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Adequate Yearly Progress (AY P)
and Status Determination 1n
Smart Accountability
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Status determination involves several elements
related to school performance specific to the
requirements of NCLB



Ultimate Goal of NCLB
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100% of students proficient in math and

literacy for all students and for all
subgroups by 2014

AYP is all about meeting annual targets
of performance or improvement



Meeting AYP versus Failing to Meet AYP

Schools and districts that do not

Schools and districts must meet
meet the annual targets, or make

Fhe annual target, or shoWw —_oxaegafe Harbor improvements, for all
improvement as defined by Safe groups in both subjects, progress

Harbor, for all groups in math from Alert to School Improvement
Status based on the number of

years missing AYP

and literacy to meet AYP




Revised June 2006

Starting Point K-5 K-5 6-8 6-8 9-12 9-12
Math | Literacy =~ Math | Literacy | Math | Literacy
2005-2006 40.00 | 4240 | 29.10 35.20 | 29.20 | 35.50
2006-2007 4750 | 4960 | 37.96 | 4330 | 38.05 | 43.56
2007-2008 55.00 56.80 | 46.83 51.40 | 46.90 | 51.63
2008-2009 62.50 | 64.00 | 55.69 59.50 55.75 | 59.69
2009-2010 70.00 | 7120 | 64.55 67.60 | 64.60 | 67.75
2010-2011 77.50 | 78.40 | 73.41 75.70 | 73.45 | 75.81
2011-2012 85.00 | B5.60 | 82.28 83.80 | 8230 | 83.88
2012-2013 92.50 | 92.80 | 91.14 91.90 | 91.15 | 91.94
2013-2014 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00

It 1s about performance targets or improvement:

Performance Targets are
Annual Measurable Objectives (AMOs)

Safe Harbor i1s

Reduction in the number of students below proficient

by 10% compared5 to prior year.




Steps in AYP Calculations

1. Status—Did % proficient/advanced meet the 2008-09 target
(AMO) with confidence interval applied to AMQO?

2. Safe Harbor—Did # students below proficient decrease by 10%
from 2008 to 2009 with confidence interval applied to the 10%?

3. Growth model—D1id % proficient/advanced, plus
students below proficient that met growth, meet the
2008-09 target (AMO)?

4. Secondary Indicators
5. Percent Tested
6. Calculate and Apply Smart Accountability Ratio

Note: Schools’ final status is subject to 30 day apfeals process. Appeals
are reviewed by the ADE I](pursuant to the Arkansas Adequate
Yearly Progress Workbook.
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Percentage of Students
Proficient/ Advanced Calculations

Status percent proficient =

# non-mobile proficient/advanced

All non-mobile students tested
*Check details on page 2 of school reports & pages 2, 4 and 6 of district report

Growth percent proficient =

(# non-mobile prof/adv + # non-mobile below proficient who met growth)
All non-mobile students tested

*Check details on page 4 of school reports & page 8 of district report




For Status and Growth Its About Meeting

the Target—the Annual Measurable
Objectives (AMOs)
SRS

Calculating AYP Starting Points and Annual Expected Performance Levels
Revised June 2006

Starting Point K-5 K-5 6-8 6-8 9-12 9-12
Math Literacy Math Literacy Math Literacy
2005-2006 40.00 42.40 29.10 35.20 29.20 35.50
2006-2007 47.50 49.60 37.96 43.30 38.05 43.56
2 -2008 —5E0o 5656 45+82 S4=40- 46.90 51,63
-2009 62.50 64.00 55.69 59.50 55.75 | __59.69
2009-2010 70.00 71.20 64.55 67.60 64.60 67.75
2010-2011 77.50 78.40 73.41 75.70 73.45 75.81
2011-2012 85.00 85.60 82.28 83.80 82.30 83.88
2012-2013 92.50 92.80 91.14 91.90 91.15 91.94
2013-2014 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00




The following slides will present
descriptive statistics from the big
picture to school by school detail

E:%x%&fﬁ
Post hoc descriptive statistics are provided because
specific evaluation data collection or research design
to answer questions about program 1mpact are not

available.
In some cases, multiple programs and interventions
were employed within a single school.
Thus, any inferences of relationship between

program and outcomes, or cause and effect, are
subject to numerous threats to their validity!



