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Introduction 

Section I: Introduction 

In an effort to improve student achievement, the Saint Paul Public School District offered the 
Goals 2000 Summer Academy for reading and mathematics educators. A total of four workshops 
-- two each for reading and math -- were held during June and August of 1996. Each workshop 
was held over four consecutive days. Presenters included experts in the fields of reading and 
math and staff from the district's Department of Evaluation, Information and Student Services. 
The purpose of the workshops was to train teachers to: 

• diagnos~ student learning problems, 
• identify, develop and apply appropriate assessment methods, and 
• modify instruction to enable all children to attain high standards of performance. 

The Summer Academy was the first phase of a proposal to enable teachers to improve instruction 
and student achievement in reading and math. The second phase was for teachers who attended 
the workshops to assist in the writing of their school's strategic plan to ensure that it contained 
activities related to "developing and adapting effective practices." This plan was to include a 
"train the trainer" model whereby the teachers trained at the summer workshops would in turn 
train other teachers. 

Phase Three of the proposal to improve student achievement involved setting up a Goals 2000 
Academy for Reading and Math Assessment web site' to facilitate the exchange of info1mation 
on effective instructional and assessment practices. This web site was established in May of 1997 
and includes: 

• What's New? with updates and the latest information on Goals 2000, including 
registration for the 1997 Goals 2000 Summer Academy, 

• a Goals 2000 Forum for workshop participants to submit comments and responses via 
email, 

• Curriculum Resources (under construction) including lesson plans and assessment 
strategies, and 

• a Directory of presenters and teachers participating in the summer workshops. 

The web site also contains links to the: 

• Saint Paul School District Home Page, 
• Minnesota Depa1iment of Children, Families and Learning, and 
• U.S. Department of Education: Goals 2000. 

A formal evaluation of the web site was not conducted at this time as access to the Internet in 
Saint Paul Public Schools is relatively limited at this time. Until more schools and teachers have 
access to the Internet, the district will continue to inform teachers of this and other Goals 2000 
resources by non-electronic means. 

1 The "Goals 2000 Academy for Reading and Math Assessment" web site is located at: 
http ://www.stpau l.kl2.nm.us/ames/g2khp.html 
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Section I 

Phase Four in the proposal to improve student achievement was to include two district-wide 
forums for teachers and administrations to convey lessons learned from the district' s Goals 2000 
Summer Academy. Due to limited funding, only one forum was held from January 13-15, 1997 . 
This forum included an overview of the district ' s standardized test, the Metropolitan 
Achievement Test, Version Seven (MAT7) , training in how to interpret school performance on the 
MAT7, and a discussion of strategies for improving learning. 

In June, 1996, the Saint Paul Public Schools authorized a 12-month evaluation of the Goals 2000 
Summer Academy to determine: 

• the effectiveness of the workshops, and 
• the extent to which participants had incorporated knowledge and skills gained from 

the work.shops into their classroom practices. 

To address these issues, three major phases of data collection were employed. First, a mail 
survey was sent to all Summer Academy participants. Second, the workshop presenters were 
interviewed by telephone. Third, a subset of workshop participants were selected and interviewed 
by telephone. Fourth, workshop materials, including textbooks and handouts, were reviewed. The 
Appendices contain a complete description of the evaluation work plan including the questions 
guiding the evaluation, the schedule for data collection, and the number of respondents for each 
data collection activity. 

This report summarizes the results of the Goals 2000 Summer Academy evaluation which began 
in June of 1996 and ended in June of 1997. It is organized by the major topics generated from the 
evaluation questions: 

• Section II describes the characteristics of the Goals 2000 Summer Academy 
participants; 

• Section III describes the program features and presents findings related to the 
effectiveness of the workshops; 

• Section IV examines the impact of the workshops on teaching and learning and 
discusses participants ' needs for further training and support; and 

• Section V summarizes the major issues emerging from the previous sections and 
draws conclusions regarding future workshops. 



Participant Characteristics 

Section II: Characteristics of Goals 2000 
Summer Academy Participants 

This section describes the characteristics of the participants in the 1996 Goals 2000 Summer 
Academy reading and math workshops. Information in this section was drawn from registration 
records and a mail survey sent to all workshop participants (see the Evaluation Design and Work 
Plan in the Appendices for a list of evaluation questions, description of data collection activities, 
and response rates). 

