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Meeting the Reading Challenge

| ' BReview of Program

Students enrolled at Mt. Savage Middle School perform as well or better than peer County and State
students in most skill areas measured on the MSPAP test. However, in one area, reading, they tend to
lag behind. Figure 1.1 shows that fewer than one-fifth of eighth grade students scored satisfactory on the
MSPAP reading component compared to over one-quarter statewide. Over the four-year period 1998-
2001, approximately 21% of Mt. Savage Middle School students scored satisfactorily compared to 22%
in Allegany County and 26% in Maryland. Furthermore, this lag occurred during the students’ schooling
at Mt. Savage and other Feeder Institutions. Eighth grade Mt. Savage students showed a drop in reading
scores from fifth grade reading levels achieved at their elementary schools (see figure 1.2).

The Allegany Board of Education (ACBOE) recognizes that there are many correlates with
underperformance on the test, including socioeconomic background and gender (ACBOE 2000)
but many factors that are more amenable to school intervention, such as teacher training, learning
environment, and technology might have an ameliorative effect on student scores. The fact that Mt.
Savage student performed well in other skill areas gives additional credence to the strategy of reading
targeted curriculum adjustments and additional resources identified in the grant application.

Figure 1.1 Reading MSPAP Results, 8th Grade
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Figure 1.2 Mt. Savage MSPAP Results, 5th vs. 8th Grades
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In Spring 2000, the Board of Education applied for special grant funding from Schools for Success:
Goals 2000 in the amount of $200,000 to help close this gap. The grant proposal called for a three-year
program focused on improving reading teaching strategies, providing additional teaching manpower,
and adding technological and material resources. The ultimate milestone of the program was to
improve student MSPAP reading scores from 27 to 42 percent satisfactory by the third year of the
program.

The program entailed three strategies: staff development, student instruction, and technology infusion.
First, middle school teachers involved in every subject area (33 teachers in total) were selected to
participate in staff workshops to become familiar with Maryland Content Reading Standards, to
learn methods for improving student reading, and to practice lesson integration with peer feedback.
Second, students were to receive instruction in all grades and in each subject areas using these new
methods. Third, teachers were expected to make use of computers, including reading software such
as Reading Counts and Skills Bank to reinforce reading skills.

In summer 2000, the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) announced that Mt. Savage
had been awarded funding for Goals 2000: Meeting the Reading Challenge. However, funding was
provided at a reduced level ($70,000) and therefore could support a reading program for only one year.
The federal Goals 2000 program, initiated in the mid 1990s during the Clinton Administration was
superceded by another program, No Child Left Behind, and the funding stream was terminated.
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Because of this reduced funding and several unanticipated developments, the program was modified
in several ways. First, many second and third year objectives and milestones were removed from
the evaluation plan; thus a teacher coaching/mentoring system and some staff development activities
were curtailed. On the other hand, some timetables were accelerated. For instance, teachers were
expected to make progress towards incorporating new methods into their lesson plans (an objective
not expected to be met until the second year of funding). Second, funding expired before the first
round of MSPAP reading data was originally scheduled to become available (December 2002).
Moreover, because the test did not align well with new federal guidelines and concerns were raised
about test validity and reliability MSDE elected to discontinue the MSPAP test entirely, beginning
with the 2002-03 school year. This effectively left the program without panel data to gauge student
development. Third, the teacher workshop topics were modified and/or supplemented to introduce
more currently accepted methods. For instance, whereas the grant proposal indicated that: the CUCC,
ACE, Comma-Quote, and CUPS strategies would be used, the program actually included methods
such as SQ3R, the Frayer Model, Mapping, Word Map, QAR, KWL, Link and Think, Slotting, and
Click and Clunk.

All teacher training occurred on site at Mt. Savage Middle School. Both daytime and evening
workshops were held and were approximately 2-3 hours in duration. Five different workshops
were scheduled and attendance was tracked. Workshops consisted of lecture, question and answer,
and application. Participants in each session were given a non-binding test at the end of the class
to measure retention and understanding of the material covered. These workshops were organized
by the Program Director with the assistance of reading teachers, the school improvement team, and
the school principal, Mr. Gary Llewellyn.

Evaluation of the program was spelled out in the proposal. First year goals, objectives, and milestones
are listed in Table 1.1. These milestones relate mainly to teacher participation and survey completion.
A quarterly progress report was submitted to MSDE that detailed achievement of milestones listed
in the grant application timeline.

