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This Summer Reading Camp Self-Study Guide was developed to help state-, district-,
and school-based practitioners and stakeholders conduct self-studies of planning and
implementation of state-required summer reading camp programs for grade 3 students
who scored at the lowest level on the state reading assessment. In some states these
students face potential retention in grade 3 if they cannot meet grade-level standards
for reading through a good-cause exemption, applicable alternate assessment score,
or portfolio of student work showing mastery of grade-level reading standards. This
guide provides a template for data collection and guiding questions for discussion that
may improve instruction and increase the number of students meeting the grade-level
standard by the end of the summer reading camp.

Several Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) Southeast states are implementing or planning to imple-
ment summer reading camps for grade 3 students who have scored at the lowest level on the state reading
assessment. Summer reading camps are required multiweek extensions of the school year during which
reading intervention is provided. Instruction provided during the summer reading camp is designed to
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help students meet the grade-level standard through a portfolio of student work or satisfactory performance
on an alternate assessment.

This self-study guide provides a template for data collection and guiding questions for discussion that may
improve instruction and increase the number of students meeting the grade-level standard by the end
of the summer reading camp. A computerized Google Forms web-based version of the guide designed to
help facilitators collect individual ratings electronically is available for download from the REL Southeast
website (http://rel-se.fcrr.org/) or by contacting REL Southeast at rel-se@fsu.edu.

Florida has required summer reading camps since 2002, and North Carolina and South Carolina enacted
legislation requiring implementation of grade 3 summer reading camps by the summer of 2014. Mississippi
has enacted legislation authorizing grade 3 summer reading camps to begin in the summer of 2015. This
policy is also in place outside the REL Southeast Region, such as in Arizona, Connecticut, lowa, and
Missouri. In states where this policy is in place, students who have scored at the lowest level on the state
reading assessment face potential retention in grade 3 if they cannot meet the grade-level standard for
reading through a good-cause exemption, applicable alternate assessment score, or portfolio of student work
showing mastery of grade-level reading standards.

This guide will help state-, district-, and school-based practitioners and stakeholders conduct self-studies of
planning and implementing state-required summer reading camp programs for grade 3 students. Self-study
is a process of using a guide with predetermined focus areas and questions to collect, share, and discuss data
with stakeholders, in this case teachers, reading coaches, school-based administrators, and state and district
administrators and literacy supervisors knowledgeable in summer reading camp policies and implementa-
tion. This process may help educators document current practices in implementing a specific policy and
determine how to improve performance.

The guide was developed in partnership with REL Southeast’s Improving Literacy Research Alliance. Feed-
back from alliance members helped shape the development of this guide, which was piloted with a Florida
school district and refined based on the pilot report.

States, districts, and schools that are implementing or planning to implement summer reading camps may
find this guide helpful as they consider which types of evidence to collect and which components may be
important for later evaluation.

The purposes of the Summer Reading Camp Self-Study Guide are to help states, districts, and schools:
Gather baseline information to use in developing an implementation plan for summer reading
camps.

Prioritize their needs as they prepare to develop their implementation plan for summer reading
camps.

Gather progress-monitoring information for continuous improvement of summer reading camps.
Evaluate the rollout and progress of summer reading camps.

The most important part of this process for states, districts, and schools is the discussion that goes into the
self-study. The scores on the Consensus Rating Form (see below) should reflect this facilitated discussion.

This guide was designed to promote reflection about current strengths and challenges in planning or imple-
mentation, spark conversations among staff, and identify areas for improvement. Based on pilot use of the
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guide, this process will take about five hours, and time estimates are provided in the process steps outlined
below. It is helpful to elicit input from participating teachers, literacy coaches, and school-based administra-
tors in addition to state and district administrators and literacy supervisors.

The self-study guide works best if a dedicated facilitator leads the effort. This facilitator should be knowl-
edgeable in best practices from research as well as in summer reading camp policies, procedures, and imple-
mentation and should review the guide in detail before the self-study. The facilitator should also collect
relevant data and possible sources of evidence before convening a meeting. The facilitator should be a
careful listener and able to lead and structure discussions around evidence collection and decisionmaking
processes for members of the self-study guide team.

