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Executive Summary 
 

The Improving Academic Literacy (IAL) project is a one-year professional development training 

series for elementary and secondary level educators and administrators seeking information and 

skills related to the teaching of and engagement of students in literacy.  Participants in the IAL 

project received five full-day sessions of professional development throughout the 2017-2018 

academic year.  There were a total of two cohorts of participants participating in the IAL project 

during 2017-2018.  The total number of participants across both cohorts was 77, with 40 

educators in Cohort A, and 37 educators in Cohort B.   

 

The goal behind the Improving Academic Literacy (IAL) project was to familiarize teachers with 

and increase educators’ capacity to implement effective research-based literacy strategies during 

instruction.  Participants in the training learned specific instructional strategies proven to 

increase student engagement and student achievement for learners in grades K-12.  The project is 

a research-based, job-embedded professional learning opportunity that is ongoing throughout the 

school year and can change teacher behaviors through modeling, peer observation, and 

actionable feedback.  It was expected that through participation in the Improving Academic 

Literacy professional development project, the following outcomes would occur: 

 

• Increase teachers’ knowledge surrounding effective literacy instructional strategies. 

• Increase teachers’ use of effective literacy instructional strategies. 

• Increase student achievement in reading and literacy on standardized state assessments. 

 

The current evaluation will address the scope of the Improving Academic Literacy project, its 

primary outcomes, and participants’ level of satisfaction with the project.  Data was collected 

through the administration of the IAL PD Feedback Survey at the end of each session, Individual 

Session Reflection Surveys at the beginning of each session, and the IAL implementation survey 

administered after the end of the program. 

 

1. What is the scope of the Improving Academic Literacy project? 

• A total of 77 educators participated in the Improving Academic Literacy project between 

two cohorts – Cohort A (40) and Cohort B (37). 

• Educators participating in the Improving Academic Literacy project represented nine 

teams across 12 schools in 5 school districts (Ellendale; Jamestown; Northern Cass; 

Richland; West Fargo). 

 

2. What are the primary outcomes of the Improving Academic Literacy project?   

• Prior to the trainings, there were only 9 out of 30 strategies which 50% or more educators 

reported being either “completely” or “mostly” knowledgeable.  After the trainings this 

number increased to 29 out of the 30 strategies taught. 

• On average, the percentage of IAL participants that reported being “completely” or “mostly” 

knowledgeable regarding each strategy increased by 38.2% from pre to post training. 

• The average number of student engagement/motivation strategies in which teachers 

reported utilizing “almost always” or “usually” during instruction significantly increased 

from 4.78 to 7.22 out of 12 from Session 2 to Session 5.   
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• Across the 12 student engagement/motivation strategies taught during Session 1, all 12 

showed increases in regard to the percentage of teachers reporting regular use from 

Session 2 to Session 5 – with 7 increasing significantly.  Strategies showing significant 

increases include “no-hand raising for questions/discussion” (+38.3%), “individual 

responses” (+33.9%), “listeners have clear jobs” (+27.8%), “precision partnering” 

(+26.1%), “meta-cognition/self monitoring” (+25.0%), “written responses” (+23.3%), 

and “choral responses” (+20.0%). 

• The average number of vocabulary/academic language strategies taught during Session 2 

in which teachers reported utilizing “almost always” or “usually” during instruction 

significantly increased from 1.57 to 2.64 out of 6 from Session 3 to Session 5.   

• Across the 6 vocabulary/academic language strategies taught during Session 2, all 6 

showed increases in the percentage of teachers reporting regular use from Session 3 to 

Session 5 – 3 of which increased significantly.  Strategies showing significant increases 

include “structuring meaningful student usage of new terms in both speaking and 

writing” (+33.7%), “creating a language rich classroom” (+31.3%), and “using word sorts 

to prompt deeper processing of new terms” (+14.2%).  

• The average number of vocabulary/academic language strategies taught during Session 3 

in which teachers reported utilizing “almost always” or “usually” during instruction 

increased non-significantly from 3.44 to 3.82 from Session 4 to Session 5.   

• Across the 6 vocabulary/academic language strategies taught during Session 3, 3 

increased in the percentage of teachers reporting regular use from Session 4 to Session 5 

– 2 of which increased significantly.  Strategies showing significant increases include 

“students taught/prompted to ask and answer questions at various levels” (+17.0%), and 

“specific comprehension strategies are explicitly taught” (+15.7%). 

• Overall, across all 24 strategies taught during Sessions 1 through 3, 21 out of 24 

increased in regard to the percentage of teachers reporting regular use at Session 5 – 12 of 

which increased significantly.  Across all 24 strategies the average change in the 

percentage of teachers reporting regular use was an increase by 16.2%. 

 

3.  What are teachers’ level of satisfaction with the Improving Academic Literacy project? 

• A total of 80.2% of training participants rated the sessions they attended as either “very 

effective” or “effective” across Sessions 1 through Session 5. 

• Nearly 90% of participants surveyed (88.5%) at the end of the school year indicated 

either “substantial” or “moderate” changes to their instructional practice. 

• A majority of participants who reported making changes to their instructional practice 

identified that “students are collaborating with peers more often” (61.5%) and “a larger 

percentage of students are engaged” (57.7%) as being amongst the top 3 changes they 

witnessed in their students’ engagement as a result of this training. 

