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I. Executive Summary
The Magnet Schools Assistance Program Technical Assistance Center (MSAP Center), under its
contract with the U.S. Department of Education (ED), compiled and analyzed data to evaluate the
2010 Magnet Schools Assistance Program (MSAP) grantees’ performance outcomes. MSAP Center
staff examined data provided by MSAP grantees to describe their performance in reducing,
eliminating, or preventing minority group isolation (MGI) and improving student achievement.
Data analyses also attempted to reveal associations between these outcomes and common MSAP
context factors, such as school characteristics, student economic status, and school and district
policies. The report addresses the following research questions:
1. What are the general characteristics of the 2010 MSAP cohort?

2. Did MSAP grantees eliminate, reduce, or prevent minority group isolation?

3. Which MSAP context factors are associated with the elimination, reduction, or prevention of
minority group isolation?
4. Did students in MSAP-funded programs meet or exceed state academic achievement
standards?

5. Which MSAP context factors are associated with students meeting or exceeding state
academic achievement standards?

Methodology

To determine whether MSAP grantees reduced, eliminated, or prevented MGI, MSAP Center
researchers examined whether MSAP schools met their Year 3 MGI performance measure targets
based on student enrollment percentages. In addition, researchers examined annual increases in
the percentages of students who met or exceeded state annual progress standards in
reading/language arts and mathematics to determine whether MSAP schools improved student
academic achievement. Researchers used contingency tables and chi square tests of independence
to examine associations between MGI and student achievement performance outcomes and these
context factors: school type, program status and type, urbanicity, free and reduced-price lunch
eligibility, Title I status, school improvement status, desegregation plan type, admissions method,
and magnet theme. A summary of the analysis findings are presented in the following section.

Summary of Findings
Minority Group Isolation

In grant Year 3, 33.4 percent of MSAP schools met annual targets for their MGI performance
measures, a 13 percent decrease from Year 2. Overall, from Year 1 to Year 3 of the grant, the
number of schools meeting MGI performance targets declined, decreasing the percentage of schools
meeting MGI performance targets by 5.8 points. New MSAP regulations resulting from intervening
Supreme Court case law may have impacted these findings. Even though grantees could now define
MGI and, based on their definitions, determine their minority isolated group(s) and enrollment
targets, many schools were prohibited from using race/ethnicity to select and assign students. In
addition, grantees struggled with local contexts, such as budget cuts to transportation or highly
1

competitive school choice markets, which affected their ability to achieve desired student
enrollments during the grant years.

Student Academic Achievement

Changes in regulations also impacted grantees’ ability to report student academic achievement
data. To address requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), ED granted
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) flexibility waivers to states on behalf of
themselves and local education agencies. In exchange for this flexibility, states are expected to
develop rigorous and comprehensive plans designed to improve educational outcomes for all
students, close achievement gaps, increase equity, and improve the quality of instruction.

As a result, the majority of MSAP schools did not report schoolwide adequate yearly progress (AYP)
in the 2012-13 school year because all 16 states represented in the 2010 MSAP cohort were
granted ESEA flexibility waivers. Of the 24 schools reporting AYP, the majority (92 percent) did not
make AYP. In addition, the mean percentages of students who met or exceeded annual state
progress standards in reading/language arts and mathematics decreased between 2011-12 and
2012-13. While limitations are associated with the report findings, the majority of grantees did not
meet student achievement performance measures in grant Year 3.
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1. Introduction
The Magnet Schools Assistance Program (MSAP) provides grants to eligible local education
agencies (LEAs) or consortia of LEAs for magnet schools that are part of approved desegregation
plans and that are designed to bring together students from different ethnic, racial, social, and
economic backgrounds. The purposes of the program are to support the following activities and
outcomes:
a. The elimination, reduction, or prevention of minority group isolation in elementary and
secondary schools with substantial portions of minority students, which shall include
assisting in the efforts of the United States to achieve voluntary desegregation in public
schools;

b. The development and implementation of magnet school projects that will assist LEAs in
achieving systemic reforms and providing all students the opportunity to meet challenging
state academic content standards and student academic achievement standards;

c. The development and design of innovative educational methods and practices that promote
diversity and increase choices in public elementary schools and public secondary schools
and public educational programs;

d. Courses of instruction within magnet schools that will substantially strengthen the
knowledge of academic subjects and the attainment of tangible and marketable
professional, vocational, and technological skills of students attending such schools;

e. Improvement of the capacity of LEAs, including through professional development, to
continue operating magnet schools at a high performance level after federal funding for the
magnet schools is terminated; and

f.

Ensuring that all students enrolled in the magnet school programs have equitable access to
high-quality education that will enable the students to succeed academically and continue
with postsecondary education or productive employment.

Through the implementation of magnet schools, MSAP funding can be used to pursue the objectives
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), which supports state and local efforts that
enable all K-12 students to achieve high standards. This legislation holds schools, LEAs, and states
accountable for ensuring that students do so. In particular, MSAP provides an opportunity for
eligible entities to focus on expanding their capacity to provide public school choice to students
who attend schools identified for improvement under Title I, Part A (Title I) of ESEA.

Annual Performance Reporting

As directed by the Secretary in Education Department General Administrative Regulations 34 CFR
75.118, every MSAP grantee that receives a multiyear award must submit an annual performance
report (APR) that provides the most current performance and financial expenditure information.
Four of the six performance measures (Measures 1, 2, 3, and 6) established for MSAP under the
Government Performance and Results Modernization Act of 2010 are measures that grantees
report on annually along with their project-level measures. The other measures (Measures 4 and 5)
are long-term measures the grantees report on after the grant ends. The Government Performance
and Results Act (GPRA) measures for the 2010 cohort include the following:
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1. The percentage of magnet schools whose student applicant pool reduces, eliminates, or
prevents minority group isolation.
2. The percentage of magnet schools whose students from major racial and ethnic groups
meet or exceed state academic achievement standards in reading/language arts.

3. The percentage of magnet schools whose students from major racial and ethnic groups
meet or exceed state academic achievement standards in mathematics.

4. The percentage of magnet schools that received assistance that are still operating magnet
school programs 3 years after federal funding ends.

5. The percentage of magnet schools that received assistance that meet state standards at least
3 years after federal funding ends.
6. The cost per student in a magnet school.

Background

The Magnet Schools Assistance Program Technical Assistance Center (MSAP Center), funded by a
U.S. Department of Education (ED) contract, supports the Office of Innovation and Improvement in
providing students with equal opportunities and choice in public school education. As part of its
contract, the MSAP Center conducts interim and final analyses of grantee-reported data on minority
group isolation (MGI) and student academic achievement to help determine how well the grant
projects are meeting MSAP Performance Measures 1, 2, and 3 across 3 grant years (2010-11, 201112, and 2012-13). This report provides descriptive analyses of grantees’ progress by addressing the
following research questions.

Research Questions

1. What are the general characteristics of the 2010 MSAP cohort?

2. Did MSAP grantees eliminate, reduce, or prevent minority group isolation?

3. Which MSAP context factors are associated with the elimination, reduction, or prevention of
minority group isolation?
4. Did MSAP students meet or exceed state academic achievement standards?

5. Which MSAP context factors are associated with MSAP students meeting or exceeding state
academic achievement standards?
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2. Methodology
Data Collection
The MSAP data collection framework guided data collection and analysis. The framework is
presented in table 1 and includes measures that address each research question.
Table 1. MSAP data collection framework, by research questions, measures, and data items
Research question

1.

2.

3.

Measure

Data item

What are the general
characteristics of the 2010
MSAP cohort?

Numbers and percentages of grantees
and schools by

Distribution of grantees and schools
by categories.