The Summer Reading Camp Self-Study Guide consists of the Scoring Guide, Consensus Rating Form, and
Planning Next Steps Form.

The Scoring Guide includes guiding questions and potential sources of evidence to support
states and districts in reviewing state, district, and school-based planning and implementation of the camps.
The Scoring Guide is tied to district and school actions and uses a four-point scale to assess the current
status of implementation. The content of the Scoring Guide is based on the following eight areas, which
research shows as being associated with strong implementation of summer reading camps: teacher effec-
tiveness and qualifications; student selection and enrollment; instructional time; content and instruction;
assessment selection and data use; mentoring and paraprofessional use; camp and classroom environment;
and communication with administration, staff, and parents. Citations for each area are listed in the section
“Support for Scoring Guide areas.” Box 1 lists the steps for completing the Scoring Guide.

After the Scoring Guide is completed, a facilitator guides the self-study team
through a consensus rating process. The team uses the Consensus Rating Form to reach agreement on the
current status of implementation in the district or school and on planning the next steps. Box 1 lists the
steps for completing the Consensus Rating Guide.

Prioritize the areas based on the strength of evidence and importance for
success as described in the literature. Review the consensus scores showing a need to develop or improve.
Identify two or three top priorities from the eight areas for action planning and record the priority areas.
Complete a detailed plan for next steps and activities and note any potential challenges on the Planning
Next Steps Form. [Activity length — 60 minutes]



Recruit the members who will make up the self-study team and convene a meeting to com-
plete this process. Select a dedicated and knowledgeable facilitator. Then recruit teach-
ers, reading coaches, school-based administrators, and district personnel knowledgeable
in summer reading camp policies and implementation to complete the team.
Present an overview of the self-study process to all members of the team, including a
review of relevant data and possible sources of evidence collected by the facilitator.
[Activity length — 30 minutes]
Review, individually, the content of the Scoring Guide for each specific area that will be
rated (for example, Teacher Effectiveness and Qualifications, Student Selection and Enroll-
ment, and Instructional Time) and the section “Support for Scoring Guide areas.”
[Activity length — 20 minutes]
Discuss any questions asked during the review. Questions should be answered by the
facilitator after the overview and document review.
[Activity length — 20 minutes]
Rate each area individually using the full Scoring Guide, including a review of relevant data/
possible sources of evidence provided by the facilitator. Each team member should rate
each area independently; this is an opportunity for each person’s voice to be heard. A
team member who does not know how to rate a specific area may abstain from rating it.
[Activity length — 60 minutes]
Vote as a group to reach consensus. There are several steps to consensus voting
[Activity length — 90 minutes]:
Vote. Ask each member to provide their numerical ranking for each area (1-8).
Identify frequency. Identify the most frequent number (if three members vote 3, five
vote 2, and two vote 1, the most frequent number that members voted is 2).
Discuss rationale of the high frequency number. Ask someone who selected the con-
sensus number to talk about what motivated that vote.
Discuss rationale of lower frequency numbers. Ask other members talk about why
they voted in a particular way.
Vote. Use numeric voting a second time. Members may change their votes based on
the discussion.
Record rating. If there is consensus, record the high frequency number on the Con-
sensus Rating Form. If consensus is not reached (there is no high frequency number),
continue discussing and voting until consensus is reached.
Continue across all areas. Repeat this process for each area.
Discuss and record initial team thoughts on priorities, next steps, and activities on the
Consensus Rating Form.
[Activity length — 20 minutes]



Scoring Guide Area 1: Teacher Effectiveness and Qualifications

Scoring Guide Area 2: Student Selection and Enrollment

Scoring Guide Area 3: Instructional Time

Scoring Guide Area 4: Content and Instruction

Scoring Guide Area 5: Assessment Selection and Data Use

Scoring Guide Area 6: Mentoring and Paraprofessional Use

Scoring Guide Area 7: Camp and Classroom Environment

Scoring Guide Area 8: Communication with Administration, Staff, and Parents
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Policies are in place for hiring, developing, and retaining the best possible summer reading camp teachers for the
populations of students served.

