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ABSTRACT

The purpose of the study was to determine the effect of the District Writing
Model on the test scores of students at a middle school. The effect on the overall score
and effect based on gender, race, and socioeconomic status were evaluated. Using a pair-
wise matched sample of students and t tests for independent samples, findings indicated
there was no significant difference (p=.05) in the scores for the students who took the test
in 2003 (n=267) and 2005 (n=267).

It was concluded that although the average score rose, no significant difference
was observed in the writing scores of the groups. However, trends in the demographic
data may be of use to educators. Additionally, further studies are recommended that

evaluate the District Writing Model for a longer period of time and examine other schools

with different demographics.
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CHAPTER
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), funded by the U.S.
Department of Education, assesses writing proficiency. The NAEP has conducted six
writing assessments since 1969. In 2002, NAEP results in writing showed that the percent
of students achieving at the proficient level or better was only 28 percent in grade 4, 31
percent in grade 8, and 24 percent in grade 12. There was also a significant gap in the
writing test results for ethnicity and socioeconomic status (Kozlow & Bellamy, 2005).

Although the school system that was the focus of the study shows results that are
considerably higher than many of the other school systems in the United States, the goal
is for all students to gain proficiency on the writing assessment. In 2003, at the middle
school level, the state of Tennessee showed 83% proficient, while the school system
studied showed 82%. The middle school studied showed 87% proficient. The average
score was 4, or in the competent range.

In 2003, the National Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and Colleges
recommended a writing agenda for the nation’s public schools. Some of the items the
commission recommended included increased student time spent writing, measurement
of results, writing across the curriculum, and teacher training. (The Neglected R, 2003).
Although the Six Trait Writing Program was not specifically mentioned, the
implementation of a writing plan was suggested. Six Trait Writing is often adopted by

school systems as a writing plan.



The Tennessee school system studied has incorporated all of these initiatives into
its current curriculum. The state of Tennessee mandates testing using the Tennessee
Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) Writing Assessment. The other items are
implemented as part of the District Writing Model, which centers around Six Trait
Writing.

The school system implemented the District Writing Model in the 2003-2004
school year. The model was part of a district-wide literacy initiative. The initiative was
devised on a three-year implementation schedule, with 2005-2006 being year three.

The school system uses a variety of measurements to determine the effectiveness
of the initiative. Classroom observations, information from literacy coaches and
consultants, and teacher feedback help the system evaluate the program. Now that the
initial three-year implementation plan is complete, the time is appropriate for detailed
examination of the available data.

The county’s writing scores have been rising since 2002. In 2002 the system’s
overall score (percent of students scoring competent, strong, or outstanding on the TCAP
Writing Assessment) was 77%, the next year the system also received a 77%. In 2004,
the average was an 82%. In 20035, the average rose to an 83%. These averages shows a
trend towards higher scores. In all of those years, the middle school scores were the same
or higher than the system scores. However, the elementary and high school scores were
often lower than the system.

The school system is working to increase the number of students performing at

proficiency or above on the TCAP Writing Assessment. Although many score well on the



test, many others still score at a limited, flawed, or deficient level. The goal is to improve
all scores, but especially to bring everyone to proficiency.

In order to improve writing scores for the county, the school system instituted the
District Writing Model in 2003-2004. The school district purchased materials and
training from Northwest Regional Educational Laboratories for the Six Trait Writing
Model. By calling the program the “District Writing Model”, all members of the school
system have ownership of the program.

The system’s focus was on the addition of one or two writing traits at a time.
Teachers were given a chance to utilize the traits and gain familiarity with them before
other traits were added. The goal was to have the entire model implemented with
noticeable gains or growth within three years. Benchmarks were set to determine if the
program implementation was occurring on schedule.

Initially, language arts teachers received training in the teaching and scoring
methods related to Six Trait Writing during summer workshops. Selected teachers were
given advanced or additional training during the school year. The training was in the
form of a full day in-service at a central site. The trained teachers took on a leadership
role in the school by assisting their peers in the implementation of the program. Training
occurred at the building level for all teachers during several sessions of the scheduled
professional development days, often led by the building-level teachers that had been to
the earlier workshops and training sessions. The amount of hours spent in training varied
from school to school.

Teachers were taught the meaning of each trait, what indicators to look for at each

of the six levels on the rubric, and were given multiple opportunities to practice scoring



sample pieces using the rubric. Teachers were taught how to construct effective prompts
for writing assignments. Group discussions of sample piece scoring helped ensure that

scoring was consistent.

All teachers received posters of the six traits for their classrooms. Teachers
received copies of the rubric to be shared with their students. Many schools incorporated
the rubric into their school planner that was given to each student at the start of the school
year.

The emphasis was on all teachers using a common language and a common
means of assessment for writing. Ruth Culham (2003) writes:

Student writing improves when the traits are used in a systematic way in the

classroom and in the school. We must build curriculum that maintains a shared

view of what ‘good’ writing looks like that remains constant throughout the

school years, K to 12. (p. 13)

Schools within the system implement the program in different ways. Some
schools have school-wide writing events where each student must write on the same
prompt at the same time. Other schools allow individual teachers to implement the
program in his or her own way, setting a guideline for the number of writing events that
are to be completed in a particular period.

Content area teachers are also using Six Trait Writing. Fulwiler (1988) stresses
that writing is, “one of the issues of instruction that cuts comfortably (or not) across all
disciplinary lines™ (p. 65). Content area teachers were given specific training on prompt

writing and scoring for their particular subject area needs. Observation from lesson plans



and classroom visits indicate frequent use of the Six Trait Writing Model in all subject

areas.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that the program is successful. Students arrive at the
next grade knowing the vocabulary and expectations of each trait. Writing is taking place
in each classroom in each school on a regular basis.

Purpose of the Study

This study will assess the effect of the implementation of the District Writing
Model on student writing achievement. The researcher will utilize data from the TCAP
Writing Assessment taken each spring by the students in a suburban Tennessee county.

The study will use TCAP Writing Assessment scores from a middle school in
Tennessee, which opened in 1998. The study will assess any significant difference
between race, gender, and socioeconomic status as defined by the free and reduced lunch
program.

Administrators and teachers can utilize the information to enhance the instruction
received by the students. Both teachers and administrators can continue efforts to
increase the number of students scoring proficient as measured by the state’s writing
assessment.

Research Questions and Hypotheses
Four research questions were addressed in this study:

1. Is there a significant difference between the TCAP Writing Assessment scores

before implementation of the District Writing Model and after?