Did MSAP grantees eliminate,
reduce, or prevent minority
group isolation?

GPRA Measure 1: The percentage of
magnet schools whose student
applicant pool reduces, prevents, or
eliminates minority group isolation.

Number and percentage of schools that
met their minority group isolation
objectives based on annual performance
data.

Which MSAP context factors are
associated with the elimination,
reduction, or prevention of
minority group isolation?

Relationships between MGI objective
status and MSAP context factors.

Data outcomes for research question 2.

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Schools’ progress toward eliminating,
reducing, or preventing minority group
isolation.

Numbers and percentages of schools by
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
4.

Did MSAP students meet or
exceed state academic
achievement standards?

GPRA Measure 2: The percentage of
magnet schools whose students from
major racial and ethnic groups meet or
exceed state standards in

School type
Program type
Program status
Urbanicity
Free or reduced-price lunch
Title I status
Schools in need of improvement
School improvement status
Persistently lowest achieving school
School Improvement Grant
Attendance type
Desegregation plan type
Admissions method
Magnet theme

School type
Program status
Urbanicity
Minority student enrollment
Students eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch
Title I status
Schools in need of improvement
Desegregation plan type
Admissions method
Magnet theme

Percentages of students meeting or
exceeding the state’s annual standard in
reading/language arts by all students
and by racial/ethnic group for grant Year

10

Research question

5.

Which MSAP context factors are
associated with students
meeting or exceeding state
academic achievement
standards?

Measure

Data item

reading/language arts.

3.

Relationships between student
academic achievement and MSAP
context factors.

Data outcomes for research question 4.

GPRA Measure 3: The percentage of
magnet schools whose students from
major racial and ethnic groups meet or
exceed state standards in
mathematics.

Percentages of students meeting or
exceeding the state’s annual standard in
mathematics by all students and by
racial/ethnic group for grant Year 3.
Numbers and percentages of schools by
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Data Preparation

School type
Program status
Urbanicity
Students eligible for free or
reduced-price lunch
Title I status
Schools in need of improvement
Magnet theme

MSAP grantees can request no-cost time extensions for up to 12 months to complete the work of
the grant. Grantees who receive no-cost extensions must submit annual performance reports in
Year 3. Thirty-one grantees of the 2010 MSAP cohort received no-cost extensions and submitted
Year 3 APRs in May 2013 and ad hoc reports in October 2013, while two grantees that joined the
cohort in fall 2011 were in Year 2 of the grant. The remaining four grantees that did not receive nocost extensions submitted final performance reports in December 2013 in lieu of Year 3 APRs and
ad hoc reports. These performance reports provided the majority of data analyzed for this report.
Data from the MSAP grant applications, past APRs and ad hoc reports, Common Core of Data, and
state department of education websites provided additional information on project context factors
and performance outcomes.

The MSAP Center established and implemented comprehensive data reviews to systematically
locate, assess, and record APR, ad hoc, and grant application data. Review protocols included
checking and documenting the presence and completeness of performance measure data for
analysis. The MSAP Center constructed databases with classification and coding schemes in
Microsoft Excel and SPSS to analyze grantee data, related context factors, and MGI and student
achievement outcomes. Validation protocols were used to verify the accuracy and completeness of
the database entries and then the data were prepared for analysis as explained in the next sections.
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3. Data Analysis Results
MSAP Cohort Description
This section describes the 2010 MSAP cohort and is primarily based on an analysis of the 151 MSAP
schools in the cohort for grant Year 3.
Research Question 1: What are the general characteristics of the 2010 MSAP cohort?

To describe characteristics of the cohort, the MSAP Center computed frequencies to determine the
distribution of the 2010 cohort by grant-level and school-level variables. For these descriptive
analyses, researchers examined the data items by the categories in table 1.

Cohort Characteristics

In Year 3 of the 2010 MSAP grant cycle, 37 grantees with 151 schools received MSAP funds. Of
these, 32 percent of grantees were implementing magnet programs in one or two schools; 43
percent were implementing programs in three to five schools; and 24 percent of grantees were
implementing programs in six or more schools. The average number of MSAP schools in a grant
project was four.

School Characteristics

MSAP grants can be used in schools with K-12 grades (elementary, middle, and high), including
schools that combine elementary and middle school grades, combine middle and high school
grades, and combine all grades. In Year 3, 51 percent of the 151 schools were elementary schools,
26 percent were middle schools, and 10 percent were high schools. Thirteen percent of MSAP
schools were combination schools, including 14 elementary/middle schools, 5 middle/high schools,
and 1 K-12 school. The majority (65 percent) of cohort schools was in urban locales, 15 percent of
the schools were in rural locales, and 20 percent of the schools were in suburban locales.

Converted, revised, and new are the classifications assigned to the MSAP cohort schools to define
each school’s program status. The data in figure 1 show that 54 percent of the 151 schools were
converting from traditional K-12 programs to magnet programs, 40 percent of the schools were
significantly revising existing magnet programs, and 6 percent of the schools were implementing
magnet programs in new schools.

Magnet schools are typically implemented in one of two ways: as whole-school programs where all
the students participate, or as partial programs where only some students participate. These two
terms (whole-school and partial) describe the program type of a magnet school. As shown in figure
1, most cohort schools (96 percent) were whole-school magnet programs in Year 3.
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Figure 1. Percentages of MSAP schools, by school type, program type, and program status: School
year 2012-13
School type
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100
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51%
26%
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Program type
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10%13%

96%
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80
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40%
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Converted

54%
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Student Economic Status
Student economic status is measured by the percentage of students eligible for the federal free and
reduced-price lunch (FRPL) program. Students eligible for free lunches have family incomes at or
below 130 percent of the poverty level, and students eligible for reduced-price lunches have family
incomes between 130 percent and 185 percent of the poverty level. Most recent data from the CCD
show that 80 percent of MSAP schools had 50 percent or more students eligible for the FRPL
program.
Figure 2. Percentages of MSAP schools, by percentages of students eligible for free and reducedprice lunch
Free or reduced-price lunch

Percent

100

80
60
40
20

More than 75%

53%
27%

20%

50-75%

Less than 50%

0

NOTE: The most recent FRPL data available (2011-12) were collected from the U.S. Department of Education, Common
Core of Data for 128 MSAP schools, data for 21 schools were collected from the California State Department of Education
website, and data for 2 schools were not available (n = 149).
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Title I and School Improvement
Title I provides financial assistance to districts and schools with high numbers or percentages of
children from low-income families to help all children meet challenging state academic standards.
Federal funds are currently allocated through four statutory formulas that are based on census
poverty estimates and the cost of education in each state.
Figure 3. Percentages of MSAP schools, by Title I status: School year 2012-13
Title I status

Percent

100

80
60
40
20

0

Title I funded

77%

Not Title I funded

23%

In Year 3 of the grant, 77 percent of the 151 MSAP schools in the 2010 cohort received Title I funds
and 32 percent were in school improvement. 1 Twenty-six MSAP schools (17 percent) were
identified by states as persistently lowest achieving schools and 9 schools (6 percent) received a
School Improvement Grant (SIG).