4 = Already in place
Circle the rating that best describes your program’s 3 = Partially in place, under development
implementation progress for each item. 2 = Area to develop or improve
1 = Not feasible now

1. The district/school has established criteria for hiring teachers with evidence of high performance Implementation progress
in teaching reading to struggling readers, as indicated by their ability to engage students
successfully (evaluations) and increase student performance (assessment data and student
work samples). Teachers should also have a deep understanding of the materials/technology to
be used (evaluations) (Borman & Dowling, 2006). Teachers should have specialized knowledge
in the alphabetic principle of how letters map to sounds in English, coupled with construction
of meaning at the word, sentence, and text level (alphabetic principle, decoding and encoding
including sound/spelling patterns, word study, vocabulary/word meaning, comprehension, oral
language, critical thinking, and self-confidence) (Foorman & Wanzek, in 2015).

Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions
- District/school criteria for hiring and methods for recruiting effective - Has the district/school established criteria
teachers. for hiring teachers with evidence of high

performance in teaching reading to at-risk

- Analysis of teacher data/performance evaluations. ’
grade 3 students for summer reading camps?

- Review of teacher certification/endorsements.

+ Has the district/school considered components
of effectiveness (including a review of any

- Teachers’ applications. available data) during the hiring process?

+ Memos to schools.

« Are successful summer reading camp teachers
from prior years recruited for subsequent years?

2. The district/school provides professional development in research-based instructional practices  Implementation progress
and support that will ensure development and retention of the best possible summer reading

camp teachers for the populations of students served (Kim & Quinn, 2013). 3 2 1
Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions
- Professional development plans for summer reading camp - Does the professional development offered to summer
teachers and paraprofessionals, including instructional materials, reading camp teachers and paraprofessionals build
plans for maximizing the instructional schedule, instructional the knowledge they need for success and provide
practices empirically shown to affect gains in student differentiated support based on their needs?

achievement, and data intended to inform instruction. . Are summer reading camp teachers offered follow-up

+ Plans and logs of embedded coaching support/follow-up training training or embedded coach support?

from prior summer reading camps. - Do district/school leaders provide support to summer

- Documentation of administrative walk-throughs and support for reading camp teachers?
improving the classroom environment and instructional practices.

+ Interviews with administrators and staff.
- Documentation of coaching and differentiated support.
+ Professional development records.

+ Professional development evaluations.
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Parents of students showing deficiencies in reading during the school year are notified in a timely manner. Eligible students
are successfully enrolled, and parents are provided accurate, timely information about student selection and attendance.

4 = Already in place
Circle the rating that best describes your program’s 3 = Partially in place, under development
implementation progress for each item. 2 = Area to develop or improve
1 = Not feasible now

1. The district/school has a policy for early notification for parents of students showing deficiencies Implementation progress
in reading during the school year. Students scoring below the state proficiency level in reading
are quickly identified once reading scores are released to determine eligibility for summer reading 4 3 2 1
camp (Hamilton et al., 2009).

Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions

+ Strategic plan. - Is there a process to ensure that educators
are notifying parents about potential reading
deficiencies during the school year?

+ Memos to schools.

+ Diagnostic/progress monitoring data through the response to

intervention process. - Is there a process to ensure efficient

data collection/reporting from the reading
+ Parent notification sample letters/templates. assessment once scores are released?

- Student portfolios.

+ Administrative/guidance counselor/assessment coordinator training.

2. Procedures are in place to provide summer reading camp parents with accurate, timely Implementation progress
information about all relevant policies, procedures, and expectations for attendance (Borman &

Dowling, 2006). 3 2 1
Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions
- Strategic plan. - Does the district have timelines/guidelines for parental

e
+ Memos to schools. notification?

- Are there expectations for schools/teachers to

communicate with parents during the summer reading
- Parental support documentation. camp?

- Parent notification sample letters/templates.

- Notification to charter schools inviting eligible grade 3 students
to attend district camps.

+ Attendance policy, records, and notifications.
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Summer reading camp schedules facilitate intensive reading intervention for the populations of students served. The district/

school motivates student attendance and engagement.

