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 U.S. Department of Education 
 Grant Performance Report (ED 524B) 

 Executive Summary 

 
 PR/Award # (11 characters): __S206A040057______________________ 
 

Project Bright IDEA 2: Interest Development Early Abilities  
Final Evaluation Report - Dr. Ron Tzur (09-29-10) 

 

A.  Introduction 
Project Bright IDEA concluded 5 years of funded activities and an additional year of no-cost extension. This report provides 

an evaluation synopsis of all 6 years on the basis of the three domains articulated in the proposal: Project goals, activities, and 

outcomes. Overall, the empirically grounded conclusion of the project evaluator is a solid ‘two-thumbs up’. The intensive, 

comprehensive, thought provoking, and consistent 21st Century professional development programs were regarded highly by 

hundreds of participating teachers and principals, and nurtured substantial transformation in their pedagogical perspectives 

and practices. In turn, this transformation yielded significant impact on the #1 target of any such project—increasing the 

number of students nominated for, and placed, in AIG programs. This was true not only for students in participating teachers’ 

classrooms, but also for the entire student populations in project schools/counties (a ‘ripple’ effect). One key evidence to the 

project’s success were efforts to extend the work to other K-2 classes in those schools, to other grades beyond K-2, and to 

other schools/districts. It is the evaluator’s contention, and hope, that such efforts will be sustained and extended via appro-

priate funding (state and/or Federal) within North Carolina and beyond.  Efforts are underway in six of the districts to contin-

ue to expand and scale-up across districts and to grades Pre-K-12 using their funds.  Grants have been submitted by Duke 

University through AAGC and The Research Network to continue to evaluate and scale-up the model across North Carolina.  

The Exceptional Children Division of The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction is implementing pilot programs 

for Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS).   

The mixed-methods of evaluation activities and data sources included: 

1. Extensive search of the literature and discussions with colleagues, and/or participation in their presentations at pro-

fessional meetings, to situate the project (goals, activities) within the larger context of gifted and talented endeavors. 

2. Videotaped observations, with extensive field notes, of 2-3 days in each of the Summer Institutes for BI teachers, the 

entire Summer Workshop for principals and AIG coordinators, and two of the BI Annual Teacher Fairs. 

3. Videotaped interviews/field notes with every Institute/Workshop trainer and with a sample of participants in each 

professional development event (teachers, coordinators, principals). 

4. Videotaped observations/interviews/field notes of the project Leadership Team meetings and of project personnel site 

visits (hence, also observations of teachers’ work in their schools). 

5. Participant Exit Survey—a written instrument consisting of both Likert-scale and open-ended items—administered at 

the end of each Summer Institute to all participants. 

6. A mathematics problem-based questionnaire (PBQ) administered to all third grade students who were nominated 

(and/or placed) for gifted programs in their respective schools (both BI and non-BI). 

B. Project Goals 

The goals of a project drive its activities and determine criteria for success. In the case of Bright IDEA-2, examining these 

goals was particularly important because it aspired to become a model program for creating and sustaining new pathways for 

diversifying the country’s intellectual leadership. To this end, the project set out three goals: 

1) To increase the number of third graders from underrepresented populations who enroll in gifted and talented pro-

grams. 

2) To improve teachers’ dispositions toward the nurturing of giftedness in these student populations. 

3) To promote the quality of these students’ meta-cognitive and cognitive capacities. 

Project goals were evaluated according to the five questions introduced in the project’s proposal. 

A. Were project goals comprehensive and focused enough? 

The three goals were found comprehensive, as they link between improvement in student learning and transformation of 

teachers’ held and practiced dispositions. The focus on teacher dispositions extended beyond the goals of several, partly 

compatible Javits projects (e.g., Take Five: Unfolding Gifted Education), by stressing the critical role that teachers’ orienta-
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tions toward giftedness and expectations of underserved students play in nurturing student learning (c.f., Baldwin et al., 

2000). The project evaluator suggested to add a fourth goal: To create and ensure implementation of a coherent process (not 

just a single event) for identifying and placing gifted students in Bright IDEA schools. 

The project goals were also found highly focused. First, they insightfully centered on measuring the real impact—number of 

students identified as gifted—at the commencement of gifted programs in NC (third grade). Second, they made it lucidly ex-

plicit that teacher dispositions are indispensable constituents of their practice and its impact on student outcomes. Last but not 

least, the emphasis on both cognitive and meta-cognitive facets of student development was consistent with cutting-edge, 

research-based accounts of mental processes that characterize gifted people (Bransford et al., 1999; Marzano, 2001; Stern-

berg, 2000). The project evaluator suggested augmenting Goal #3 by adding to it Renzulli’s (1978) two requisites for actual-

ization of giftedness, namely, creativity and task commitment. 