In this report, a broader spectrum of measures is used to measure program effectiveness. This
includes the following elements: (1) management plan (were necessary staff and materials available on
schedule?), (2) staff participation (how many teachers participated in the workshops and how often?),
(3) staff satisfaction (how satisfied were teachers with the content and delivery of the training?), (4)
staff knowledge (how much did the teachers learn and retain from the workshops as measured by
tests and self-assessments?), (5) course integration (how many teachers were using the techniques as
evidenced by survey responses and sample lesson plans?), and (6) student reading development (what
were the perceptions of teachers of the impact of the new methods on student learning?).

The remainder of the report is divided into three sections. The first section (2.0) addresses outcomes
collected internally by the program director. These include self-assessments of adhering to the
management plan, teacher assessment of workshop quality and learning, workshop attendance,
quarterly reports issued to MSDE. The second section (3.0) describes the results of an end-of-year
teacher survey provided by the evaluator and examples of lesson plans submitted by teachers that
incorporate reading in-service methods. The report ends with a summary and conclusions.
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Table 1.1 Goals, Objectives, and Milestones for

First Year of Goals 2000: Meeting the Reading Challenge.

Goal,‘ObJectlve, Modification Achievement -
Milestone

Goals (Round One-Three)

Goal #1: By June 2004 100%
of Mount Savage Middle
School teachers will be using Goal accelerated to
MSPAP reading stances and September 2002.
strategies in their classroom
units and lesson plans.

Goal substantially achieved

Goal was dropped because of
Goal #2: By June 2004, eight changes in state testing

graders scoring at satisfactory system. Furthermore,

level of the MSPAP reading evaluation in this report was Not measurable.
section will increase from the not possible because grant

base of 27% to 42% ending date occurs before

testing data is available.

Objectives (Round One-two)

Objective #1: By June 2002
all Mount Savage Middle
School teachers will have
participated in staff
development and training in
how to use reading stance
questions and reading
strategies in the classroom.

Objective substantially

No changes. achieved.

Objective #2: By June 2002

all Mount Savage Middle

School teachers will have Objective substantially
. . No changes. .

written and evaluated reading achieved.

stance questions for content

area units.
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Goals, Objectives, and Milestones for

First Year of Goals 2000: Meeting the Reading Challenge.

Goal, Objective,

Milestone (continued)

Goals (Round One-Three)

Modification
(continued)

(continued)

continued

Achievement
(continued)

Objective #3: By June 2002,
32% of eight graders will be
performing at the satisfactory

level on the reading section
of MSPAP

No changes.

Spring MSPAP data is not
released until December
2002. Data is not available
for this report.

Objective #4: By June 2003
all Mount Savage Middle
School teachers will have
developed and used unit and
lesson plans that incorporate
reading stance questions and
strategies.

Objective accelerated to June
2002.

Objective partly achieved.
Significant number of
teachers show progress
toward this objective.

Milestones

Milestone #1: By October of
2001 teachers will have
participated in initial staff
development in how to raise
reading scores on MSPAP.
Training will include learning
about the three reading
outcomes, the four reading
stances and indicators, the
CUCC and "Comma Quote"
reading strategies, and the
language usage icon.

Milestone was modified.
Topics were changed to more
contemporary strategies.

Modified objective
substantially achieved.
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Table 1.1 Goals, Objectives, and Milestones for

First Year of Goals 2000: Meeting the Reading Challenge.

continued

Goal, Objective, Modification Achievement

Milestone (continued) (continued) (continued)

Milestones

Milestone #1: By October of
2001 teachers will have
participated in initial staff
development in how to raise
reading scores on MSPAP.
Training will include learning
about the three reading
outcomes, the four reading
stances and indicators, the
CUCC and "Comma Quote"
reading strategies, and the
language usage icon.

Milestone was modified.
Topics were changed to more
contemporary strategies.

Modified objective
substantially achieved.

Milestone #2: By January of
2002 teachers will have
participated in staff
development in how to
develop quality reading No change.
activities for their classroom
units, focusing on reading to
be informed and reading to
perform task questions.

Milestone substantially
achieved.

Milestone #3: By March of
2002 teachers will have
participated in staff

development in how to No change. Milestone substantially

analyze and score student achieved.

responses to content-area

reading stance questions

Milestone #4: By June of Teachers were introduced to

2002 teachers will have been concept in September 2002

introduced to the concept of workshop and a majority of
. No change. .

coaching partners for teachers indicated that they

teaching and implementing were interested in coaching

reading activities. partners.
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Table 1.1 Goals, Objectives, and Milestones for

First Year of Goals 2000: Meeting the Reading Challenge.

continued

Goal, Objective, Modification Achievement
Milestone (continued) (continued) (continued)

Milestones (continued)

Milestone #5: By June of
2002 teachers will have
completed a post-training No change. Milestone achieved.
survey concerning the
MSPAP reading outcomes.