4 = Already in place
Circle the rating that best describes your program’s 3 = Partially in place, under development
implementation progress for each item. 2 = Area to develop or improve
1 = Not feasible now

1. The district/school has established a schedule that will maximize student instructional time Implementation progress
(Foorman & Al Otaiba, 2009). The district/school motivates student attendance and engagement

(Borman & Dowling, 2006).

Possible sources of evidence

+ School and district plans.

- Staff, student, and parent interviews.
-+ Student attendance records.

- Published schedules by the district/schools, including the number of
days, weeks, and hours of instruction (Kim & Quinn, 2013).

- Reviews of student reading data, summer reading camp calendars, and
instructional schedules that align instructional time and student needs.

3 2 1

Guiding questions

+ Do instructional schedules created by the

district/schools allow time for whole group (13 or
fewer students) and small group (3-5 students)
instruction?

- Does the length of time students participate

in the camp offer the optimal amount of
instructional time for positive outcomes
(Schacter & Jo, 2005)?

- Does the district/school consider ways to

motivate student attendance and engagement?

2. Students receive as much small group (3-5 students) instructional time as possible (Shanahan Implementation progress

et al., 2010).

Possible sources of evidence
+ School plans.

-+ Classroom schedules.

- Differentiated schedules providing more time for English language
learners, special education students, and other students with severe
reading difficulties.

- Staff interviews.

+ District observations.

SG-3

4 3 2 1

Guiding questions

- Does small group instruction occur on an

ongoing basis?

- Is the amount of small group instructional time

provided differentiated based on specific student
needs?

- Does the district/school provide professional

support to staff seeking assistance in
structuring small group instructional time?



The design of the reading curriculum and the plan for reading instruction and intervention reflect instructional practices
that have been empirically shown to support gains in student achievement. The focus should be on explicit and systematic
instruction in foundational reading skills based on student need (for example, phonics and vocabulary/oral language
comprehension).

4 = Already in place
Circle the rating that best describes your program’s 3 = Partially in place, under development
implementation progress for each item. 2 = Area to develop or improve
1 = Not feasible now

1. The district/school has established criteria for selecting and using reading programs and Implementation progress
curricula that have been shown to have a positive effect on student achievement (Coalition for

Evidence-Based Policy, 2003). 3 2 1
Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions
- Documentation of program selection criteria with an emphasis on using - Have criteria been developed to select programs
materials that have rigorous research support. and materials for use with students in summer

i ?
+ Policies and procedures for adoption of materials. reading camps?

- Has professional development been provided
to summer reading camp teachers to support
* Memos to schools. effective use of reading programs and

+ Analysis of program use and classroom observations.

- Professional development records. curriculum?

2. The district/school has implemented a plan for reading instruction and intervention that reflects  Implementation progress
instructional practices empirically shown to increase student achievement. The focus is on
explicit and systematic instruction in foundational reading skills based on student need (for 4 3 2 1
example, phonics and vocabulary/oral language comprehension) (Gersten et al., 2008).

Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions

- Professional development plans for summer reading camp teachers - Does the professional development offered
including instructional materials (Borman & Dowling, 2006), an for summer reading camp teachers focus on
instructional schedule that maximizes instructional time, and instructional practices empirically shown to
instructional practices empirically shown to increase student increase student achievement (Beck & Beck,
achievement. 2012)?

- Instructional plans created by district staff and teachers. - Do district/school staff help teachers develop

instructional plans for reading instruction/
intervention using student assessment

+ Interviews with administrators and staff.

- Classroom observations. information?
* Professional development records. - Do classroom observations help district/school
+ Professional development evaluations. staff verify implementation and support of

o effective instructional practices?
+ Progress monitoring tools and data. P

- Is there research evidence of efficacy for
teachers’ instructional practices with regard to
student outcomes?
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Exemptions from the reading requirement are approved by the state education agency for use in making promotion decisions.
Other valid and reliable standardized assessments are selected based on their alignment with instructional content and are
used to establish small groups and inform instruction. (This may include assessments that provide information on student
performance in fluency, word knowledge, vocabulary, and comprehension, for example.)
4 = Already in place
Circle the rating that best describes your program’s 3 = Partially in place, under development
implementation progress for each item. 2 = Area to develop or improve
1 = Not feasible now

1. Only exemptions from the requirement approved by the state education agency are used in  Implementation progress

making promotion decisions. 4 3 2 1
Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions
- Documentation of assessments used for promotion decisions. - Does the district/school verify policies and

procedures for state-approved exemptions used

- Documentation of a review of state policies and procedures in place for i
for promotion?

exemptions from the state requirement.
- Does the district/school maintain accurate

records for students promoted through state-
- Student portfolios. approved exemptions?