1

The 16 MSAP cohort states received ESEA flexibility waivers. As a function of the ESEA waiver, states modified their school
improvement designations, expanding category options. See appendix A for the percentage and number of all schools by the new school
improvement designations.
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District and School Policy
Magnet schools typically have either attendance zone programs that predominantly enroll
neighborhood students or dedicated programs that predominantly enroll students from across the
district. These terms (attendance zone and dedicated) define a magnet school’s attendance type. As
shown in figure 4, 72 percent of the 2010 MSAP schools enrolled the majority of students from their
neighborhood attendance zones in Year 3.
Figure 4. Percentages of schools, by attendance type, desegregation plan type, and admissions
method: School year 2012-13
Attendance type

Desegregation plan

100

60
40
20
0

100

Voluntary
Required

Percent

Percent

80

77%
23%

80
60

Attendance zone

72%

40
20

29%

Dedicated

0

Admissions method

36%

1%

30%

Open enrollment
Random lottery

Weighted lottery

33%

Selective admission

NOTE: Totals may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

Also, MSAP projects must have required or voluntary desegregation plans with clearly defined
admissions policies and procedures. Required plans are mandated by a court, state agency, or ED’s
Office for Civil Rights, and voluntary plans are not. Admissions methods represent the policies and
procedures schools use to admit and assign students. Each MSAP school was classified into one of
four categories (open enrollment, random lottery, weighted lottery, and selective admission) that
best represented its admissions policy.

Figure 4 shows 23 percent of the schools were under required desegregation plans and 77 percent
of the schools were under voluntary desegregation plans. Sixty-nine percent of cohort schools used
one of two types of lottery systems—random or weighted—to select students for admissions.
Thirty-three percent of MSAP schools used random lotteries when the applicant pool exceeded the
number of available seats. Another 36 percent of MSAP schools used weighted lotteries to enroll
students when the numbers of applicants exceeded the numbers of seats. Most schools using
weighted lotteries gave preference to applicants based on attending siblings, ZIP code, or distance
from the magnet school. Schools also gave preference to applicants based on economic status,
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English language learner status, magnet theme continuity, or state academic status of an applicant’s
currently assigned school, meaning students from low-performing schools were given preference
for admission. Less than 1 percent of the schools used selective admissions policies; these schools
typically were performing or visual arts schools and based admissions on nonacademic skills.

Magnet Theme

Each magnet school has a special academic focus—a theme. The MSAP schools’ primary magnet
themes were classified into six categories: arts and humanities; career and technical; foreign
language and cultural studies; International Baccalaureate; science, technology, engineering, and
math (STEM); and other. Figure 5 shows the distribution of themes across MSAP schools.

STEM, arts and humanities, and International Baccalaureate were the top three themes
implemented by the 2010 MSAP cohort. In contrast, fewer schools in the cohort applied foreign
language and cultural studies and career and technical themes. Among the 17 schools categorized
as “other,” three schools implemented Montessori instructional methods; one school had a
combined technology and foreign language theme; one school had a combined technology and arts
instruction theme; and one school had four academies with different themes, including citizenship,
discovery, innovation, and leadership. The remaining schools with “other” themes included
accelerated learning programs, leadership programs, and early high school and college preparatory
programs.

Figure 5. Percentages of schools, by core magnet theme: School year 2012-13
Percentage of MSAP schools by magnet theme
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Minority Group Isolation
This section presents the analysis results of MGI outcomes for the 151 schools of the 2010 MSAP
cohort that received funding in grant Year 3. The section also compares data across 3 grant years.

Amended Regulations

In FY 2010 the Secretary of Education amended the regulations governing MSAP. To provide
greater flexibility to school districts, these changes removed provisions requiring districts to use
binary racial classifications and prohibited the creation of magnet schools where minority group
enrollments in magnet and feeder schools exceed the districtwide average of minority students.
This new flexibility afforded potential grantees the ability to determine for themselves how best to
meet program requirements while also taking into account intervening Supreme Court case law,
including the Court’s decision in Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School District No
1 et al., 551 U.S. 701 (2007). This new flexibility essentially allowed school districts to establish
their own definitions for the term “minority group isolation,” to identify racially isolated groups
based on their minority group isolation definitions, and to set targets for their minority group
isolation objectives and performance measures. These definitions and targets could be based on the
circumstances within their district and schools, such as the racial/ethnic makeup of the district,
school, and neighborhoods; projected change in demographics; and/or access to transportation.

Minority Student Enrollments

The racial/ethnic composition of school enrollments influences which student groups are
considered racially isolated and the targets set to reduce minority group isolation. Data in figure 6
show the majority (91 percent) of MSAP schools had large percentages of racial/ethnic minority
students enrolled in grant Year 3: 60 percent of schools enrolled more than 75 percent minority
students, and 31 percent of schools enrolled 50 to 75 percent minority students.

Figure 6. Percentages of MSAP schools, by percentages of racial/ethnic minority students enrolled:
School year 2012-13
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Racially Isolated Groups
Racially isolated groups are any minority student groups that constitute a substantial proportion of
a school’s enrollment relative to its district enrollment demographics. Figure 7 shows the
distribution of the racially isolated groups identified by MSAP schools based on their definitions of
MGI. More than half of the schools planned to reduce Black student enrollment percentages; nearly
a third of schools planned to reduce Hispanic student enrollment percentages; and nearly a tenth of
schools planned to reduce two racially isolated groups (e.g., Black and Hispanic students). Slightly
more than 1 percent of schools planned to reduce racial isolation for all minority students (i.e.,
Black, Hispanic, Asian, American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
and Two or more races students).
Figure 7. Percentages of MSAP schools, by racially isolated student groups: School year 2012-13
Racially isolated groups

100

Black

Hispanic

Percent

80
60
40
20
0

Two minority groups

57%
31%

All minority groups

10%
1% 1%

Asian

Targeted Racial/Ethnic Groups
Targeted racial/ethnic groups are the student groups a school wants to enroll to help eliminate,
reduce, or prevent MGI. Table 2 shows nearly two-thirds of the 151 MSAP schools planned to
increase the White student enrollment percentage and nearly a third of schools planned to increase
the enrollment percentage of more than one racial/ethnic group. Two percent of schools planned to
increase the Hispanic student enrollment percentage, and 1 percent of schools planned to increase
the Black student enrollment percentage. The table also shows combinations of student groups
some schools targeted for enrollment. Eleven of the 27 schools in this category targeted White,
Asian, and Black students, and another 11 schools targeted White, Asian, and Hispanic students.
Four schools targeted White and Hispanic students, and one school targeted White and Asian
students.
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Table 2. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools, by targeted racial/ethnic group to enroll:
School year 2012-13
Targeted racial/ethnic group to enroll

MSAP schools

One targeted group
Black
Hispanic
White
Subtotal
More than one targeted group
Unspecified student groups
White, Asian, Black
White, Asian, Hispanic
White and Hispanic
White and Asian
Subtotal
Total

%

n

1
2
65
68

2
3
98
103

14
7
7
3
1
32
100

21
11
11
4
1
48
151

Research Question 2: Did MSAP grantees eliminate, reduce, or prevent minority group
isolation?
To address this question, the MSAP Center determined the distribution and frequency of MSAP
grantees meeting annual MGI performance measure targets in Year 3. The outcome variable was
coded into three categories (met, partially met, or not met) to indicate whether a school met its MGI
performance target for the grant year. The variable was coded as met for schools that achieved
their targets for all their racially isolated groups, it was coded as partially met for schools that
achieved their MGI performance targets for one of two designated racially isolated groups, and it
was coded as not met for schools that did not achieve targets for their racially isolated group(s).
The partially met outcome category was counted as half a point.
In Year 3 of the grant, 33.4 percent of MSAP schools met annual targets for their MGI performance
measures, a 13 percent decrease from Year 2. Overall, the number of schools meeting MGI
performance targets decreased from Year 1 to Year 3 of the grant, decreasing the percentage of
schools meeting MGI performance targets by 5.8 points.