2. Is there a significant difference in the TCAP Writing Assessment scores before

and after implementation of the District Writing Model based on gender?



3. Is there a significant difference in the TCAP Writing Assessment scores before
and after implementation of the District Writing Model based on socioeconomic
status?
4. Is there a significant difference in the TCAP Writing Assessment scores before
and after implementation of the District Writing Model based on ethnicity?
Four hypotheses were proposed for this study:
1. There is no statistically significant difference between the TCAP Writing
Assessment scores after the implementation of the District Writing Model.
2. There is no statistically significant difference between the TCAP Writing
Assessment scores after implementation of the District Writing Model based on
gender.
3. There is no statistically significant difference between the TCAP Writing
Assessment scores after implementation of the District Writing Model based on
socioeconomic status.
4. There is no statistically significant difference between the TCAP Writing
Assessment scores after implementation of the District Writing Model based on
ethnicity.
Significance of the Study and Applications
Through the identification of score differences with implementation of the District
Writing Model, and the differences in gender, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity, the
study will identify areas of concern that impact the teaching and administration of the
District Writing Model. By understanding the impact of the District Writing Model on

scores, the school system can tailor the program to meet the needs of all learners.



Limitations
Several limitations existed in this study:
1. This study was limited to students at a middle school in a Tennessee County,
who took the TCAP Writing Assessment in 2003 and 2005.
2. The students who took the test in 2003 before implementation were compared
to the students who took the test in 2005 after implementation. This is not a
comparison of the same students’ scores from 2003 to 2005.
3. The assessment used is only one assessment of writing effectiveness. The
full range of writing effectiveness is difficult to assess with a single thirty-
five minute test taken annually.
4. The group was matched based on gender, socioeconomic status, and
ethnicity only. No group matching was performed based on any other reported
test scores.
Assumptions
The following was assumed for this research:
1. The teachers implemented the District Writing Model consistently.
2. The scores were reported accurately in the state documents.
Definitions of Terms

1. District Writine Model- a common approach, used in the school system being studied,

for teaching writing in kindergarten through 12" grade, using the Six Trait Writing

Model.

2. Six-Trait Writing- a writing program developed by Northwest Regional Educational

Laboratory in Portland, Oregon. The program uses a common vocabulary and a shared



vision to teach writing. The six traits of writing include ideas, organization, voice, word
choice, sentence fluency, and conventions. Presentation is provided as an additional point
for consideration once students have mastered the six basic traits of good writing.

3. TCAP Writing Assessment- a writing assessment in which students must write a rough

draft essay in response to a prompt within a limited time. Eighth grade students have 35
minutes to complete the essay. Eighth grade students write an expository essay (an
explanation). The writing samples are graded holistically by trained teachers at the state

level.

4. Writing Process- The writing process is a set of stages that a piece of writing goes

through as the writer polishes the work. The writer conferences with the teacher and
peers as the process unfolds. The stages are prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and

sharing. The stages are recursive. The writer moves back and forth between stages as

needed to enhance or complete the writing.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Importance of Writing

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) Report in 1994
showed an increasing achievement gap between the highest and lowest achieving groups
in reading comprehension of fourth grade students. The fourth grade students showed 38
percent were proficient. Eighth grade students scored about 33 percent for proficiency in
literacy, and twelfth graders scored about 40 percent for proficiency. These numbers
indicate a need to strengthen literacy skills for American students (Carr, 2002).

Strong literacy skills are more important than ever before. Carr discusses the need
to be sure that students understand the importance of literacy in their lives. Of course,
college bound students need strong literacy skills, but, even in planning a vocational
career, literacy is crucial. “Mechanics, electricians, plumbers, and members of other
skilled trades require the ability to analyze, synthesize, and evaluate information™ (Carr,
2002, p. 17).

Writing skills in particular are in need of strengthening. In a report by the
National Commission on Writing for America’s Families, Schools, and Colleges (2003),
the need to revolutionize student writing is proposed. The report stresses the importance
of writing skills for educational and career success. The writing skills students learn in
school are the building blocks they use in their future careers. In writing, students learn to

put together the things they have learned.
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Hunt (2004), a teacher in Colorado, wrote a powerful statement about teaching
and learning writing. She wrote:

Is there anything we can teach students that is more important than being able to

produce compelling, clear writing? I don’t think so. Writing is power, writing is

what can propel students forward or hinder virtually every dream they have

(p- 103).

Writing skills affect all areas of learning. Students need to be able to express themselves
in writing.
Gender, Ethnicity, and Low Socioeconomic Issues

The TCAP Writing Assessment Test is not disaggregated for gender,
socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. Current research suggests that gaps exist in these
areas. The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 requires states to examine test data
to determine if the sub groups are making the same gains in testing, compared to other
groups and the tested group as a whole. The reporting of disaggregated data has put
added emphasis on lessening the gaps for these groups. The NCLB Act requires test score
parity across racial and ethnic groups by 2014 (Carlson, 2004).

In a recent Newsweek article, Tyre (2006) reported that boys are falling behind in
education today. Eighth grade girls score an average of 11 points higher on standardized
reading tests, and they score 21 points higher than boys do on standardized writing tests.
High school boys are losing even more ground to girls. Twelfth grade girls score 16
points higher than boys on standardized reading tests, and 24 points higher than boys do

on standardized writing tests.



11

In a Minnesota study, boys showed many gender differences. Boys were more
likely to be placed in special education programs and remedial programs. Boys were
more likely to be suspended and participate in risk taking behaviors. Impulsivity was
higher in boys. Academic achievement was similar for boys and girls. However, the
authors report that more boys performed at the lower levels, and more girls performed at
the higher levels (Du, Weymouth, & Dragseth, 2003). Additionally, all of the writing
performance assessments showed girls significantly outperformed males.

Socioeconomic status is a concern for educators as well. Tajalli and Opheim
(2004) report, “Researchers consistently find that one of the most important influences on
student achievement is socioeconomic status (SES) of students” (p. 44). In general, more
affluent students perform better.

Ethnicity is another focus area for the disaggregation of test scores. Hedges and
Nowell (1999) completed a study of the black-white gap in achievement test scores. They
found that the black-white gap in achievement is large and decreasing very slowly over
time. The bottom of the test-score distribution is becoming more equal, but at the top
blacks are underrepresented.

Like the situation with boys, black students are more likely to be placed in less
demanding classes. They are also placed more often in special education programs
(Roach, 2004).