A total of 151 educators attended one of the four Goals 2000 Summer Academy workshops. Of 
these, 77 attended a reading workshop and 74 attended a math workshop. Thirty-eight of the 151 
participants attended both a reading and a math workshop, dropping the total number of 
individual teachers attending the Goals 2000 Summer Academy to 113 . In analyzing the data 
from the mail survey, it was determined that the participants did not differ in any significant way 
across subject areas (reading and math) or sessions (June and August). The results of this 
evaluation will thus be presented for all participants unless otherwise noted. 

Relevant characteristics of participants in the Summer Academy reading and math workshops 
included: 

• Grade Levels: According to the registration data, 92% of the workshop participants 
were affiliated with elementary schools and 8% with secondary schools. Responses to 
the mail survey further indicated that most of the elementary school teachers (84%) 
were currently teaching grades K-6 with just over half teaching in the primary grades 
(K-3). An additional eleven percent of the participants were teaching reading or math 
in grades 6-8, none were teaching upper secondary (9-12), and five percent worked 
across grade levels as teaching specialists or cuniculum coordinators. 

• Gender: Given that the vast majority were teaching at the elementary school level, it 
was not surprising that 85% of the participants were female. 

• Age and Experience: Participants ranged in ?-ge from 24 to 62 with 42.6 years being 
the average age. In addition, they had been teaching an average of 14.5 years at any 
school and 7.6 years at their current school. Looking at the total years of teaching 
experience in another way, we see that 44% of the participants had been teaching less 
than 10 years (half of these less than 5 years), 19% from 10 to 20 years, and 3 7% for 
more than 20 years . Thus, the workshop participants were primarily new or veteran 
teachers. 

Participants were also asked about their school context to provide information on the 
instructional setting into which teachers would be incorporating techniques from the workshops: 

• Curricular Focus: Forty-six percent of the participants worked in schools which had 
an emphasis on integrated curricula or themes, such as whole language, 
environmental science, technology, math and science. 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 3 



Section II 

• Instructional Methods. Participants were asked if they or any other teachers at their 
school used any innovative instructional methods such as multi-age grouping, flexible 
grouping, etc. Two out of three participants said that they or teachers at their school 
used such methods with flexib le grouping being the most common (1 out of every 2 
participants). Other typical instructional strategies included multiage classes or 
grouping (1 of 6), and teaming or pairing of students (1 of 6). 
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Features and Effectiveness 

Section III: Program Features and 
Program Effectiveness 

How staff development opportunities are presented is just as important as what is presented. This 
section describes the format and content of the Goals 2000 Summer Academy reading and math 
workshops and several measures of the program's effectiveness. Information in this section was 
drawn primarily from interviews with the presenters, the participant mail survey, and follow-up 
interviews with selected participants. 

Purpose 

As part of the district's efforts to improve student achievement, the Saint Paul Public Schools 
offered the Goals 2000 Summer Academy to educators involved with reading and mathematics 
programs. The purpose of the program was to train teachers to : 

• diagnose student learning problems, 
• identify, develop and apply appropriate assessment methods, and 
• modify instruction to enable all children to attain high standards of performance. 

Teachers had the opportunity to attend a four-day reading or mathematics workshop in either 
June or August of 1996. Of the 151 teachers attending the Summer Academy, 38 attended both a 
reading and math workshop. Presenters included experts in reading and mathematics and staff 
from the district's Department of Evaluation, Information and Student Services. 

Workshop Format and Content 

The Presenters 

The presenters for the Goals 2000 Summer Academy included seven subject area 
presenters and the Director of the Saint Paul Public Schools, Department of Evaluation, Testing 
and Student Information who spoke about assessment issues. Both math workshops were co
facilitated by three presenters, the June reading workshop by one, and the August reading 
workshop by two presenters. 

Over 95% of the participants agreed or strongly agreed that the presenters were well 
prepared and knowledgeable. Ninety percent also felt that the workshops were tailored to meet 
the needs of participants. 
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Section III 

Program Objectives 

In order to achieve the goals of the Summer Academy, presenters structured their 
workshops to meet specific objectives. The primary objectives included: 

• to increase participants' understanding of best practices in reading and mathematics; 
• to increase participants' awareness and knowledge of assessment, including state and 

national standards; 
• to teach participants how to select appropriate assessments and to develop their own 

as needed; 
• to demonstrate specific instructional techniques and assessments, and provide 

opportunities for participants to practice and reflect upon their instructional and 
assessment practices; and 

• to motivate teachers to use what they had learned in their classrooms. 