• 96.2% of participants that indicated making changes to their instructional practice on the 

end of year implementation survey reported student learning had changed in their 

classroom.  A majority of these individuals (56.0%) identified “students are able to make 

connections with prior learning” as one of the top 3 student learning changes that they 

have witnessed resulting from this training.  
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Background of the Improving Academic Literacy Project 

The Improving Academic Literacy project was developed in response to SEEC district 

administrators’ expressed needs to increase literacy achievement among students.  In fact, most 

SEEC schools have an identified school improvement goal to increase reading achievement.  The 

chief consultant for this work is Dr. Kevin Feldman, a nationally acclaimed adolescent literacy 

expert who had successfully developed and structured similar professional learning projects 

across the United States.  Through the development and administration of the Improving 

Academic Literacy project, the following outcomes were expected: 

 

• Increase teachers’ knowledge surrounding effective literacy instructional strategies. 

• Increase teachers’ use of effective literacy instructional strategies. 

• Increase student achievement in reading and literacy on standardized state assessments. 

 

Before diving into the results from the Improving Academic Literacy project, it is important to 

understand the research that provided the foundation for the program and the current evaluation. 

 

Foundational Research  

The foundational research upon which the project was developed are two Practice Guides 

from the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) research syntheses:  

• IES Practice Guide, Improving Adolescent Literacy: Effective Classroom and 

Intervention Practices. (Kamil, et al., May, 2014) 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice_guides/adlit_pg_082608.pdf   

• IES Practice Guide, Improving Reading Comprehension in Kindergarten Through Third 

Grade. (Shanahan, et al., Sept., 2010) 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/WWC/pdf/practice_guides/readingcomp_pg_092810.pdf 

For each guide, a well-respected panel of experts was commissioned by the US Department of 

Education to review a vast body of evidence, ranging from experimental studies in which reading 

was the dependent variable, to trends in the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

(NAEP) data, to correlational and longitudinal studies, with reading as the major variable.  In all 

cases, the panels paid particular attention to findings that were replicated across studies.  In the 

guides, panel members took findings from research and highly effective instructional practices to 

describe how best practices might actually unfold in school settings.  Recommendations include: 

1. Provide explicit vocabulary instruction 

2. Provide direct and explicit comprehension strategy instruction 

3. Provide opportunities for extended discussion of text meaning and interpretation 

4. Increase student motivation and engagement in literacy learning 

5. Provide instruction on common structures of informational and narrative texts to aid 

comprehension. 

 

Data Collection Materials and Procedures 

The Improving Academic Literacy project utilized three sources of data to evaluate the 

program’s effectiveness: 1) IAL PD Feedback Survey; 2) IAL Individual Session Reflection 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/practice_guides/adlit_pg_082608.pdf
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/WWC/pdf/practice_guides/readingcomp_pg_092810.pdf
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Survey; and 3) IAL Implementation Survey.  A description of each of the data collection 

materials and the procedures for collecting data is presented below. 

 

 IAL PD Feedback Survey 

 

The IAL PD Feedback Survey is a 21-item online survey which was administered to training 

participants online via a web link at the end of sessions 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 for both cohorts.  The 

survey contains nine demographic items asking training participants to identify their regional 

education association, their school and district, their level of experience, their primary 

position/role, the grade levels in which they work with, and which cohort they participated in 

(Cohort A or B).  Four items address the participants’ perceived change in knowledge for each of 

the instructional strategies learned during that particular session.  The remaining eight items 

assess the participants’ perceptions surrounding the presenter’s effectiveness, and their perceived 

impact of the training session related to changes in knowledge, skills, ability to apply the 

learning, and impact on students.   

 

 IAL Individual Session Reflection Survey 

 

The IAL Individual Session Reflection Survey is an 11-item online survey which was 

administered to training participants online via a web link during the middle of sessions 2, 3, 4, 

and 5.  The survey asks participants progressively to rate the frequency in which they utilized the 

instructional strategies taught during the previous training sessions on a scale of “Never; Rarely; 

About half the time; Usually; Almost always”.  All of the strategies taught during Session 1, 

were assessed four times regarding the frequency in which educators use them during their 

instruction, Session 2 strategies were assessed three times, Session 3 strategies were assessed 

two times, and Session 4 strategies were assessed twice (once in the IAL Implementation 

Survey). 

 

 IAL Implementation Survey 

 

The IAL Implementation Survey is a 20-item online survey which was administered 

approximately four weeks after the conclusion of the final session of the training series via a web 

link sent by the project evaluator.  Items in the implementation survey aim to assess the impact 

the training had on participants related to changes in practice, impact on student engagement, and 

impact on student learning. 
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Introduction to the Evaluation 
 

The Improving Academic Literacy project evaluation addresses three broad questions with data 

collected from administrations of the IAL PD Feedback Survey, IAL Individual Session 

Reflection Survey, and the IAL Implementation Survey during the 2017-2018 academic year.  

The evaluation report is organized around each of these three questions.  Prior to presenting the 

results for each, a brief description of the data sources and collection methods is included.  The 

three questions to be answered through this evaluation include the following: 

 

1. What is the scope of the Improving Academic Literacy project? 

2. What are the primary outcomes of the Improving Academic Literacy project? 

3. What are educators’ level of satisfaction with the Improving Academic Literacy 

project? 

Copies of the IAL PD Feedback Survey, IAL Individual Session Reflection Survey, and IAL 

Implementation Survey are available upon request. 

Evaluation Report 
 

1. What is the scope of the Improving Academic Literacy project? 

 
Data Sources and Collection Methods 

 

Data for evaluating the scope of the Improving Academic Literacy project come from participant 

registrations for the professional development series and the IAL Individual Session Reflection 

Survey.  Information of interest includes the participant’s school district, their primary 

position/role, and their level of experience in their current position. 