Examination of Writing Improvement Programs

Several researchers have studied writing improvement programs. The programs

all attempted to increase writing scores for the population for which they were developed.

However, the programs did not all utilize the same teaching strategies or assessment



methods. While some programs included the Six Trait Writing Model as part of their
improvement programs, they also included additional components.

Jarmer, Kozol, Nelson, and Salsberry (2001) completed a study entitled “Six Trait
Writing Model Improves Scores at Jennie Wilson Elementary”. This study is primarily
concerned with Six Trait Writing Model effectiveness, but does include other strategies
as part of its plan. The Kansas school taught a new trait each year. They utilized mini-
lessons to teach writing skills. Students learned to evaluate sample pieces based on the
six traits. Then the students applied their newly learned skills to their own work. Students
were allowed to choose their writing topics, and they shared a variety of literature by
different authors.

Several means were used to assess the results. The fifth graders took the Kansas
writing assessment. Fourth graders took the California Test of Basic Skills (CTBS). All
students in the school took a pre and post-writing test at the school level to use for
comparison purposes.

After three years, the researchers reported improvement each year. The fifth
grade scores on the state writing assessment were the same or higher than district and
state averages. The school level testing showed improvements also. According to Jarmer,
etal., (2001):

By grade level, the students increased their scores (moving froma 1 or 2, to a 3,

4, or 5) on the average of 54% for kindergarten when writing or dictating a story;

92% for first grade in narrative writing; 68% in third grade in narrative writing;

40% in the fourth grade in narrative writing; and 42% in the fifth grade in

narrative writing (p. 5).
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Kowalewski, Murphy, and Starns (2002) completed an action research project of
fourth and fifth graders in Illinois. They identified problems in the students including a
lack of skill in organization and revision in the writing process. Solution strategies were
investigated and were implemented as teaching strategies.

Instruction using the Writing Process and Six Trait Writing were the main thrust
of the Kowaleski program. Teachers also utilized modeling of good writing skills, use of
rubrics and reflection, portfolios, and an emphasis on audience for the emerging writers.
Time to write at least four days a week was included in the program. The sites were
provided with a systematic 10-week action plan. The 10-week plan moved to 13 weeks
during the actual study.

The assessment methods were student and teacher scored rubrics for baseline and
final writing pieces. Assessment also included student reflections and portfolio rubrics.
The researchers report a marked improvement in student writing at all three sites of the
study.

The researchers observed that time was a crucial problem when attempting to
increase student’s writing skills. The goal of writing one hour a day four times a week
was difficult to accomplish. They also discussed the subjectivity of writing assessment.
Even with a rubric for evaluating student work, it is hard to eliminate subjectivity. The
teachers and the students in this study completed all of the assessments.

Garcia, Meyer, and Walsh (2002) described a program that targeted first and
second graders in a writing improvement program. They observed the following

regarding the need for a writing improvement program:
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As evidenced through our research, students have overall poor writing skills.
These problems have stemmed from the following issues: lack of student
motivation, high state standards, poor assessments, lack of basic skills instruction,
language differences, unbalanced writing programs, and differing school and

home values (p. 18).

Initial writing rubrics and interest surveys were given to the students. Those
products as well as teacher observation indicated a lack of writing skills. These surveys
supported the necessity for a program change. Additionally, the lower grades previously
had no implemented writing program.

The teachers intervened using three basic categories. The first category was mini-
lessons on targeted skills. A second category was the use of portfolios. A third main area
of intervention was conferencing with individual students about their work. The
workshop approach to teaching writing along with daily time for writing made a
difference in student attitude and achievement.

The researchers reported an increase in the quality and quantity of writing based
on results shown in rubrics at five scheduled assessment periods throughout the
intervention. The teachers felt that the interventions were successful, but they cited a lack
of time for writing as an issue to overcome. The researchers mention another interesting

thought. The improvement process is long term; results may unfold over a long span of

time (Garcia, et al., 2002).

Jerome and Gilman (2003) conducted research with third grade students in

Indiana. Indiana Statewide Testing for Educational Progress (ISTEP) test scores were



compared before implementation of a writing program and two years after the

implementation.

North Vermillion Elementary School implemented a school-wide writing
improvement program. Teachers received training and were given the opportunity to
observe other teachers teaching writing. Students learned the writing process, responded
to prompts, and learned to use state rubrics. They had daily writing times, published
student books, and journals (Jerome & Gilman, 2003).

These researchers also determined that the improvement program was effective.
There was a significant difference in the test scores with implementation of the writing
program (Jerome & Gilman, 2003).

In a study by Mclntyre and Leroy (2003), a young boy was assisted with his
literacy development. The authors utilized interventions similar to those used in many
writing improvement studies. Bobby was afforded choice in his writing assignments.
Reading materials were picked that would pique his interest. A home link was created
with assignments to get the family involved in his learning. The authors stressed the need
to provide time for writing and constructive feedback for writing improvement.

A final study in this section was conducted by James, Abbott, and Greenwood
(2001). A nine-week writing workshop was held in a fourth grade classroom. The Six
Trait Writing Model was combined with a process-writing model and graphic organizers.
During the first nine weeks, only the higher achieving students received instruction. The
second nine weeks the lower students received instruction. They had writing instruction

for 30 minutes a day. While all scores improved, the low group made the most progress.
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The authors suggest that the low-pupil teacher ratio in the low group could be a factor in

the improvement.

All of the studies showed positive changes with implementation of a writing
program. Though the programs varied in method, duration, and testing methods, the
positive results are encouraging to other schools and communities that are seeking
methods to raise writing test scores.

Six Trait Writing

Six Trait Writing started with a trait-based approach to writing developed in the
mid 1980°s. In 1983, teachers in the Beaverton School District in Oregon used research
on the writing process and the emergence of analytic scales to provide a foundation for
what became the Six Trait Writing model. Analytic scales are the individual components
of good writing, which later become known as traits. Writing process plus the use of
traits are the main parts of the model.

Researchers at Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL) developed
the formal program that linked an analytic assessment tool to the writing instructional
model. They based their work on the work of teachers in Beaverton, Oregon and
Missoula, Montana. They also used the work of Paul Diederich to develop their model.
Diederich found numerous factors that were common to readers that evaluated student
work. His factors developed into the Six Traits used in the model today (Kozlow &

Bellamy, 2004).

The Six Traits are ideas, organization, voice, word choice, sentence fluency, and

conventions. The traits are described in more detail as follows:
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1. Ideas: Ideas are the content of the message. When the ideas are strong the

overall message is clear not garbled. Ideas encompass the main theme of the

writing and include relevant anecdotes and details.