Big Picture-Beginning and Current

Schools participating in state programs were
lower achieving in the beginning and looked
more alike (less variable in summary
performance). These schools improved by
2009 and were also more variable.

All other schools were higher achieving with more
students proficient in 2004 (20.7% and 22.6% for
literacy and math, respectively). All other schools
also improved by 2009 and were slightly less variable
in 2009 compared to 2004.

SIS

Mean | Standard
Deviatio
n

America’s Choice,
Scholastic Audit,

& AR Leadership
Academy Schools

Literacy Percent 45.9 14.2
Proficient All

Students 2009

Math Percent
Proficient All
Students 2009

Literacy Percent
Proficient All
Students 2004

Math Percent
Proficient All
Students 2004

51.4 16.9

34.6 12.5

28.0 13.6

All Other Schools | Mean | Standard
Deviatio

n

Literacy Percent 66.6 15.1
Proficient All

Students 2009

Math Percent
Proficient All
Students 2009

Literacy Percent
Proficient All
Students 2004

Math Percent
10 Proficient All
Students 2004

74.0 14.8

57.4 16.4

53.8 17.7



State program participant schools improved by a greater
percentage than all other schools

State Program All Other
Participant Schools Schools
Literacy 11.3 9.2

Change in percentage of students
proficient 2004 to 2009

Math 23.4 20.2
Change in percentage of students
proficient 2004 to 2009

Literacy-Percentage point 249-294 2.1-6.6
distance to 2009 AYP performance
target

Math-Percentage point 27.7—34.5 1.9-8.7
distance to 2009 AYP performance
target

Schools participating in state programs made slightly more
gains, on average, than other schools, but had 3 to 6 times
larger distances to close 1n performance from 2004 to 2009.



The distance can make a difference 1n
how long it takes to bridge the gap, and
the substance, quality and tenacity of the
effort 1t takes to bridge the gap.
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Meanwhile, the AYP targets are
moving, Increasing every year...

SO
Annual increase in AYP Math Literacy
targets
K-5 AYP Group 7.50% 7.20%
6-8 AYP Group 8.96% 8.10%

9-12 AYP Group 8.85% 8.06%
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Comparing frequencies of 2004 status to 2006 status

Schools Participating in State
Programs Schools Meeting AYP 2004
Schools Meeting AYP 2006 W Did Not Meet AYP Met AYP

Did Not Meet AYP

63.6%

Met AYP
All Other Schools Schools Meeting AYP 2004
Schools Meeting AYP 2006 W Did Not Meet AYP Met AYP
Did Not Meet AYP
7.6%

Met AYP

9.1% of program schools overall moved from meeting AYP to Not Meeting AYP.
14.1% of all other schools overall moved from meeting AYP to Not Meeting AYP.



Comparing frequencies of 2006 status to 2009 status

Schools Participating in State
Programs

Schools Meeting AYP 2006

Schools Meeting AYP 2009 W

Did Not Meet AYP Met AYP

Did Not Meet AYP

Met AYP

71.7%

No Change in Overall Stats

All Other Schools

Schools Meeting AYP 2006

Schools Meeting AYP 2009 W

Did Not Meet AYP Met AYP

Did Not Meet AYP

Met AYP

18.5%

0 % of program schools overall moved from meeting AYP to Not Meeting AYP.
9.8% of all other schools overall moved from meeting AYP to Not Meeting

AYP
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School Details
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Absolute Performance and Change 1n Performance Over
Time
America’s Choice and Arkansas Leadership Academy
Support Schools



- 3 2 ‘l’&ﬂr_ﬂ_ _ Literacy ) Math
Number of Years participation in B T e e [messParoe
AC Proficient  Growth Proficient  Growth

America’s Choice or ALA from 1to 3 1-AC

1-4C 65.9

years in ascending order. 1AC sz 76 655 S58
. 1-4C
For Literacy and Math Percent 1-4C
Proficient 1-ac