 

Results 

Participation/Attendance 

 

A total of 77 elementary and secondary educators participated in the Improving Academic 

Literacy project.  Cohort A included 40 educators from 5 teams in 4 school districts (Ellendale, 

Jamestown Elementary, Richland Elementary, West Fargo – Sheyenne High School, West Fargo 

High School).  Cohort B included 37 educators from 4 teams in 3 school districts (Jamestown 

Secondary, Northern Cass, West Fargo – Sheyenne High School, West Fargo High School).  

Each cohort participated in five full-day sessions of training which involved instruction from 

national consultant Dr. Kevin Feldman and observing peers in practice via learning walks at 

participating schools.   

 

Cohort A sessions were attended by a majority of those registered, averaging 97.0% attendance 

throughout the project (Table 1).  Cohort B sessions were also regularly attended by participants 

registered, averaging 95.1% attendance throughout the project (Table 2). 
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Table 1.  IAL Training Participation by Session (Cohort A) 

IAL Training Participation by Session (Cohort A) – n = 40 

Session # of Attendees # Registered Percent 

Session 1 – 8/15/2017 39 40 97.5% 

Session 2 – 9/27/2017 40 40 100% 

Session 3 – 11/28/2017 36 40 90.0% 

Session 4 – 2/7/2018 40 40 100% 

Session 5 – 4/12/2018 Not available 38 Not available 

Average Attendance 38.8 40 97.0% 

 

Table 2.  IAL Training Participation by Session (Cohort B) 

IAL Training Participation by Session (Cohort B) – n = 37 

Session # of Attendees # Registered Percent 

Session 1 – 8/15/2017 35 36 97.2% 

Session 2 – 9/28/2017 37 37 100% 

Session 3 – 11/29/2017 36 38 94.7% 

Session 4 – 2/8/2018 35 37 94.6% 

Session 5 – 4/11/2018 33 39 84.6% 

Average Attendance 35.2 37 95.1% 

 

 

2. What are the primary outcomes of the Improving Academic Literacy 

project? 
 

Data Sources and Collection Methods 

 

Data for evaluating the primary outcomes of the 2017-2018 Improving Academic Literacy 

project come from administrations of the IAL Individual Session Reflection Survey and the IAL 

Implementation Survey.  The IAL Individual Session Reflection Survey was administered during 

sessions 2-5 and partially in the IAL Implementation Survey which instructed participants to rate 

the frequency in which they utilized the instructional strategies they learned about during 

previous sessions.  The IAL Implementation Survey was administered online to all training 

participants approximately four weeks after the conclusion of the final training session.  The IAL 

Implementation Survey aimed at assessing the impact the training had on individuals’ 

professional practice, their students’ engagement, and their students’ learning.   

 

Results 

 

The Improving Academic Literacy project attempted to achieve the following three outcomes: 

1. Increase teachers’ knowledge surrounding effective literacy instructional strategies. 

2. Increase teachers’ use of effective literacy instructional strategies. 

3. Increase student achievement in reading and literacy on standardized state assessments. 
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Outcome 1:  Increase teachers’ knowledge surrounding effective literacy instructional strategies. 

 

The first outcome that this program sought to achieve was increasing educators’ knowledge 

regarding effective literacy instructional strategies.  Throughout the program, participants are 

taught 30 different instructional strategies that they may integrate within their own practice.  At 

the end of each (except the 5th session) participants were asked to rate their level of knowledge 

regarding each of the strategies highlighted during that particular session both prior to and after 

the session.  The ratings are on a five-point scale consisting of “Completely”, “Mostly”, 

“Somewhat”, “Not at all”, and “N/A – Not taught”.  Looking at participants’ ratings of their 

knowledge prior to the training sessions, only 9 out of the 30 strategies (30%) had 50% or more 

participants rate themselves as being either “completely” or “mostly” understanding (Figure 1).   

 

 
Figure 1.  Educators’ Perceived Understanding of Instructional Strategies Taught (Before & After Session).   
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However, after the training this number increased to 29 out of the 30 strategies.  In fact, 26 out of 

30 strategies had 70% of participants or more indicate that they were either “completely” or 

“mostly” understanding.  The lone strategy which had less than 50% of participants report being 

at least “mostly” understanding was for “using word sorts to prompt deeper processing of new 

terms.”  It is important to note that all strategies showed an increase in the percentage of 

participants indicating being at least “mostly” understanding, with an average increase of 38.2% 

across all strategies.  A full breakdown of the distributions of participants’ perceived knowledge 

for each strategy taught both prior to and after the training session is provided in Figure 1. 

 

Outcome 2:  Increase teachers’ use of effective literacy instructional strategies. 

 

The second outcome which the IAL project sought to achieve was an increase in teachers’ use of 

effective literacy instructional strategies during instruction.  Data used to evaluate this outcome 

was collected through administration of the IAL Individual Session Reflection Survey during 

Sessions 2-5.  Teachers were asked to indicate the frequency in which they utilized specific 

literacy strategies they learned about during the previous sessions using a 5-point Likert-type 

scale: “Almost always”; “Usually”; “About half the time”; “Rarely”; and “Never”.  New 

instructional strategies were introduced at each individual session, thus strategies taught in 

Session 1 were tracked longer and more frequently than those introduced in Sessions 2, 3, and 4 

(Session 1 strategies were rated 4 times, Session 2 strategies were rated 3 times, Session 3 

strategies were rated 2 times).  Strategies taught during sessions 4 and 5 were not analyzed as 

there was no opportunity to collect both baseline and follow-up data. 