2. Organization: Organization is the structure of the piece. This includes the
thread of the central meaning of the work and the pattern of logic. The
connection between the ideas are strong and the piece closes with a sense of
resolution.

3. Voice: Voice is the soul of the piece or the personal tone and flavor of the
writing. Voice is the sense that a real person is speaking to you and cares about
the message of the work.

4. Word Choice: Word choice is the use of rich, colorful, or precise language. The
writer should avoid jargon or redundancy and focus on language that moves and
enlightens the reader.

5. Sentence Fluency: Sentence fluency is the rhythm and flow of the language.

For optimal sentence fluency, the sentences should vary in structure and length,

and play to the ear, not just to the eye, much the same way as music.

6. Conventions: Grammar and mechanical correctness are the conventions of

writing. Punctuation, paragraphing, capitalization, grammar and usage, and

spelling are all important components of this writing trait (Culham, 2003).

Recently another trait has been included for assessment. The newest trait is
presentation, which refers to the way the piece appears on the paper. For this reason, Six

Traits are sometimes called 6 + 1 Trait Writing (Culham, 2003).
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showing any control,

emerging. A three means the author is developing, A four is effective or maturing, and a

five is strong (Culham, 2003). Each trait is evaluated and scored separately using a
detailed rubric based on the scoring continuum_

Teachers evaluate writing using the rubrics or scoring guides NWREL provides.
Teacher use of the rubric keeps scoring more consistent and objective. The teacher should
incorporate vocabulary from the scoring guides to comment on student work. For
example, the teacher could say that the topic was narrow and manageable if the score
received a 5 for ideas. The students will learn to make the connection between their
writing and the language used in the rubric.

Students can use the scoring guide or rubric to evaluate and strengthen their own
writing as they complete the writing process. Students should write with the rubric in
front of them. In essence, students learn the specific criteria for writing and how to apply
it to their own work (Smith, 2003).

Training and materials for teachers are provided by NWREL. (Kozlow &
Bellamy, 2004). It was reported that 15,000 teachers had received training in the program
7 countries. (Kozlow &

over a span of 15 years. Participants come from all 50 states and 1

Bellamy, 2004).

An examination of the NWREL website was useful in determining the

effectiveness of the Six Trait Writing Model. One study found and summarized on the

.. : : ; ing the use
NWREL website looked at traditional writing process instruction versus teaching
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0“ [h S Six-[[‘dll m]alytic HSSCSS“ICHI SCOI‘In Cri 1
C 1 g Criteria fOl revisi ['hi i I
1S10n. hlS Study, unllke Othe S

: A11SSEe d previously, f imari :
discussed p Y, Tocused primarily on using the traits. Three traits were emphasized:
ideas, organization, and voice. In those three traits, gains of .84, .55, and .87 were
) .84, .55, : I

reported (Study findings, 2005).

Bellamy, of NWREL, summarized information on studies of Six Trait Writing.

He discussed five small scale studies that support the effectiveness of Six Trait Writing.

The studies all were conducted at single schools and usually only involved one grade

level of students. The studies all used pre and post scores. All but one of the studies was

only for one year. The article reported the following (Bellamy, n.d.):

1. Jennie Wilson Elementary: improvement in all grade levels K-5™ ranging from

40% to 92%.

2. Kent School District: increase in the number of students meeting benchmark

standards in all traits, ranging from 8.6% to 32.2%.

3. Pilot SAS Writing Assessment: growth in the percentage rate meeting the

scoring criteria of 12%.

4. Hartly Elementary School: positive growth in average scores in all traits

ranging from 1.79 to 2.09 on a 5-point scale.

5. The Saudi Arabiay ARAMCO School: increase of 7% in the number of students

meeting or exceeding the district writing standard.

A major study is being conducted currently by NWREL to accurately measure the

effectiveness of the Six Trait Writing Model. A need for further research into the

effectiveness of Six Trait Writing and the professional development fhieds] OLTRGIESS

needed.
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Summary
The importance of writing is clear. Today’s students need a strong focus on

writing skills. The research shows many successful models for writing improvement
programs exist. A suburban county in Tennessee is using one such program, the Six Trait
writing Model as their District Writing Model. The implementation of a writing program,
regardless of the components of the program, seems to be a strong indicator of gains in
writing scores. The additional time spent writing plus the use of proven strategies backed

by research proved to be successful for the studies in the literature review.



CHAPTER 111
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The review of literature emphasized the need to evaluate the effectiveness of the
implementation of the District Writing Model. Based on this need, this study looked at
the effect of the District Writing Model on middle school students at a suburban
Tennessee middle school. This study examined the effect of the District Writing Model in
general, and the effect based on gender, ethnicity, and economic status.

The students at the middle school who took the TCAP Writing Assessment in the
years 2003 (before implementation of the District Writing Model) and 2005 (the second
year after implementation) were the subjects for the study. A database was developed
with names, numbers, test scores, and demographic data for both test groups. Analysis of
the data determined answers to the research questions as well as providing information in
general about the District Writing Model.

Research Design
Subjects

The students at the middle school who took the TCAP Writing Assessment in
2003 and 2005 were the research subjects for this study. Approximately 275 students
took the test on each of the testing dates.

Permission was sought from the Institutional Review Board and the school system
used in the study. There was no risk to the participants since all data was previously

existing and available from the school system and the state website that contains the

educational testing statistics.
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Instrument
The instrument was the TCAP Writing Assessment administered in the spring of
cach year. In the TCAP Writing Assessment, students must write a rough draft essay in

response to a prompt within a limited time. Eighth grade students write an expository

essay (an explanation) in thirty-five minutes. The writing samples were graded

holistically with the emphasis placed on the whole impact of the essay. Student essays
were scored using a rubric with a six-point holistic scale. The scale used the following

scores: a six was outstanding, a five was strong, a four was competent, a three was

limited, a two was flawed, and a one was deficient.
Procedure

The researcher utilized the student names and scores for each of the two relevant
years. The school itself has test data for each of the relevant years, but it was
summarized, and only percentages for proficient and above proficient were listed. The
data was not in the correct format for use in the study. Therefore, a detailed list of names
and scores was provided to the researcher by the testing coordinator for the school
system. A database was created using the Microsoft Excel program.