Program Format 

To accomplish these objectives, the presenters in both the reading and the math 
workshops followed a standard training format that included modeling, application, and 
reflection. Presenters would explain and model a particular activity or assessment, have 
participants practice the technique in small groups, and then reflect on how they might use the 
technique in their own classroom. At times, the practice session involved developing actual 
assessments or lesson plans. 

Of the 30 workshop participants selected for an in-depth, follow-up interview, three out 
of four felt that the amount of time to reflect on their practices was "about right." The same 
number of participants felt that a follow-up session would have been helpful to discuss their 
experiences after returning to the classroom. 

Program Content 

All of the workshops discussed best practices in the subject areas and addressed the 
Minnesota Graduation Rule either directly or indirectly. fo particular, the math sessions focused 
on the inquiry standard and, more generally, on how to get students to think at a higher level. In 
addition, participants in the math workshop discussed how to handle data gathered for the 
purpose of assessing the graduation standards. The reading workshops focused on the state's 
basic reading requirements and tied assessment activities to the standards in language arts. 

Again, in the follow-up interviews, 80% of the participants felt that the amount of 
information presented dming the workshop was "about right." However, when asked about the 
level of the material presented given their current knowledge and skills, 40% felt that the 
information presented was "too remedial" while the remaining 60% felt it was "about right." 
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Training Materials 

Participants received a variety ofreference materials during the workshops. These 
included handouts and booklets pertaining to assessment, information on state and national 
standards, and examples of assessments and best practices in reading and math. Several texts 
related to student achievement and assessment were provided for each paiticipant: 

• Making Sense of Testing and Assessment 
• Handbook of Research on Improving Student Achievement 
• Handbook of Performance Activities (for each grade level) 

In addition, participants in the math workshop received Mathematics Assessment: Myths, Models, 
Good Questions, and Practical Suggestions. Presenters for this workshop used all of these texts 
throughout the week in one way or another. In particular, they used strategies from Mathematics 
Assessment. Presenters for the reading sessions used these less often, relying more upon the use 
of handouts and other supporting materials such as children's books. Neither workshop made 
much use of the Handbook of Research on Student Achievement. 

When participants were asked to rate the usefulness of the texts and handouts, they varied 
little in their evaluations. About 90% of all participants felt that Making Sense of Testing and 
Assessment, the Handbook of Research on Improving Student Achievement, the Handbook of 
Performance Activities (series), and workshop hai1douts were very or somewhat useful. Almost 
half, however, felt that the Handbooks of Performance Activities, with examples for each grade 
level, were very useful. 

Program Effectiveness 

To evaluate the overall effectiveness of the Goals 2000 Summer Academy, we examined the 
changes in paiticipants' skill levels, asked presenters and participai1ts to comment on what made 
their workshop effective and what they would like to change, and asked presenters whether they 
felt that they had accomplished what they set out to do. This section draws upon all available 
data in discussing these indicators. 

Achieving Goals 

The three goals of the Goals 2000 Summer Academy was to train teachers to: 

• diagnose student learning problems, 
• identify, develop and apply appropriate assessment methods, and 
• modify instruction to enable all children to attain high standards of performance. 

When asked to what extent they believed their presentation had accomplished these goals, 
the presenters varied in their responses. All of the presenters were satisfied that they had given 
teachers the tools they needed to identify, develop and apply appropriate assessment methods and 
to modify instruction to enable all children to achieve high standards. Four of the six presenters 
we spoke with -- one from the second reading session and all three of the math presenters -- also 
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felt that they had helped teachers to improve their skills in diagnosing student learning problems, 
although this was less of a focus in all of the workshops. All of the presenters were, however, 
satisfied that they had accomplished what they had set out to do. 

Improving Skills in Instruction and Assessment 

Paiiicipants were asked to rate their skills in each of the three main areas prior to and after the 
workshops on a scale of excellent, good, fair or poor. Several analyses were conducted to 
determine whether or not participants' skills in each of the three areas had improved, stayed the 
same, or declined after the training. Table 1 illustrates the change demonstrated by all 
participants disaggregated by subject area. 