Blue = more than 1 SD above state average ]:iﬁ

Green-at or within 1 SD above state average ;:ig

‘ 2-AC
Red=more than 1 SD below state average Sac
2Ac
. 2-AC
For Literacy and Math Percent Met A
Growth EEE
Green=at or above state average 3-AC
Red=below state average AL
3-AC
3-AC
o e 3-AC
—not surprising these schools are 2
mostly below the state average sac
considering their starting point. -AC

as T T T T T 8®BA 31 4D.3 305
3-AC
3-AC

3-AC
However... 3L
J-ALA
3-ALA
17 3-ALA
3-ALA
3-ALA




Literacy Literacy Literacy Math Math Math |
Years Literacy Math Change in Changein Changein Changein Changein Changein 1
Participatio Percent LiteracyPer Percent MathPerce Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent :
nin ALS or Met cent Met  Mst nt Met Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient  Proficient !
AC Proficient  Growth Proficient  Growth 1 year 5 year I

When you 1-AC
consider change i«
in percent of 1-AC
students meeting |1
proficiency over ;i
1 year, 3 years or (2«
S5 years, progress iz
1s evident for 2AC

2-AC 8.6
2-AC B 5 d 16.1

some, although 2« . . . . s

2-AC ; : 4
not for all. Thc : - ' oo
Blue = more than 1 SD 3:23 :

above state average AL
‘ 3-AC

Red=more than 1 SD A
below state average 3-AC

S
3-ALA 8 11.8 31.1,




|
Percentage |
of Groups  Percentage :
Met AYP  of Groups |

Years Using Met AYP 2009
= - Participatio Statusor  Using :5l::hucll
nin ALA or diffacc_ay Safe Status + Gain Index
Other lndlcators AC p09 Harbor Growth "Value 2009 Gain Index Rating
c " 1-AC WSll-4 50 _ 0.22 4-Schools Exceeding Improvement Standards
tell a Slmllar Story 1-AC A 66.7 100, -0.08 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)
1-AC Ti-3-R 80 70 : 0.0 3-5chools Meeting Improvement Standards
b b b 1-AC Ach 83.3 100 0.18 4-5chools Exceeding Improvement Standards
of variation in 1AC WSISR 327 [1-Schools in Need of Immediate Improvement
1-AC W3ll-5-R
1-AC s0-B 0.11 3-5chools Meeting | t Standards
performance of e |Bs E—
h 1 P 1-AC Ti-3-R -0.06 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)
1-AC A
SC OO S ln State 1-AC s0-B 0.08 3-5chools Meeting Improvement Standards
1-AC s0-7 -0.07 2-5chools Approaching Standards (Alert]
pI'O gral ns 2-AC Tl-A-4 0.04 3-Schools Meeting Improvement Standards
2-AC S0-6
Z-AC Ach 0.17 4-5chools Exceeding Improvement Standards

Z-AC Ach B7.5 100 0.01 3-5chools Meeting Improvement Standards

s 2-AC WSII-5-R 0.06 3-Schools Meeting Improvement Standards
Smart Accountability Index 2-AC SD-6 0.05 3-Scheols maﬁ Improvement Standards
A et P for 7 T TNOK Z-AC s0-b 0.13 4-5chools Exceeding Improvement Standards
AR S US4 2-AC SD-6
ITYOUupS 2-AC ZD-6
B 2-AC SD-6
(¥ ror 0% 10 727 ol 2-AC SD-7 0.43 5-Schools of Excellence for Impravement
FEOLD 2-AC A -0.12 2-5chools Approaching Standards (Alert)
Sl & 3-AC WSII-A-5
Met AYP for less than 50% 3-AC SD-7 1.2 1-Schools in Need of Immediate Improvement
3-AC TI-A-5 0.16 4-Scheols Exceeding Improvement Standards
il prow = - Emnmm
Performance Gain Rating AL D '
Adeeting. exceeding or 3-AC s0-7 0.01 3-5chools Meeting Improvement Standands