B. Were project goals well grounded? 

A review of national and international literature on giftedness/talent and gifted student education (references above are a 

good sample), as well as on giftedness in underserved populations (c.f., Borland et al., 2000), revealed that the goals of pro-

ject Bright IDEA-2 were well grounded. This review was consistent with numerous comments made by expert instructors 

(e.g., Costa and Kalick, Parks, Moirao, Olive) and consultants (Marzano) with whom the evaluator had conversed. 

C. To what extent were project goals unique and scalable? 

A central goal stated by several Javits-funded projects was to create, deliver, and promote teacher professional development. 

Project Bright IDEA, in contrast, uniquely emphasized that transforming teachers’ pedagogies is a means to the central pur-

pose of bringing about changes in the quantity and quality of gifted students from underserved populations. As previously 

pointed out, Goal #2 makes reference to a specific change in teachers—dispositions—because such a change directly impacts 

student outcomes. In addition, Bright IDEA-2 was unique in its focus on third graders and on the development of student me-

ta-cognition. It also fit with the array of programs that nurture gifted students by nurturing each and every student in a class-

room, that is, the school-wide enrichment approach (Renzulli et al., 2000). 

The project goals were found scalable in terms of changes in students beyond grade 3, or changes in teachers beyond disposi-

tions (e.g., teachers becoming change agents through mentoring). The suggestions to add Identification Criteria/Methods as a 

fourth goal and creativity/task commitment as two aspects of Goal #3 are also examples of goal scalability. 

D & E. How do project personnel and participants understand/interpret the goals and to what extent they adhere to these 

goals? 

Interviews with and observations of project personnel can be summarized succinctly as follows. The project team deeply un-

derstands each of the goals as well as interrelations among them and faithfully adhered to these goals. The extent to which 

participants remember, understand, and adhere to the goals varied according to their role (i.e., mentors from Cohort-1 surpass 

beginners from Cohort-2) and the leadership exhibited by their school/county administration.  

C. Project Activities 

Project activities could be organized into three main types: Summer Institutes/Workshops, site visits in schools/counties, and 

Teacher Annual Fairs. The single, most important aspect of P.D. activity evaluation was the team’s serious and comprehen-

sive attempts to continue improving each and every area pointed to as requiring attention in previous years’ evaluation re-

ports. In particular, efforts were made, successfully, to coordinate among the different trainers’ approaches and activities. 

This focused effort brought about significant increases in teacher appreciation for the summer institute and the 2/3-day work-

shops. Table 1 below summarizes data of teacher satisfaction levels regarding the Summer Institute and the entire BI profes-

sional development program (increases from year to year on the 5-point Likert scale were significant at p < .05 level).  

Table 1: Participant satisfaction of BI professional Development Activities 

Cohort Summer Institute Entire BI Program 

1 3.7 3.5 

2 4.1 3.7 

3 4.2 3.9 

It should be noted that in the first year, statistically significant differences were found among counties. The leadership team’s 

use of evaluator’s feedback led to diminishing those differences, mainly due to improved engagement by county leaders. 

Similarly, major differences found in the first year among teachers’ satisfaction with their trainers were diminished in Years 
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2 and 3, with important increases in satisfaction with the components of intro to the overarching (21st Century) model and 

mathematics. 

For each Cohort, the project organized the Annual BI Teacher Fair. These were extremely powerful events, highly attended 

by teachers and school/county administrators, as well as NC-DPI officials. Teachers’ presentations focused on changes in 

students’ work along parameters set by the project (e.g., meta-cognition, motivation, self-control, humor, etc.). What has 

been presented matched well with the evaluator’s observations of site visits, and reflected substantial growth from ‘hard to 

believe this can work in MY classrooms, with MY students’ to ‘this new approach and the training received are the best thing 

that happened to me, and my students, in my entire career’. The level of student curiosity, engagement, performance, and 

products indicated a huge shift in both what teachers seemed to expect of every student and what students expected of them-

selves. This shift was not easy to accomplish—as indicated by teachers’ initial pedagogical attempts (rather superficial and 

behavior-oriented). However, as the evaluator’s observations of repeated site visits revealed, promoted teachers’ re-focus on 

the essence of changes needed, and engendered a substantial transformation. This transformation is further discussed in the 

next section. 

D. Project Outcomes (Goal Accomplishment) 

Three measures were set forth to determine accomplishment of project goals: (1) Head Count - number of third graders who 

were nominated for and/or placed in a school’s gifted and talented program, (2) these students’ performance on a Math PBQ, 

and (3) changes from pre- to post-intervention in teachers’ responses to the Teacher Disposition Questionnaire items.  