 

Session 1 – Student Engagement/Motivation Strategies 

 

A total of 12 student engagement/motivation strategies were introduced to IAL project 

participants during Session 1 of the professional development series.  At Sessions 2, 3, 4, and 5 

teachers reported how frequently they utilized each of the 12 strategies since Session 1.  At 

Session 2, teachers on average reported utilizing 4.78 out of the 12 strategies taught during 

Session 1 either “almost always” or “usually” during instruction.  Looking at the distribution of 

the number of strategies utilized by educators regularly at Session 2, nearly two-thirds of 

teachers reported using between 3 to 6 strategies on a regular basis (Figure 2).  At Session 5, the 

average number of Session 1 strategies used regularly by participating teachers increased 

significantly by nearly 2.5 strategies to 7.22 out of 12 (t = 5.24; p = .000).  The change in 

average number of student engagement and motivation strategies used regularly by session is 

included in Figure 3.  A full session by session breakdown of the distributions of the number of 

student engagement and motivation strategies utilized regularly by teachers during Sessions 2-5 

is provided in Figure 4 on Page 11.   
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Figure 2.  Distribution of Teachers’ Regular Use of Student Engagement/Motivation Strategies 

by Session (Pre-Post).  NS2=48; NS5=41. 

 

 
Figure 4.  Average Number of Student Engagement/Motivation Strategies Used Regularly by 

Session. NS2=60; NS3=48; NS4=53; NS5=45. 
* Indicates a significant increase from Session 2 (p < .05) 
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Figure 3.  Number of Student Engagement/Motivation Strategies Used Regularly by Session.  

NS2=60; NS3=48; NS4=53; NS5=45. 
 

Number of Student Engagement/Motivation Strategies Used Regularly by Session 
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Looking at the changes in the frequency of use of individual strategies learned during Session 1, 

only 2 out of the 12 strategies were reported by 50% or more teachers as being used regularly 

during instruction at Session 2 (Figure 5).  Strategies most likely to be used regularly by 

educators at Session 2 included creating an ‘everyone does everything’ culture (76.7%) and 

individual responses (55.0%).  The strategies least likely to be reported as being used regularly 

by teachers included listeners having clear jobs (16.7%) and meta-cognition/self-monitoring 

(21.7%).  Overall, across all student engagement/motivation strategies taught the average 

percentage of teachers reporting regular use at Session 2 was 39.9%. 

 

 
Figure 5.  Percentage Change in Educators Using Student Engagement/Motivation Strategies 

Regularly (Pre-Post).  NS2=60; NS5=45. 
* Indicates a significant increase from Session 2 to Session 5 (p < 0.05) 

 

By Session 5, the number of strategies in which 50% or more teachers reported regular use 

increased from 2 to 7 out of the 12 strategies.  In fact, all 12 strategies showed an increase in 

regard to the percentage of teachers reporting regular use from Session 2 to Session 5; 7 of which 

increased statistically significantly (Figure 5).  Strategies that yielded significant increases 

included no-hand raising for questions/discussion (+38.3%), individual responses (+33.9%), 

listeners have clear jobs (+27.8%), precision partnering (+26.1%), meta-cognition/self 

monitoring (+25.0%), written responses (+23.3%), and choral responses (+20.0%) (Table 3).  It 

is interesting to note that of the seven strategies that showed significant increases, four were the 

least likely to be reported as being used regularly by teachers at Session 2.  The strategies 

showing the smallest increases in the percentage of teachers reporting regular use from Session 2 

to Session 5 included structuring small group work (+5.0%), and structuring academic language 

for discussion (+8.9%).  At Session 5, the strategies which were reported as being used regularly 

by the greatest number of teachers included individual responses (88.9%), creating an ‘everyone 

does everything’ culture (88.9%), and no-hand raising for questions/discussion (80.0%).  The 

strategies least likely to be reported by teachers as being used regularly during instruction 
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explicitly teaching ‘how to listen; skills (42.2%), listeners have clear jobs (44.4%), meta-

cognition/self monitoring (46.7%), and structuring small group work (46.7%).  As a whole, the 

average percentage of teachers reporting regular use for each strategy increased significantly 

from 39.9% at Session 2 to 60.2% at Session 5.  A full session by session breakdown of the of 

the percentage of teachers reporting regular use for student engagement/motivation strategies is 

included in Figure 6. 

 

Table 3.  Change in Percentage of Teachers Reporting Regular Use of Session 1 Strategies. 

