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1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  What was the intended outcome of goal?
Name/Title: Expository Writing and Science Notebooks







Research Question:  1) To what extent and in what ways does the program assist teachers in improving their teaching of science and writing?   2) What evidence is there that the program is adding real value to students’ opportunity to learn science and writing?   3) How can the program continue to refine and develop itself so that its quality is improved and its reach is extended?


Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, age, SES, etc.)


Sampled grade 1, 3, 5 students from 13 elementary schools in Seattle


7 of 13 – poverty rates higher than 44% (Seattle average)


9 of 13 - % ELL students higher than 17.57% district average

2.  Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention.


The program has 3 components:
· Supplemental curriculum for expository writing specific to each of the 18 hands-on science units.

· Professional development available to district teachers.

· 4 workshops per grade level band to introduce the approach and apply it to each science unit.

3.  Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)

-Program studied for two years.

-Evaluators used teacher participants.  How sample teacher were selected for interviews was not addressed in the paper.

-Notebook study

150 student notebooks – 15 classrooms, 13 schools

4 – 1st grade

5 – 3rd grade

6 – 5th grade

Sampled 10 notebooks from each sample.  Random, but stratified to reflect proportion of ESL and Special Ed students.

Sampled schools – over-sampled high poverty and ELL. Teachers who were active in program did not know in advance.
4. What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results?  (Include all measures of dependent variable as well as implementation, attitudes, etc.)

1) Teacher interviews conducted.

2) Notebook study – 2 ratings – Seattle Lead Science Writing Teachers


Entire notebooks read


All readers blind with respect to school and state identification.


Independent raters blind to Seattle raters’ scores


Natural Sample – neither the students nor the teachers knew ahead of time that the notebooks would be used for a purpose other than ordinary classroom instruction. 

3) Results from WASL (state writing assessment and the Seattle Direct Writing Assessment were used.

Rated 3 areas

1) Conceptual understanding

2) Scientific thinking

3) Expository writing

5. Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

1st grade – 7.1 
3rd grade – 8.9

5th grade – 8.6

All – 8.3              
This total is 2.3 points above the developing level of 6 and .7 below the adequate level of 9.
Sample included 50% special needs.  
All 1st grade samples – high poverty.

The quality of student work showed notable progress toward program standards, with 3rd and 5th graders slightly closer to the adequate level than 1st graders. Notebooks of those students identified with special needs were roughly half a level lower than those of other students, with differences smallest in 1stgrade and largest in 5th grade. There was, howvere, evidence of student progress toward program goals. 

6. Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  Did          implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the integrity of the implementation?

No:  

x

Yes: 



If yes, briefly describe.

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?  

No:  

x

Yes: 



If yes, briefly describe.

Although results were positive, there was no control group. 

If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?

Student achievement data reported but no comparison data.

7. Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

No:  

X

Yes: 



If yes, briefly describe.

Summary:

Rating

_2___Design (scale: 1-5)
___5__ Educational Importance (scale: 1-5)

Pre-experimental – One shot case study

[The summary paragraph will be used on the web site provided for districts and should include a brief description of the intervention, the content area and age/description of students studied, and the results of the study.  In addition, strengths and limitations of the study should be noted, including adequacy of measures, ease of implementation, etc.]

This study is an evaluation of a program implemented in the Seattle public schools.  The Expository Writing and Science Notebook Program has three components:

1) Supplemental curriculum for expository writing specific to each of 18 hands-on science units.

2) Professional development consisting of 4 workshops per grade level band to introduce approach and apply it to each science kit.

3) Teacher leadership – 3 – 5/grade level

This program is of interest because of its deliberate approach to improving learning in science and developing expository writing skills.  This program is making a clear attempt to capitalize on the symbiotic relationship between science and writing.  District leaders may look to this study as an example of a district-wide model for improving student achievement in writing and science.  This is not an experimental study, so more work needs to be done in this area.

If the article or report doesn’t provide the information needed to answer the questions above you should call or email the author.  It is not uncommon for publishers to drastically cut essential information out of articles before publishing them.  
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