- Records of students promoted through state-approved exemptions.

2. Other valid and reliable standardized assessments (including diagnostic reading assessments) Implementation progress
were selected based on alignment with the content of instruction (such as performance in fluency,
word knowledge, vocabulary, and comprehension) and were used to establish small groups and 4 3 2 1
inform instruction (Hamilton et al., 2009).

Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions

- Documentation of reading assessment selection criteria. -+ Do valid and reliable assessments provide
information on student performance in
fluency, word knowledge, vocabulary, and
comprehension?

- Documentation of alignment between reading assessments and
instructional materials.

- Professional development plans for summer reading camp teachers that
include assessment policies, data-based instructional decisionmaking,
and work with small student groups based on instructional needs.

- Does the professional development offered
for summer reading camp teachers focus on
assessment policies, data-based instructional

+ Instructional plans created by district staff and teachers. decisionmaking, and work with small student
+ Interviews with administrators and staff. groups based on instructional needs?
+ Classroom observations. - Do classroom observations help district and

school staff verify and support effective data-

- Professional development records. . ] Al .
based instructional decisionmaking and small

* Professional development evaluations. group instruction based on student needs?
-+ Data review from the end of summer reading camps. - From a review of data following the conclusion
+ Student portfolios. of summer reading camps, do results show that

students are improving key reading skills as a
result of the instruction?

+ Is planning for future summer reading camps
based on student data from previous summer
reading camps?
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The district or school develops and implements a plan to provide trained mentors and paraprofessionals to reinforce
students’ reading skills in the smallest group sizes possible.

4 = Already in place
Circle the rating that best describes your program’s 3 = Partially in place, under development
implementation progress for each item. 2 = Area to develop or improve
1 = Not feasible now

1. The district or school develops and implements a plan to provide trained paraprofessionals, Implementation progress
if available, to reinforce students’ reading skills in the smallest group sizes possible (Elbaum,

Vaughn, Tejero Hughes, & Watson Moody, 2000). 4 3 2 1
Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions
- Documentation of hiring, training, and work hours of paraprofessionals. - Does the district/school hire, train, and use

paraprofessionals to reduce group sizes and
reinforce student reading skills in summer
reading camps?

- Documentation of summer reading camp schedules providing
instructional time in small groups to reinforce student reading skills.

2. The district plans to use mentors to reinforce students’ reading skills in the smallest group sizes  Implementation progress

possible (Foorman & Al Otaiba, 2009). 4 3 2 1
Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions
- Documentation of recruitment, training, and volunteer hours of mentors. - Does the district/school recruit, train, and use

mentors to reduce group sizes to help reinforce

+ Documentation of summer reading camp schedules providing i o )
student reading skills in summer reading camps?

instructional time in small groups to reinforce student reading skills.
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A healthy and safe learning environment is established that is conducive to student engagement and intensive reading

instruction.

4 = Already in place
Circle the rating that best describes your program’s 3 = Partially in place, under development
implementation progress for each item. 2 = Area to develop or improve
1 = Not feasible now

1. A healthy and safe learning environment has been established.

Possible sources of evidence

- Documentation of district/school criteria for school/classroom
selection for summer reading camp use.

+ Documentation of a custodial/maintenance plan for schools/
classrooms during summer reading camp use.

- Procedures are established for teachers to report concerns about the
learning environment and for these concerns to be addressed quickly.

2. The learning environment is conducive to student engagement and intensive reading instruction

(Tanner, 2008).
Possible sources of evidence

- Documentation of media center availability and support at the summer
reading camp site.

- Documentation of technology availability and support at the summer
reading camp site.

- Documentation that instructional materials and other needed resources

are available and organized at the summer reading camp site.

- Documentation of a selection process for schools/classrooms that
includes the best physical environment for summer reading camps.