Demographic information for the 2005 data was accessed from the state testing
information site using building level administrative access. This information was added
to the database. The demographic information was not available for the writing

assessment, but each student also took the yearly TCAP test. Thessslents inthe Sty

had individual TCAP demographic data available from the state testing website. The

demographic information was collected for each student and mated to their Writing

Assessment scores for the purposes of the study. The 2003 test data was not available
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from the state website since the Students have graduated. Th
¢d. The demographic dat
a was

acC ~§s(‘d from the school System’s database fro ffi
acce m central e ent
( olnic Any student wi
s ith

incomplete data was eliminated from the study. Sj
y. Since the state do
€s not match
demographic information with the writing as
S€ssment, this part of th
> e study proved

valuable. Once the database was complete, student names were erased from the datab
atabase.

Student names were not used in the study.

For the purposes of preparation for the 7 tests to be performed, the data was
organized based on the year the subjects took the Writing Assessment. The data was also
separated by gender, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity based on the year the subjects
took the Writing Assessment. Groups were selected and matched for 2003 and 2005
based on gender, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. In order to maintain the pair-wise
matching of the participants, it became necessary to eliminate some participants from the
study.

Analysis
The students’ scores were compared using / tests for the 2003 and 2005 school

years, and to compare gender, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. The # tests were two

tailed and assumed equal variance.

The Excel program’s data analysis tools were used to perform the tests to

determine if the null hypotheses would be accepted or rejected. The significance level

was set at 0.05.



CHAPTER v
PRESENTATION OF DATA

This study was undertaken to determine the effect of the District Writing Model
on student performance on the TCAP Writing Assessment. The overall test scores and
demographic data were examined to determine the effect. The questions for the study
were:

1. Is there a significant difference between the TCAP Writing Assessment scores

before implementation of the District Writing Model and after?

2. Is there a significant difference in the TCAP Writing Assessment scores before

and after implementation of the District Writing Model based on gender?

3. Is there a significant difference in the TCAP Writing Assessment scores before

and after implementation of the District Writing Model based on socioeconomic

status?

4. Is there a significant difference in the TCAP Writing Assessment scores before

and after implementation of the District Writing Model based on ethnicity?

Demographic Data

Demographic data for the 2003 and 2005 was collected as well as student TCAP
Writing Assessment scores. A matched sample was selected using pair-wise matching
based on the three demographic characteristics, gender, socioeconomic status, and
ethnicity. The selection of the matched sample required the elimination of 49 students
from the fy]] sample. The final matched sample contained 267 students in each of the two

relevant yers,
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The state does :
not collect or publish data for the Writing Assessment based on

demographics. As a result, this data is valuable for the teachers and administrators as an

aid to guide instruction or intervention.

Trends in the matched sample score to gender data for 2003 revealed that a
disproportionate number of males, 16%, scored a 3. Only 3.6% of females achieved a
similar result. The males were underrepresented in the higher score levels of 5 and 6.
Twenty-five percent of males scored a 5, while 38.2% of females scored the same. Of the
males, 6.1% scored a 6, while 13.2% of the females scored a 6. The 2005 data shows
males overrepresented in the lower test scores of 3 and 4. Compared to 3.6% of females,
8.3% of males scored a 3. Males scoring a 4 totaled 57.2%, while 45.5% of females
scored the same. The scores alternated to show an under representation of males in the
higher scores of 5 and 6. Males scoring a 5 totaled 25.8%, while 36% of the females

scored the same. Compared to 13.9% of females earning a score of 6, 5.3% of males

achieved the same score (See Table 1).
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Table |

Matched Sample/ Score to Gender

2003 2005

Score Gender Number of  Percent of

Score Gender Number of  Percent of

stiadenits Sample Students Sample
1 Male 1 76% 1 Male 0 0%
" Female 0 0% Female 0 0%
£ Male 3 2.2% 2 Male 4 3.0%
Female 3 2.2% Female 1 13%
3 Male 21 16.0% 3 Male 11 8.3%
Female 5 3.6% Female 35 3.6%
4 Male 65 49.6% 4 Male 75 57.2%
Female 58 42.6% Female 62 45.5%
5 Male 33 25.1% 5 Male 34 25.9%
~ Female 32 38.2% Female 49 36.0%
6 Male 8 6.1% 6  Male 7 >3
Female 18 13.2% Female 19 13.9%

Notes:

Total male: 131 (49.0%)  Total female: 136 (50.9%)  Total sample/year: 267
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The matched sample score to socioeconomic status data for 2003 showed that
students who were eligible for the free or reduced lunch program were overrepresented in
the 3 score, however, they were underrepresented in the highest score area of 6. Of the
students on the free/reduced lunch program, 25.9% scored a 3, compared to 5.6% of the
students not receiving free/reduced lunch. No student who was eligible for the free or
reduced lunch program scored a 6, but 12.2% of the students not on free/reduced lunch
achieved a 6. The 2005 data showed that students who were eligible for the free or
reduced lunch program were again overrepresented in the 3 score, but they were
underrepresented in the 6 score. Of the students on the free/reduced lunch program,
14.8% scored a 3, while only 3.7% of those students not on free/reduced lunch scored a 3.

Only 3.7% of students on the free/reduced lunch program scored a six, compared to

11.2% of the students not on the free/reduced lunch program. (See Table 2).



Table 2

Mat ched Sample/ Score to Socioeconomic Status

28

N=Not on free/reduced lunch

Total N: 213 (79.7%) Total Y: 54 (20.2%) Total sample/year:

Y=Free/reduced lunch program

267

2003 2005
Score SES  Number of Percent of  Score SES  Number of Percent of
eSS Sample Students Sample
1 N 1 46% 1 N o 0%
Y 0 0% v o
2 N 5 2.3% 2 N %
Y 1 1.8% Y 3 550
3 N 12 5.6% 3 N 8 3.7%
Y 14 25.9% Y 8 14.8%
4 N 99 46.4% 4 N 111 52.1%
Y 24 44.4% Y 26 48.1%
s N 70 32.8% 5 N 68 31.9%
Y 15 27.7% Y 15 27.7%
6 N 26 12.2% 6 N 24 11.2%
- Y 0 0% Y 2 3.7%
Notes:
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The matched sam c ;.
¢ ple score to ethnicity data for 2003 showed a di i
| isproportionate
S f minority stud i
eruntagC 0 ents in the lower test sco
res of 2 and 3. Minority stud
1 ents
scoring @ 2 totaled 7.6%, compared to .49% of majority students. While th
3 e percentage of

majority students scoring a 3 were 7.9%, the percentage of minority students wh d
s who score

at the 3 Jevel totaled 15.3%. The 2005 data showed minority students al
SO
O\,enepresented in the 2 and 3 scores. Compared to 4.6% of the minority students wh
0
scored a 2, 199% of the majority students yield similar results. The percentage of minority

students who scored 2 3 totaled 10.7% compared to 4.4% of the majority students. (See

