2%

32.2%

20.6%

33.4%

19.1%

61.9%

45.0%

I alter my instructional use of classroom  technology based
upon the newest application and research on teaching,

learning, and standards-based curriculum.

I integrate the most current research on teaching and
learning when using classroom technology.

I plan technology-related activities in my classroom that
will improve my students'  basic skills (e g  reading, writing,

math computation).

I seek out activities that promote increased problem-
solving and critical thinking using classroom technology.

Figure 4. GBSD Instructional Strategies
(% True of Me/Very True of Me)  

Beginning of Year 2 (n = 28-29) End of Year 2 (n = 20-21)



 

PACIFIC RESEARCH & EVALUATION, LLC    |    PG. 9 

 

Gresham-Barlow School District 

 
In interviews, teachers frequently commented on the use of technology to differentiate their teaching and 

individualize students’ learning in ways that had previously been difficult and nearly impossible with 

large classes. One teacher explained how this has impacted her first-grade classroom:  

I can individualize more than I was able to before, especially in first grade. They need 

you to help them a lot, and using the technology, I’m able to have them work on their 

own and I can work more with groups of kids. They’re still able to work and be 

productive, and they’re still learning using technology, and I don’t have to be with 

them all at the exact same moment. 

Teachers reported their technology skill level on the beginning and year-end surveys by rating themselves 

at one of the following five levels:  

 

As illustrated in Figure 6, there was an increase in teachers’ self-reported technology skill level during SY 

17-18 with a large percentage of teachers moving from a Level 3 to a Level 4. By spring 2018, 100.0% of 

teachers rated themselves as Level 3 and above. With 48% of teachers rating themselves at a Level 3 in 

the SY 16-17 evaluation, technology skill development can be seen as an area of significant growth 

during this school year.   

41.3%

58.6%

48.2%

85.7%

80.9%

85.7%

I use technology for evidence-based instruction.

I use technology to differentiate instruction.

I use technology to analyze data about student
learning.

Figure 5. GBSD Instructional Technology Use 
(% A Moderate Amount/A Great Deal)

Beginning of Year 2 (n = 29) End of Year 2  (n = 21)

Level 1: I get someone else to do technology-based tasks for me.  

Level 2: I accomplish assigned tasks, but I am more efficient when I don't use technology to do a job.  

Level 3: I have enough skills to complete the management and communication tasks expected of me 

and occasionally will choose to use technology to accomplish something I choose.  

Level 4: I use a variety of technology tools, and I use them efficiently for all aspects of my job.  

Level 5: I use technology efficiently, effectively, and in creative ways to accomplish my job.  
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One teacher noted that although the frequency is varied across teachers, everyone is using technology to 

some degree: “Some people are using lots and lots of technology whereas other people are just kind of 

sticking their toe in the water. Everyone that I know of uses technology, it just varies how much.” A 

district ITC echoed this during their interview, stating: 

We still have folks who are in the replacement mode. They’re doing things that could 

be done with paper and pencil but they’re now doing it on a drive. But this year, 

we’ve really seen more teachers doing things that you couldn’t do without 

technology. 

 

What new instructional strategies are teachers reporting? 

Section Highlights: 

After two years of implementation, teachers are reporting the use of several devices and applications to 

support instruction and most commonly report using technology to support classroom planning and 

preparation and to engage students in learning. Evaluation results also show that instructional strategies 

are emerging at GBSD. The most common instructional strategies noted by teachers are the use of 

technology to differentiate instruction and for small group instruction.  

Table 4 presents results from the rubric designed to rate the use of technology to support instruction. 

Aggregate teacher self-ratings for the rubric as well as the aggregate ratings from one principal and two 

ITCs thinking about “TechSmart teachers as a whole” are presented below. The element of the rubric with 

the highest rating by teachers was “using technology to engage students in learning” and “using 

technology to support planning and preparation” for teachers. The leaders reported higher ratings for 

teachers as a whole on every item of the rubric than teachers reported for themselves. Leaders agreed that 

engaging students in learning and planning and preparation were the aspects of instruction where teachers 

were most often using technology to support instruction. These two items received the highest ratings by 

both teachers and leaders in the SY 16-17 evaluation as well.   

10.3%

41.4%

44.8%

3.4%

23.8%

66.7%

9.5%

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Level 5

Figure 6. GBSD Teachers' Technology Skill Level 

Beginning of Year 2 (n = 29) End of Year 2  (n = 21)
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Table 4. Technology Used for Supporting Instructional Practices 
(1 = Not at all, 2 = Very Little, 3 = Somewhat, 4 = To a Great Extent) 

  

Teacher Survey  

Leadership 

Rubric Survey 

(n = 3) 

Planning and Preparation 3.45 (n = 20) 3.67 

Managing Classroom Procedures 3.15 (n = 20) 3.00 

Organizing Physical Space 2.78 (n = 18) 3.00 

Communicating with Students 2.90 (n = 20) 3.00 

Using Questioning and Discussion Techniques 2.80 (n = 20) 3.33 

Engaging Students in Learning 3.65 (n = 20) 4.00 

Using Assessment in Instruction 3.20 (n = 20) 3.33 

Demonstrating Flexibility and Responsiveness 3.37 (n = 19) 3.00 

 

The rubric also asked teachers and leaders to “Provide examples of how teachers used technology to 

support instruction for at-risk sub-groups (students of color, English Language Learners (ELL), SPED, 

low SES) in the areas defined above.” The English Language Development program implemented in 

GBSD is referred to as ELL and will be referred to as such throughout this report. ITCs who completed 

the rubric provided examples of how the technology has supported instruction with ELL students. One 

ITC shared “students are able to practice speaking and listening by recording themselves on the 

Chromebook. They are able to check their progress by listening to their recordings and scoring them on a 

rubric.” Another ITC also mentioned the use of voice recording and voice to text tools with ELL students 

as well as, “using digital programs that allow for visual expression such as Book Creator and Seesaw.” 