+ Interviews with administrators and staff.
- Classroom observations for student engagement and motivation.
+ Class size.

+ Documentation of print-rich environments.

SG-7

Implementation progress
4 3 2 1

Guiding questions

Have criteria been developed to select schools/
classrooms for summer reading camps that will
provide healthy and safe learning environments
free from maintenance distractions (painting,
floor waxing, and other work)?

Do classroom observations help district/school
staff verify selection of schools/classrooms that
provide a healthy and safe learning environment?

Implementation progress
4 3 2 1

Guiding questions

Is the media center at the summer reading camp
site open and staffed?

Is all technology needed for summer reading
camp programs available, with support staff as
needed?

+ Are instructional materials and any other needed

resources for summer reading camp teachers
available and organized at the summer reading
camp site?

Do classroom observations help district/
school staff verify that the summer reading
camp environment is conducive to student
engagement, motivation, and intensive reading
instruction?

Do selected schools/classrooms include the
best physical environment for summer reading
camps (including space and furniture for large
and small group instruction, lighting, and other
features)?



A communication plan is developed and implemented to provide relevant information for summer reading camp administrators
and staff and for ongoing communication with students’ prior-year and next-year teachers and with parents to help reinforce
students’ reading skills at home.

4 = Already in place
Circle the rating that best describes your program’s 3 = Partially in place, under development
implementation progress for each item. 2 = Area to develop or improve
1 = Not feasible now

1. A communication plan was developed and is being implemented to provide relevant information  Implementation progress
for summer reading camp administrators and staff and for ongoing communications with

students’ prior-year and next-year teachers (Hamilton et al., 2009). 3 2 1
Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions
- Documentation of a district/school communication plan for - Does the district/school provide timely,
administrators and staff providing instruction during summer reading accurate, and relevant information to summer
camps. reading camp administrators and staff?
- Documentation of communication between summer reading camp + Do summer reading camp teachers communicate
teachers and prior grade 3 teachers and next-year teachers. with prior-year and next-year teachers to obtain

and share information that will support data-
based decisionmaking?

+ Memos from the district to schools.
+ Memos from school administration to teachers.

+ Interviews with administrators and staff.

2. A communication plan was developed and implemented to provide ongoing communication with  Implementation progress
parents to reinforce students’ reading skills at home (Gonzalez-DeHass, Willems, & Holbein,

2005). s 2 1
Possible sources of evidence Guiding questions
- Documentation of communication with parents. - Does the district/school have a plan to establish

- Documentation of activities provided for parents to help reinforce and maintain communication with parents?

students’ reading skills (Kim & Quinn, 2013). - Do teachers provide students and parents with
activities and information that will help reinforce

- Documentation of ongoing parental support for student reading
students’ reading skills at home?

instruction (Henderson & Mapp, 2002).
+ Interviews with administrators and staff.
+ Interviews with parents.

+ Summer reading camp progress reports and student activities for
parents.
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Consensus Rating Form
(to be completed by the facilitator)

State

District

School

Complete this form by recording the results of consensus ratings and discussions from initial self-study

results, initial thoughts on priorities, and initial brainstorming ideas for next steps/activities for each area
rated 2 or 3.

Scoring Guide area Consensus? Priorities Ideas for next steps/activities
Area 1. Teacher Effectiveness and Part1: 4 32 1
Quialifications Part2: 4 32 1
Area 2. Student Selection and Enroliment Part1: 4 32 1
Part2: 4 32 1
Area 3. Instructional Time Part1: 4 32 1
Part2: 4 32 1
Area 4. Content and Instruction Part1: 4 32 1
Part2: 4 32 1
Area 5. Assessment Selection and Data Use Part1: 4 32 1
Part2: 4 32 1
Area 6. Mentoring and Paraprofessional Use Part1: 4 3 2 1
Part2: 4 32 1
Area 7. Camp and Classroom Environment Part1: 4 3 2 1
Part2: 4 32 1
Area 8. Communication with Administration, Part1: 4 32 1
Staff, and Parents Part2: 4 32 1

a. 4 = Already in place; 3 = Partially in place, under development; 2 = Area to develop or improve; 1 = Not feasible now.
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Planning Next Steps Form
(to be completed by the facilitator)

After the Consensus Rating Form has been completed, the facilitator will begin the completion of this
form by leading a discussion with the group about the priorities for action based on the strength of evi-
dence and importance for success as described in the literature. The facilitator will next lead a discussion
for the development of a detailed plan for next steps and activities that are most urgent and actionable.
Finally, the facilitator will lead a discussion to capture potential challenges to the plan.