D-1: Teacher Disposition Questionnaire 

In all three cohorts, the Bright IDEA professional development program made an impact on teachers’ dispositions, toward 

consistency with the project’s agenda. The most important change found in Cohort-3 was that, unlike the two previous years, 

NO negative changes in teacher dispositions were found (e.g., views of parents’ contribution to educating their children as 

gifted)! For Cohort-3, dispositions on 27 (out of 50 items) improved during the first year after initial training (17 items for 

Cohort-1 and 22 items for Cohort-2). Among those Cohort-3 items, 17 increases reached statistical significance (only 12 for 

Cohort-1 and 7 for Cohort-2). Due to the small number of participants no county-by-county analysis was possible. The items 

with statistical significance (< .05) included: 

Q. 1a – Teacher seeking opportunities for professional development (4.73 -> 4.96!) 

Q. 3 – Teacher decreased thinking of the school’s wealth as a reason for student outcomes (3.52 -> 3.91) 

Q. 16 – Teacher tendency to be flexible and experiment with the unknown (3.97->4.47) 

Q. 19 – Decrease in teacher’s sole focus on students figuring out correct answers (3.72 -> 3.93) 

Q. 22 – Teacher consideration of student racial background as an important resource for their practice (3.05 -> 

3.53) 

Q. 23 – Teacher effort to involve parents in what s/he does with students in class (3.93 -> 4.09, note clear im-

provements from previous two cohorts!) 

Q. 24 – Teacher actively seeking for professional development (4.17 -> 4.36) 

Q. 27c – Love for teaching science (4.24 -> 4.59) 

Q. 28 – Teacher awareness that professionalism requires more than a 4-year college (4.24 -> 4.59) 

Q. 32a – Teacher increased sense of intimacy with Language Arts (4.16 -> 4.40, compared with 3.88-> 4.38 for 

Cohort-2!) 

Q. 32b - Teacher increased sense of intimacy with Mathematics (4.02 -> 4.53, compared to no change in Cohort 

1 & 2!!!) 

Q. 33 – Teacher responsibility for actively nurturing G&T already at the K-2 level (4.28 -> 4.71, compared to 

4.33 -> 4.60 in Cohort-2) 

Q. 34 – Teacher awareness of link between goal accomplishment and student interests (4.31 -> 4.53) 

Q. 35b – Teacher establishment of high expectations of ALL students (4.41 -> 4.67, no such change in Cohort-

2) 

Q. 37a – Regarding a given sample of math problems as suitable for the earliest (K-1) grade levels (4.52 -> 

4.90!!!) 

Q. 42 – Teacher view of giftedness as a function of nature, not nurture (3.86 -> 4.14, no such change in Cohort-

2) 

Q. 43 – Teacher increased understanding of the role of metacognition in student learning (3.84 -> 4.22, com-

pared to 4.07 -> 4.35 in Cohort-2) 
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Thus, the goals of the project were accomplished in terms of teachers adopting key pedagogical principles, including two are-

as of concern in the first two years: dispositions toward parents’ role and the teacher’s need to proactively partner with the 

parents, and toward math. These improvements from Cohort-1 through Cohort-2 to Cohort-3 reflect the leadership team’s 

proactive agenda following specific evaluation feedback and recommendations. 

D-2: Head Count 

Throughout the BI project tenure, data analyses of student identification for and/or placement in G&T programs (see Table 2 

below) demonstrated four main trends (both were statistically significant at p < .05 level or better):  

(a) Compared to the control classrooms in the same schools, assessed by the same criteria (set and tested for by the coun-

ties), many more BI graduates were proportionally identified/placed; 

(b) The BI program caused an increase in identification/placement of students from the control classes, which before the 

project’s commencement was virtually 0%;  

(c) Variance among counties was high and seemed to reflect the aforementioned differences in county leadership (data on 

those differences were available in previous Annual Reports); and 

(d) No disproportional representations of ethnicity and/or gender were found in either group (BI, control). 

Additionally, in the last year of the project its team managed to obtain differentiated data for identification and placement. 

The figures indicate that, in contrast to the control classes, BI identification and placement matched closely. Assuming a sim-

ilar trend in previous years stresses the substantial impact that changes in teacher dispositions and practices brought forth in 

students’ learning and excellence. (Note: The extremely high figure for BI Cohort-2 was related to local (two counties) data 

that most likely reflect a non-recurring situation.} 

 

+++ 

D-3: Math PBQ 

The first three years of the project demonstrated that a change in the teaching (and learning) of mathematics required a much 

more concerted effort than what has been provided by the project. Based on the evaluator’s experience and expertise as a 

mathematics educator, such effort would better follow 2-3 years of implementing the transformed, generic pedagogical ap-

proaches and practices. This is particularly the case due to mathematics being a difficult topic for most of the teachers, both 

in terms of their content knowledge and traditional practices. Consequently, in the structure and evolution of the BI project, 

students’ outcomes on the math PBQ seemed like an “Achilles Heel.” That is, in the first 3 years of the projects students’ 

overall performance on the PBQ was disturbingly low, with no differences between the BI and non-BI groups. Findings from 

the last year of the project suggest that the math-focused efforts with AIG coordinators, principals, and teachers began mak-

ing some impact, even if modest.  