Session 1 Student Engagement/Motivation 

Strategies 

Session 2 Session 5 Change 

in % 

Z-

value 

P-

value % n % n 

Individual responses (NO hand raising, “all in”) 55.0% 60 88.9% 45 +33.9% 3.73 0.000* 

Creating an “Everyone Does Everything” culture 76.7% 60 88.9% 45 +12.2% 1.61 0.054 

No-hand raising for questions/ discussion etc. 41.7% 60 80.0% 45 +38.3% 3.94 0.000* 

Choral Responses 46.7% 60 66.7% 45 +20.0% 2.04 0.021* 

Precision Partnering 31.7% 60 57.8% 45 +26.1% 2.68 0.004* 

Warm up/Exit ticket tied to clear Learning Targets 45.0% 60 57.8% 45 +12.8% 1.30 0.097 

Written responses (Power sentences, etc.) 30.0% 60 53.3% 45 +23.3% 2.42 0.008* 

Structuring Academic Language for Discussion 40.0% 60 48.9% 45 +8.9% 0.91 0.181 

Structuring Small group work (roles, etc.) 41.7% 60 46.7% 45 +5.0% 0.51 0.305 

Meta-cognition /Self Monitoring (e.g. “fist of 5”) 21.7% 60 46.7% 45 +25.0% 2.71 0.003* 

Listeners have clear “jobs” (e.g. paraphrasing) 16.7% 60 44.4% 45 +27.8% 3.12 0.001* 

Explicitly teaching “how to listen” skills 31.7% 60 42.2% 45 +10.6% 1.11 0.134 

All Session 1 Strategies 39.9% 720 60.2% 540 +20.3% 7.14 .000* 

Note. *Indicates a significant increase from Session 2 to Session 5 (p < 0.05). 
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Figure 6.  Percentage of Teachers Reporting Regular Use of Student Engagement/Motivation Strategies by 

Session.  NS2=60; NS3=48; NS4=53; NS5=45.  Strategies are arranged in descending order by the percentage of 

teachers reporting regular use at Session 5.  Regular use includes individuals who reported using a strategy 

either “almost always” or “usually” during instruction. 

 

Session 2– Academic Language & Vocabulary 

 

A total of 6 academic language/vocabulary strategies were introduced to IAL participants during 

Session 2 of the program.  At Sessions 3, 4, and 5 educators were asked to identify how 

frequently they utilized each of the six strategies since Session 2.  Looking at the distribution of 

the number of strategies utilized regularly (“almost always” or “usually”) at Session 3, teachers 

were most likely to report utilizing 0 strategies (36.2%) or 1 strategy (21.3%).  Conversely, 

slightly under one-third of educators participating reported using three or more of these strategies 

on a regular basis (Figure 7).  Overall, this equates to an average of 1.57 out of the 6 strategies 

taught during Session 2 being used regularly by educators.  By Session 5, the modal number of 

strategies used regularly remained at 0, however, the number of strategies used regularly became 

more evenly dispersed, with 50% of teachers reporting regular use of three or more strategies.  

Overall, the average number of academic language/vocabulary strategies used regularly by 

teachers at Session 5 increased significantly to 2.64 out of 6 strategies – an increase of one 

additional strategy (t = 2.81; p = .003) (Figure 8).  A full session by session breakdown of the 

distribution of the number of academic language/vocabulary strategies used regularly by IAL 

participants is provided in Figure 9. 
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Figure 7.  Distribution of Teachers’ Regular Use of Academic 

Language/Vocabulary Strategies by Session (Pre-Post).  NS3=47; NS5=44. 
 

 
Figure 8.  Average Number of Academic Language/Vocabulary Strategies Used 

Regularly by Session. NS3=47; NS4=53; NS5=44. 
*Indicates a significant increase from Session 3 (p < .05)  
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Figure 9.  Number of Academic Language/Vocabulary Strategies Used 

Regularly by Session.  NS3=47; NS4=53; NS5=44. 

 

Looking at the changes in frequency of use for individual strategies learned during Session 2, 0 out of 

the 6 strategies were reported by at least 50% of participating teachers as being used regularly during 

instruction at Session 3 (Figure 10).  Strategies most likely to be used regularly by teachers at Session 

3 included directly teaching key ‘brick and mortar’ terms using our guidelines of Prioritize-Connect-

Use (38.3%), and explicitly teaching/coaching the use of word learning strategies (29.8%).  The 

strategy least likely to be reported as being used regularly by teachers included using word sorts to 

prompt deeper processing of new terms (8.5%).  Across all 6 strategies, the average percentage of 

teachers reporting regular use during instruction was 26.2%. 
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Figure 10.  Percentage Change in Educators Using Session 2 Academic Language/Vocabulary 

Strategies Regularly (Pre-Post).  NS3=47; NS5=44. 
*Indicates a significant increase from Session 3 to Session 5 (p < 0.05). 

 

By Session 5, the number of strategies in which 50% or more teachers reported regular use increased 

from 0 to 2 out of the 6 strategies.  In fact, all 6 strategies showed increases in the percentage of 

teachers reporting regular use from Session 3 to Session 5 – 3 of which increased significantly.  

Strategies showing significant increases included structuring meaningful student usage of new terms 

in both speaking and writing (+33.7%), creating a ‘language rich classroom’ (+31.3%), and using 

word sorts to prompt deeper processing of new terms (+14.2%) as shown in Table 4.  The strategies 

showing the smallest increases in the percentage of teachers reporting regular use from Session 3 to 

Session 5 included directly teaching key ‘brick and mortar’ terms using our guidelines of Prioritize-

Connect-Use (+4.9%), and teaching students to paraphrase key terms in a ‘personal thesaurus’ 

(+6.4%).  At Session 5, the 2 strategies which were reported as being used regularly by over 50% of 

teachers included structuring meaningful student usage of new terms in both speaking and writing 

(61.4%), and creating a ‘language rich classroom’ (56.8%).  The strategies least likely to be reported 

by teachers as being used regularly during instruction included using word sorts to prompt deeper 

processing of new terms (22.7%), and teaching students to paraphrase key terms in a ‘personal 

thesaurus’ (34.1%).  Across all 6 strategies, the average percentage of teachers reporting regular use 

increased significantly from 26.2% to 43.9% (z = 4.34; p = .000).  A full session by session 

breakdown of the percentage of teachers reporting regular use of Session 2 strategies is included in 

Figure 11. 
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Table 3.  Change in Percentage of Teachers Reporting Regular Use of Session 2 Strategies. 