As Table 1 indicates, 19% to 35% of all participants improved their skills in one of the three 
areas with most showing no overall change. In comparing the results by subject area, the number 
of participants showing improvements was higher in the math than reading for all three skill 
areas. Most notably, 44% of the math participants felt that their skills in identifying appropriate 
assessments had improved. Across all of workshops a trend was evident in that the number of 
participants who had improved their skills was greatest in the area of identifying appropriate 
assessments, followed by improvements in modifying instruction, and lastly, in diagnosing 
student learning problems. 

Table 1: Percentage of Goals 2000 Summer Academy participants whose skill levels 
changed by direction of change and subject area. 
All (N=86) Declined No Change 
1. Diagnosing 1 80 
2. Identifying 1 64 
3. Modifying 0 77 
Reading (N=45) Declined No Change 
1. Diagnosing 2 85 
2. Identifying 0 73 
3. Modifying 0 82 
Math (N=47) Declined No Change 
1. Diagnosing 0 76 
2. Identifying 2 54 
3. Modifying 0 71 
Source: 1996 Goals 2000 Sununer Academy participant mail survey. 

Improved 
19 
35 
23 

Improved 
13 
27 
18 

Improved 
24 
44 
29 

The vast majority of participants, however, saw no change in their skills. In follow-up 
interviews, it became clear that the reason why many participants' skills had stayed the same was 
because their skills level coming into the workshops was already "good" or "excellent" and thus 
the level of material presented was "too remedial" or "repetitive." Still, these participants felt that 
the workshops provided them with some new techniques, validated their current practices, and 
served as motivation for continuing to explore new and better ways to help students achieve at 
higher levels. 
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In addition to noting overall changes in skill levels, different groups were compared with the 
following results: 

• Reading and Math: No statistically significant differences (see Table 1) . 
• Lower and Upper Elementary Grade Levels : Teachers of grades 1-3 were 

compared with teachers of grades 4-6. The only statistically significant difference was 
in the extent to which they improved their skills in modifying instruction. In this 
instance, 54% of the teachers in the upper elementary grades reported an 
improvement in skills versus 16% in the primary grades (p=.025). 

• New and Veteran Teachers: Although no significant difference was found in the net 
change for these groups, as might be expected, the new teachers tended to rate their 
initial skills lower than those of the veteran teachers. Thus, most new teachers 
improved their skills in diagnosing student learning problems from fair to good and 
their skills in identifying appropriate assessments and modifying instruction from fair 
and poor to good. 

Effective Program Features 

Both presenters and participants agreed that the following features helped make the Goals 2000 
Summer Academy a success : 

• Time for practice and reflection: Participants were given time to try activities, think 
about their classroom practices, and share ideas with and receive feedback from other 
teachers . 

• Exposure to a variety of approaches and techniques: Having multiple presenters 
and time to collaborate with colleagues helped to address the needs of individual 
participants by providing a variety of approaches and techniques for teachers to take 
back to their classrooms. 

• Knowledgeable presenters: Participants felt that the sessions were "very 
informative" and that the presenters were "very realistic about what teachers face 
everyday in the classroom." Consequently, the presenters offered techniques and 
approaches that could be applied immediatel)'.' to most classroom situations. 

• Hands-on activities and active participation. A variety of activities gave 
participants a chance to be actively involved in the workshop and to try out 
techniques to see what might worked in their classroom. 

• Small Groups: Again, the use of small groups fostered sharing among participants. 

While the majority of participants were generally pleased with the workshop presenters, format, 
and content, some offered suggestions for improvement: 

• More hands-on activities and active involvement: The most common suggestion 
was to decrease the already small amount of time spent "talking at" participants or 
"lecturing" and increase the time spent engaging in discussion/reflection and trying 
out more hands-on activities. 
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• More small groups: Saying that "it is always invigorating to be with other teachers 
and to share ideas and techniques," participants asked to be in smaller groups more 
often to increase the amount of time available to work with other teachers . 