Table 3 below provides data for that last year. Initially, 5 nominal categories for student responses to each item were used: 0 

– No answer or “I don’t know”; 1 – Wrong answer (attempt); 2 – Correct answer with no reasoning (except, maybe, for algo-

rithm); 3 – Correct answer with minimal reasoning; 4 – Correct answer with good reasoning. To better compare BI and non-

BI students the above categories were ‘collapsed’ into the following three: 0 – No answer, I don’t know, or wrong; 2 – Cor-

rect with no reason; 4 – Correct with reason. By these, a brief look at the first category (‘0’) provides an immediate impres-

sion of the percentage of students who failed on each item. Fortunately for a comparison between BI schools and the regular 

population, one county mistakenly administered the questionnaire to all its third graders. Figures for that county appear in the 

third row (“Others”) and show a rather stark difference with student in BI schools. Of course, these results should be taken 

with much care, as the students tested in BI schools (either BI or non-BI participants) were those identified for gifted pro-

grams. However, in previous years, results of those very students (BI and non-BI in project schools) were substantially lower 

and resembled the “Others” results this year. The first two rows of each item in the table show that, overall, there has not 

been a substantial difference between BI and non-BI students. However, on four items (questions 5b, 6a, 21, and 22a, gray 

background), BI students outperformed their non-BI counterparts mainly due to better reasoning. On one item of those 

(question 9b) non-BI students outperformed their BI counterparts mainly due to BIs’ wrong/no answers.  
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Table 3: Comparison of performance on the Math PBQ among non-BI (row 1 in each item), BI (row 2), and larger popu-

lation (row 3) 

 

Question BI 0 – No an-

swer, Wrong 

2 – Correct, 

No Reason 

4 – Correct 

+ Reason 

Chi Sq. 

Sig. 

1: What number comes 4 before 

60? 

N 

Y 

Others 

2 (6%) 

2 (6%) 

50% 

26 (77%) 

19 (59%) 

38% 

6 (18%) 

11 (34%) 

12% 

 

2: Smallest 2-digit number? N 

Y 

Others 

0 

3 (9%) 

35% 

15 (44%) 

12 (38%) 

38% 

19 (56%) 

17 (53%) 

27% 

 

3a: Number that’s 10 after 99? N 

Y 

Others 

6 (18%) 

3 (9%) 

59% 

24 (71%) 

25 (78%) 

36% 

4 (12%) 

4 (13%) 

5% 

 

3b: Number that’s 9 after 999? N 

Y 

Others 

7 (21%) 

6 (19%) 

74% 

22 (65%) 

24 (75%) 

21% 

5 (15%) 

2 (6%) 

5% 

 

4: Which is the smaller difference,  

99-92 or 25-11 

N 

Y 

Others 

15 (44%) 

15 (47%) 

71% 

1 (3%) 

0 

14% 

18 (53%) 

17 (53%) 

15% 

 

5a: Who has more, Donna (305 

cents) or James (297 cents) 

N 

Y 

Others 

1 (3%) 

0 

11% 

28 (82%) 

26 (81%) 

89% 

5 (15%) 

6 (19%) 

0 

 

5b: How much more does Donna 

have (305-297)? 

N 

Y 

Others 

4 (12%) 

6 (19%) 

59% 

30 (88%) 

22 (69%) 

41% 

0 (0%) 

4 (12%) 

0 

< .06 

5c: Two ways to equalize 297 & 

305 

N 

Y 

Others 

12 (35%) 

9 (28%) 

84% 

22 (65%) 

19 (60%) 

15% 

0 (0%) 

4 (12%) 

1% 

< .1 

6a: 67+5 = ? N 

Y 

Others 

2 (6%) 

0 (0%) 

19% 

29 (85%) 

22 (69%) 

79% 

3 (9%) 

10 (31%) 

2% 

< .05 

6b: 600+100 = ? N 

Y 

Others 

1 (3%) 

0 

8% 

29 (85%) 

24 (75%) 

91% 

4 (12%) 

8 (25%) 

1% 

 

6c: 110-40=? N 

Y 

Others 

6 (18%) 

5 (16%) 

47% 

27 (79%) 

21 (66%) 

51% 

1 (3%) 

6 (19%) 

2% 

< .12 

6d: 6 x 4 = ? N 

Y 

Others 

1 (3%) 