Session 2 Academic Language/Vocabulary 

Strategies 

Session 3 Session 5 Change 

in % 

Z-

value 

P-

value % n % n 
Structuring meaningful student usage of new terms in both speaking and 

writing (e.g. sentence frames, word banks, language anchor charts, etc.) 27.7% 47 61.4% 44 +33.7% 3.24 .001* 

Creating a “language rich classroom” (e.g. word walls, word banks, 

anchor charts, college talk, etc.) 25.5% 47 56.8% 44 +31.3% 3.04 .001* 

Explicitly teaching/coaching use of word learning strategies (context, 

morphology) 29.8% 47 45.5% 44 +15.7% 1.54 .062 

Directly teaching key “Brick & Mortar” terms using our “guidelines” of 
Prioritize – Connect – Use  38.3% 47 43.2% 44 +4.9% 0.47 .319 

Teaching students to paraphrase key terms in a “Personal Thesaurus” 
(not simply copying definitions), and how to use this tool (e.g. writing) 27.7% 47 34.1% 44 +6.4% 0.66 .255 

Using word sorts (open and/or closed) to prompt deeper processing of 
new terms 8.5% 47 22.7% 44 +14.2% 1.88 .030* 

All Session 2 Strategies 26.2% 282 43.9% 264 +16.4% 4.34 .000* 

Note. *Indicates a significant increase from Session 3 to Session 5 (p < 0.05). 

 

 
Figure 11.  Percentage of Teachers Reporting Regular Use of Academic Language/Vocabulary 

Strategies by Session.  NS3=47; NS4=53; NS5=44.  Strategies are arranged in descending order by 

the percentage of teachers reporting regular use at Session 5.  Regular use includes individuals 

who reported using a strategy either “almost always” or “usually” during instruction. 

 

Session 3– Academic Language & Vocabulary (Part 2) 

 

A total of 6 academic language/vocabulary strategies were introduced to IAL project participants 

during Session 3 of the program.  At Sessions 4 and 5 teachers reported how frequently they 
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utilized each of the six strategies since Session 3.  Looking at the distribution of the number of 

strategies utilized regularly (“almost always” or “usually”) at Session 4, teachers were most 

likely to report utilizing 5 out of 6 strategies (21.2%) (Figure 12).  Despite this, slightly over one 

third of participants indicated using less than three of the strategies taught.  Overall, participants 

on average reported utilizing 3.44 out of the 6 strategies taught during Session 3 regularly during 

instruction at Session 4.  At Session 5 the modal number of strategies used regularly increased to 

all six strategies (25.0%) followed by three strategies (22.7%).  Additionally, nearly 80% of 

educators reported using three or more strategies regularly at Session 5.  Overall, the average 

number of instructional strategies used regularly by teachers increased non-significantly to 3.82 

out of the 6 strategies, an increase of slightly over one-third of a strategy (t = 0.97; p = .167) 

(Figure 13).  A full session by session breakdown of the distribution of the number of academic 

language/vocabulary strategies used regularly by IAL participants is provided in Figure 14. 

 

 
Figure 12.  Teachers’ Use of Session 3 Academic Language/Vocabulary Strategies by Session 

(Pre-Post).  NS3=52; NS5=44. 
 

 
Figure 13.  Average Number of Session 3 Academic Language/Vocabulary Strategies Used 

Regularly by Session. NS4=52; NS5=44. 
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Figure 14.  Number of Session 3 Academic Language/Vocabulary Strategies Used Regularly by 

Session.  NS4=52; NS5=44. 

 

Looking at the changes in frequency of use for individual strategies learned during Session 3, one out 

of the six strategies were reported by two-thirds or more teachers as being used regularly during 

instruction at Session 4 (Figure 15).  Strategies most likely to be used regularly by participants at 

Session 4 included clearly modeling thinking (73.1%), specific comprehension strategies are 

explicitly taught (61.5%), and appropriate range/level of prompts (61.5%).  The lone strategy with 

less than 50% of teachers reporting regular use at Session 3 was students being taught to self-evaluate 

understanding (38.5%).  Across all 6 strategies, the average percentage of teachers reporting regular 

use at Session 3 was 57.4%. 

 

Number of Session 3 Academic Language/Vocabulary Strategies Used Regularly by Session 
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Figure 15.  Percentage Change in Educators Using Session 3 Academic Language/Vocabulary 

Strategies Regularly (Pre-Post).  NS4=52; NS5=44 
*Indicates a significant increase from Session 4 to Session 5 (p < 0.05). 

 

By Session 5, the number of strategies in which two-thirds or more teachers reported regular use 

increased from one to three out of the six strategies.  In fact, all six strategies had at least 50% of 

teachers reporting regular use at Session 5.  Overall, the percentage of teachers reporting regular use 

increased for three out of six strategies and decreased for three out of six strategies.  Two out of three 

strategies that increased in percentage from Session 4 to Session 5 increased significantly which 

included students being taught/prompted to ask and answer questions at various levels (+17.0%), and 

specific comprehension strategies are explicitly taught (+15.7%) (Table 4).  Of the strategies that 

decreased in percentage from Session 4 to Session 5, all showed decreases of less than 4.0%.  