Overall, both ITCs expressed positive opinions regarding the use of technology to support students from 

at-risk sub-groups as highlighted in an interview: 

Overall, our students in each subgroup are utilizing technology for rich and targeted 

learning, specifically in English Language Acquisition. This is helping to decrease the 

knowledge and access gaps that exist between our subgroups and students coming 

from more privileged backgrounds. 

Leaders who completed the rubric also provided examples of how technology is being used to support 

new instructional practices and several highlighted the practice of differentiating instruction. One 

principal wrote, “Various apps and resources are used to differentiate and provide instruction to students. 

I would say there is less of this with the youngest students, but they are still doing a lot with tech.” An 

ITC mentioned how teachers have used applications and resources to gather assessment data to allow for 

better differentiation for students. The ITC explained, “Several teachers are using results from programs 

like Kahoot and Quizlet to inform their small group instruction to address specific student needs.” 

According to the mid-year status support, teachers have had success differentiating instruction when using 

SeeSaw in their classroom.  

The year-end survey asked teachers to provide up to three examples of instructional strategies that have 

been particularly effective in their classrooms and to rate them on a scale of one to five. Some teachers 

responded to this question by listing the technology supports that they were using to alter instruction. The 

most common tools reported are listed in Table 5 along with the average effectiveness rating.  
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Table 5. New Technology Being Used for Instruction  

Technology Supports Year-end Effectiveness Rating 

Google Slides and Slideshow Presentations  3.67 (n = 3) 

SeeSaw  4.00 (n = 2) 

iPads and Devices to Record Oral Language  4.00 (n = 2) 

Book Creator  4.00 (n = 1) 

SMART Boards  3.00 (n = 1) 

During interviews, teachers and leaders gave examples of technology supports and how they are using 

them in their classes or schools. Seesaw, SMART Boards, Chromebooks, Kahoot!, Google Classroom, 

and digital libraries were mentioned by teachers and leaders as a commonly and successfully used 

technology supports. One teacher mentioned using multiple technology supports regularly to support 

different learning styles and to differentiate for leveled lessons: 

I will have the students use apps like Seesaw to model their learning in a different way 

where they can explain with words, writing, or drawing, so it supports many different 

learners. I also use the apps Storyline Online and Epic! books to differentiate reading 

levels and build curricular sets that are based on what we are doing in class. In math 

we use i-Ready to support differentiation and targeted instruction for student learning. 

Aside from teachers listing the technology supports being used during the school year, teachers also 

provided examples of how the new technology is being used to support instruction on the year-end 

survey. Table 6 shows that the most common ways in which teachers report using the new technology to 

support instruction are differentiating instruction, for small group instruction, and for hands-on activities. 

Differentiating instruction through technology is emerging as a promising instructional strategy as 47.6% 

of teachers provided this as an example.  

Table 6. How New Technology is Being Used for Instruction 

Technology Supports Year-end Effectiveness Rating 

Differentiating Instruction  4.60 (n = 10) 

For small group instruction  4.00 (n = 8) 

For hands-on activities  3.67 (n = 6) 

For whole group lessons  2.67 (n = 3) 

For research and writing  4.00 (n = 3) 

For independent work  4.00 (n = 2) 

For formative assessment  5.00 (n = 1) 

For yoga and mindfulness  5.00 (n = 1) 

For social skills instruction  5.00 (n = 1) 

To enhance instruction  5.00 (n = 1) 

For self-regulation  4.00 (n = 1) 

For projects  5.00 (n = 1) 

For vocab instruction  5.00 (n = 1) 

For skills practice  3.00 (n = 1) 

To increase engagement  5.00 (n = 1) 
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How are the new instructional strategies impacting student engagement? 

Section Highlights: 

Results from the SY 17-18 evaluation provide evidence that the technology supported instruction is 

positively impacting student engagement. Teachers reported that technology increases student 

engagement because it is relevant to them, allows them to work at their own level, and allows them to 

take pride in their work due to the presence of an authentic audience. Teacher survey data shows that 

students’ comfort and capabilities with technology have increased from SY 16-17 to SY 17-18. 

During interviews, teachers and leaders were asked how technology integration has impacted student 

engagement and a few common themes emerged. Teachers and leaders explained that technology is 

relatable to students. It is something they are using frequently and understand well which leads to 

increased engagement. One teacher explained, “iPads are so second nature that most of the kids that come 

into kindergarten already knowing how to use them. They know how fun they are to use so they’re 

motivated by that.” Another teacher shared a similar observation:  

Technology is huge for this age group. These kids have always had technology in their 

lives and so it’s normal for them to have this as a way to learn. Whenever we’re able 

to take what we’re learning in class and apply it to an app, they’re very engaged, and 

they get very excited. 

Another theme that emerged in the interviews and is consistent throughout this evaluation was increased 

student engagement as a result of teachers having the ability to differentiate using technology. Teachers 

and leaders emphasized that students are much more engaged when their work is individualized and 

meets them at their own level. Finally, teachers who were interviewed emphasized that technology gives 

students the ability to present their work in new and creative ways. Teachers explained that the ability to 

create something unique and then to share it with an audience fosters engagement and encourages 

students to take pride in their work. One teacher explained how she has seen this in her classroom while 

using Seesaw: 

Kids are able to have an authentic audience for their work so they’re more engaged in 

the process of creation for whatever the task is. Knowing that their classmates will be 

looking at it, and their teacher can see it, and their mom can get on and look at it. 

The creation of an authentic audience has really been powerful. 

The mid-year status report provided additional information regarding the way in which the new 

instructional strategies are impacting student engagement. The report re-emphasized the points made 

above stating the importance of an authentic audience, technology as second nature, student choice and 

learning variety. Not only are students more engaged and enthusiastic about their learning, but the quality 

and quantity of their work has improved as well. The report also mentions improvements since the first 

year of the grant: 
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Their ability to collaborate online through viewing, reflecting, and commenting on 

each other’s work is very empowering for our students. They are visibly more 

competent and confident in using their Chromebooks and iPads this year than they 

were last year when we first began implementing the grant. 