1 (3%) 

29% 

8 (24%) 

8 (25%) 

47% 

25 (74%) 

23 (72%) 

24% 

 

6e: 1 x 5 = ? N 

Y 

Others 

0 

0 

11% 

18 (53%) 

16 (50%) 

69% 

16 (47%) 

16 (50%) 

20% 

 

7: Tanisha rope jumps (400-278) N 

Y 

Others 

12 (35%) 

13 (41%) 

67% 

20 (59%) 

17 (53%) 

33% 

2 (6%) 

6 (6%) 

0 

 

8a: Write the number that’s 6 

Tens, 3 Ones, and 5 Hundreds 

N 

Y 

Others 

5 (15%) 

1 (3%) 

36% 

24 (71%0 

25 (78%) 

55% 

5 (15%) 

6 (19%) 

9% 

 

8b: What number is ten tens? N 

Y 

Others 

4 (12%) 

4 (13%) 

60% 

12 (35%) 

13 (41%) 

19% 

18 (53%) 

15 (47%) 

21% 

 

8c: Show two ways to figure out 

the Tens digit in answer to 627-

N 

Y 

19 (56%) 

15 (47%) 

13 (38%) 

15 (47%) 

2 (6%) 

2 (6%) 
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40 Others 95% 5% 0 

9a: Complete 37, 38, _, _, _, 42, 

43 

N 

Y 

Others 

0 

0 

13% 

13 (38%) 

9 (28%) 

55% 

21 (62%) 

23 (72%) 

32% 

 

9b: Complete 52, 62, 72, 82, _, _, 

_ 

N 

Y 

Others 

4 (12%) 

11 (34%) 

59% 

12 (35%) 

3 (9%) 

22% 

18 (53%) 

18 (56%) 

18% 

< .05 

9c: Complete 223, 218, 213, 208, 

_, _ 

N 

Y 

Others 

12 (35%) 

12 (38%) 

72% 

5 (15%) 

3 (9%) 

12% 

17 (50%) 

17 (53%) 

16% 

 

9d: Complete _, _, 980, 970, 960, 

_, 940 

N 

Y 

Others 

4 (12%) 

5 (16%) 

57% 

11 (32%) 

5 (16%) 

24% 

19 (56%) 

22 (69%) 

19% 

 

9e: Complete _, 630, 640, 650, _, 

_, 680 

N 

Y 

Others 

0 

0 

26% 

14 (41%) 

10 (31%) 

51% 

20 (59%) 

22 (69%) 

23% 

 

 

10: Next flip after Head-Head-

Head-Head? 

N 

Y 

Others 

32 (94%) 

31 (97%) 

99% 

1 (3%) 

0 

0 

1 (3%) 

1 (3%) 

1% 

 

11a: Show 3 different Parrot/Cat 

combinations for 16 legs? 

N 

Y 

Others 

13 (38%) 

11 (34%) 

85% 

18 (53%) 

16 (50%) 

10% 

3 (9%) 

5 (16%) 

5% 

 

11b: How many Parrot/Cat com-

binations total? 

N 

Y 

Others 

32 (94%) 

27 (84%) 

98% 

1 (3%) 

3 (9%) 

2% 

1 (3%) 

2 (6%) 

0 

 

 

 

Question BI 0 – No an-

swer, Wrong 

2 – Correct, 

No Reason 

4 – Correct 

+ Reason 

Chi Sq. 

Sig. 

12: How much taller is 65 water 

slide than 38 water slide? 

N 

Y 

Others 

3 (9%) 

4 (13%) 

55% 

30 (88%) 

27 (84%) 

45% 

1 (3%) 

1 (3%) 

0 

 

13: How many teams of Ten for 

264 children? 

N 

Y 

Others 

9 (27%) 

6 (19%) 

84% 

8 (24%) 

7 (22%) 

3% 

17 (50%) 

19 (59%) 

13% 

 

14: Circle ¼ of the dots (two rows 

of 4) 

N 

Y 

Others 

16 (47%) 

15 (47%) 

92% 

7 (21%) 

8 (25%) 

5% 

11 (32%) 

9 (28 %) 

3% 

 

15: Circle ½ of dots (uneven, 7 in 

top row) 

N 

Y 

Others 

9 (27%) 

9 (28%) 

90% 

8 (24%) 

8 (25%) 

5% 

17 (50%) 

15 (47%) 

5% 

 

16: Put 517 pennies in bags of 10, 

how many bags? 

N 

Y 

Others 

18 (53%) 

15 (47%) 

95% 

9 (27%) 

5 (16%) 

1% 

7 (21%) 

12 (38%) 

4% 

 

17: How many cards fit in album 

page? (3x5=15) 

N 

Y 

Others 

28 (82%) 

29 (91%) 

96% 

0 

0 

1% 

6 (18%) 

3 (9%) 

3% 

 

18: Migueal 23 bags of 10 + 13 

marbles, Tara 17 bags + 8; To-

tal? 