Table 3).
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lable 3

Vatched Sample/ Score to Elhnicity

2003 2005

Gcore Ethnicity Number  Percent Score  Ethnicity Number of P
€r o ercent

of of
Students of

students Sample

I Sample
1 Majority 1 .49% 1 N/A

0 0%
~ Majority 1 49% Majority 2 99%
3 Minority 10 15.3% 3 Minority 7 10.7%
Majority 16 7.9% Majority 9 4.4%
4 Minority 26 40% 4 Minority 38 58.4%
Majority 97 48% Majority 99 49.0%
5 Minority 21 323% 5 Minority 15 23.0%
Majority 64 31.6% Majority 68 33.6%
6 Minority 3 4.6% 6 Minority 2 3.0%
Majority 23 11.3% Majority 24 ILE%

Notes:

Total Majority: 202 (75.6%) Total Minority: 65 (24.3%)  Total sample/year: 267
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A 7 test for independent samples (p=.05) was used to com "
pare the TCAP Writin
g

\ssessment scores for the two years. Although the ¢
‘ a
ta analyzed supported the nul]
_ .sis for the study, the dem i
pypothesis ographic trends are of val
; ue to teachers and
Jdministrators as they design instruction to benefjt all le
t arners. The trend showed a rise ;
arise in
mean score (see Table 4), which is a positive event for this mi
middle school, even tho
: ugh a
atistically significant change did not occur. Examination of the t test showed th
wed there was
no significant difference in the Writing Assessment test scores. Therefore, the original
] ] ina
hypothesis that there is no statistically significant difference between the writing test
scores after the implementation of the District Model was supported (See Table 4)

Table 4

t test Total Matched Sample 2003 to 2005

Year # of Students Mean Score  SD SEMean df T Value P Value

2003 267 4.360 0.896 0.055

2005 267 4.408 0.819 0.050

532 -0.66 0.513

Separate 1 tests (p=.05) were also completed using each of the three variables:
ignificant
gender, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. Results showed there was no signific

. . th
difference between 2003 and 2005 based on the three above variables. Therefore the

igi : ot ioni i ce between the
original hypotheses that there was no statistically significant differen
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writing test scores after the implementation of the Distri
Istrict Model based o
n gender,
sthnicity and socioeconomic statys was supported
t was co i i
A ftes mpleted to examine the differences based on gender. Males taki
, ing

the Writing Assessment in 2003 were compared to males taking the Writing A
ssessment

in 2005. The results are reported in Table 5 below.

Table 5
{ test Males Matched Sample 2003 to 2005

# of Mean SE
Year Students  Score SD Mean df T Value P Value
2003 131 4.145 0.895 0.078
2005 131 4.221 0.797 0.070

260 -0.73 0.467
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additional 1 test was
¢ t was completed to examine the differences based on gender

Females taking the Writing Assessment in 2003 Were compared to females taking th
1Ing the

writing Assessment in 200S. The results are reported in Table 6 below

Table 6

; test Females Matched Sample 2003 to 2005

# of Mean SE
Year Students ~ Score SD Mean df T Value P Value
2003 136 4.566 0.849 0.073
2005 136 4.488 0.803 0.069
270 -0.22 0.826




A 1 test was comple
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ted to exam;j i
amine the dif ferences between students taking the

TCAP Writing Assessment in 2003 anq 2005 b
ased on socioeconomic
status. Lower

socioeconomic or disadvantaged students were defined as stude ts wh
nts who were receiving

free or reduced lunch during the school year examined. The Writing Assessment
ent scores

for 2003 and 2005 were compared for students who were not participating in the fi
ree or

reduced lunch program. The results are reported in Table 7 below

Table 7

 test Socioeconomic Status — Non Participating in Free/Reduced Lunch Program

Matched Sample 2003 to 2005

# of Mean SE
Year Students  Score SD Mean df T Value P Value
2003 213 4.455 0.898 0.062
2005 213 4.488 0.781 0.053

424

-0.40 0.687
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taking the TCAP

Agsessment scores for 2003 and 2005 were compared for
) students who were articipati
participating

in the free or reduced lunch program. The results are reported in Table 8 be]
OoW.

Table 8

{ test Socioeconomic Status — Participating in Fi ree/Reduced Lunch Program Matched

Sample 2003 to 2005

# of Mean SE
Year Students  Score SD Mean df T Value P Value
2003 54 3.981 0.789 0.11
2003 54 4.093 0.896 0.12

106 -0.68 0.495
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/ ];ll set ¢ l" s

1o the TCAP Writing Assessment ;
aking the T g Sment 1n 2003 and 2905 bas,
ed on ethnicity. Minor;
. Tity

: nC d all llOn-CaUC i ent enro ment ]le ritin
Stu ll T W iti
l 1t < g

Assessment scores for 2003 and 2005 Were compared for students who were id ifi
re 1dentified as

members of any minority population. The results are reported in Table 9 be]
elow.

Table 9

{ test Ethnicity — Minority Matched Sample 2003 10 2005

# of Mean SE
Year Students  Score SD Mean df T Value P Value
2003 65 4.108 0.906 0.12
2005 65 4.092 0.805 0.10

128 +0.10  0.923
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I'he last 7 test completed also examined the differences b
S between student i
B o B _ s takin
he TC AP Writing Assessment in 2003 ang 2005 based on ethnicity. M g
1y. Majority studen
S

included all Cauc

asian memb i
ers of the student enrollment. The Writing A
| ssessment
scores for 2003 and 2005 were compared for students who were identified
11ed as members of

any maj ority population. The results are reported in Table 10 be]
\ ow.

Table 10

( test Ethnicity — Majority Matched Sample 2003 10 2005

# of Mean SE
Year Students  Score SD Mean df T Value P Value
2003 202 4.441 0.852 0.060
2005 202 4.510 0.800 0.056

402 -0.84 0.400




CHAPTER v
DISCUSSION
An examination of writing assessment scores afte i
r the Implementation
of a
pistrict writing Model was the purpose of this study. The schoo] System used in th
used in the
«udy i working to increase the number of students performing at proficiency or ab,
5 or above
on the TC AP Writing Assessment. Although many score well on the test many oth
s ers

qill score at @ limited, flawed, or deficient level, The goal is to improve al scores, but
, bu

especiﬁlly to bring everyone to proficiency. In order to determine the system’s progress in

moving all students closer to levels of proficient or better, this study focused on four
research questions and corresponding hypotheses:
1. Is there a statistically significant difference between the TCAP Writing
Assessment scores after the implementation of the District Writing Model?
2. Is there a statistically significant difference between the TCAP Writing
Assessment scores after implementation of the District Writing Model based on
gender?
3. Is there a statistically significant difference between the TCAP Writing
Assessment scores after implementation of the District Writing Model based on
socioeconomic status?
4.1s there a statistically significant difference between the TCAP Writing
Assessment scores after implementation of the District Writing Model based on

ethnicity?