 

On the year-end survey, teachers rated students’ comfort with using digital tools for learning, ability to 

choose the right tool for their task, and ability to work independently as it compares to the previous 

school year. Over 90% of teachers were in agreement that their students are more comfortable this year 

with using digital tools than their students in SY 16-17, and over half of the respondents reported being in 

agreement with the other two items regarding their students’ technology use (See Figure 7).  

 
The year-end status report provided several examples of how technology has impacted student 

engagement. In particular, the Director of Teaching and Learning reported that students are engaging with 

technology via digital collaboration, production and publication tools. The report emphasized the 

importance of authentic audiences in engaging students in new ways. According to the year-end status 

report, students are using tools like Google Classroom, SeeSaw, and GreenScreen. Some students have 

been using digital architectural design tools and coding software to program robots. The Director of 

Teaching and Learning explains the importance of these new tools as they relate to student engagement: 

Rather than just capturing their learning on a sheet of paper that is only seen by their 

teacher and maybe a few classmates, they now have a variety of tools they can use 

to generate content that expresses their ideas in ways that can instantly be shared 

with people around the globe. 

  

90.5%

70.0%

76.2%

My students are more comfortable using digital tools
for learning.

My students are more able to choose the right tool
for their task.

My students are more able to work independently.

Figure 7. GBSD Year-End Student Technology 
(% Agree/Strongly Agree)

End of Year 2  (n = 21)
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Are the new instructional strategies showing promise for improving academic 

outcomes? 

Section Highlights: 

Analysis of DIBELS data showed that the percentage of Cohort 1 students performing at benchmark in 

the spring of kindergarten was considerably higher than the Comparison Cohort. Although the percentage 

of Cohort 1 students at benchmark declined in 1st grade, it remained higher than the Comparison Cohort 

in 1st grade. Though this data does not point to technology positively impacting student outcomes at this 

time, more student achievement data is needed to more accurately assess these trends. Anecdotally, 

teachers and leaders from GBSD report seeing growth in their students. Students have become more 

engaged and shown more critical thinking skills when given the opportunity to express their thoughts in 

new ways using technology. Students have a better attitude towards learning and show more motivation 

when allowed to use technology. 

During the leadership interviews, one principal expressed that the priority of the leadership is that 

students are showing personal growth rather than increased assessment scores. The principal explains, 

“For us it’s about growth, and our students are showing growth. We feel like kids are engaging with 

content in a different way and we don’t know why we wouldn’t see that benefit in test scores at some 

point.” Other leaders and teachers have seen students’ growth as well. Specifically, teachers reported that 

technology gives their students the ability to express and explain their thoughts in a variety of ways, not 

just using conventional writing. ITC’s and teachers have seen this result in deeper thinking and critical 

thinking abilities in students. One ITC shared how she has seen this impact even the most disadvantaged 

students: 

When you give students who struggle an opportunity to explain their thinking in 

words versus writing that automatically is increasing what they’re learning and 

absorbing. That in itself has been a huge improvement in student learning. 

According to the interview results, students have shown better attitudes towards learning when 

technology is involved and have become more motivated by the opportunity to receive immediate 

feedback as well as to track their own growth. The ITCs reported an increase in student literacy and 

improvements in student outcomes using leveled math. The Director of Teaching and Learning explains 

how the change in students’ attitudes towards learning has impacted their literacy skills, “The more kids 

practice, the more their skills grow. And so, if they’re more authentically engaged because of the format 

and they’re doing more frequent and higher quality practice, we know that [the quality and quantity of 

writing] is going to increase.” 

Student Achievement Data 

As described in the methods section of this report, at this point in the evaluation PRE can present data for 

one Treatment Cohort and a Comparison Cohort. Table 7 below presents the data we have available at 

this time for each group.  
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Table 7. GBSD Student Achievement Data 

 Kindergarten 1st Grade 

GBSD Cohort 1 

(Kindergarten in SY 16-17) 

DIBELS 

ELPA 

DIBELS 

ELPA 

Comparison Cohort 

(Kindergarten in SY 16-17) 

DIBELS 

ELPA 

DIBELS 

ELPA 

DIBELS 

In SY 16-17, Gresham Barlow School District used the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 

(DIBELS) assessment for K-3 students. DIBELS are a set of procedures and measures for assessing the 

acquisition of early literacy skills from kindergarten through sixth grade. DIBELS data were available 

from the district through SY 17-18 and these results are presented in Figure 8 for Cohort 1 and the 

Comparison Cohort.  

 

For Cohort 1 students, DIBELS results showed that the percentage of students meeting benchmark 

decreased from 70.6% in spring of kindergarten to 60.3% in the spring of 1st grade. The percentage of 

Comparison Cohort students at benchmark showed little change from kindergarten to 1st grade, decreasing 

slightly but not as dramatically as for Cohort 1. Though Cohort 1 students showed a 10% decrease 

between time points, they still maintained higher percentages of students at benchmark than the 

Comparison Cohort in both years.  

 
 

Instructional practices show promise for improving student academic outcomes with at-

risk student subgroups (i.e., students of color, low SES, LEP, special education (or those 

with an Individualized Education Plan), and those not on track to meet academic 

standards).  

Section Highlights: 

Similar to the full group analysis of DIBELS data, the subgroup analyses showed that the percentage of 

Cohort 1 students performing at benchmark decreased from kindergarten to 1st grade. The DIBELS 

results are not particularly meaningful with only two years of data. Eighty-four percent (84.4%) of Cohort 

1 students scored at “Progressing” or above for the ELPA21 assessment compared to 67.5% of the 

Comparison Cohort. Teachers have provided various examples of how they have used technology to 

70.6%

60.3%

59.1% 56.7%

Kindergarten 1st Grade

Figure 8. Percentage of Students at Benchmark in the 

Spring on DIBELS Assessment

Cohort 1 (n = 136) Comparison (n = 127)
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support at-risk students in their classrooms. Teachers and leaders report that technology has been used to 

support students with special needs, language learners, and economically disadvantaged students. 