• Different training format: Although teachers spent time during the workshops 
reflecting on how they would work with their classes, many wanted additional 
instruction as to how they might incorporate what they were learning into their 
classroom practices. Several of the participants suggested an alternative training 
schedule to include an initial training session followed by actual application in the 
classroom and follow-up training session to reflect on their experiences. This model 
of training-7application-7training has been shown to be very successful. One of the 
presenters suggested having two days of workshop, a week off to try out the 
information, and a two-day follow-up session. 

• More advanced sessions: While one presenter evaluated participants' "assessment 
literacy" early on in the workshop, another felt that she didn't know where the 
teachers were in terms of their skill level and felt that the participants' goals were 
different from the presenters'. This suggests a need to clarify the needs of participants 
and to clearly identify the scope and level of material to be presented in the workshop. 
These issues were highlighted in that 40% of the participants felt that the content of 
the workshops was "too remedial." These participants suggested that the training be 
"taken to the next level. . . for those of us who are fairly current on the research in this 
area and would like to be pushed a little." 
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Section IV: Impact on Teaching and Learning 

Providing staff development opportunities that meet the needs of participants is the first step in 
changing instructional practices. The next is ensuring that participants have the on-going support 
and training they need to incorporate what they have learned into their classrooms. This section 
draws upon all of the available data to examine the impact of the Goals 2000 Summer Academy 
reading and math workshops on teachers ' classroom practices and student learning. 

Impact on Teaching 

Changing Thin/dng About Instruction and Assessment 

Fifty-three percent of the participants agreed that the workshop had changed their thinking about 
instruction and assessment. Of these, over half said that they had changed their approach to 
assessment while others had modified their approach to instruction to better meet the needs of all 
students. In particular, participants began to incorporate the following principles into their 
thinking about instruction and assessment: 

• Use flexible grouping to address individual needs of students: 

"I'm trying more grouping, cooperative situations and perfo1mance evaluation." 

"I use groups a lot so students are able to assist each other." 

• Integrate and align instruction with assessment: 

"Before I took this training I would develop my assessment after my planning. Now I 
think about my assessment before I plan my lessons." 

"Assessment needs to be ongoing and in regular parts of the instructional cycle." 

"My assessment is more ongoing rather than cumulative." 

• Be creative and use multiple assessments: 

"I need to know a variety of assessments to keep students interested and to collect 
more infonnation to help students in areas needed." 

"I assess at least two ways after each skill." 

Center for Applied Research and Educational Improvement 11 
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• Involve students in the assessment process: 

"Students need to be involved in order to help them understand more and become 
more motivated." 

"I get students involved in the evaluation process more. Students keep record of 
different writing assignments to see the progress for themselves." 

• Focus on understanding: 

"It's more important for students to show their work than to get the right answer. I'm 
looking more at the process now." 

An additional 12% of the participants said the workshops "added some validity to some things I 
already thought," "energized" them and helped them to "re-focus and see the importance of using 
various forms of assessment." 

Changing Practices 

Forty-eight percent of the participants said they had incorporated what they learned at the 
workshop into their classroom practices. In addition to trying out specific techniques and 
activities (e.g., rubrics, basil reader, dictionaries, math journals, and assessments from the grade 
level Handbook series), participants listed examples of use which paralleled their changes in 
thinking about instruction and assessment: 

• Use flexible grouping to address individual needs of students: 
• teams 
• grouping low ability with high ability students 
• cross-age pamng 

• Integrate and align instruction with assessment: 
• modeling of expectations 
• more performance-based assessments . 
• more frequent and on-going assessment 

• Be creative and use multiple assessments: 
• computer-based assessments 
• worksheets 
• portfolios 
• role playing 
• drawing 
• mathjoumals 
• observation logs 
• group assessments 
• chapter tests 
• open-ended evaluation 
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• Involve students in the assessment process: 
• modeling expectations 
• test-taking skills (e.g. TestBest and other practice for standardize testing) 
• individual conferences with students 

What Worked Well and Why? 

Participants felt that a variety of techniques and approaches worked well and gave the following 
as examples: 

• TestBest and more frequent assessment helped improve scores, 
• Semantic mapping worked both as an instructional and an assessment tool, 
• J oumals allowed students and teachers to see improvement, 
• Rubrics made it easier to grade performance-based assessments, 
• Using dictionaries got students excited about reading. 