Based on group discussion and consensus ratings, list the top priority areas to develop or improve.

Based on group discussion, what next steps and activities are needed to address the listed priorities? Consider timelines and
who will be responsible for determining the strategies or providing the resources.

Based on group discussion, what general challenges do you anticipate? How will the challenges be addressed? Consider who
will be responsible for addressing these challenges.
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This appendix describes key references that provide additional support for each of the Scoring Guide areas.

Borman, G. D., & Dowling, N. M. (2006). Effects of multiyear summer school: Evidence from the Teach
Baltimore randomized field trial. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 28(1), 25-48.

In this work, Borman and Dowling note the importance of expectations and training for teachers hired for
the Teach Baltimore Summer Academy program. Teachers hired for this program received three weeks of
preservice training in reading curricula, lesson planning, and classroom management. Also noted was that,
“Aligning the content of the program with the regular school-year materials and instruction used in the
schools served by the program also helped convince parents, teachers, and principals of the saliency of the
Summer Academy for students’ continued academic success during the school year” (p. 45).

Foorman, B., & Wanzek, J. (2015). Classroom reading instruction for all students. In S. R. Jimerson, M. K.
Burns, & A. M. VanDerHeyden (Eds.), The handbook of response to intervention: The science and practice
of multi-tiered systems of support. New York: Springer Science.

In this work, Foorman and Wanzek note: “What is abundantly clear from research (e.g., Foorman, Francis,
Fletcher, Schatschneider, & Mehta, 1998; Mathes et al., 2005; Simmons et al., 2008) and from consensus
documents (National Research Council, 1998; National Institute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment, 2000) is that explicit instruction in the alphabetic principle of how letters map to sounds in English
is necessary to learn to decode and to prevent reading difficulties. However, mastery of the alphabetic prin-
ciple must be coupled with construction of meaning—at the word, sentence, and text level—if compre-
hension is to occur (Foorman & Connor, 2001; Rayner, Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky, & Seidenberg, 2001).
Thus, reading/language arts instruction in the primary grades must consist of (a) mastering the encoding
and decoding of the alphabet and (b) building oral and academic language and written language compre-
hension (American Educational Research Association, 2009)” (p. 10).

Kim, J. S., & Quinn, D. M. (2013). The effects of summer reading on low-income children’s achievement

from kindergarten to grade 8: A meta-analysis of classroom and home interventions. Review of Educa-
tional Research, 83(3), 386—431.

In this meta-analysis, Kim and Quinn note that with summer “classroom interventions, the quantity and
quality of teacher-directed literacy instruction is the critical mechanism that promotes reading achieve-
ment (Tseng & Seidman, 2007)” (p. 387). In addition, Kim and Quinn note the need to “illuminate the
critical mechanisms inside classrooms—most notably, the quality of teachers’ instructional practice and
emotional support for learning—that underlie the observed improvements in reading achievement during
the summer” (p. 35). Kim and Quinn found that “there was a positive impact of classroom interventions
using research-based instruction on reading comprehension total” (p. 410). Also noted is that “class-
room-based interventions should implement explicit, teacher-directed instruction of high-utility words that

enable children to read proficiently during the school year (Beck & McKeown, 1991; Snow, 2002)” (p. 419).
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Borman, G. D., & Dowling, N. M. (2006). Effects of multiyear summer school: Evidence from the Teach
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for students from high-poverty schools, but only with students’ regular attendance in the program” (p. 46).

Foorman, B., & Al Otaiba, S. (2009). Reading remediation: State of the art. In K. Pugh & P. McCardle
(Eds.), How children learn to read (pp. 257-274). New York: Psychology Press.

Foorman and Al Otaiba conclude: “The principal’s leadership is crucial to guaranteeing a minimum of 90
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