Teachers and leaders anticipate improved academic outcomes with at-risk students as a result of the 

technology implementation because of the differentiation it allows as well as its ability to level the 

playing field for all learners.  

 

As mentioned throughout this report, the TechSmart grant focuses on the literacy achievement gap, 

specifically for students of color, English Language Development (ELD) students, students with 

disabilities, and students living in poverty. Teachers and leaders provided multiple examples of how using 

technology to support new instructional practices is showing promise for improving academic outcomes 

with at-risk subgroups. On the survey, teachers were asked how they have supported the instruction of 

students belonging to at-risk subgroups using new technology. Table 8 includes quotes from some of 

these teachers’ responses.  

Table 8. GBSD Teachers’ Use of Technology Supported Instruction with At-Risk Subgroups 

 

“I use iPads to help ELL students record and reflect on language samples.  Epic books also lends itself 
to a wide variety of reading materials that reflect my students.” 

“Since my students have access to one-to-one devices, all students are able to learn typing skills and 
simple computer skills. This is extremely helpful when students are coming from a variety of 

backgrounds. It supports all learners and helps to close the achievement gap so that all learners have 
access to the same technology and supports.” 

“We have one to one Chromebooks which gives all students an equal chance to use technology who 
might not otherwise have that chance. I choose stories that have a wide variety of students of color as 

lead characters and also biographies of People of Color as examples of positive role models.” 

“All of the students I work with have a disability. It has been phenomenal seeing how independent 
students are using technology in their classrooms in order to access general education curriculum.” 

“Seesaw provides an entry point for all students. It includes a variety of ways in which students can 
share their thinking.” 

“With ELL students who are dual identified, they can use a feature to speak into the mic what they 
want to say and it types for them.” 

 

 

Leaders who participated in the interviews were asked whether the instructional practices show promise 

for improving student academic outcomes with at-risk student subgroups, and those not on track to meet 

academic standards. In addition to the examples that have been provided thus far in the report, teachers 

and leaders discussed how technology has made learning more accessible for the ELL and SPED students. 

One ITC explains that equity in general has been a priority in the district during the grant implementation 

process.  
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 ELL has been a huge focus with this tech grant. As far as students of color, one of our 

focuses as a school district has been equity, so we look at tech with that equity lens. 

Our students have been using Seesaw to present who they are, and using technology 

in a way that they’re comfortable has been something I’ve been working on with 

teachers.  

One way in which technology impacts the learning of their at-risk students is by leveling the playing field 

and creating equity among students. During their interviews, teachers and leaders discussed how the one-

to-one technology provided by the grant has started to eliminate some of the disadvantages caused by 

unequal access to technology. One teacher explained, 

So many of our students don’t have access to the same amount of technology at 

home. Their parents might have a smart phone but they don’t get to use it very much, 

or a couple of them might have tablets or a computer they can use, but it’s not an 

even playing field. Having a one-to-one makes a huge difference for these kids 

because they all have access to the technology. 

By having access to technology students are given access to a new abundance of resources. One teacher 

explained that she did not have the resources to fill her library with books that are representative of all of 

her students, however, using her Chromebooks she can access an online library full of books that 

represent all students in her classroom. Another teacher shared the impact of this new access to resources: 

“Our data is showing that in math and literacy, kids are achieving higher than they have been. I would 

like to think that it’s partly because of this grant that they are having the chance to access the educational 

tools that they might not have had before.” 

 

In addition to a broader range of available resources, teachers and leaders stressed the importance of 

allowing students to learn and share what they’ve learned using a variety of mediums. A few teachers and 

coaches shared about the gains they have seen with language learning students (ELL) using voice 

recording technology. One teacher shared what this looks like in her school; “They can listen to stories as 

well as read. For writing, they can speak into their devices to share what they’re learning. It really makes 

a big difference to everyone to have an equal opportunity to do the learning.” One ITC explained that in 

addition to voice recording exercises, applications such as Book Creator and Seesaw have been used to 

support language learners. Using technology in this way has led to increased verbal abilities, confidence, 

and comprehension, says one ITC. 

 

Students with special needs have also experienced personal gains by taking advantage of technology in 

this way. One ITC explained that she has seen increased motivation in autistic students when they use 

technology for their assignments. She has seen students with special needs begin to enjoy their learning 

where they hadn’t before by using visuals and narration to explain their learning. Another teacher 

explained that she has also seen improvement in her students with special needs by using Seesaw to break 

down the lessons into more easily digestible and interactive pieces: 
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I have a student in my class who is highly impacted with autism and he will fight 

doing any sort of writing and he also fights doing reading, but he loves to use the 

computer. He loves to use technology so he will do assignments on the computer and 

we can chunk it up into smaller sections for him. He’s doing the same thing, but 

modeling it in a different way. 

One GBSD principal explained that the technology integration combined with the district’s focus on 

equity has had a positive impact on her staff as well. This principal has seen an increase in 

communication and collaboration among specialists as well as between teachers and specialists. This 

principal stated that this increased communication has resulted in consistency in practice which in turn 

has benefited the school’s students.  

Student Achievement Data  

DIBELS 

In order to examine whether instructional practices show promise for improving student academic 

outcomes with at-risk subgroups, DIBELS scores were examined for at-risk subgroups within Cohort 1 

and the Comparison Cohort and these results are presented below.  

 

Figure 9 presents the percentage of LEP students who performed at benchmark on the DIBELS 

assessments at each time point. The results for Cohort 1 LEP students are consistent with the trend seen 

for the Cohort 1 full group analysis presented above. Cohort 1 LEP students were outperforming the 

Comparison Cohort in both kindergarten and 1st grade but showed a decline from kindergarten (60.0%) to 

1st grade (43.3%).  