3-AC s0-6 T3 B2.5, 0.22 4-5chools Exceeding Improvement Standards

excelling category of gain 3-AC Ach 0.22 4-5chools Exceeding Improvement Standards
. 3-AC WSI-1 -0.03 2-5chools Approaching Standards (Alert]
Index 3-AC S0-7 0.13 4-5chools Exceeding Improvement Standards
loei \PeU) of vatn tnele 3-AC SD-6 0.13 4-5chools Exceeding Improvement Standards
- =) f =) 8 3-AC s0-8 0.19 4-5chools Exceeding Improvement Standards
In need of immediate 3-AC 50-B -0.07 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)
” 3-AC s0-7 -0.01 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)
improvement category of 3-AC SD-7
e o 3-AC s0-7 -0.08 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)
gain index 3-AC SD-7 0.05 3-Schools Meeting Im;?rnvmnant Standards
3-ALA Ach 0.21 4-5chools Exceeding Improvement Standards
3-ALA S0-6 -0.07 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)
3-ALA Tii-4 66.7 83.3) 0.2 4-5chools Exceeding Improvement Standards
3-ALA Wal-2 1] el

3-ALA A 62.5 EE.S: -0.06 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)



Years Literacy Literacy Literacy Math Math Math

1
|

I

Participa Literacy Literacy Math Math Change im  Change in Change in Change in Change in Change in |
tion in Percent Percent Percent |Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent I
Scholast Met Met Met Met Proficient  Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient  Proficient I
5 ye |

For Schools that i::czggdit Proficient Growth  Proficient Growth ‘ 3 year
participated 1n a

Scholastic Audit, once £

1-54
1-54
1-54

again, absolute E

performance indicators 52

1-54
1-54
1-54

are mostly below average, i3

1-54
1-54

but 1, 3, and 5 year
positive changes are 1=

Z2-54

TG0 0 L0 G L0 B B P00~ Wb~

WM = ===
S0 RO Wb bLL WO

Z2-54

evident for some schools

and not for others.

For Literacy and Math Percent Proficient
and Percent Change columns
Blue = more than 1 SD above state average

|

I
v
|

RO
-

kb
-
BC ol *rE
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Red=more than 1 SD below state average

For Literacy and Math Percent Met
Growth

§

Red=Dbelow state average

1 L0 L0 0 0 L0 0 0 0 L 00T T T T T T T TP T T T T Tl T
WL LY 1 L L LA LY LA LA A LA LY LA LA LA LA LY LA LY A LA LY LA LY LA LA LY LA LA LA 1A L LA L
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Once again, other
indicators tell a similar
story of variation in
performance of schools
in Scholastic Audit

Smart Accountability Index
Met AYP for 75% or more of groups

::’,". (¥ rorHl) e 4 0O

Met AYP for less than 50% of
groups
Performance Gain Rating
Meeting, exceeding or excelling
category of gain index

lert catevyry Of "-!i!! :F!!'..l',‘ <

In need of immediate improvement
category of gain index

Years Years
Participa Participat Smart Percentage of
tion in ion in MAccountabi | Groups Met AYP Percentage of
Scholast ALA or lity Status Using Status or Groups Met AYP
ic Audit  AC 2009 Safe Harbor Using Growth
1-54 WSI-2 56.7
1-54 WSII-5-R
1-54 0 5D-6
1-54 TI-A-<4 S0
1-54 WSII-5-R
1-54 SD-6
1-54 1 WSI-4
1-54 1 A
1-54 WSII-5-R
1-54 WS-
1-54 SD-6
1-54 1 Ach
1-54 TI-5-R
1-54 WS-
1-54 1 5D-6
1-54 WS-
1-54 WSII-5-R
-S5A WSIH-A-4
1-54 WSII-5-R
1-54 WSII-5-R
1-54 TIH-A-<4
-S5A 1 S5D-6&
1-54 2 5D-6
1-54 WSIH-4
1-54 SD-6
1-54 SD-&
1-54 o Ti-5-R
1-54 0 SD-&
1-54 0 WSIl-5-R
1-54 TH-5-R
1-54 SD-6
1-54 WSII-5-R
2-54 WSII-5-R
2-5A TH-A-4
2-54 2 5D-6
2-5A WSII-5-R
2-54 WSII-5-R
2-54 WS-
2-54 SD-6
2-54 1 WSII-5-R
2-54 1 5D-6
2-54 0 SD-&
2-54 0 5D-6
2-54 TH-4A-5
2-54 SD-6
2-54 2 Ach
2-54 1 TI-5-R
2-54 Ach
2-54 0 5D-6
2-54 SD-6
2-54 WSI-3-CA
2-54 WSl-5-R
2-54 2 5D-6
2-54 2 SD-&
2-54 2 5D-6
2-54 SD-6
2-54 SD-6
2-54 SD-6
2-54 2 5D-6
2-54 WS-+
2-54 0 5D-6
2-54 SD-&
3-54 3 WSIl-A-5
3-5A TH-A-5
3-54 SD-A-6
3-54 3 5D-7
3-54 1 TI-5-R
3-54 Ach
3-54 WSII-5-R
3-54 3 TH-A-5
3-54 sSD-7
3-54 WSII-5-R
3-54 SD-6
3-54 3 WSIl-5-R
3-54 2 Ach
3-54 3 5D-7
3-54 3 5D-A-5
3-54 2 WSIl-5-R
354 3 SD-7