N 

Y 

Others 

27 (79%) 

23 (72%) 

99% 

1 (3%) 

2 (6%) 

0 

6 (18%) 

7 (22%) 

1% 

 

19: Four cakes with 6/6, 5/6 were 

left/shaded 

N 

Y 

Others 

18 (53%) 

16 (50%) 

91% 

7 (21%) 

4 (13%) 

2% 

9 (27%) 

12 (38%) 

7% 

 

20: Array of 6x7 balls, how many 

each of friends brought? 

N 

Y 

14 (41%) 

14 (44%) 

5 (15%) 

1 (3%) 

15 (44%) 

17 (53%) 
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Others 88% 3% 9% 

21: Estimate total of bottles 

143+321+712 

N 

Y 

Others 

3 (9%) 

3 (9%) 

58% 

22 (65%) 

10 (31%) 

40% 

9 (27%) 

19 (59%) 

2% 

< .05 

22a: Venn diagram N 

Y 

Others 

6 (18%) 

4 (13%) 

76% 

22 (65%) 

13 (41%) 

23% 

6 (18%) 

15 (47%) 

1% 

< .05 

22b: Venn diagram (conjunction, 

Blue AND Green) 

N 

Y 

Others 

26 (77%) 

25 (78%) 

90% 

7 (21%) 

6 (19%) 

10% 

1 (3%) 

1 (3%) 

0 

 

23: Order the numbers 561, 187, 

543, 178, 420 

N 

Y 

Others 

0 

0 

41% 

26 (76%) 

26 (81%) 

59% 

8 (24%) 

6 (19%) 

0 

 

 

E. Affirmative Kudos 

After six years, project Bright IDEA-2 demonstrated two essential attributes for which, in times when too many children are still left be-

hind, investment of Federal (and state) funds seem worthy of national recognition and attention: (a) high capacity to initiate and sustain, 

in a remarkable number of teachers and principals, a desired transformation in their notoriously resistant-to-change modes of teaching and 

(b) high capacity of the team to foster project improvements via continual, intensive reflection on unexpected problems and application of 

ongoing, formative evaluation feedback. Combined, these capacities produced a remarkable increase in the number of students who be-

come eligible for Gifted & Talented programs. These findings suggest that Bright IDEA can, and should, serve as a model transformative 

program for K-2 education and beyond (to gifted as well as general populations).  

F.  2010-2011 – Sustainability – Lessons Learned and Scale-Up of Project Bright IDEA – Submitted by Mary Watson, 

Principal Investigator and Margaret Gayle, Project Director 

Many of the research districts have scaled-up many of the components to grades K-5 and they are continuing to train teachers 

and principals as district funding becomes available.  These districts began scaling-up as soon as they were out of the three-

year commitment to the research, based on project data, their local assessments and feedback from teachers and principals.  

Models have been adapted for middle and high school and are being implemented in two of the districts.  In addition to iden-

tifying and placing more Title 1 students in gifted programs, these districts have shown academic gains for all of their stu-

dents and many of their schools meeting AYP for the first time, especially where all of their staffs have been trained.   

Feedback through surveys and on-site visits from teachers, in districts that have not expanded, indicate that they will continue 

to teach using the Bright IDEA Pedagogy and Strategies.  The districts that have not expanded had major leadership changes 

with principals, curriculum specialists and superintendents, making it difficult to continue.  Changes in key leadership posi-

tions became the biggest barrier to continuing with the project.  The other major barrier is the use of instructional funds for 

many programs that do not work, making it difficult to find funds to purchase materials for students.  In the successful dis-

tricts, Title 1 personnel, with the Curriculum Coordinators pooled funds to train all of the teachers and to purchase the student 

materials.  This became a key factor in the districts being able to sustain the scaling up.  At the high school that implemented 

Bright IDEA, the principal is using his local funds to expand across content areas.   The biggest lesson learned is that to sus-

tain an innovative professional development program of this complexity, superintendents, local boards and policy makers 

need a long range plan and to be willing to stay on course with re-training teachers to have the tools and the skills necessary 

to teach a curriculum that is full of rigor and high level strategies to a diverse group of students.    Through the research it has 

become evident that the PD Model and the impact that it has on student development and achievement is a model for all 

teachers and principals because the focus is on what works: 1) raise the level of knowledge about rigor and best practices for 

teachers and principals and to help them to understand more complex research-based strategies for engaging students in com-

plex tasks that will enrich and improve their academic opportunities. 