 
Cohort 1 SPED students showed a similar trend to LEP students as the percentage of SPED students 

performing at benchmark decreased from kindergarten to 1st grade. The Comparison Cohort SPED 

subgroup showed an increased percentage of students at benchmark by 1st grade. The same percentage of 

SPED students were performing at benchmark for Cohort 1 and the Comparison Cohort by 1st grade (see 

Figure 10).  

60.0%

43.3%

28.9%

39.5%

Kindergarten 1st Grade

Figure 9. Percentage of Treatment and Comparison LEP 

Students at Benchmark in Spring on DIBELS

Cohort 1 (n = 30) Comparison (n = 38)
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Similar to the other subgroups, the percentage of Cohort 1 minority students performing at benchmark 

declined from kindergarten (61.9%) to 1st grade (53.4%). Comparison Cohort minority students showed 

minimal change between kindergarten and 1st grade (see Figure 11).  

 
 

ELPA Assessment  

Table 9 below presents the ELPA21 results for Cohort 1 and Comparison Cohort students in kindergarten. 

The scores presented in Table 9 show that 81.3% of Cohort 1 students who completed the ELPA21 

assessment in kindergarten scored at the “Progressing” proficiency status compared to 67.5% of 

Comparison Cohort students. Though a chi-square test of independence showed that this difference was 

not significant, this is still a promising finding for Cohort 1 students in kindergarten.  

Table 9. ELPA21 Results for Kindergarten (SY 16-17) 

Proficiency 

Determination 

Cohort 1   

(n = 32) 

Comparison 

Cohort 

(n = 40) 

Emerging 15.6% (5) 32.5% (13) 

Progressing 81.3% (26) 67.5% (27) 

Proficient 3.1% (1) -- 

 

42.1% 31.6%

22.7%

31.8%

Kindergarten 1st Grade

Figure 10. Percentage of Treatment and Comparison SPED 

Students at Benchmark in Spring on DIBELS 

Cohort 1 (n = 19) Comparison (n = 22)

61.9%

52.4%

52.2% 52.2%

Kindergarten 1st Grade

Figure 11. Percentage of Treatment and Comparison 

Minority Students at Benchmark in Spring on DIBELS 

Cohort 1 (n = 63) Comparison (n = 67)
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Is the rate of student growth in one or more AHR outcome greatest for at-risk student 

subgroups ((i.e., students of color, low SES, LEP, special education (or those with an IEP), 

and those not on track to meet academic standards).  

Section Highlights: 

At this point in time it does not appear that the rate of student growth on the DIBELS assessment is 

greater for the at-risk subgroups. DIBELS data for at-risk subgroups verses non-at-risk subgroups showed 

that the non-at-risk subgroups tend to outperform their at-risk counterparts. This is true for all three 

subgroups presented below.  

PRE examined DIBELS data to assess how student progress may differ for at-risk subgroups as compared 

to non-at-risk subgroups within the Cohort 1 schools. Figure 12 presents the percentage of Cohort 1 LEP 

and non-LEP students performing at benchmark on the DIBELS assessments in kindergarten and 1st 

grade. Within Cohort 1, non-LEP students outperformed LEP students at both time points.  

 

 
The trend for Cohort 1 SPED students and non-SPED students is consistent with the trend shown for LEP 

and non-LEP students shown above. There were a higher percentage of non-SPED students at benchmark 

in kindergarten and 1st grade than SPED students (see Figure 13).  

 

60.0%

43.3%

73.6%
65.1%

Kindergarten 1st Grade

Figure 12. Cohort 1 LEP vs. Non-LEP 

DIBELS Spring Benchmark

LEP (n = 30) Non-LEP (n = 106)

42.1%

31.6%

75.2%
65.1%

Kindergarten 1st Grade

Figure 13. Cohort 1 SPED vs. Non-SPED 

DIBELS Spring Benchmark

SPED (n = 19) Non-SPED (n = 117)
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Cohort 1 minority verses non-minority DIBELS scores follow the same trend as the other subgroups 

presented above. Non-minority students outperformed minority students at both time points (see Figure 

14).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

61.9%
52.4%

78.1%
67.1%

Kindergarten 1st Grade

Figure 14. Cohort 1 Minority vs. Non-

Minority  DIBELS Spring Benchmark

Minority (n = 63) Non-Minority (n = 73)
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Digital Age Learning Culture 
District embraces a cultural shift and views technology as positive.   

Has the use of technology to support instructional practices increased? 

Section Highlights: 

Teacher survey results provide evidence that the use of technology to support instruction increased from 

beginning to end of SY 17-18. The only area in which this was not the case was regarding technology use 

in group work which decreased from the beginning of SY 17-18 to the end. Frequency of technology 

integration increased substantially from SY 16-17 to SY 17-18.  

By the end of SY 17-18, the frequency at which teachers were integrating technology into their classroom 

increased in all areas with the exception of using technology to work in groups which was less than 10% 

in SY 16-17 (see Figure 15). These rates have risen consistently from SY 16-17, increasing substantially 

in all areas by at least 20 percentage points. For example, at the end of SY 16-17, 20% of teachers 

reported that they create lesson plans that incorporate technology. This has risen to 90% by the end of SY 

17-18.  

 

Is the learning management system useful for identifying effective instructional 

practices (more efficient, easier, data-driven)? 

Although a formal LMS (learning management system) is not yet in place, GBSD has created a 

technology steering committee to review and conduct a LMS pilot. In the meantime, the district is using 

Google Classroom. According to the year-end status report leadership is still working towards 

establishing a formal LMS.  

 

65.5%

79.3%

62.1%

63.0%

37.9%

90.5%

85.7%

76.2%

85.0%

33.3%

How often did you create lesson plans that incorporate
technology?

How often did you use technology to deliver instruction to
your class?

How often did you adapt an activity to students'
individually using technology?

During class, how often did students work individually
during technology?

During class, how often did students work in groups using
technology?