Strategies showing the greatest decreases from Session 4 to Session 5 included comprehension 

strategies being combined into routines (-3.8%), and clearly modeling thinking (-2.6%).  At Session 

5, the strategies most likely to be reported by teachers as being used regularly were specific 

comprehension strategies being explicitly taught (77.3%), and students taught/prompted to ask and 

answer questions at various levels (72.7%).  The strategies least likely to be reported by teachers as 

being used regularly were students being taught to self-evaluate understanding (50.0%), and 

comprehension strategies being combined into routines (50.0%).  Across all strategies, the average 

percentage of teachers reporting regular use increased slightly from Session 4 from 57.4% to 63.6%.  

A full breakdown of the changes in the percentage of teachers reporting regular use of Session 3 

strategies is provided in Figure 16. 
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Table 4.  Change in Percentage of Teachers Reporting Regular Use of Session 3 Strategies. 

Session 3 Academic Language/Vocabulary 

Strategies 

Session 4 Session 5 Change 

in % 

Z-

value 

P-

value % n % n 
Specific comprehension strategies are explicitly taught 

(i.e., steps) 
61.5% 52 77.3% 44 +15.7% 1.65 .048* 

Students taught/prompted to ask & answer questions at 

various levels 
55.8% 52 72.7% 44 +17.0% 1.72 .043* 

Clearly modeling thinking (thinking aloud, explaining, 

etc.) 
73.1% 52 70.5% 44 -2.6% -0.28 .390 

Appropriate range/level of prompts (Bloom’s/DOK) 61.5% 52 61.4% 44 -0.2% -0.01 .492 

Comprehension strategies are combined into routines 

(e.g., reciprocal teaching) 
53.8% 52 50.0% 44 -3.8% -0.37 .352 

Students taught to self-evaluate understanding (e.g. “hand 

of knowledge”/rubric) 
38.5% 52 50.0% 44 +11.5% 1.13 .127 

All Session 3 Strategies 57.4% 312 63.6% 264 +6.3% 1.53 .063 

Note. *Indicates a significant increase from Session 4 to Session 5 (p < 0.05). 

 

 
Figure 16.  Percentage of Teachers Reporting Regular Use of Session 3 Academic 

Language/Vocabulary Strategies by Session.  NS4=52; NS5=44.  Strategies are displayed in 

descending order based on Session 5 percentage.  Regular use includes individuals who reported 

using a strategy either “almost always” or “usually” during instruction. 

 

Session 4 – Formative Assessment Strategies 

Due to the close proximity in time between the fifth session of the IAL program in mid-April and 

when the IAL Implementation Survey was sent out in early May participants’ perceived 

frequency of use for Session 4 strategies was not collected.   
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Outcome 2 Summary 
 

Overall, looking at the change in the frequency of use of strategies taught during Sessions 1, 2, and 3, 

21 out of 24 (87.5%) strategies showed an increase in the percentage of teachers reporting regular use 

during instruction - 12 of which increased significantly (Figure 17).  In fact, the number of strategies 

 

 
Figure 17.  Change in Percentage of Educators Using Session 1-3 Strategies Regularly (Pre-Post). 

Strategies taught during Sessions 1, 2, and 3 are included.  Baseline regular use levels are 

collected during the following session in which they were taught (e.g. baseline for strategies 

taught in Session 1 is Session 2).  Regular use includes participant responses of either “Almost 

always” or “Usually.” 
*Indicates a significant increase from baseline to Session 5 (p < 0.01). 
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that had at least 50% of educators reporting regular use increased from 7 out of 24 at baseline to 

15 at Session 5.  Across strategies, the average percentage of educators reporting regular use 

increased by 16.2% from 40.8% to 57.0%.  Looking at the change in the average number of 

strategies used regularly between baseline and Session 5, this number increased by nearly 4 

additional strategies from 9.79 to 13.68 at Session 5.  A breakdown of the average number of 

strategies used by type over time is included in Figure 18 below.  

 

 
Figure 18.  Average Number of Strategies Used Regularly by Type and Session. 

Regular use includes all individuals who indicated using each strategy “almost always” or 

“usually.” 

*Indicates a significant increase from baseline amount (p > .05) 

 

Outcome 3:  Increase student achievement in reading and literacy on standardized state 

assessments. 

 

A third outcome which the Improving Academic Literacy project sought to achieve is an increase 

in students’ achievement on standardized state assessments in Reading and Literacy.  Student 

state assessment data was not available at the time of this report and thus this outcome served as 

a general outcome which was expected to occur as teachers began to implement more evidence-

based practices within their instruction. 
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3. What are educators’ level of satisfaction with the Improving Academic 

Literacy project? 

 
Data Sources and Collection Methods 

 

Data for evaluating teachers’ level of satisfaction with the Improving Academic Literacy project 

come from session by session administrations of the IAL PD Feedback Survey, and the IAL 

Implementation Survey administered a month after the final session of the program.  Questions 

assessing teachers’ satisfaction with the Improving Academic Literacy project asked teachers to 

report on the effectiveness of the speaker, to what extent the session increased their knowledge 

and skills, to what extent they would be able to apply what they learned, and to what extent what 

they learned would impact their students.  Items assessing teachers’ satisfaction on the IAL 

Implementation Survey address teachers’ perceptions regarding changes in their instructional 

practice, as well as their students’ learning and engagement. 