In particular, instmctional activities and assessments were successful when they: 

• provided students and teachers with more frequent and immediate feedback on 
students' level of understanding and performance allowing both to make 
modifications as needed, and 

• included a variety of activities and assessments to keep students interested and 
motivated. 

What Didn't Work? 

While several of the participants said that everything they tried worked well, and other said that 
notliing will work when student behavior is an issue, others gave specific examples of activities 
and assessments that did not work well: 

• any activity or assessment requiring more individual student attention - classroom 
management became an issue with only one teacher in the classroom, 

• using voting as a means of assessment -- students look to see what everyone else 
picks, 

• collecting work for portfolios -- students want to take their work home to show 
parents, 

• maintaining creativity -- not enough time to locate new assessments that are both 
appropriate and fun for students, and 

• some performance-based assessments and instructional activities -- require too much 
time to administer. 
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Barriers to Use 

Participants who had not yet incorporated what they learned at the workshops into their 
classroom practices were asked why. Such barriers included: 

• time to locate activities and assessments, plan lessons, and grade assignments, 
• support and encouragement from the school administration to try new things, and 
• need for more training and feedback after trying out new techniques. 

Three out of the fo1:1r participants we interviewed indicated that these new approaches to 
instruction and assessment required "somewhat" more or "a great deal" more time to plan lessons 
and just over half felt the same about the time needed for grading. 

Needs for Further Support or Training 

Participants were also asked what they needed in terms of support and further training to be able 
to continue using and/or to improve their skills in diagnosing student learning problems, 
identifying or developing appropriate assessments, and modifying instruction to better meet the 
needs of all children. While most felt that they had the support they needed (65%), 1 out of 4 did 
not. These participants cited the following as needs to be addressed: 

• training on specific topics (e.g., multicultural issues, national math standards), 
• training in the use of specific techniques (e.g., comparison reading, working with LEP 

students), 
• more information on using and examples of performance-based assessments (e.g., 

using both performance-based and standardized assessments, examples of work 
collected for portfolios, assessment for advanced math), 

• support and encouragement from administration to try new things, and 
• assistance with locating appropriate assessments and planning lessons. 

One means of providing support at the school level is to involve colleagues. Three out of four 
participants said that they had shared techniques or materials from the workshops with other 
staff, either informally or at staff and grade level meetings. While 40% of this sharing involved 
sharing books and materials, the other 60% involved conveying other information and 
discussion. 
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Impact on Students 

While this evaluation did not include direct measures of the impact of changing practices in 
instruction and assessment on students attitudes and performance, it did ask participants to 
comment on any noticeable differences. Of the thirty participants interviewed, 50% indicated the 
following as changes they had noticed in their students since they began using the principles and 
techniques presented at the Goals 2000 Summer Academy: 

• an increase in the number of students who were excited about their work and 
motivated to do well, 

• an increase in the involvement of students in the instruction and assessment process, 
• an increase in students' understanding of the instructional material and the assessment 

process, . 
• an increase in students' ability to evaluate their own work and to track their progress, 
and 
• an increase in the transfer of students' knowledge and skills to other classes. 
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Section V: Conclusions 

Current research on staff development suggests that the most successful training programs share 
the fo !lowing characteristics: 

1. Format: uses a model of train-apply-train and provides time to reflect on practices, 
2. Scope: limits the amount of information presented to a manageable level, 
3. Level: is flexible enough to meet the needs of participants at various skill levels, 
4. Support: provides for on-going support or makes use of support systems in place at 

participants' schools, and 
5. Relevance: fits with the school improvement efforts at participants ' schools. 

The Goals 2000 Summer Academy was successful in improving the skills of 13% to 44% of the 
participants' skills largely because the format, scope and level of material presented was tailored 
to meet the needs of most participants. In addition, half of the participants were able to 
incorporate what they learned into their classroom practices because they had the nessessary 
support and because the suggested activities and assessments fit into the instructional context at 
their school. 

One participant summed up an impact of the program on teaching: 

"Goals 2000 helped because I think of assessment and how to use it in my lesson plan 
every week. What I am going to observe each week I have to write into my lesson plan. I 
write little notes every day and at the end of the day about the students' behavior and 
school work. I ask myself what I want the students to do, and how I am going to measure 
this." 