Figure 15. GBSD Frequency of Technology Integration
(% A Moderate Amount/A Great Deal) 

Beginning of Year 2 (n = 27-29) End of Year 2 (n = 21)
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Do teachers have increased access to and use of digital content and resources?  

Section Highlights: 

From the beginning to the end of SY 17-18 teachers reported an increase in both the use of digital content 

in their classrooms as well as in students’ access to technology in their classroom. Teachers provided 

many examples of online resources used in their classrooms including Kahoot and Seesaw. Teachers also 

reported examples of technology resources used in their classrooms such as Smart Boards and slideshow 

presentations.  

As emphasized in previous sections of this report, the TechSmart grant funding has provided teachers 

with increased access to a variety of digital content and resources that they have been using to enhance 

their instruction. Teachers reported a 23 percentage point increase in the use of digital content and 

resources from the beginning of the year to the end of the year (see Figure 16).  

 
At the beginning of SY 17-18, 72.4% of teachers reported that students had adequate access to technology 

resources in their classroom. At the end of the school year, 80.9% of teachers reported students had 

adequate access to technology resources (Figure 17). 

 
Examples of the most commonly mentioned digital content and resources include various online 

applications such as Seesaw, Book Creator, Google Classroom, and Kahoot. Teachers also reported the 

importance of using various technology resources for differentiation. Slideshow presentations and Smart 

Boards were also commonly used by teachers. Table 10 provides additional examples of how various 

teachers use each of these resources. 

 

62.0%

85.7%

I use digital content and resources
in my instruction.

Figure 16. GBSD Use of Digital Content and Resources
(% A Moderate Amount/A Great Deal)

Beginning of Year 2 (n = 29) End of Year 2 (n = 21)

72.4%

80.9%

Students have adequate access to
technology resources in my

classroom (e g iPads, Chromebooks).

Figure 17. GBSD Students Have Adequate Access to 

Technology Resources in my Classroom
(% True of me/Very True of me)

Beginning of Year 2 (n = 29) End of Year 2 (n = 21)
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Table 10. GBSD Teachers’ Use of Digital Content  

Digital Content Teachers’ Application of the Technology 

Other online resources                         
(n = 5) 

• “We use Seesaw and Book Creator to integrate tech with 
language.” 

• “We use Google Classroom assignments and Kahoot quizzes.” 

• “We use Read Live, Nearpod, and iReady.” 

• “We use Readworks.” 

Various Tech for 

Differentiation        
 (n = 4) 

• “Differentiated instruction using technology.” 

• “Differentiated instruction to support all students learning. 
Students are able to listen to a text at grade level, above grade 
level or on grade level. Students are then able to respond to said 
text.” 

Slideshow Presentations                       
(n = 3) 

• “Create slides to share a topic students have researched, then 
give oral presentations using slide show.” 

• “Creating slides to demonstrate knowledge.” 

SeeSaw 
(n = 3) 

• “My students use Seesaw to make and record scientific 
observations.” 

• “I assign work  on iPad apps such as on SeeSaw” 

Smart Board                                         
(n = 2) 

• “I use the interactive board to run small group intervention 
when teaching math/place value.  I use an interactive place 
value 'game.'” 

• “I create interactive lessons on the Smart Board.” 

 

Is there evidence of districtwide support for technology integration?     

Section Highlights: 

According to teacher surveys and interviews, the culture of technology support in GBSD is strong. 

Teachers report feeling supported by each other as well as by their ITCs. 

Teachers reported a strong technology culture in GBSD. Figure 18 shows the change in teachers’ 

perceptions of a culture of support for technology integration over the course of the year. The number of 

teachers who reported a shared understanding about how technology will be used to enhance learning 

decreased by eight percentage points. However, the number of teachers who reported continuous learning 

and confidence in integrating new technology increased over the course of SY 17-18 (see Figure 18).  
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The culture in GBSD was described by teachers and leaders as very supportive. Those interviewed 

explained a growing eagerness and excitement spreading among the teachers in the district. ITCs 

recognized this during planning times as teacher sharing has increased. Teachers in the GBSD have 

opportunities to participate in the Professional Growth Academy in which they have the opportunity to 

teach their peers. The most effective provision of support provided to teachers was the ITCs, according to 

those interviewed. For this reason, one leader approached the district to ensure that both ITCs would 

remain full-time. This leader described the influence of the coaching: 

There’s a buzz and a positivity out there about it. People are seeing a certain potential. 

Building that value and having all of those teachers say ‘We couldn’t have done this 

without coaching. I can’t imagine what we would have done without someone in our 

building helping us.’ That really has been good for me making a case for it. 

From a district level, those interviewed reported district wide meetings and PD surrounding topics such as 

digital citizenship, online safety, and new math curriculum. The district also provided teachers with In-

service days and Teacher Work Wednesdays. 

Do parents have an increased understanding and utilization of districts’ technology 

assets? 

Section Highlights: 

Teachers report that the new technology has increased parent involvement and communication. Teachers 

report that many apps used in their classroom allow for parent participation, including chat functions with 

translation capabilities.  Funding cuts at Kelly Creek negatively impacted the school’s ability to engage 

parents through Family Nights.  

Teachers who participated in interviews indicated that parents’ understanding and utilization of the 

technology assets has increased in year two. According to those interviewed, GBSD has worked with 

79.3%

82.8%

72.4%

71.4%

95.2%

81.0%

Teachers in this school share an understanding about
how technology will be used to enhance learning.

Teachers in this school are continually learning and
seeking new ideas.

Teachers are not afraid to learn about new
technologies and use them in their classes.