The qull hypothesis that there is no statistically s;

Trends

Although the null hypotheses were accepted, trends in the data provide some
terest for educators. Trends in the data show that the overall mean score for the
p opulation’s tested did increase from 4.360 to 4.408. This trend does indicate
improvement, even if differences have not yet reached levels high enough to be

considered statistically significant.

The NCLB Act requires test score parity across racial and ethnjc groups by 2014
(Carlson, 2004). The data trends show that students in these groups are not achieving at
the same level as other students who were tested. The ¢ test scores show that statistical
significance for males, students on free or reduced lunch, and minority students might be
reached in upcoming years if the current trend continues. Educators can use the
demographic data to design instruction or intervention that increases test scores for
students who are minorities, of lower socioeconomic status, and male.

Model Implementation
It is important to note that the results from this study cannot be generalized

throughout the system because many schools have varying demographics. Schools with a

i ts the
more diverse population might yield different results. Each school also implements

District Writing Model with some variation.

cted amongst the
Variations in the implementation of the model can be dete

. ied
the school studie
tachers ip g particular school as well. Language arts tpEeE
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“m\lcnu“““d the District Writing Model with the greatest intens;
NSity since the
model fits

with the content standards they are expected to teach. Benchmark
' ark testing for |
anguage

Euds giViIlg add
# ed

incentive to use the writing model for classroom instruction,
Content area teachers are addi e e .

S ding Writing into their curriculum at inconsistent and
variable levels. (.)me content area teachers have indicated a reluctance to take time away
from teaching their tested standards to pursue activities they perceive as additional
requirements to their curriculum.

Staff Development

Teacher training is an issue to be aware of concerning the implementation of the
Six Trait Writing Model. As new teachers enter the teaching profession or transfer into
the school system, they need to be trained. Not only should they be trained to understand
the District Writing Model, but they must also be made aware of the stated or unstated
expectations regarding usage of the District Writing Model in the particular school where
they are assigned. Simply distributing a rubric to the faculty concerning the District
Writing Model during opening staff development activities is not sufficient to ensure
teachers are trained to adequately and consistently score student writing samples.

Training at the building level should continue to occur for all teachers in the
system. Additional practice scoring the traits together as faculty would help ensure
common grading expectations linking the various subjects and grade levels. The

dedication of a specific staff development day to this training would also help to ensure

. i istrict Writing
hat teachers are all aware of the building expectations concerning the Distr



| Follow-up training at a weekly faculty meeting mighy also encq
A ur

;porate MOTe WIIlINg opportunities into thej; curriculum
inco |

A 10\1 =

nmendations for Future Research
Reco

. This study did not evaluate student Or teacher attitudeg about the District
Writing Model. Many of the studies discussed in the literature review included
affective measures of success. Future studies should include measures to
determine student or teacher attitudes or effect on student motivation based on use
of the District Writing Model.

2. Future research should allow a longer time for the District Writing Model to be
in use before examining the effect of the program. The incremental changes might
reach statistical significance after a longer period of implementation. The
researchers from a previously discussed study agree that longer time is needed for
evaluation of writing programs. The improvement process is long term; results
may unfold over a long span of time (Garcia, et al., 2002).

3. Future research should also attempt to track the same students over time. The
student’s elementary school and high school TCAP Writing Assessment scores
could be used for a look at the growth of the individual student.

Possible Ramifications of this Research R

Why should a school system use a District Writing Model if a statistical differen

not found in the analysis completed in the study?

s 5 ven

short term.



v As stated carlier in this field a2
2. As' s study, anecdoyg) evidence
Suggests that
the

program is successful. Students arrive at the next grade kp
VOCabulary

and expectations of each trait. Writing is taking place i h
In €ach classroq
M In each

school on a regular basis.

3. In 2003, the National Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and

Colleges recommended a writing agenda for the nation’s public schools. Although

the Six Trait Writing Model was not specifically mentioned, the implementation

of a writing plan was suggested (The Neglected R, 2003).

4. The District Writing Model has not been in use long enough in the schoo]

system being studied. More time is necessary to adequately assess statistical

significance of this initiative in this school system.

The District Writing Model is one of the tools a teacher uses to teach effective
writing skills. Research shows that the Six Trait Writing Model can be effective in raising
test scores in writing. Continuing use of the District Writing Model coupled with

additional measurement of its effectiveness over time are the recommendations indicated

by the results of this study.
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Appendix A

February 12. 2006

Janice Cook

Language Arts Teacher, Rossview Midd
2347 Ellsworth Dr. 1ddle School
Clarksville. TN 37043

Dear Sallie Armstrong:

This letter is my request to conduct research i ;
ch in the Clarksvi
School System. rl“‘w'"e‘l\"omgOmer_v County

Target population of the study: Eighth grade students th
g : 1y at attend/ Acw
Middle School and took the TCAP Writing Assessment. S

Test scores from the TCAP Writing Assessment will be used. Three years before the
implementation of the District Writing Model and the three years after implementation
will be used. l

The purpose of the study is to determine the possible difference between the test scores
before the implementation of the District Writing Model and after the implementation
(the effect on student writing achievement with implementation of the District Writing

Madel).

Since the information being sought is available from the school system, no surveys will

be used.

The results will be used for my Austin Peay Field Study. the culminating project of the
E.d.S. degree at the university. | would also share results with my principal and the
school system.

Knowledge of the effectiveness of the implementation of the District Writing MOd'f'lhe
would benefit the school system and myself as a teacher and futurc administrator.

research directly supports student achicvement.