As :for the program's impact on students, another participant highlighted the effects of one 
strategy for meeting the needs of individual students: 

16 

"Working in teams resulted in changes because of the skills of each are different. One is 
better at one thing and can assist the others who lack in that particular area. Students 
worked well with this concept and I could see improvements in their attitudes and 
performances." 
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Recommendations 

Based on the results of this evaluation, three main recommendations can be made for improving 
the Goals 2000 Summer Academy: 

Format 
• provide more hands-on and small group activities, 
• schedule the workshops to allow participants to work with students before 

returning for a follow-up review session. 
Support 

• foster sharing and collaboration among colleagues both during the workshop 
and at the participant's school by encouraging grade level teams to enroll and 
by providing opportunities for reflection, either at a follow-up workshop or at 
the participant's school, 

• continue to offer and update the "Goals 2000 Academy for Reading and Math 
Assessment" web site to provide teachers with a forum for discussing 
instruction and assessment issues, and access to curriculum materials and 
other assessment information, 

Scope and Content 
• clarify and make known the scope and content of the workshops, and 
• offer more advanced classes for experienced teachers. 
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Appendices 

Evaluation Design and Work Plan 

This evaluation was designed to provide information on (1) the effectiveness of the Goals 2000 
Summer Academy and (2) the extent to which participating teachers had incorporated the 
knowledge and skills gained from the workshops into their classroom practices. The evaluation 
was coordinated by Elisabeth Palmer who worked closely with staff from the Department of 
Evaluation, Testing and Student Information at the Saint Paul Public Schools to formulate 
questions to guide the evaluation. Lisa Alberg, the graduate research assistant, assisted with 
instrument design, data collection, data analysis, and report writing. 

Work Plan 

The evaluation plan.initially included three stages: (1) a mail survey sent to all workshop 
participants, (2) in-depth interviews with a sample of participating teachers and observations of 
their classrooms in January, 1997, to assess the impact on teaching and learning upon partial 
implementation, and (3) follow-up interviews with and observations of the same teachers in May 
to examine the impact upon full implementation. 

Upon analyzing responses to the mail survey, it became clear that only half of the participants 
had incorporated what they learned into their classroom practices and that, at this early stage of 
implementation, the ways in which they had modified their instruction or assessment did not lend 
themselves to observation as a means of evaluation. Consequently, the final evaluation design 
was modified to include: 

1. Evaluation of training sessions (October 1996). A mail survey was sent to the 151 
educators participating in the Goals 2000 Summer Academy. A total of 92 participants 
completed the survey, 77 by mail and 15 over the telephone during follow-ups with non
respondents . A total of 47 surveys were completed by participants attending the reading 
workshops; 45 by those attending the math workshops. The final response rate for this 
survey was 61 percent. The purpose of the survey was to assess the overall effectiveness 
of the training and the impact on teachers' classroom practices. Topics included: 

• 

• 

• 
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Participant Characteristics: grade levels currently teaching; years of teaching 
experience; instructional context (e.g., teaching at a school with a thematic or 
integrated curricula or which used innovative instructional methods such as multi
age or flex ible grouping); 
Program Effectiveness: appropriateness of workshop content and format; quality 
of presenters; usefulness of workshop materials and activities; and suggestions for 
improvement; 
Impact: ways in which participants had incorporated what they learned into their 
classroom practices; support for use; changes in how they thought about 
instruction and assessment; changes in participants' skills in diagnosing learning 
problems, identifying appropriate assessments, and modifying instruction as a 
result of the training; and whether participants had shared their new knowledge 
and skills with other teachers at their school; and 
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• Needs for Further Support and Training: types of support and training needed to 
allow participants to begin or continue using the knowledge and skills gained 
through the workshops. 

2. Presenter Telephone Interviews (October 1997) Each of the presenters for the reading and 
math workshops were contacted by telephone for an interview. Of the six content area 
presenters, five completed the interview and one could not be reached after repeated 
attempts. The purpose of the interview was to gather information on the context of the 
workshops . Topics included: 

• Program Features: presenters' objectives for the workshop; how they structured 
the training to accomplish these objectives; and the extent to which they felt their 
workshop addressed the three goals of the Summer Academy; and 

• Program Effectiveness: whether presenters felt they had accomplished what they 
set out to do; what worked well about the workshop; and what they would do 
differently. 