Milestone #6: By June of
2002, eighth-grade students
will have taken the reading
section of MSPAP and results No change.
will be analyzed in December
of that year with a goal of
reaching 32% satisfactory.

Spring MSPAP data is not
released until December
2002. Data is not available
for this report.

Source: ACBOE (2000).



raining Delivery
and Characteristics

Baseline pre-test data was collected for the grant application in January 2000. According to the results
of the pre-test, only twenty-five percent of the teachers could name all three Maryland Learning
Outcomes for Reading (i.e., Reading to perform a task, Reading to be informed, Reading for literary
experience—see Appendix A.1) and 31% did not know any. Slightly over half (56%) of teachers had
administered a MSPAP test and 69% had seen sample tasks or were familiar with the test. As will be
seen later, knowledge/understanding levels improved significantly from these relatively low levels.

During the 2001-2002 school year, the management plan was closely followed. A Program Director,
Mrs. Kathy Stoner, was appointed at the commencement of the grant. The program hired a reading
teacher in August 2001 on a one-year temporary contract. This teacher provided year-round reading
instruction to middle school students. In addition, the program purchased a classroom computer for
the new hire. The remainder of the materials funds was dedicated to books for library and classroom
uses.

An introductory orientation and five teacher development workshops were held. During the
orientation, conducted by the school principal, the goals of the program, timetable, and incentives
available were explained. The other workshops were arranged around various reading skill areas
exhibited in table 2.1. Modifications were made from selected topics identified in the grant proposal
because those strategies were “outdated” and/or the “state does not emphasize these strategies.”
Teachers from other local schools and other grade levels at Mt. Savage Elementary were invited to
participate in workshops but only a handful took up the offer.

Additional professional development activities occurred during the year. On three occasions, faculty
met after school hours to practice methods learned in the classroom workshops. For instance, teachers
practiced and observed MSPAP scoring methods with the assistance, feedback, and coaching of
other teachers and administrators. In a session organized by Technology Infusion staff, on August
23,2001, reading teachers met at Allegany College to examine web resources for reading. Teachers
reviewed examples of web-based lessons and discussed MSDE content standards, acceptable use
policy, and MSDE teacher requirements. Finally, two reading teachers (Beth Streitbeck and Colleen
Zaloga) attended the State of Maryland Reading Association Conference.
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Table 2.1 Workshop details.

WIS L Dates Theme Topics Presenter Participation Opjectlve
Number achievement
Aueust Program Goals,
& Orientation Timetable, and Llewellyn NA NA
22, 2001 .
Incentives
Three purposes for
September Reading reading,Reading
21 and 24, Content Content Standards, | Llewellyn 28 100%
2001 Standards SQ3R, Introduction
to stance questions
Three criteria for
stance questions,
November Frayer -
2 2001 Model erFlng stance 36 100%
questions, Frayer
Model
Assessing
Reading . .
December | Comprehen- Scorl.ng reading, .
3 14, 2001 | sion: Asking I;Zii?gggzil Minogue 19 100%
the Right d
Questions
Scorin Review of stance
February Writ tef questions, Selecting
4 25, 26, anchor papers, Minogue NA NA
Responses to . .
2002 . Scoring written
Reading .
responses to reading
Mapping, Word
Map, QAR, Read 3
times, KWL,
KWLL,
September Reading Cause/Effect,
> 2002 Strategies Compare/Contrast, Malec 37 100%
Link and Think,
Slotting, Click and
Clunk, Fix-up
Strategies

* Percentage of respondents who agreed that the objectives of the workshop were met.
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A summary of the topics covered in each session is included in columns three and four (Appendix
A.2 provides a brief glossary/synopsis of reading methods emphasized in in-service training). The
workshop instructor is indicated in column five, the number of participants in the workshop by column
six. Teachers also rated the quality of in-service training by responding to the question: “Were the
objectives of this in-service training achieved?” This result is provided in column six. Respondents
consistently replied in the affirmative. Recommendations based on workshop teacher evaluations
were incorporated into an improvement plan comprised by the Program Director.