Janice Cook
Janice.cook@cmess.nel
Wk (931) 920-6150
Hm (931) 647-6802
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Clarksville.
:"\""AC‘:)(V{Q‘_’(“‘" ‘~_¢»*u§7l‘:\)’
- a5
EO0L AR
A
"*\ T BN wae . Sallie
,\7 ,b { '—:i\//}. hl‘lg’:ﬂ' Board of Education C“mcu‘um&l'“!nx(m
W i1 jelLid D

611 Gracey Avens
uve Clarksville, Ten
. nessee 37040

931-920-7819 Fax: 931-920-9819

February 17. 2006

NES Janice Cook
2347 Ellsworth Drive
(‘lnl'ks\"\\lu. TN 37043

Dear Ms. Cook:

Yaur research. SUTVer. and/or research project proposal whichis to
determine the possible difference between the test scores before the
mplement ation of the District Writing Model and after the implementation
has been nppm\'cd by the research com mittee. The date of approval was
Febraary 16. 2006.

Now rhatyou have a pprm'ni from the research com mitlec. you may
contact the prin(:ipn\(s) for .’\pprox'ul. The prim:npn\(s) has the final authority
and rcsponsibﬂily for approving or disapproving research conducted 1D thew

building.

Plcase read the Research Policy :md_}’rocedures H andbook for all

information concerning research mn Clm‘ksv'\]lc—Mont.gomcr_\' County Schools.

1f vou have questions. please call my office at (931 920-7819.

Sincerely,

PN
.
-

3

-

-
/

'
1k wle v v - N\
3 U

Sallie Armstrong

Director of Curriculum and [nstructio®

SA/ph

email: sallie armstrong@cmess.nex
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Janice M_ "
2347 Ellsworth Dr.
Clarksville, TN 37043
lara Patterson
glre;risvi]le-Monlgomery County School System
sracey Avenue
621 Gracey
Clarksville. TN 37040

Dear Dr. Patlerson:
ently completing a Field Study at Austin Peay State Universi
] am curTei

itled “Writing Assessment Scores after the Implementation of a
is entitle 5
Model”.

1y. My Field Siudy
District Wniling

i joul using the scores for three years before
i 1 ted that I wouid be using t ores 3 3
Originally l,‘.';:':id three years after implcmcn!auon in my study. Duc Lf).mkl k
implcTc:it‘?:; of the scores for the fuil time period, | changed lhclamly>1.~. 10 ook at
Unuvm‘;:';wr;‘lhc 2002-2003 school year and the 2004-2005 school year.
scores i <

1 ith the school system’s
indicate that the change is acceptable and in agrecment w1Alh lll‘c g
vl ‘n“t 6 s afte :mentation.
HLJ:\L 'l“d"“ se 1o me allowing me to look at the changes after imple
original respons

Thank vou.
Janice Cook
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—~ &
L OOL 1?’2'-;-\] .
. ¥ ) E v Al:. . 2 (:‘;“’2 P;‘
17\ ! Ll 'x/{ D,}ﬂ‘.] Board of Education Direcror of Eduyc. tlerson

] LY s B ational Sery;
e e 4 931-920-7820 621 Gracey Avenge Clarksville, T, ices
2 Fax:9)|_9m_98m + lennessee 37040
:hnpanm.&n‘“m

Ms. Janice Cook '
2347 Ellsworth Drnive
Clarksville, TN 37043

Dear Mrs. Cook:

| reccived your request today in Tegards to your Field Study at Austin Peay State
University. The Field Study, enm!ed “Writing Assessment Scores after the
[mplementation of a District Writing Model”, received initial approval on February 17,
2000.

| understand that originally you had planned on using the writing scores for three years
before implementation and three years after implementation of the District’s Writing
Model for analysis. Due to the unavailability of the scores for the full time period, [ am
accepting your request to amend the data collection and understand you will now
cxamine writing 2002-2003 school year only as a baseline for the study.

If you have any questions, please call my office at (931) 920-7819

Sincerely, )

4

/

Dr. Clara Patterson
Dircctor of Educational Services



Appendix E

IRB Approval



S
Appendiy |: 6

:
pebruary 162006

Janice M- Cool\D -
1147 Ellsworth D1 .
[‘.Iarksvillc. TN 3704
our application regarding study number 06-003: The cffect of the implementation oFa district writing
o \Ourl(ll‘pp\\rilinu achievement of seventh grade students. 2
c =
model on th

Dear Janice M. Cook
for your recent submission. We appreciate your cooper
Thank you

. . A expedited approval of th
¢ reviewed your request for expedite ppr

Process. l‘.h:\:[::(\i::;d review under FDA and NIH (Ofice for P
¢S 1or €

ation with (he human research review
¢ new study listed above. ‘11

his type of study
rotection from Research Risk

s) regulations.
qudllﬁ

ions! This is to confirm that I have approved your application through one calendar year. This
N atulations! i " > P STl
(ongm(u!““ bject to APSU Policies and Procedures governing human subject rescarch.
al is subjcc :
approval 1s

i n vy P icati 1 ey sdiately. The
I permission to conduct your study as described in your application mqu“thmz]:(h ;:L )lo
i ol ‘ - ] f re that date. Enclosed
i l-l'rL ér;!]‘ct [{) continuing review on or before February 16, 2007, unIcss;lose:i bee ou R ggs Pk
. IS“SL(; JIL forms 10 rep(;rl when your study has been completed and llhg 2om}] 0 reques nnual re
case find the tori i ) | ¢ i !
p[tsnlinuinu study. Please submit the appropriate form prior to February 00
ac g V.

; ‘ou have any

. rted and approved. If you )

Please note that any changes to the study as approved o l| b;ﬁrson;:xd%:lcp?oeu' cnmillefQﬁ'ﬂ&'-‘d_U)

C' ¢ ‘ - z - = ~1= 9. . -
: i contact me at (22 5 e con. Rost wishes

<l uire further information. con : an research review process.

q\ULS'“ml]I?a(:lrkrf?)u lj(h)r vour cooperation with the APSU IRB and the human

Again, ) 3

for a successful study!

Sincerely, //)
A
il A Tl

ke [l flraq
N;(T/é‘s/)\. Pinder. Ph.D.

Chair. Austin Peay Institutional Review Board
< Dr. Ann Wall

wyryLapsu.eds — 021-7641

7414
o P:(931)221-T
PO.Box 4458 « Clarksville, TN 37044 o
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janice M. Cook was born in Illinois on November 5, 1963. She attended schools

Ja of places as the child of a military parent. She graduated from high school in

ina variety

Alabama in 1981. She graduated from Austin Peay State University in 1993
2 a fr
terprises |
N helor of Science in Elementary Education. In 1997, Janice graduated from
elo
with @ Bac | |
1 ity with asters in Education.
University witha M
:n Peay State
Austin
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