Table 3. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools that met their MGI performance measure
targets, by grant year: School years 2010-11, 2011-12, and 2012-13

Magnet schools reducing,
preventing, or eliminating
minority group isolation

Change from
Year 1 to
Year 2

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

N = 148

N = 151

N = 151

%

39.2

n

58

%

46.4

n

70

%

33.4

n

50.5

%

7.2

n
12

Change from
Year 2 to
Year 3

%

-13.0

n
-19.5

Change from
Year 1 to
Year 3

%

-5.8

n
-7.5

NOTE: The number of schools changed between Year 1 and Year 2 because two schools were removed from the cohort
and two grantees with five schools were added to the cohort. In addition, 57 schools met and 2 schools partially met their
MGI objectives to equal the 58 schools meeting MGI performance targets in Year 1; 65 schools met and 10 schools
partially met their MGI objectives to equal the 70 schools meeting MGI targets in Year 2, and 48 schools met and 5 schools
partially met their MGI objectives to equal the 50.5 schools meeting MGI performance targets in Year 3.
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At the grantee level, 6 (16 percent) of the 37 grantees met MGI targets for all their MSAP schools, 8
grantees (22 percent) met MGI targets for some 2 of their MSAP schools, 6 grantees (16 percent)
met MGI targets for 1 MSAP school, and 17 grantees (46 percent) met MGI targets for none of their
MSAP schools. Refer to appendix B for more detail.
Making Progress Toward Reducing MGI

MSAP Center researchers also examined whether the 2010 MSAP schools that did not meet their
MGI targets were making progress toward reducing MGI. The researchers analyzed annual student
enrollment changes in racially isolated groups from fall 2012 to fall 2013. The findings are
presented in table 4 along with the percentage of schools making progress from the previous 2
grant years. The analysis revealed that 45 (47 percent) of the 95 schools that did not meet their MGI
targets made progress toward reducing MGI in Year 3.
Table 4. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools making progress toward reducing MGI, by grant
year: School years 2010-11, 2011-12, and 2012-13

MSAP schools making
progress toward reducing
MGI

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

n = 88

n = 76

n = 95

%

59

n

52

%

49

n

37

%

47

Change from
Year 1 to
Year 2

n

45

%

-10

n
-15

Change from
Year 2 to
Year 3

%
-2

Change from
Year 1 to
Year 3

n
8

%

-12

n
7

NOTE: The n of 88 is the difference between N = 148 and the 59 schools meeting or partially meeting MGI objectives in
Year 1 and 2 schools that were removed from the cohort; the n of 76 was the difference between N = 151 and the 75
schools meeting MGI or partially meeting MGI objectives in Year 2; and the n of 95 is the difference between N = 151 and
the 53 schools meeting or partially meeting MGI objectives in Year 3, minus 3 schools for which making progress
determinations could not be made.

Research Question 3: Which MSAP context factors are associated with the elimination,
reduction, or prevention of minority group isolation?

Contingency tables were used to examine the distribution of MSAP schools by context and MGI
outcome. The context variables examined for this analysis were school type, program status,
urbanicity, students eligible for FRPL, Title I status, school improvement status, desegregation plan,
attendance type, admissions method, and magnet theme. The analysis samples varied based on data
availability for each context variable.

Chi square tests of independence were also performed to determine if there is a statistically
significant difference among the schools by the category options within a context factor and
whether MGI targets were met. If the p value is .05, then the statistic is considered significant,
meaning the researcher can be 95 percent confident that the relationship between the variable and
meeting MGI performance targets is not due to chance and schools in a particular category option
are either more or less likely to meet their MGI performance targets than schools in the other
category options. While a chi square test of independence may identify an association between
variables, it does not explain what the relationship is and why it exists.
2

“Some” indicates the grantees met MGI targets for more than one school but less than all project schools.
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Chi square analyses were performed for context variables that had a minimum of 15 3 cases
(schools) in each variable category, ensuring a sufficient sample size to properly run the analysis.
The analysis included school type, urbanicity, students eligible for FRPL, Title I status, school
improvement status, desegregation plan, and attendance type. The analysis samples varied based
on the data available for each context variable.

School Characteristics

In Year 3, a larger percentage (41 percent) of middle schools met their MGI performance measure
targets, followed by a third of the cohort high schools meeting their MGI performance targets. A chisquare test of independence found no relationship between school type and achieving MGI
performance targets, χ 2(6, N = 151) = 5.20, p = .52, indicating no one type of school had a better
chance of achieving performance targets than the others.

Sixty-seven percent of the MSAP programs in new schools met their MGI performance targets, 32
percent of schools that were revising existing magnet programs met their targets, and 28 percent of
schools that were converting to magnets from traditional schools met their MGI targets. A chi
square test of independence was not performed for the program status variable because there were
an insufficient number of cases in each variable category for a sufficient sample.
Table 5. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools that met MGI performance targets, by school
type, program status, urbanicity, and minority student enrollment: School year 20122013

MSAP school
characteristics
School type
Elementary
Middle
High
Combination
Total schools
Program status
Revised
Converted
New
Total schools
Urbanicity*
Urban
Suburban
Rural
Total schools

Percent of all
MSAP schools in
category (n)

Percent of MSAP
schools that met MGI
performance
targets (n)

50 (76)
26 (39)
10 (15)
14 (21)
100 (151)

40 (60)
54 (82)
6 (9)
100 (151)

65 (98)
20 (31)
15 (22)
100 (151)

* p < .05
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.

26 (20)
41 (16)
33 (5)
33 (7)
32(48)

32 (19)
28 (23)
67 (6)
32 (48)
25(24)
36 (11)
59 (13)
32 (48)

Percent of MSAP
schools that partially
met MGI performance
targets (n)

Percent of MSAP
schools that
did not meet
MGI performance
targets (n)

1 (1)
5 (2)
7 (1)
5 (1)
3 (5)

72 (55)
54 (21)
60 (9)
62 (13)
65 (98)

5 (5)
0 (0)
0 (0)
3 (5)

70 (69)
65 (20)
41 (9)
65 (98)

3 (2)
4 (3)
0 (0)
3 (5)

65 (39)
68(56)
33 (3)
65 (98)

Nearly 60 percent of MSAP schools in rural locales met MGI performance targets and 36 percent of
schools in suburban locales met MGI performance targets. Only 25 percent of schools in urban
3

Five cases is the minimum that should distribute equally across the three outcome variables, totaling at least 15 cases
per variable category.
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locales met MGI performance targets. The association between urbanicity and meeting MGI targets
was significant, χ 2(4, N = 151) = 12.04, p = .017, indicating MSAP schools in rural areas were more
likely to meet MGI performance targets than the schools in the other two locales.

Title I and School Improvement

A larger percentage (42 percent) of MSAP schools with less than 50 percent of students eligible for
FRPL met MGI performance measure targets than did MSAP schools in the two categories with 50
percent or more students eligible in Year 3. However, the association between FRPL and meeting
MGI performance measure targets was not significant, χ 2 (4, N = 143) = 3.12, p = .53; there was no
statistical difference between the schools meeting their MGI performance targets and those not
meeting based on the percentage of low-income students in a school.