Program training was overseen by a Goals 2000 steering board that consisted of the principal of Mt.
Savage Elementary/Middle School, Mt. Savage reading teachers, and the School Improvement Team.
Although the board was originally expected to meet monthly to discuss program progress and advise,
the schedule fell short of that expectation. However, the steering board did meet at the mid-point of
the grant (December 2001) to discuss grant expenditure and workshop topic issues. Furthermore,
external steering board members (i.e., External Evaluator and Board of Education administration)
received copies of quarterly progress reports. These reports, included in Appendix A.3, were
submitted to MSDE and showed that the revised goals were being met in a timely manner.

In retrospect, one area where teacher training might have been improved was in teacher use of
computer-based instructional and assessment software. The grant application recommended that
Mt. Savage Middle School teachers utilize Reading Counts and Cornerstone/Skills Bank. During the
2000-2001 school year, both types of software were installed on school computers through funding
provided by a Technology Literacy Challenge Grant. However, teacher training was fairly limited.
For instance, only grades five and six teachers received Cornerstone/Skills Bank training according
to Technology Infusion Project records and that training occurred in January 2001. Skills Bank was
used during the 2001-2002 school year but primarily by mathematics faculty for math instruction
and not in a manner that could be used to assess reading mastery. Reading Counts was used by
sixth grade teachers and students. Seventh and eighth grade teachers did not use Reading Counts
because it was found to be more suitable for elementary school students.

X lleacher Surveys

Two surveys were conducted of teachers near the conclusion of the grant period. The first, an end-of
school-year survey completed in May/June 2002 (see Appendix A.4 for a copy of the questionnaire)
and a shorter project finale survey with more open-ended questions was administered after the final
in-service workshop in September 2000.

3.1 End-of-Year Survey

For the first survey, questionnaires were received from all 34 participants who teach Middle School for a 100%
response rate with respondents distributed in grades and subject areas indicated in table 3.1. Daytime attendance
was most common, but more than half of the teachers also reported attending during the evening also.

10
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N % =
Sixth 17 50
Seventh 24 70.5
Eighth 24 70.5

N %
Second Languages 2 5.9
Science 6 17.6
Mathematics 8 23.5
English/Language Arts 10 29.4
Health 2 59
Physical Education 4 11.8
Computers 1 2.9
Vocational Education 1 2.9
Social Studies 5 14.7
Fine Arts 4 11.8
Special Education 1 2.9
Other 4 11.8
AN - RO - OO soim st
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C) ®) : 1)
Often Sometimes Never
During School 75 13 9 0 3
After School 25 25 16 6 22

Areview of several questionnaire items shows that teachers rated the quality of in-service traming
high. Eighty-eight percent of teachers felt that the quality of training was above average (see figure
3.1). This figure is comparable or higher than evaluations of other BOE training opportunities. For
instance, in evaluations of training delivered by Allegany College as part of the Technology Infusion
Program in 1999-2000, 79% of respondents “agreed” that the “presentation met needs” (Allegany
College. Technology Literacy Challenge Grant Evaluation, July 1999-September 2000).

Figure 3.1 Quality of In-service Training

60

50- \\\ \
N
N

\
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\\\\
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Il Very Good Good [] Average Poor =] very Poor
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Self evaluations of knowledge/understanding of reading subjects were positive (see Table 3.3). A
majority of teachers responded that their command of eight different reading training topics (taught
before June 2002) was above average following the year of training. Teachers rated knowledge of
SQ3R, Maryland Learning Outcomes, and Maryland Learning Outcomes highest but other areas
somewhat lower (but still above average). This result is not altogether surprising since attendance
was greater for the initial workshop than the second that covered these other subjects (i.e., analyzing
and scoring student responses, using rubric scoring tools and anchor papers, analyzing and scoring
content area reading).

Table 3.3. Knowledge/understanding of reading subjects. (Percentage of Total and Mean)

Very Average Very Don't B
Good g Poor Know

o |Maryland Learning | 5, | 5, 18 3 0 3 4.29
Outcomes
Maryland Learning

b. | Outcomes 47 34 13 3 0 3 4.29
vocabulary

c. | SQ3R 43 36 14 0 0 7 4.31
Four Reading

d. | Stances and 41 38 18 0 0 3 4.24
Indicators
Analyzing and

e. | scoring student 27 38 29 3 0 3 3.92
responses
Using rubic

f. | scoring tools and 32 29 35 0 0 3 3.93
anchor papers

O 5itudiual datrwasatsogottected-fHromeiternr—tra preqtest qu.,bﬁuuuailc conductedmIa THary 2001

giC 1%1{?9@]61%15(% if they |had ggen §ampleq of MBPAP fasks and werg familjar with them| Fiffyrqine]

evelopment

Analyzing and

h. [ scoring content 29 32 29 3 0 6 3.89
area reading

13
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(59) percent (19 of 32 respondents) responded in the affirmative at that time. A similar question asked
on the June 2002 questionnaire revealed that now 88% had seen and were familiar with them.