Gifted Intelligent Behaviors: In addition to the Evaluator’s evaluation instruments, the leadership team designed rubrics, 

validated by experts, for teachers to assess students on the Habits of Mind, Talents, Attributes and Behaviors on a five-level 

scale for improving the “job or soft skills” desired by employers. See attachment on Results. These GIB’s were integrated 

into the concept-based curriculum units designed by teachers.   

A Model for Exceptional Children funded by Exceptional Children Division at NCDPI: 2010-2011 

The designers of Project Bright IDEA through the Exceptional Children Division of The North Carolina Department of Pub-

lic Instruction have designed a model for Coordinating Early Intervening Services (CEIS) and Professional Development for 

their teachers to: 1) prepare children to exit EC classes and perform at successful academic levels; 2) support Reading and 
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Math Foundations; and move students to a deeper level of understanding; and 3) support and enhance Positive Behavior 

Models. Two districts are serving as a pilot for implementing this model during this school year. 

 

A Model for Alignment with International Baccalaureate (IB) Programs:  Guilford County aligned Bright IDEA components 

with IB in a middle school with outstanding results, under the leadership of the Assistant Principal who was trained in the 

Javits Cohort-1 Group.  Teachers indicated that the Bright IDEA training helped them with deeper understanding of IB and 

how to better apply IB in their classrooms.  

 

A Professional Development Model for All Teachers, with a focus on Low Performing Schools: This model works for all 

teachers and all students because the focus in on re-training all teachers in understanding how to raise the level of rigor in all 

curriculum through an integration of state standards and best practices for differentiating instructional delivery and using 

concept-based interdisciplinary curriculum units with their students.  All students are taught five analysis thinking skills that 

are needed for understanding basic skills, universal concepts and processes necessary for academic achievement throughout 

their schooling.  All districts that are using the Building Thinking Skills (BTS) Program consistently have reported success in 

their schools by making AYP and/or evidence from state and national tests. The Gifted Intelligent Behaviors (GIB’s) provide 

a model for positive behavior support and for students to be successful in school and to be prepared for the future of work 

and life.  One of the Wake County Schools received a national award for Closing The Achievement Gap after training the 

staff in the two components of Project Bright IDEA and implementing BTS and GIB’s for the students.  The principal credit-

ed the success of their students as a result of Bright IDEA training.  Lenoir County opened a new Pre-K-5 Bright Tomorrow 

School in August 2009 and the students have made impressive progress after a year, (See Attachment, Title 1, Northeast El-

ementary School) School districts continuing include: Brunswick, Elizabeth City, Guilford, Lenoir, Thomasville and Wake. 
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SECTION C - Additional Information  (See Instructions.  Use as many pages as necessary.) 

 

Partners in Project Bright IDEA 

North Carolina Department of Public Instruction – Exceptional Children Division 

The American Association for Gifted Children at Duke University 

Local School Districts Selected in Cohort 1: Guilford County, Hickory City, Lenoir County, Moore County, Roanoke Rapids Graded School District, and Wake County.   

Local School Districts Selected in Cohort 2: Beaufort County, Brunswick County, Duplin County, Franklin County, Richmond County, and Wake County. 

Local School Districts Selected in Cohort 3: Brunswick County, Guilford County and Lenoir County. New districts include: Elizabeth City-Pasquotank and Robeson County. 

Demonstration Site: Thomasville Primary School, Thomasville, NC. 

 

Total Numbers in Research: 

Impact of Project;   Curriculum Designed Training for:  Students:  Bright IDEA – 5000  

Eleven School Districts   180 Classroom Teachers     Control Group - 5000 

28 Cohort Schools   15 AIG Teachers 

168 Bright IDEA Classes  30 School Principals 

168 Standard Classes   11 AIG Coordinators 

1 Demonstration Site   8 Mentors – Pilot Site 

 

Expansion after Three-Year Timeline for each Cohort: 

Districts that expanded training across a number of elementary schools for all teachers:  Brunswick (3); Elizabeth City (2); Guilford (10 and 1 middle 

school); Hickory City (5); Lenoir (4 and 1 middle school); Lexington City (3); Moore (3); Roanoke Rapids (3); Rowan-Salisbury (2); Thomasville (1); 

Whiteville City (2) and Wake (8 plus 1 high school and 145 AIG teachers, 3-8 grades).  All of these districts have trained mentors for follow-up. 

 
Barriers:   

Head Count Data – Cohort-3 Head count data was incomplete for 2 of the districts: The Superintendent, both principals and the AIG Director left the district during the critical 

timeframe for collecting the talent pool data.  In the second district, some of the teachers did not carryout the treatment properly.  The data in this report is based on the three dis-

tricts that did complete the research.    