Table 6. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools that met MGI performance targets, by students
eligible for FRPL, Title I status, and school improvement status: School year 2012-2013

MSAP school
characteristics
Percentage of students
eligible for FRPL
Less than 50%
50-75%
More than 75%
Total schools

Percent of MSAP
schools that met MGI
objectives (n)

Percent of MSAP
schools that partially
met MGI objectives
(n)

21 (31)
26 (39)
53 (79)
100 (149)

42 (13)
23 (9)
30 (24)
31 (46)
27 (31)
49 (17)
32 (48)

3 (1)
3 (1)
4 (3)
3 (5)

5 (4)
3 (1)
3 (5)

55 (17)
74 (29)
66 (52)
66 (98)

42 (49)
58 (67)
100 (116)

27 (13)
27 (18)
27 (31)

6 (3)
2 (1)
3 (4)

67 (33)
72 (48)
70 (81)

Percent of all
MSAP schools in
category (n)

Title I status*
Yes
No
Total schools
Schools in need of
improvement
Yes
No
Total schools
*p =.05

77 (116)
23 (35)
100 (151)

Percent of MSAP
schools that
did not meet
MGI objectives (n)

70 (81)
49 (17)
65 (98)

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. The analysis samples varied based on the available data for
each context variable.

Nearly 50 percent of non-Title I schools met their MGI performance targets compared to 27 percent
of Title I schools; the association between Title I status and met MGI performance measure targets
was significant, χ 2 (1, N = 151) = 5.94, p = 0.05. Non-Title I cohort schools were more likely to meet
MGI performance measure targets than were Title I cohort schools.
The association between school improvement status and meeting MGI performance targets was not
significant, χ 2 (4, N = 150) = 6.97, p = .137. Table 6 shows no difference between the schools based
on school improvement status; 27 percent of schools in both school improvement status categories
met their MGI performance targets.

District and School Policy

A higher percentage (53 percent) of schools with required desegregation plans met their MGI
performance measure targets than did schools with voluntary desegregation plans. The association
between desegregation plan type and meeting MGI performance measure targets was significant, χ 2
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(1, N = 151) = 15.01, p = .001; MSAP schools with required plans were more likely to meet MGI
performance targets than schools with voluntary plans.

Half of schools with dedicated attendance policies met their MGI objectives and nearly a quarter of
schools with attendance zone policies met their MGI objectives. The association between
attendance type and meeting MGI performance measure targets was significant, χ 2 (1, N = 145) =
12.15, p = .002. MSAP schools with dedicated attendance polices were more likely to meet MGI
performance targets than those with attendance zone policies.
Table 7. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools that met MGI performance targets, by
desegregation plan type, attendance type, and admissions method: School year 20122013
District and school
policy categories
Desegregation plan type*
Voluntary
Required
Total schools
Attendance type*
Attendance zone
Dedicated
Total schools

Admissions method
Open enrollment
Random lottery
Weighted lottery
Selective admission
Total schools
*p < .005

Percent of all
MSAP schools in
category (n)

Percent of MSAP
schools that met MGI
objectives (n)

78 (117)
23 (34)
100 (151)

26 (30)
53 (18)
32 (48)

29 (44)
33 (49)
37 (55)
1 (2)
100 (150)

9 (4)
45 (22)
35 (19)
100 (2)
37 (56)

71 (103)
29 (42)
100 (145)

25 (26)
50 (21)
32 (47)

Percent of MSAP
schools that partially
met MGI objectives (n)

Percent of MSAP
schools that
did not meet
MGI objectives (n)

2 (2)
9 (3)
3 (5)

73 (85)
38 (13)
65 (98)

2 (1)
5 (2)
4 (2)
0 (0)
3 (5)

87 (39)
51 (25)
62 (34)
0 (0)
60 (90)

2 (2)
7 (3)
3 (5)

73(75)
43 (18)
64 (93)

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. The analysis samples varied based on the available data for
each context variable.

A smaller percentage of MSAP schools with open enrollment policies met MGI performance targets
than did schools using the other three types of admissions policies. A chi square test of
independence was not performed for this context factor because there were an insufficient number
of cases in each variable category.
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Magnet Theme
Larger percentages of MSAP schools with career and technical and arts and humanities themes met
their MGI performance measure targets than did MSAP schools with other themes. A chi square test
of independence was not performed for this school characteristic because there were an
insufficient number of cases in each variable category to properly conduct the analysis.
Table 8. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools that met MGI performance targets, by magnet
theme: School year 2012-2013
Magnet theme
Arts and humanities
Career and technical
Foreign language and cultural studies
International Baccalaureate
STEM
Other
Total schools

Percent of all
MSAP schools in
category (n)
22 (32)
7 (9)
6 (8)
17 (25)
39 (56)
10 (15)
100 (151)

Percent of MSAP
schools that met
MGI objectives (n)
41 (13)
56 (5)
25 (2)
32 (8)
25 (14)
33 (5)
37 (56)

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.

Percent of MSAP
schools that
partially met MGI
objectives (n)
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
0 (0)
4 (2)
20 (2)
3 (5)

Percent of MSAP
schools that
did not meet
MGI objectives (n)
59 (19)
44 (4)
75 (6)
68 (17)
72 (40)
47 (7)
6 (90)

Key Informant Telephone Survey

To better understand why grantees have not made their MGI targets, the researchers conducted
telephone surveys with key informants of all grantees (n = 16) with MSAP schools (n = 69) that did
not achieve their MGI performance measure targets for the first 2 years of the grant. The sample
represents 43 percent of the grantees and 46 percent of the schools.

Grantees identified several major challenges to recruiting targeted students to reduce, prevent, or
eliminate minority group isolation. Seventy-five percent of the sample indicated their schools were
perceived poorly by the community. The schools are considered either low performing, unsafe, or
both. A large percentage of the surveyed grantees (75 percent) also stated their schools and nearby
neighborhoods are highly segregated and attracting students from different racial/ethnic groups
can be difficult, particularly if the school has a poor image.

Table 9. Percentages and numbers of grantees, by major challenges to achieving performance
targets
Major challenges to recruiting targeted students

Poor school image
High racial/ethnic segregation
Competitive school choice
Lack of transportation
Public awareness
Other
Changes in demographics

MSAP grantees

%
75
75
63
38
31
25
19

n
12
12
10
6
5
4
3

NOTE: The n = 16 grantees; data may not sum to 100 percent because grantees reported more than one challenge.

Sixty-three percent of these grantees reported that highly competitive school choice markets
prevent them from enrolling students from targeted racial/ethnic groups because many students
and families prefer more established choice schools. Grantees also indicated that state and district
budget cuts eliminated or limited school transportation, which is needed to enroll target students
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from outside the school vicinity. Grantees were also able to select “other” to provide additional
responses. These responses included high principal turnover, which causes instability in the school,
making it difficult to recruit and retain students, and the fact that parents of students from targeted
racial groups may not feel comfortable sending their children to a neighborhood that is unfamiliar
to them or far from home.
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Student Academic Achievement
This section presents the data analysis results of the 2010 MSAP cohort’s academic achievement
outcomes for grant Year 3. It describes MSAP schools’ progress in meeting annual state progress
standards and the relationships between increases in the percentages of students who met or
exceeded these standards and MSAP context variables.
ESEA Flexibility Waivers

To address requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), the U.S. Department of
Education granted ESEA flexibility waivers to states on behalf of themselves and local education
agencies. In exchange for this flexibility, states are expected to develop rigorous and comprehensive
plans designed to improve educational outcomes for all students, close achievement gaps, increase
equity, and improve the quality of instruction. ESEA flexibility waivers were granted to all 16 states
in the 2010 MSAP cohort, and many of these states started reforming their accountability systems
and designations in 2011-12, reducing the possibility of producing student achievement data for
succeeding reporting periods and affecting the MSAP achievement data analysis for grant Years 2
and 3. In addition, only two states, representing 24 MSAP schools, reported 2012-13 adequate
yearly progress (AYP) data for Year 3 before this report was completed; the remaining 127 MSAP
schools did not report.
Research Question 4: Did MSAP students meet or exceed state academic achievement
standards?