Teachers had begun to implement some of the methods in the classroom (see Table 3.4). Over half
of teachers reported using “SQ3R,” “writing stance questions,* and “analyzing and scoring student
responses using rubric scoring tools and anchor papers,” although SQ3R was used less frequently
than the other two. When these results were broken down by teaching subject and grade level, there
was little difference in the frequency of teacher use. Also, teachers were asked to provide an example
of a lesson plan that incorporated methods learned during reading in-service. Twenty-one (21) of
the thirty-four (34) respondents or (62%) provided lesson plans. Lesson plans were provided in the
areas of English (6 respondents), math (3), science (3), fine arts (3), physical education (2), social
studies (2), languages (1), and other (1). It was apparent that reading and writing tasks had been
introduced into all middle school subject areas, including ones where reading and writing is not
traditionally emphasized (e.g., mathematics, physical education, fine arts). A representative lesson
plan demonstrating how reading methods were used is included in Appendix A.5

Often Sometimes Never

a. |SQ3R 6 19 44 28 3 2.97

b. | Writing Stance Questions 27 30 36 3 3 3.72
Analyzing and scoring

.. stud§nt responses using 36 2% 2% 10 3 3.85
rubric scoring tools and
anchor papers

ILeachers-erg-askad-ta azaluata o dorigc of dtataooodic that daoalt uath thao o

1

and the teaching/learning process (see table 3.5). They agreed that the methods have had some
transformative effects on their teaching practices. Teachers agreed that the workshop topics were
“coherently arranged” and informative, but approximately 40% at least “somewhat agreed” that too
few topics had been covered (one additional in-service workshop was scheduled after these responses
were collected). A large majority agreed that the workshops had provided knowledge/information for
the classroom and had encouraged them to think differently about teaching and how to incorporate
new strategies. Proportionately few agreed that the “hands-on” element was present (perhaps, in
part, due to the removal of the coaching element from the program) and that the “opportunities to
work on areas of teaching” or “provided useful feedback™ on their teaching.

14
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)

3)

(2

(1)

Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree

Provided opportunities to

a. | work on areas of teaching 33 30 30 6 0 3.87
that I am trying to develop
Gave me knowledge or

b. | information that is useful in 49 36 9 6 0 4.28
the classroom

.. Were coherently related to 55 36 9 0 0 446
each other
Allowed me to focus on a

d. | problem over an extended 42 42 12 0 3 4.14
period of time
Provided me with useful

© | feedback about my teaching 30 39 27 0 3 3:90
Made me pay closer attention

f. | to particular things I was 58 27 12 3 0 4.40
doing in the classroom

g. | Covered too few topics 0 10 29 48 13 2.36
Encouraged me to seek out
additional information from

h. | other teachers, an 42 39 15 3 0 4.17
instructional facilitator, or
another source
Encouraged me to think

i. | about aspects of my teaching 36 52 9 3 0 4.21
in new ways

e I E R R

AltHougl"teachers agreec?rt]ﬁat the r¢ading in-seivice “has changed dr det¢rmined the yay” tha

they teach classes (see figure 3.2), a majority (51%) of respondents rated the effect as being

15
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between “somewhat” and “not at all.” Furthermore, the link between teaching using the new
reading methods and student performance was judged to be weaker still. Approximately one half
of the respondents replied that the “reading in-service” methods would have little improvement
on student reading (formerly MSPAP) scores. This finding is not altogether surprising given
the wide array of socio-economic and school based instructional factors that help determine
pupil performance. However, it does indicate the probable difficulty of linking even successful
teacher training activities to improved student performance.

In open-ended comments (see Appendix A.6), teachers offered additional observations about the in-
service training opportunities. Most of these comments were laudatory. However, two teachers offered
concerns about the scheduling of in-service training and the clarity of current scoring guidelines.

3.2 End-of-Project Survey

Figure 3.2 In-service Effect on Teaching

|_’ ]

Greatly Somewhat Not at all
5 4 3 2 1
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Figure 3.3 Effect on Student Scores
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In the end-of project survey conducted in September 2002, 27 teachers participated. Teachers were asked
to estimate the value of the Goals 2000 project to their professional development. All but two teachers
(93%) responded that the workshops were either “very valuable” or had “some value” (see figure 3.4).