 

Conducting Research in Schools: Teachers have so much paperwork, with little planning time and to add a research project and training that required the amount of time and 

effort was a challenge, but after completing the training, most of the teachers said that it was worth it and that they should have gotten this training in their pre-service program and 

that it would have made their teaching better from the beginning.  In most of our schools, principals found planning time for the teachers to work together with the buddy observa-

tional tool. 

 

Unanticipated Outcomes and Benefits 

One of the most exciting and beneficial outcomes has been on the engagement of the students and their successes in reading, writing, thinking, vocabulary development and their 

love of the Gifted Intelligent Behaviors.  From the minute the children enter the program, they must speak in complete sentences when responding to questions.  They catch on to 

this quickly and teachers believe that this simple strategy along with the thinking skills program has helped Bright IDEA students outscore the control students on reading and writ-

ing assessments.  Students work in centers around differentiated learning tasks and quickly become adept at working collaboratively. 

 

Wake County Schools hired a company to conduct a comprehensive curriculum audit for their entire school system. There were a number of audit exceptions, especially in the 

gifted program.   The Wake Central Staff for the Academically Gifted Program adopted the Bright IDEA Concept-Based Curriculum Unit Template because they said “the tem-

plate addressed every exception to the way they were delivering instruction to students.”  As a result, Wake County has expanded training in Building Thinking Skills to a large 

number of elementary and middle schools and the Bright IDEA Leadership Team has helped in conducting training on developing concept-based units to 145 AIG teachers who 

have written interdisciplinary social studies units for grades 3-8.  They developed approximately 70 units, now being used with Lead AIG teachers. Wake County has four Title I 
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schools in the research cohorts, another elementary school, Forestville, which won a national award for closing the achievement gap and the Principal gives credit to the training 

on Bright IDEA pedagogy.  Fuquay High School Principal, Edward McFarland, was trained in Bright IDEA in one of the elementary schools and is having great success introduc-

ing instructional strategies from Bright IDEA into his high school and has cut suspension rates and raised academic scores for all subjects.   

  

The best outcome has been the participants in the Project who have become the champions for getting the word out in their districts and who understand the impact of the Project 

on the children and how it has changed their teaching practices for the better.  As a result of teachers and principals sharing their experiences there has been an expansion of the 

Project across all grade levels as they complete the research.   Building Thinking Skills and Gifted Intelligent Behaviors are the first components to implement and have a big im-

pact on vocabulary development, writing, problem-solving, and student behaviors and attitudes. Many teachers decided to get National Board Certification after taking Bright 

IDEA training and were successful in that process. 

 

Dissemination: 

As a result of the dissemination at National and State Conferences, we have received numerous requests for implementation in other districts and states. Three Dissemination Sem-

inars were held to discuss lessons learned, to revise any major changes to the Professional Development Model and to make recommendations to policy holder. 

Project Bright Tomorrow, directed by the former Principal of the Demonstration Site, Thomasville Primary and trained in Bright IDEA Practices, secured a grant from Piedmont 

Triad Consortium for $200,000 to expand a K-12 model across three school districts and the Community College that serves those districts.  The business executives from the area 

are excited about the project, the training and curriculum and are working with the Project to sustain and promote it within the districts.  This grant has been completed but one 

district from this grant is continuing to implement and to expand elements across the district. 

 

Demonstration Site for five years:  Thomasville Primary School, Paula Gaylord, Principal – Entire school is in training for all components. 

New Demonstration Sites:  Northside Elementary - Elizabeth City/Pasquotank County; Northeast Elementary, Lenoir County; and Aversboro Elementary in Wake County.  

 

Dissemination Outside of North Carolina:  Richland School District 2, Columbia, SC – Completed 2nd year of implementation of major components of Bright IDEA. 

Darlington School District, Darlington, SC – Completed 1st year of implementation of major components of Bright IDEA.   

 

Inquiries for Training and Information: 

National, State and Local Press 

Goochland School District, Virginia 

Appleton School District, Wisconsin 

Dr. Hardin Coleman, Dean, College of Education, Boston College (For a Mini Conference in Boston for his faculty and invited educators from Boston Schools.) 

Dr. Ellen McIntyre, Director, Elementary Education Program, College of Education, North Carolina State University 

Dr. Jan Riggsbee, Director, Education Program, Duke University 

 

A Documentary Film is being developed on a new start-up Project Bright Tomorrow School in Kinston, NC and some online training courses are being developed to help scale-up 

training.  

 

The co-designers and evaluator will publish a detailed set of materials and journal articles on different aspects of the model.  Two of the co-designers, Margaret Gayle and Mary 

Hargett, have a chapter on The North Carolina Story of Habits of Mind in a new book, Leading and Learning Habits of Mind, published by ASCD in 2009 was written by  

Art Costa and Bena Kallick. 

 