Figure 18. GBSD Teacher Perceptions of a Culture of Support for 

Technology Integration 
(% Agree/Strongly Agree)

Beginning of Year 2 (n = 29) End of Year 2 (n = 21)
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families to enhance instructional practices and to further support students. During their interviews, 

teachers and ITC’s explained how many of the different classroom management systems they have in 

place include a function that allows for parent participation. Teachers use Seesaw, Google Classroom, and 

ClassDojo to keep parents informed about their students, what they’re learning, whether or not they are on 

track, and to share the work that their students are creating. Teachers and coaches reported that parents 

appreciate the ability to check in on their students and to communicate directly with teachers. One teacher 

reported that ClassDojo allows her to easily translate messages from English to Spanish and back, so that 

she can communicate directly with students’ parents who she would not have otherwise been able to 

communicate with. One GBSD principal reported receiving support from their school’s PVC club in the 

form of donated accessories such as headphones. 

Unfortunately, in SY 17-18 Kelly Creek was not able to fund Family Nights as they did in SY 16-17 due 

to cuts in their Title I funding but North Gresham was able to host two more Family Nights this school 

year. The Family Nights were focused on Innovation and Technology integration. According to the SY 

17-18 status reports, an average of 200 parent/guardian participants attended these North Gresham Family 

Nights.  
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Visible Leadership 

District leadership is actively involved and working with key communities to 

accomplish change. 

Are districts identifying effective instructional practices and disseminating information 

and results to other districts? 

Section Highlights: 

The SY 17-18 evaluation showed that GBSD has disseminated best practices to other school districts in 

efforts to work towards community-wide change. The ITCs are hosting Tech Walks for other districts, are 

members of the Oregon Tech Cadre, and helped to form the East County Technology Consortium with 

Reynolds, David Douglas, and Centennial school districts.  

GBSD is sharing results both internally within the district and also with other districts. The mid-year and 

year-end status reports noted sharing updates about the grant’s activities and progress within the district. 

The mid-year status report explained that the district’s ITCs are actively involved in the instructional 

technology community and regularly attended events locally and nationally. They also reported actively 

sharing on social media including twitter regarding technology use in the classroom.  

During their interviews, teachers and leaders discussed some examples of cross-district collaboration. The 

ITCs discussed collaborative Tech Walks that have been done with other districts as well as plans for a 

one-day tech summer camp in which they can teach other districts about technology implementation. 

ITCs mentioned they are part of the Oregon Tech Cadre and attend as well as present at various 

technology conferences.  

In the year-end status report the Director of Teaching and Learning emphasized the important role of the 

ITC’s in sharing and disseminating learnings. She emphasized that the ITCs have provided professional 

learning for every teacher in the district, beyond the two pilot schools. The ITCs provide digital 

citizenship and safety trainings to all teachers during in-service days and have taken teachers from GBSD 

and Reynolds districts to Tech Walks. ITC’s from GBSD have partnered with coaches from Reynolds, 

David Douglas, and Centennial school districts to form the East County Technology Consortium with the 

goal of creating a website for teachers to access on demand technology training videos. The teachers have 

also played a vital role in expanding the grant’s impact by teaching each other through the district’s 

Professional Growth Academy program and presenting at the Innovation Teacher Summer Camp. 
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Do teachers feel increased support from district leaders regarding technology 

integration? 

Section Highlights: 

By the end of SY 17-18 teachers’ perceptions of administrations support for technology had decreased 

from 100.0% to 95.3%. Though teachers’ responses indicated that they feel less supported by 

administration, ITC’s indicated in interviews that they feel extremely supported in their positions. 

As presented below, 100% of teachers felt that administrators in their school were generally supportive of 

technology integration efforts in the beginning of SY 17-18. This was slightly lower on the year-end 

survey.   

 
Aside from the areas mentioned previously in this report, teachers and ITCs mentioned that they felt 

supported by administrators in other ways as well. The administration was described in these interviews 

as “extremely supportive”. According to those interviewed, district’s technology steering committee is 

another example of how the administration shows continued support for the grant, as well as the 

continued funding for full-time ITCs. The superintendent was also mentioned during interviews as being 

extremely supportive of technology integration and innovation. One ITC expressed their perception of 

administrators’ support of technology integration and of their work: 

 As far as district leadership, I’ve felt increasingly supported in this role, and I know 

with our new superintendent, she’s really big on tech integration and innovation, and 

moving forward. Yeah, there’s some good things that we having going in places. 

 

 

 

100.0%

95.3%

Administrators in this school are generally
supportive of technology integration efforts.

Figure 19. Perception of Administrators' Support of Technology 

Integration
(%Agree/Strongly Agree) 

Beginning of Year 2 (n = 29) End of Year 2 (n = 21)
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Data-Driven Improvement 
Current, relevant, and high quality data from multiple sources are used to 

improve schools, instruction, professional development, and other systems. 

How are schools using data to improve instruction, professional development, and 

student performance? 

Section Highlights: 

Teachers in GBSD report an increased use of data-driven instructional strategies over the course of SY 

17-18. Teachers also reported increased levels of comfort and confidence in various areas of technology 

integration.  

As highlighted in the previous section on teaching effectiveness, teachers have been increasing their use 

of data-driven instructional strategies. Figure 20 displays more information regarding data-driven 

improvement including teachers’ increased levels of comfort and confidence using data. 

 
As shown in Figure 20, there was an increase in teachers’ confidence and comfort levels for each item. 

Teachers’ confidence in their ability to differentiate instruction using student data showed the greatest 

increase of almost thirty percentage points. Teachers’ confidence in their ability to assess students’ 

progress and provide feedback, and to engage students through the use of technology increased by 

thirteen to fourteen percentage points from the beginning of the year to the end.  

 

 

 

 

79.3%

62.1%

75.8%

78.5%

95.3%

90.5%

85.7%

95.3%

I am confident in my ability to assess students' progress
and provide feedback.

I am confident in my ability to differentiate instruction
using student data.

I am comfortable integrating technology into my
instruction.

I am confident in my ability to engage students through
the use of technology.

Figure 20. GBSD Data Driven Improvement 
(% Agree/Strongly Agree)

Beginning of Year 2 (n = 28-29) End of Year 2 (n = 21)
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Funding & Budget 

District’s budget repurposes resources and seeks outside funding to focus on 

promising practices and technology supports. 