To determine whether MSAP grantees met performance measures related to academic
achievement, MSAP Center researchers examined the schools that made AYP and the changes in
AYP from the previous grant year. The analysis of the dichotomous AYP outcome variable (made
AYP or did not make AYP) is based on 24 of the 151 MSAP schools, representing 8 grantees that
reported 2012-13 AYP data.

Adequate Yearly Progress

While no grantee made AYP for all their MSAP schools, two grantees made AYP for one school each,
resulting in 8 percent of the 24 MSAP schools making AYP. Refer to appendix C for more detail by
grantee.
Table 10. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools that did or did not make AYP: School years
2010-11, 2011-12, and 2012-13
AYP status

Made AYP
Did not make AYP
Total schools

2010-11
25 (35)
75 (108)
100 (143)

Percent of MSAP schools that reported AYP (n)
2011-12
27 (26)
73 (70)
100 (96)

2012-2013
8 (2)
92 (22)
100 (24)

NOTE: The analysis sample for 2010-11 was 143 MSAP schools, the analysis sample for 2011-12 was 96 MSAP schools,
and the analysis sample for 2012-13 was 24 MSAP schools. Three schools were in Safe Harbor in 2010-11; these schools
were classified as making AYP. Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding.
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To determine if schools changed their AYP status from the previous school year, the data were
coded into the following three categories to show the types of change that occurred:
•
•
•

Positive change: AYP status improved in 2012-13 from the previous year;
Negative change: AYP status worsened in 2012-13 from the previous year; or
No change: AYP status remained the same in 2012-13 from 2011-12.

Figure 8. Percentages of MSAP schools, by annual change in AYP designation from the previous
school year: School year 2012-13
Change in adequate yearly progress

100
83%

Negative change

80
Percent

Positive change

No change

60
40
20

13%
4%

0
NOTE: The sample included 24 MSAP schools with data for grant years 2011-12 and 2012-13.

For Year 3 of the grant, 1 of the 24 MSAP schools (4 percent) had a positive change in AYP; 3
schools (13 percent) had a negative change in AYP; and 20 schools (83 percent) had no change in
AYP.

Student Academic Achievement

Federal legislation requires states to report the percentages of students who were proficient or
above in state standards for each school and its student subgroups. However, subgroup reporting
can change annually based on changes in school enrollment and state reporting requirements.
Schools with limited numbers of students (40 students or less) in a subgroup are not required by
their state to report academic achievement data. Table 11 shows the number of MSAP schools that
reported state annual progress data for the different student subgroups across the base year (200910) and 3 grant years (2010-11, 2011-12, and 2012-13). Data for students in the American Indian
or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, Asian, and Two or more races
categories were not included in the analyses because fewer than 20 cohort schools reported
achievement data for these students across the grant years.
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Table 11. Numbers of MSAP schools that reported state annual progress data in reading/language
arts and mathematics across base and 3 grant years, by student subgroups: School years
2009-10 through 2012-13
Students

Number of MSAP schools

All

Reading/language arts

Mathematics

57

57

87

Black

Hispanic

83

46

White

46

36

Economically disadvantaged

36

82

English language learners

82

26
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Mean percentages and annual increases by student subgroups
Mean percentages by student subgroups
Data in table 11, representing analysis samples of schools by student subgroup categories, were
used to examine the mean percentages of students who met or exceeded state standards in
reading/language arts and mathematics by student subgroups for Year 3 and overall (i.e., from base
year to grant Year 3). This sample was also used to analyze the percentage of schools that increased
the percentage of students who met or exceeded state standards in reading/language arts and
mathematics by student subgroups each year.

In Year 3, all the student subgroups except English language learners in reading/language arts and
mathematics had an annual decrease in the mean percentages of students meeting or exceeding
state standards in reading/language arts and mathematics. In addition, all subgroups had overall
decreases in the mean percentages of students who met or exceeded state standards in
reading/language arts and mathematics from base year to Year 3. The overall decreases ranged
from 1 to 10 percentage points, of which English language learners had the minimum decrease and
Black students had the maximum decrease.
Table 12. Mean percentages of MSAP students who met or exceeded state standards in
reading/language arts and mathematics, by student subgroups: School years 2009-10
through 2012-13
Students

All
Black
Hispanic
White
Economically disadvantaged
English language learners

Mean percentages of MSAP students

2009-10
58
50
54
76
53
46

Reading/language arts
2010-11
59
52
53
77
54
40

2011-12
57
49
53
74
53
41

2012-13
53
45
48
71
48
42

2009-10
58
49
55
73
53
51

Mathematics

2010-11
59
50
54
75
54
51

2011-12
57
46
53
73
51
50

2012-13
52
39
49
69
46
50

NOTE: The analysis includes data from the sample of MSAP schools presented in table 11 that had academic achievement
data for the base year and 3 grant years.
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The achievement gap between the racial/ethnic student groups for reading/language arts averaged
more than 20 percentage points: the gap between White and Black students in reading/language
arts averaged 26 percentage points across the 4 years, and the gap between White and Hispanic
students in reading/language arts averaged 23 percentage points for the 4 years. Overall, the
achievement gap between White and Black students in reading/language arts remained the same at
26 percentage points. However, the gap between White and Hispanic students in reading/language
arts widened 1 percentage point.

The achievement gap between White and Black students for mathematics was slightly larger than
for reading/language arts, averaging 26.5 percentage points across the 4 years. However, the gap
between White and Hispanic mathematics achievement was smaller than for reading/language arts,
averaging 19.75 percent. Overall, from base year to grant Year 3, the gap between White and
Hispanic mathematics achievement narrowed by 2 percentage points; however, the gap between
White and Black mathematics achievement widened by 4 percentage points.

Annual increases by student subgroups

Researchers analyzed the schools with annual increases in the percentage of proficient students by
subgroups. Data in table 11, representing analysis samples of schools by subgroup categories were
also used for this analysis; data in table 13 represent the annual increases for the 3 grant years.

In general, lower percentages of MSAP schools increased the percentages of students by subgroups
who met or exceeded state annual progress standards in reading/language arts in grant Years 2 and
3. However, in Year 2, more schools increased the percentages of English language learners who
met or exceeded state progress standards in reading/language arts. Overall, from 2010-11 to 201213, a lower percentage of MSAP schools increased the percentages of students who met or exceeded
progress standards in reading/language arts for each student subgroup except English language
learners.
In addition, a smaller percentage of MSAP schools increased the percentages of students by
subgroups who met or exceeded progress standards in mathematics in 2012-13 than in 2011-2012.
Overall, from 2010-11 to 2012-13, a smaller percentage of MSAP schools increased the percentages
of students who met or exceeded progress standards in mathematics for each student subgroup
except English language learners. The percentage of schools that increased the percentages of
English language learners who met or exceeded progress standards in mathematics remained at 46
percent overall.
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Table 13. Percentages of MSAP schools that increased the percentages of students who met or
exceeded state progress standards in reading/language arts and mathematics from the
previous school year, by student subgroups: School years 2010-11, 2011-12, and 201213
Students
All
Black
Hispanic
White
Economically disadvantaged
English language learners

Percent of MSAP schools in category
with increases in
reading/language arts
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
55
40
43
47
30
46
52
46
33
56
28
44
50
40
39
31
65
46

Percent of MSAP schools in category
with increases in
mathematics
2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
47
42
40
49
39
30
41
57
39
44
44
42
45
45
37
46
50
46

NOTE: The analysis includes data from the sample of MSAP schools presented in table 11 that had academic achievement
data for the base year and 3 grant years.