Teachers offered numerous comments regarding how the grant funding and in-service training
had affected teacher development, classroom teaching, and student learning (see Appendix A.7).
Many teachers indicated that the training had provided them with more learning “tools” to use in
the classroom. Some teachers responded that the in-service training would make teachers aware of
the importance of reading in all content areas and would result in more consistency in classroom
pedagogy. A few teachers indicated that the workshops had validated or reinforced what they were
already using in the classroom. Several teachers wrote that the most valuable parts of the workshops
were learning about the experiences of other teachers and the “teamwork” that resulted.

A few teachers pointed out some limitations of the training. The changes made in statewide testing
had made some of the material covered during the 16 months outdated. Furthermore, a few teachers

17
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Figure 3.4 Value of Goals 2000 Grant
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indicated a desire for more “hands on” teaching and coaching. This component of the original grant
application was not incorporated into the first year. However, during the final in-service training
session, teachers were asked if they were “interested in forming a coaching pair to improve and
perfect the use of selected reading strategies with students in your classroom.” Over half (56% or
20 of 36 respondents) replied in the affirmative and an additional one-quarter (9 of 36 respondents)
indicated that they might potentially be interested.

4.0

18
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Meeting the Reading Challenge \

ost of the goals,
ant award funded
only one year of activities and the state test was dropped 1n favor of another testing system,
the grant evaluation plan was modified. Some goals/objectives/milestones were dropped, others
were adjusted, and others were accelerated. This report evaluates the success of the grant in meeting
benchmarks identified in the grant application in the areas of management plan, staff participation,
staff satisfaction, staff knowledge, course integration and student reading development.

According to grant records, the management plan was generally followed with a few adjustments
introduced during the year. Appointment, hiring, and purchasing decisions were made on schedule.
A grant steering board was comprised that oversaw purchase and training decisions but had a slightly
different makeup than was identified in the grant application and met less often than originally
anticipated. Quarterly reporting to MSDE was submitted as required.

Teacher participation in in-service training was generally excellent. Most sessions had near full-
participation and only one December in-service workshop fell near the 50% participation threshold.
The sessions delivered training that met teacher expectations. The topics were coherently related
and informative. Teacher knowledge as revealed by both post-workshop tests and self-evaluation
indicated that teachers had gained improved understanding/knowledge of reading standards and
reading strategies.

Evidence was found that the workshops had stimulated some changes in the way teachers taught and
viewed reading across content areas. Teachers thought that the reading strategies had a moderate
effect on how they taught their classes. The workshops also made teachers pay closer attention
to what they were teaching, to think about their teaching in new ways, to try new things in the
classroom, and to seek out new information from different sources. Evidence of teacher integration
of the workshop strategies was collected from lesson plans. Almost two-thirds of teachers produced
lesson plan(s) that demonstrated the use of workshop methods. Each content area produced evidence
of curriculum integration. Also, teachers indicated a willingness to pursue the out-year objectives
of the grant by incorporating the reading strategies into multiple lesson plans and forming coaching
pairs to rehearse the use of the reading strategies learning in the workshops.

No student performance data was collected as part of the project. Teachers judged that the new
reading strategies would have a slight but uncertain effect on student reading competencies. Student
performance data from the Spring MSPAP test were not available at the time of this writing but will
be released in December 2002. Skills Bank and Reading Counts computer based learning testing
instruments received limited use. Reading Counts, aimed at an elementary audience, was found
to be inappropriate for learning and assessment for a middle-school audience. Skills Bank was not
used for assessing or improving student reading abilities, in part, because teachers were not using
the software and/or had not been trained in its use.
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Method

SQ3R

A.2 Glossary

Description

Acronym introduced by F. P. Robinson (1946) in a
book Effective Study. Letters stand for "Survey,
Question, Read, Recite, and Review." SQ3R is a
method for reading that differs from reading for
pleasure by scanning selected parts of text and seeks to
aid comprehension.

Sessions Introduced

#1

Maryland Learning
Outcomes in Reading

These are the outcomes measured by the Maryland School
Performance Assessment Program. They include: (1)
Reading for Literary Experience, (2) Reading for
Information, and (3) Reading to Perform a Task.

#1

Four Reading Stances

Reading stances are the responses that readers make to
what they read. The four reading stances include: (1)
Initial understanding, (2) Developing Interpretation, (3)
Responding personally, and (4) Critical analysis.

#1,2

Frayer Model

A method to assist students in vocabulary development.
Students write a word in the middle of a square and
identify characteristics, examples, non-examples, and
the definition in other quadrants of the square.

#2

Stance Questions

Stance questions are questions that teachers compose
that address one or more of the four reading stances.
These questions are asked to measure students reading
comprehension.