2009
School
Gain Index
WValue

0.11

2009 Gain Index Rating
3-Schools Meseting Improvement Standards

0.22 2-Schoocls Meeting Improvement Standards

0.22 4-Schools Exceeding Improvement Standards

-0.08 &-Schools Aﬁﬁroachini Standards i.&lerl
-0.21

0.23 4-Schoocls Exceeding Improvement Standards

0.15 4-Schoocls Exceeding Improvement Standards

3-Schools Mesting Improvement Standards

-
n =

3-Schools Meeting Improvement Standards

0 =
M

3-Schools Meeting Improvement Standards
3-Schools Meeting Improvement Standards
2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)

Qooo oo Qo

=
=

-0.14
0.25 5-Schools of Excellence for Improvement
0.28 5-Scheools of Excellence for Improvement
0,08 3-Schools Meeting Improvement Standards

0.24 4-Scheoocls Exceeding Improvement Standards

0.14 4-Scheoocls Exceeding Improvement Standards
0.14 4-Schools Exceeding Im Standards
-0.1 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)

0 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert
-0.27
-0." 5 [1-Schools in Need of Immediate Improvement |

0.35 5-Schools of Excellence for Improvement

0.17 4-Schools Exceeding Improvement Standards

-0.068 2-5chools Approaching Standards (Alert
-0.2-‘-“

-0.26
0 2-5chools Approaching Standards (Alert)
0.13 4-Schools Exceeding Improvement Standards

0.28 3-Schools Meeting Improvement Standards

-0.21 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)

-Schools Meeting Improvement Standards
-Schools of Excellence for | ment
-Schools Meeting Improvement Standards
-Schools Approaching Standards {Alert)
2-5chools Approaching Standards (Alert)
.15 4-Schools Exceeding Improvement Standards
-0.04 2-Schools Approaching Standards (Alert)
0.08 3-Scheools Meeting Improvement Standards

. Z2-5Schools Aﬁﬁroachini Standards i.&lerl
-0.13
0.21 2-Schoocls Meeting Improvement Standards
-0.19 *

0.05 3-Schocls Meeting Improvement Standards
no1 lass 3 Fun mrrvement Standards

3
5
3
2
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What inferences can be drawn
from the descriptive data?

*Schools in state programs are predominantly failing to
meet adequate yearly progress as defined by NCLB

*More schools are now failing to meet adequate yearly
progress as defined by NCLB than in prior years

However...

*On average, all schools in Arkansas are improving in
literacy and mathematics.

*On average, schools in state programs are improving in
literacy and mathematics to a greater degree than other
schools.

*For schools 1n state programs performance and
improvement vary: some schools are improving, some
schools are failing to improve and some schools are
declining.



How could questions about
program 1mpact be answered?

EnE S
S
.

Intentional Program Evaluation:
Evaluate fidelity of implementation
Evaluate outcomes
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Intentional Evaluation
Design

@R Specific implementation plans

&R Collection of evidence of implementation

® How will you know the program plans are being
implemented?

«® How will you monitor the actions of adults?

« How will you measure degree and fidelity of
implementation?

R Collection of evidence of interim and summative outcomes
R How will you monitor progress of students?
R How will you evaluate progress of students?
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Arkansas Reading First

EnE S
S
.