3. Teacher Telephone Interviews (March & April 1997) Thirty participants were selected for 
in-depth telephone interviews based upon their self-reported change in skills in each of 
the three main areas -- diagnosing learning problems, identifying appropriate 
assessments, and modifying instruction -- and whether or not they had incorporated 
techniques from the workshops into their classroom practices. 

Three groups of participants were selected to represent teachers who: 
A. showed an increase in skills and who had incorporated some techniques 

(N=lO) 
B. showed an increase in skills but who had not yet incorporated any of the 

techniques (N=12), and 
C. did not show any change in skills (N=8). 

For Groups A and C, the purpose of the interview was to gather more specific 
information on: 

• Program Effectiveness: how well the content and format of the workshops met the 
needs of participants; and the appropriateness of the amount and level of 
information presented, and time to reflect; 

• Impact: the ways in which participants had changed their instructional and/or 
assessment practices as a result of the workshops; barriers to incorporating what 
they had learned; what practices worked well and lessons learned; changes in the 
amount of time needed to plan lessons and grade assignments, or in how they 
thought about instruction and assessment; and any noticeable changes in their 
students' attitudes or performance since making these changes; and 

• Needs for Further Support and Training: types of support and training needed to 
allow participants to begin or continue using the knowledge and skills gained 
through the workshops; and the utility of attending a follow-up review session. 
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Participants in Group C, whose skill level did not change, were also asked what they gained from 
the attending the workshop and participants in Group B were asked to elaborate on the reasons 
why they had not yet incorporated what they learned into their classroom practices and possible 
strategies for overcoming these barriers to use. 

Evaluation Questions 

I. Participant Characteristics 

1.1. How similar were the participants attending the reading and math workshops? 
1.2. What grade levels were participants currently teaching? 
1.3. How many years of teaching experience did participants bring with them to the 

training? 
1.4. How many participants came from schools that have a special curricular focus 

(e.g., integrated, thematic, etc.)? 
1.5. How many participants came from schools that use innovative instructional 

methods (e.g., multi-age classrooms, flexible grouping, etc.)? 

2. Program Features 

2.1. What were the presenters' goals for the workshops? 
2.2. How were the workshops structured to meet these goals (e.g., time for application 

of skills and reflection, use of materials, reference to the graduation standards)? 
2.3. To what extent were the three goals of the Summer Academy addressed? 

3. Program Effectiveness 

3.1. How well prepared were the presenters? 
3.2. How knowledgeable were the presenters? 
3.3. Was the presentation tailored to meet the needs of participants? 
3.4. How useful were each of the training materials and handouts? 
3.5. How appropriate was the amount of information presented? 
3.6. How well did the level of material presented match the needs of the participants? 
3.7. How appropriate was the amount of time available to reflect on practices? 
3.8. How useful would a follow-up session have been for participants? 
3.9. What worked well in the workshops? What would presenters or participants 

change about or add to the workshops? 
3.10. How did the workshops change the way participants think about instruction and 

assessment? 
3.11. How many participants improved their skills in diagnosing student learning 

problems as a result of the workshop? 
3 .12. How many participants improved their skills in identifying appropriate assessment 

tools? 
3 .13. How many participants improved their skills in modifying instruction to help all 

students achieve high standards? 
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3 .14. If any participants did not demonstrate improved skills, why? What, if anything, 
did they gain from the workshop? 

4. Impact on Teaching and Learning 

4.1. In what ways did participants incorporate what they learned from the workshops 
into their classroom practices? What worked well? What did not? 

4.2. To what extent did the use of the techniques from the workshops increase the 
amount of time needed to plan lessons and grade assignments? 

4.3. What types of barriers prevented teachers from incorporating what they learned at 
the Workshops into their classroom practices? What strategies might be used to 
overcome these barriers? 

4.4. How _many participants shared what they learned or mate1ials received at the 
workshops with other teachers at their school? 

4.5. What types of support or training do participants need to help them continue using 
and/or improve their skills in these areas? 

4.6. What changes did teachers notice in their students' attitudes or performance since 
incorporating what they learned at the workshops into their classroom practices? 

5. Participants' Needs for Further Training or Support 

5 .1. How many participants felt that they had the on-going support they needed to 
incorporate what they learned at the workshops into their classroom practices? 
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