Annual increases by grantees and schools

Achievement data were also analyzed by the percentage of grantees and schools that increased the
percentage of total students who met or exceeded state progress standards in reading/language
arts and mathematics. For reading/language arts annual achievement, 33 grantees with 133 schools
were included in the analysis, and for mathematics achievement, 34 grantees with 134 schools
were included in the analysis.
Student achievement by grantees

In Year 3, 15 percent of the 33 MSAP grantees with data for Years 2 and 3 increased the
percentages of students who met or exceeded state progress standards in reading/language arts at
all their MSAP schools, 33 percent of grantees increased the percentages of students who met or
exceeded state progress standards in reading/language arts at some 4 of their MSAP schools, 33
percent of grantees increased the percentages of students who met or exceeded state progress
standards at one MSAP school, and 18 percent of grantees increased the percentages of students
who met or exceeded state progress standards in reading/language arts at none of their MSAP
schools. See appendix C for more detail by grantee.

Also in Year 3, 21 percent of the 34 grantees with data in Years 2 and 3 increased the percentages of
students who met or exceeded state progress standards in mathematics at all their MSAP schools,
29 percent of grantees increased the percentages of students who met or exceeded state progress
standards in mathematics at some of their MSAP schools, 32 percent of grantees increased the
percentages of students who met or exceeded state progress standards in mathematics at one
MSAP school, and 18 percent of grantees increased the percentages of students who met or
exceeded state progress standards in mathematics at none of their MSAP schools. See appendix C
for more detail by grantee.

Student achievement by schools

Of the 133 schools with data for Years 2 and 3, 52 schools (39 percent) increased the percentage of
students who met or exceeded state progress standards in reading/language arts. The
4

Some means more than one school but less than all schools in the grant.
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improvement in the percentage of students who met or exceeded standards in reading/language
arts ranged from 0.14 to 17.07 percentage points. As exhibited in figure 9, the majority of schools
that increased the percentage of students proficient in reading/language arts had increases that
ranged from 1 to 5 percentage points, followed by schools in the greater than 10 percentage point
range.
Figure 9. Percentage of MSAP schools, by range of percentage point increases in the percentage of
students who met or exceed state progress standards in reading/language arts and
mathematics from Year 2 to Year 3.
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MSAP schools by increases in student achievement
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NOTE: Analysis is based on the sample of schools with increases in percentages of students meeting state standards; n =
52 for reading and n = 55 for mathematics.

Of the 134 schools with data for Years 2 and 3, 55 schools (41 percent) increased the percentage of
students who met or exceeded state progress standards in mathematics. The improvement in the
percentage of students who met or exceeded standards ranged from 0.48 to 21.62 percentage
points. The majority of schools that increased the percentages of students proficient in mathematics
also had increases that ranged from 1 to 5 percentage points, followed by schools with increases in
the 6 to 10 percentage point range.

Research Question 5: Which MSAP context factors are associated with MSAP students meeting
or exceeding state academic achievement standards?

Contingency tables were used to examine the distribution of MSAP schools by context factor and
student achievement outcome. The context variables examined in this analysis were school type,
program status, urbanicity, students eligible for FRPL, Title I status, school improvement status, and
magnet theme. The analysis samples varied based on data availability for each context variable.
Chi square tests of independence were performed to determine if there is a statistically significant
difference among schools in the category options within a context factor and whether the schools
increased the percentage of students who met or exceeded state annual progress standards. If the p
value is .05, then the statistic is considered significant, meaning the researcher can be 95 percent
confident that the relationship between the variable and increasing the percentage of students
proficient is not due to chance and that schools in a particular category option are either more or
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less likely to increase the student proficiency. While a chi square test of independence may identify
an association between variables, it does not explain what the relationship is and why it exists.
Chi square analyses were performed for context variables that had a minimum of 10 5 schools in
each variable category, ensuring sufficient sample sizes to properly run the analysis. The context
variables examined in this analysis were school type, urbanicity, students eligible for FRPL, Title I
status, and school improvement status. The analysis samples varied based on schools with both
reading/language arts and mathematics data and the data availability for each context variable.

School Characteristics

A higher percentage of middle schools increased the percentages of students who met or exceeded
state progress standards in reading/language arts than did the schools in the other categories.
However, a chi square test of independence found no significant difference between the school type
categories and increases in the percent of students proficient in reading/language arts
achievement, χ 2 (3, N = 133) = 1.37, p = 0.71. A lower percentage of high schools increased the
percentages of students who met or exceeded state progress standards in mathematics than did the
other school types. Still, no difference was found between the school type categories’ success in
increasing the percentage of students proficient in mathematics, χ 2 (3, N = 133) = 0.26, p = 0.97.

Table 14. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools that increased the percentages of students
who met or exceeded state standards in reading/language arts and mathematics from
the previous school year, by school type, program status, and urbanicity: School year
2012-13
School
characteristics
School type
Elementary
Middle
High

Combination

Total schools

Program status
New
Converted
Revised

Total schools

Urbanicity
Urban

Suburban
Rural

Total schools

Percent of MSAP schools in
category with increases in
reading/language
arts (n)

Percent of MSAP schools in
category with increases in
mathematics (n)

54 (72)

36 (26)

43(31)

9 (12)

50 (6)

Percent of all MSAP
schools in category (n)

29 (38)

8 (11)

45 (17)
36 (4)

40(15)
36 (4)
42 (5)

100 (133)

40 (53)

41 (55)

58(77)

36 (28)

42 (32)

65 (86)

36 (31)

44 (38)

4 (5)

38 (51)

100 (133)
20 (27)

15 (20)

100 (133)

40 (2)

45 (23)
40 (53)

52 (14)
40 (8)

40 (53)

40 (2)

41 (21)
41 (55)
48 (13)
20 (4)

41 (55)

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. The analysis includes data from the sample of MSAP schools
that had reading/language arts achievement data for both Year 2 and Year 3.

Five cases is the minimum that should distribute equally across the two outcome variables, totaling at least 10 cases per
variable category.
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A higher percentage of MSAP schools that were revising existing magnet programs increased the
percentages of students who met or exceeded annual state progress standards in reading/language
arts than did new schools or schools converting from traditional programs to magnet programs.
Similar percentages of schools —40 to 42 percent—in the different program status categories
increased the percentage of students proficient in mathematics. A chi square test of independence
was not performed for this context factor because there were an insufficient number of cases in
each variable category to conduct the analysis.

A higher percentage of suburban schools increased the percentages of students who met or
exceeded state progress standards in reading/language arts and in mathematics than did urban and
rural schools. No significant differences were found between the schools by urbanicity and
increases in the percentages of students proficient in reading/language arts, χ 2 (2, N = 133) = 2.14,
p = 0.34. Likewise, no significant differences were found between the schools in the urbanicity
categories and increases in the percentages of student proficient in mathematics, χ 2 (2, N = 133) =
4.55, p = 0.10.