Federally funded state directed program for schools
with highest poverty and lowest performance

Cohort 1 began 2003-2004
Cohort 2 began 2006-2007

Cohort 3 began 2007-2008

Full scale evaluation of implementation, interim
outcomes and summative outcomes



How have Cohort 1 Arkansas Reading First schools

fared in AYP?

Cohort 1

Schools Meeting AYP 2004

Schools Meeting AYP 2009 W

Did Not Meet AYP

Did Not Meet AYP

Met AYP

15.0%

Non-RF Schools

Schools Meeting AYP 2004

Met AYP

Schools Meeting AYP 2009 W

Did Not Meet AYP

Did Not Meet AYP

Met AYP

14.3%

Met AYP

A greater percentage of ARF schools moved
from failing to meet AYP to meeting AYP!



How have Cohort 2 Arkansas Reading First schools
fared in AYP?

Cohort 2 Schools Meeting AYP 2006

Schools Meeting AYP 2009 W Did Not Meet AYP
Did Not Meet AYP

Met AYP

25.5%

Met AYP
Non-RF Schools Schools Meeting AYP 2006
Schools Meeting AYP 2009 W Did Not Meet AYP Met AYP
Did Not Meet AYP
23.5%

Met AYP

A greater percentage of ARF schools maintained AYP status, or
moved from failing to meet AYP to meeting AYP!



Reading First Cohort 1 and Cohort 2
Schools Compared to All Other
Schools

SIS

Comparison of Student Performance on Arkansas Literacy
Benchmark Grade 3
100
90
80
70
_ 60 e
c
S 5. [ i
&
40 A -
30 -
20 -
10 - -
0 4 L
2004- |2005- | 2006- | 2007-|2008- 2004-|2005-|2006-| 2007- | 2008- 2004-|2005- | 2006- | 2007-|2008-
05 | 06 | 07 | 08 | 09 07 | 08 | 09 08 | 09
State Cohort 1 Cohort 2
B Series1 @ Series2
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Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 Reading First Schools Have

Increased in Average Performance at a Greater Rate Than
Other Schools

Average Scale Score Performance for Grade Three Literacy

600
580

560.5

560

532.0
519.0 516.2

530.7
S 520.5

520 1
500
480 -
460 -

478.2

Scaled Score

440 -
420 A
400 -

State Cohort1 Cohort 2

|I 2004-05 B 2005-06 0 2006-07 O02007-08 M 2008-09

Note the size of the gap between ARF and non-ARF
schools has been closing...let’s quantify that and see
how much it’s closed.



Scaled Score Literacy Grade 3

1000

The distributions are
very similar. =»

@The effect size, aka the ™
achievement gap, is 100
down to a small to 200 -
negligible level. W ..

800

a 1
Non Reading First Schools {0) and Reading First Schools (1)

Change in Achievement Gap Reading First Schools and Non-RF Schools

0.50

< 0.45

N
n 040

% 0.30 \

& 025 \.\

S 020 \

§ 015 \ —l

£ 0.10

0.05
0.00

2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09

Cohort1 === Cohort 2




What about differential
implementation?

Standardized Difference on the 3rd Grade Literacy Exam for Cohort 1
Schools and Comparison Title 1 Non-Reading First Schools

0.5

0.4

0.3 i<
0.2
L —~— )
2004-05 2005-06 \ 2006-07 =08 2068-09
o1 e 2008

-0.3

Year

Effect Size (Size of Gap in
Average Performance)

—¢— All == Northwest Northeast Central == Southwest Southeast

Reading First program implementation was addressed in several schools in the
central and southwest regions when it was revealed that these schools were not
closing the achievement gap to the extent that Reading First schools in other regions
were closing the gap in 2006-07 as compared to non-Reading First Title 1 schools.
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For a detailed example of
Implementation Evaluation and
Outcomes Evaluation
view the Arkansas Reading First
Evaluation at
http://normes.uark.edu/?p=685



http://normes.uark.edu/?p=685
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Questions?

TG
R
Denise T. Airola

National Office for Research on Measurement and Evaluation Systems (NORMES)
University of Arkansas, Fayetteville

479-575-5593