#3

Scoring Reading

A method to score reading using rubrics that align with
the four reading stances. Each of the stances is assigned
a graduated scoring scale, varying from a level of high
understanding (4) to low understanding (1).

#3, 4

Selecting Anchor Paper

Step by step description of how to select benchmark
papers for scoring written responses to reading
exercises.

#4

QAR

QAR stands for "Question — Answer Relationships."

#5
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A.2 Glossary

(continued)

A reading comprehension strategy. KWL stands for
"Know, Want, and Learn." The student lists what they

KWL know about a subject, what they want to know about a #
subject, reads the article, and lists what they have learned.
A reading comprehension strategy that involves
students making audible signals when they understand

Click and Clunk (click) and don't understand (clunk) a word, sentence, 45

paragraph, and/or article. If a student doesn't
understand, he/she consults a "reading check sheet" to
assist in understanding.

A vocabulary development strategy. Students
Word Map comprehend vocabulary by giving synonyms, #5
antonyms, and visual representations of words.

Extension of KWL reading comprehension strategy.
KWLL KWLL stands for "what I Know, what I Want to know, #5
what I Learned, and Where I learned it."
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Appendix A.4
Reading In-Service Survey







Reading In-service Survey
For each of the questions below, please circle the appropriate responses.
1. What grade levels do you teach? (Circle all that apply)
6 7 8

2. What subject areas do you teach? (Circle all that apply)

Second Languages Health Social Studies

Science Physical Education Fine Arts
Mathematics Computers Special Education
English/Language Arts Vocational Education Other (specify )

3. How often did you attend in-service reading training during each of the time periods
listed below?

Often Sometimes Never
During School 5 4 3 2 1
After School 5 4 3 2 1

4. How would you evaluate the quality of your in-service training?

Very Good Average Very Poor
5 4 3 2 1

5. Rate your knowledge/understanding of the following reading subjects:

Very Average Very Don’t
Good Poor Know
a. Maryland Learning Outcomes 5 4 3 2 1 0
b. Maryland Learning Outcomes 5 4 3 2 1 0
vocabulary
c. SQ3R
d. Four Reading Stances and Indicators 5 4 3 2 1 0
e. Analyzing and scoring student 5 4 3 2 1 0
responses
f. Using rubric scoring tools and 5 4 3 2 1 0
anchor papers
g Vocabulary development 5 4 3 2 0
h. Analyzing and scoring 5 4 3 2 1 0

content area reading
6. How often have you used the methods in a classroom setting?
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Often Sometimes

Never

a. 3Q3R 5 4 3 2 1
b. Writing Stance Questions 5 4 3 2 1
c. Analyzing and scoring 5 4 3 2 1

student responses using
rubric scoring tools and anchor
papers

7. To what degree do you agree or disagree with the following statements about your
in-service learning experiences this year?

My In-service Learning experiences this year . . .

Strongly Somewhat Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree

a. Provided opportunities to work on 5 4 3 2 1
areas of teaching that I am trying to develop

b. Gave me knowledge or information 5 4 3 2 1
that is useful in the classroom

c. Were coherently related to each other 5 4 3 2 1

d. Allowed me to focus on a problem over 5 4 3 2 1

an extended period of time

e. Provided me with useful feedback about 5 4 3 2 1
my teaching

f. Made me pay closer attention to particular 5 4 3 2 1

things I was doing in the classroom

g. Covered too few topics 5 4 3 2 1

h. Encouraged me to seek out additional 5 4 3 2 1
information from other teachers, an
instructional facilitator, or another source

i. Encouraged me to think about aspects 5 4 3 2 1
of my teaching in new ways

j- Encouraged me to try new things in the 5 4 3 2 1

classroom
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8. Have you seen samples of MSPAP tasks and had time to study them well enough to know how
they are constructed?

Yes No
9. How much do you believe that the reading in-service has changed or determined the way you
teach your classes?

Greatly Somewhat Not at all
5 4 3 2 1

10. What effect do you believe that the reading in-service methods will have on student reading
MSPAP scores?

Improve Improve No
Greatly Somewhat Improvement
5 4 3 2 1

11. Please attach a lesson plan demonstrating use of one or more reading in-service training
methods.

12. Do you have any additional comments regarding your experience with the reading in-service
program in general? Please write your comments in the space provided below.
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Appendix A.6
End-of-Year
Survey Comments







Comments

I feel this was an excellent program and that I learned many new strategies from in-service and
presenters. The students enjoyed these activities.

I felt that they all were very useful, and I think that I gained a great deal and I hope the program is
continued next year.