Have districts identified at least one opportunity for repurposing resources to support 

technology integration? 

Section Highlights: 

While there are not many examples of GBSD repurposing resources to support technology integration, 

teachers and leaders explained that the district is expanding the grant’s impact by funding coaches full 

time and devices for fourth and fifth grade classes. 

Leadership interviews provided examples of how the district is working toward repurposing resources to 

support technology integration. One district leader explained how funds have been repurposed in order to 

keep both of their full-time ITCs, though the grant funding only pays for one. She commented, “You put 

your money where your priorities are, so the fact that we’re funding a full-time person based on the work 

coming out of this grant I think says a lot about that piece.” One ITC mentioned this as well, “They’re 

kind of repurposing us, they’re making us more district wide but still able to be half-time at our schools. 

The district will be paying for the half the grant isn’t.” Another coach also mentioned that they had been 

able to repurpose a group of iPads left behind by previous staff and created a system so that they could be 

checked out.  

A GBSD principal explained that though the grant funds only the K-3 implementation the district’s vision 

is of a K-8 impact. The principal explained, “the district has funded one-to-one and the instructional 

devices for fourth and fifth grade” a year ago to work towards this goal. Another district leader shared, 

“We’re really trying to maximize that little, tiny bit of money we were able to carve out to kind of have a 

K-8 impact across the district.” 
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Strategic Planning   
District strategic plan reflects shared commitment to improving outcomes for 

students. 

How does technology integration fit into the district’s strategic plan? 

Section Highlights: 

According to teacher and leader interviews, technology has become a crucial part of their district’s 

strategic plan, specifically integrated into each of their seven strategic themes. Aside from the strategic 

plan, the district has recently hired a new, “tech-forward” superintendent and implemented a new 

technology innovation steering committee.  

All of the teachers and leaders who were interviewed discussed the importance of the district’s seven 

“Strategic Themes”. The GBSD’s strategic plan, as it is written on their website, is to be a dynamic plan 

based on the needs of students and organized around these themes; Teaching and Learning, Growth and 

Achievement for All, Equitable Outcomes, College and Career Readiness, Early Learning, Class Size and 

Learning Environments, Community Partnership, and Community Investment. One coach explained that, 

in order to maintain consistent integration, the district has written technology integration commitment 

statements to go along which each of the strategic themes. To support technology integration, and to make 

sure the implementation remains in line with the district’s vision, the district has also created a technology 

innovation steering committee.  

In addition to the new committee, those interviewed also discussed the district’s new superintendent. 

Teachers and leaders described her as “tech-forward” and focused on making sure that students are 

“future ready” by making technology integration a district priority. One leader explained that moving 

forward the district will be implementing new hybrid and full technology curriculums as well as building 

their two new schools around technology integration.  
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Evaluation Insights at Gresham-Barlow School District 

The SY 17-18 evaluation at GBSD produced the following insights: 

• Student achievement data show promising results for Cohort 1 students in GBSD.  Analysis of 

DIBELS data showed that the percentage of Cohort 1 students performing at benchmark in the spring 

of kindergarten was considerably higher than the Comparison Cohort. Although the percentage of 

Cohort 1 students at benchmark declined in 1st grade, it remained higher than the Comparison Cohort 

is 1st grade. Similar to the full group analysis of DIBELS data, the subgroup analyses showed that the 

percentage of Cohort 1 students performing at benchmark decreased from kindergarten to 1st grade 

but remained the same or higher than the Comparison Cohort.  

• Similar to last year’s evaluation, teachers and leaders continue to emphasize the importance of ITCs 

in technology integration. The coaching provided by ITCs has impacted teachers’ success in 

integrating technology so greatly that the district has repurposed funds in order to maintain the full-

time positions of both ITCs. Teachers specifically noted that without their ITC they would have been 

overwhelmed by the grant and would not have been able to make progress towards improving student 

academic outcomes. It was noted that between January and June over 140 informal PD sessions were 

provided by ITCs and the majority of teachers rated the PD as very useful.  

• Teachers and administrators have noted the continued increase of technology use in classrooms. 

Teachers self-reported rates of integrating technology in instructional strategies and rates of 

technology use in the classroom have increased from SY 16-17 to the beginning of SY 17-18 and 

increased again substantially from the beginning of SY 17-18 to the end. Another area of substantial 

growth was in teachers’ self-reported technology skill level. In SY 17-18 a large percentage of 

teachers moved from a Level 3 to a Level 4, with 100.0% of teachers rating themselves as Level 3 

and above by Spring 2018.  

• In the SY 16-17 evaluation teachers and ITCs expressed a desire to focus more on using technology 

to differentiate instruction in the future years of the grant. In SY 17-18 differentiation is emerging as 

a promising instructional strategy. In spring 2018, eighty percent (80.9%) of teachers surveyed 

reported using technology to differentiate instruction. This shows continued growth from SY 16-17. 

On the year-end survey, 47.6% of teachers gave differentiating instruction as an example of how they 

are using technology in their classroom and rated this practice as a 4.60 for effectiveness. 

• In the SY 16-17 evaluation, teachers identified several technology tools that could potentially impact 

subgroup students and expressed a desire for more PD focused on subgroup students. In this year’s 

evaluation, there is evidence that teachers received that PD. In SY 17-18 teachers provided a greater 

variety of examples of technology used to support at-risk students in their classrooms. Teachers 

explained that technology allows them to differentiate instruction and level the playing field for all 

students in ways they never could before.  

• As presented in the SY 17-18 evaluation, there is strong evidence that sustaining and expanding the 

grant are priorities at both the school and district levels. GBSD is sustaining the components 

implemented by the grant by repurposing funds to maintain two full-time ITC’s and expanding the 

impact of the grant by purchasing devices for fourth and fifth grade classes. Technology has become a 
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crucial part of their district’s strategic plan, specifically integrated into each of their seven strategic 

themes. The district has also recently hired a new, “tech-forward” superintendent and implemented a 

new technology innovation steering committee.  