 

  Results 

 

Improving Academic Literacy project participants completed the IAL PD Feedback Survey at the 

end of each session in which they participated.  Across all nine1 sessions, a total of 232 PD 

Feedback Surveys were completed representing (62.5%) of the 371 total participants across all 

sessions.  Overall, 80.2% of participants surveyed reported that the sessions they attended were 

“very effective” or “effective” across Sessions 1-5 (Figure 19), and 79.7% reported “substantial” 

or “moderate” increases in their knowledge as shown in Figure 20.  When looking at perceived 

changes in skill, slightly over two-thirds of session participants indicated at least “moderate” 

increases.  On the other hand, 84.1% of participants indicated that they would be able to apply 

what they learned to at least a “moderate” extent, with one-third (36.2%) indicating to a “great” 

extent.   

 

 
Figure 19.  IAL Participants’ Perceived Effectiveness of PD Sessions.  n = 232. 

 

                                                                 
1 The first session of the program was combined with both cohorts present.  Sessions 2-5 were held for each cohort 

separately. 
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Figure 20.  Participants’ Perceived Impact of PD Sessions.  n = 232. 

 

Comparing participants’ perceived effectiveness of the professional development they received 

by cohort and by session, few differences emerged.  Similar response patterns were observed 

between the two cohorts for each session, however, participants were more likely to indicate the 

first session as being the most effective compared to Sessions 2 through 5 (Figure 21).  Overall, a 

vast majority of participants from each cohort indicated that the presenter was either “very 

effective” or “effective” for each session. 
 

 
Figure 21.  Participants’ Perceived Effectiveness of PD by Cohort and Session. 
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Looking at the overall impact of the IAL project on educators’ practice, 90.3% of participants 

completing the IAL Implementation Survey reported making changes in their practice as a result 

of the training.  Of those who did not indicate making changes to their practice, participants 

explained that “Most of these were strategies I was already using” and “a lot of what was 

discussed deals with students in a general education classroom setting.  I do not teach in one of 

those, therefore the skills we learned to no really apply to me.”  When asked to rate the extent to 

which their practice changed, 88.5% of those indicating making changes to their practice 

reported it had changed either to a “substantial” or “moderate” extent (Figure 22). 

 

 
Figure 22.  Participants’ Perceived Change in Instructional Practice.  n = 26. 

 

When specifically asked about the top 3 changes that have occurred in their practice, participants 

identified a number of different changes that have occurred.  One change was nearly universal 

across participants - increasing their use of engagement strategies – which was reported by 

84.6% of those who identified making changes to their practice (Figure 23).  In fact, of the 22 

participants who identified this as one of their top 3 changes, nearly two-thirds identified it as 

their #1 change.  Secondarily, slightly over one-third of participants (38.5%) noted that they are 

providing more explicit vocabulary/academic language instruction compared to previously.  

Additionally, one quarter of participants reported reflecting on their practice more regularly or 

effectively as one of their top 3 changes.  A full breakdown of participant responses to this 

question is included in Figure 23 on the following page. 
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Figure 23.  Participants’ Specific Changes Made to Instructional Practice.  n = 26. 

 

In regard to changes in student engagement and student learning, 100% of respondents who 

indicated that they made changes to their instructional practice indicated that their changes made 

an impact on student engagement.  Nearly two-thirds of respondents (65.4%) indicated that it had 

a “moderate” impact, whereas one in five (19.2%) noted a “substantial” impact on student 

engagement.  Specifically, IAL participants were most likely to indicate that students are 

collaborating with peers more often as one of their top 3 changes (61.5%), and that a larger 

percentage of students is engaged (57.7%) (Figure 24).  Additionally, one-third of participants 

(30.8%) indicated that their students more frequently explain their thinking or answers and 

justify them with evidence or logic.  One participant from Jamestown High School expressed 

directly that “I have noticed that my students are more engaged during class and have taken 

more from class.  They are more focused during class and have scored better.” 
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Figure 24.  Participants’ Perceived Changes in Student Engagement.  n = 26. 

 

When it comes to the impact the IAL project had on student learning, 96.2% of educators making 

changes to their practice noted an impact on student learning.  The lone individual who did not 

indicate a change in student learning justified their response saying “I do not know what has 

impacted my students learning…I hope the strategies I added to my instructional practice made 

a difference, but I cannot say for sure one way or another.”  Of those who indicated changes in 

student learning, 84% reported either “moderate” (68.0%) or “substantial” (16.0%) changes 

overall.  Specifically, participants were most likely to indicate that students are able to make 

connections with prior learning (56.0%), and are thinking more broadly about the content in class 

(44.0%) (Figure 25).  Participants were most likely to indicate that students are better at retaining 

information as their #1 change related to student learning. 
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Figure 25.  Participants’ Perceived Changes in Student Learning.  n = 25. 

 

Lastly, participants were asked to provide open-ended feedback regarding the impact that this 

professional development series has made.  A few respondents cited support for the learning 

walks portions of the trainings citing “Observing other teachers was the BEST part of this 

training.  We need more opportunities to observe our colleagues, especially those in our own 

disciplines” and “Learning walks and collaboration time were useful.”  Others reflected on the 

experience as a whole saying “Amazing…I have a different perspective and attitude towards a lot 

of areas that I previously wanted to keep sheltered” and “The training was worthwhile.  

Something that will be here for the long run.” 

 

Conclusion 
 

Overall, it appears that participants in the Improving Academic Literacy project were largely 

satisfied with the training they received.  More importantly, it appears that this program has led 

to changes in many educators’ practice, and has allowed teachers to integrate evidence-based 

practices more frequently into their instruction. 
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