Presenters did a thorough and structured job of clearly outlining state formats for content area
reading instruction.

It is hard for some teachers to go to in-service programs after school because of coaching or other
things they have to do after their work day. There would be a better turn out if we did these things
during school.

Helpful —But we have a long way to go. I felt it difficult to judge student work fairly when so many
differences were found among teachers and their expectations. A stronger guideline for what we

want and how we want it from students is needed.

In-services were a great benefit to me. This was a learning year. Hopefully, the test will not change
so much that I cannot use some summer strategies next year.

Always beneficial to see and work with new methods or ideas— just keeps us evolving as education
changes. Interested in motivational stuff. New ideas workshop in-services.
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Appendix A.7
End-of-Project Comments







What was the single most important impact of the Schools for Success: Goals 2000 grant for
you?

Last year’s session with Barb Smetton. Though since the test (MSPAP) was cancelled, I'm
not sure how useful it is this year.

It validated the things I had been teaching and gave me new approaches at the same time.
[It] refocused my knowledge of reading strategies.

Simply to get teachers on a common track.

To get our students to read better.

Reintroduction of numerous reading strategies I hadn’t used in years.

To see teachers with little reading background become aware and hopefully on board; thus
making us more of a team

I learned a great deal in writing stance questions.

The need to use strategies in getting through to kids.

Vocabulary for reading strategies and using them in the classroom.
Extra reading materials have helped and strategies that students can use.
Today.

Information about strategies for reading.

A better understanding of how kids learn.

Expanded my concept of reading strategies.

I was exposed to reading strategies.

Listening to other teachers working with the same problem in the classroom.
The amount of reading strategies presented.

Altering the way I approach reading tasks with students—incorporated more strategies.
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Awareness of strategies for reading in the content area I teach.

Learning to write reading stance questions.

New reading strategies.

Seeing strategies and having a brief overview of the usable techniques.
Expand knowledge of techniques to implement reading strategies in class.
Knowing that these skills apply to all areas and we are doing many already.

How do you think students have been affected by this grant project?

Last year’s eight grade benefited for MSPAP. However, because they would not be counted,
I feel results may not indicate that.

I think teachers have been united and this shows the importance of a concept if everyone
teaches it.

To some extent.

Concentrated reading strategies.

They have been given better tools to work with.
Hopefully, reading scores will show improvement.
They see that reading is important in all content areas.
Better response to stance question

I believe some teachers take it seriously and as a result it will begin to show with kids
results.

Students have become aware of how important reading is to each subject.

Students have become more aware of their reading methods and how changes can improve
their understanding.

Hopefully, we all have used some strategies in our classroom.

Hopefully the knowledge we gained will continue to be used.
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Hopefully, they are gaining better understanding and retaining more.
Students have probably been exposed to a large amount of reading strategies.

It has made me look differently at all students reading abilities and try to work with all
levels of reading problem.

They have a wider circle of strategy use and all teachers have been given tools to help
them.

They have had more of their teachers focus on how to address the content reading rather
than the content itself.

Faculty working with students to help them use the skills of reading in class more
effectively.

They have been writing more across the curriculum.
Not sure.

Understanding that reading skills are necessary in all content areas— linking strategies from
one content to another.

They will be exposed to alternate learning techniques I have learned in workshops.
Help them to comprehend what they are reading.
More consistent across teaching areas.
What will you do differently with students after the grant project is finished?
I will continue to use strategies. I do not know if they will benefit on the new test.
Use many more graphic organizers with students as well as model for them much more.
Not sure. Maybe coaching pair will help.
Continue to refine their use.
Use a variety of strategies for the students.
Be more aware. Apply more strategies where each fits the curriculum.

Try to incorporate more of the comprehension strategies.
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Try to use techniques I haven’t tried before.
I will continue to use strategies in my classroom.

I plan to continue using several of the strategies that have been successful and that students
seem to use on their own.

[I] have been provided with more “tools in the toolbox.”
Implement those strategies that worked.

Try to continue to incorporate what I’ve learned.

Maybe implement a new strategy.

Have some new tools to improve my teaching.

Continue to add strategies to lessons, to give students tools to help them learn.
Continue to try out methods for reaching the struggling readers.
Use the book to incorporate strategies for reading in classes.
More reading and writing.

Pay more attention to reading in content area.

Continue to adopt strategies to meet the needs of students.

Use varied ways to introduce new terms/concepts other than the book shows or have other
plan to tech the idea.

Try different reading strategies now that I have a text!

Break down reading areas.
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