Title I and School Improvement

A smaller percentage (36 percent) of MSAP schools with 50 to 75 percent of student enrollment
eligible for FRPL increased the percentage of students proficient in reading language arts than
schools in the other two FRPL eligibility categories. A similar percentage of schools (42 and 41
percent, respectively) with more than 75 percent of student enrollments eligible for FRPL and
schools with less than 50 percent of students eligible increased the percentage of students
proficient in reading/language arts. A chi square test found no significant difference between the
schools by students eligible for FRPL and increasing the percentage of students proficient in
reading/language arts, χ 2 (2, N = 133) = 0.24, p = 0.88. In addition, a larger percentage (54 percent)
of schools with less than 50 percent of student enrollments eligible for FRPL increased the
percentage of students proficient in mathematics than the schools in the other two categories.
However, no statistical relationship was found between the percentage of students eligible for FRPL
and increases in the percentage of students proficient in mathematics, χ 2 (2, N = 133) = 2.41, p =
0.30.
Table 15. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools that increased the percentages of students
who met or exceeded state standards in reading/language arts and mathematics from
the previous school year, by percentage of students eligible for FRPL, Title I status and
school improvement status: School year 2012-13

School
characteristics
Percentage of students
eligible for FRPL
Less than 50%
50% to 75%
More than 75%
Total
Title I status
Yes
No
Total

Percent of all MSAP schools
in category (n)

20 (26)
25 (33)
56 (74)
100 (133)
77 (103)
23 (30)
100 (133)

Percent of MSAP schools in
category with increases in
reading/language
arts (n)

42 (11)
36 (12)
41 (30)
40 (53)
38 (39)
47 (14)
40 (53)

Percent of MSAP schools in
category with increases in
mathematics (n)

54 (14)
42 (14)
37 (27)
41 (55)
41 (42)
43 (13)
41 (55)
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School
characteristics
School improvement status*
Yes
No
Total

Percent of all MSAP schools
in category (n)
47 (48)
53 (55)
100 (103)

Percent of MSAP schools in
category with increases in
reading/language
arts (n)
52 (25)
26(14)
38 (39)

Percent of MSAP schools in
category with increases in
mathematics (n)
46 (22)
37 (20)
41 (42)

*p =.01
NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. The analysis includes data from the sample of MSAP schools
that had achievement data for both Year 2 and Year 3. School improvement status data were only available for 103
schools.

A larger percentage of non-Title I schools increased the percentage of students meeting or
exceeding annual progress standards in reading/language arts than did Title I schools; however,
there was no significant difference between the schools increasing the percentage of students
proficient in reading/language arts by Title I status, χ 2 (1, N = 133) = 0.75, p = 0.38. Similar
percentages (41 and 43 percent) of schools in the Title I categories increased the percentage of
students proficient in mathematics. A chi square test also showed no difference between the
schools increasing the percentage of students proficient in mathematics by Title I status, χ 2 (1, N =
133) = 0.06, p = 0.80.

More MSAP schools in need of improvement increased the percentage of students meeting or
exceeding annual progress standards in reading/language arts and mathematics than MSAP schools
not in need of improvement. The relationship between school improvement status and percentage
increases in students proficient in reading/language arts was significant, χ 2 (1, N = 103) = 7.72, p =
.01; schools in need of improvement were more likely to increase the percentage of students
proficient in reading/language arts than schools not in need of improvement. However, there was
no statistical difference between schools by improvement status and increasing the percentage of
students proficient in mathematics, χ 2 (1, N = 103) = 0.95, p = 0.33.

Magnet Theme

A higher percentage of MSAP schools with “other” and with career and technical themes increased
the percentages of students who met or exceeded state progress standards in reading/language
arts and mathematics than did schools in the other theme categories. A chi square test of
independence was not performed for this program characteristic because there were not a
sufficient number of cases in each variable category to conduct the analysis.
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Table 16. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools that increased the percentages of students
who met or exceeded state standards in reading/language arts and mathematics from
the previous school year, by magnet theme: School year 2012-13
Magnet theme
Arts and humanities
Career and technical
Foreign language and cultural studies
International Baccalaureate
STEM
Other
Total schools

Percent of all MSAP
schools in category (n)
20 (27)
5 (6)
6 (8)
20 (26)
38 (51)
11 (15)
100 (133)

Percent of MSAP schools
in category with
increases in
reading/language
arts (n)
19 (5)
67 (4)
13 (1)
39 (10)
47 (24)
60 (9)
40 (53)

Percent of MSAP schools
in category with
increases in mathematics
(n)
30 (8)
67 (4)
38 (3)
39 (10)
41 (21)
60 (9)
41 (55)

NOTE: Percentages may not add to 100 because of rounding. The analysis includes data from the sample of MSAP schools
that had reading/language arts and mathematics achievement data for both Year 2 and Year 3.
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4. Discussion of Results
This section summarizes the report findings and discusses the 2010 MSAP cohort’s progress in
meeting performance measures.

General characteristics of the 2010 MSAP cohort

In Year 3, the majority of schools funded in the 2010 MSAP cohort were urban elementary schools
that converted traditional education programs to whole-school magnet programs with STEM and
arts and humanities themes. Also, most schools enrolled large proportions of Black, Hispanic, and
low-income students, and a third of the schools were in Title I school improvement.

The majority of schools planned to reduce minority group isolation under voluntary desegregation
plans by enrolling students from their neighborhood attendance zones and using lotteries to select
students for admission when the number of applicants exceeded the number of seats. More than
half of the schools that used lotteries gave preferences to applicants based on a variety of criteria
(e.g., on attending siblings, ZIP code, economic status, and/or magnet theme continuity).

MSAP grantees’ progress in reducing minority group isolation

Fewer 2010 grantees achieved their MGI performance targets in Year 3 of the grant than they did in
the previous 2 years. Grantees generally establish annual and end-of-grant MGI performance
targets. If grantees did not meet their MGI targets for grant Years 1 and 2, they typically did not
meet them in Year 3.

Unexpected changes in student enrollments and failure to enroll sufficient numbers of students to
achieve the desired school enrollments were the main reasons grantees did not meet MGI
performance targets. For example, one grantee indicated that sibling priority during the admissions
process unexpectedly increased the racially isolated group in entry-level grades. Another grantee
with a high-performing magnet school did not meet MGI targets because of an influx of transfer
students.
The local contexts affected many grantees’ ability to achieve their desired school enrollments
during the grant years. For instance, difficulties with access to transportation impacted the ability
of some student populations to attend magnet schools. At least six grantees reported that state
budget cuts to transportation made it difficult to recruit and retain students from outside the
magnet schools’ traditional boundaries.

Highly competitive school choice markets presented another major challenge to MSAP schools that
have established school choice programs (e.g., charter schools, other magnets, and private schools)
in the area. This was compounded for schools that converted from a traditional school with a poor
public image (e.g., low-performing or unsafe schools) or that are located in a neighborhood with a
poor image. For example, by law, students attending Title I schools in need of improvement can
transfer to another school that is not in need of improvement. In addition, new MSAP schools in
highly segregated neighborhoods found that parents of students groups targeted for enrollment
were uncomfortable sending their children to a neighborhood that is unfamiliar or a greater
distance from them, especially if neighborhood had a negative image. Research has shown that
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White and higher income parents prefer schools in their own neighborhoods because the schools
are more closely aligned with the parents’ cultural and socioeconomic backgrounds. Research also
shows that parents prefer to send their children to schools that are close to home. 6

Chi square tests of independence found statistically significant relationships between achieving
MGI performance targets and urbanicity, Title I status, desegregation plan type, and attendance
type. Based on the schools’ distribution patterns across the context variables in the contingency
tables, schools in rural locales, non-Title I schools, schools with required desegregation plans, and
schools with dedicated attendance policies were more likely to meet their MGI targets than schools
not in these categories. Although the statistic does not explain the relationships and why they exist,
the following basic observations can be made.

Students in rural areas have fewer school choice options than students in urban areas, making it
easier for magnet schools to attract and enroll diverse students. In addition, urban areas typically
have higher concentrations of minority populations; therefore, it may take urban MSAP schools
longer to change the racial/ethnic composition of their student enrollments than rural MSAP
schools.

Title I schools were less likely to meet MGI objectives than non-Title I MSAP schools because
schools with larger percentages of low-income students may have poor public images, making it
more difficult to recruit targeted students during the early implementation stage of magnet schools.

MSAP schools operating under required desegregation plans (i.e., ones mandated by the court or
state agency) likely have aggressive strategies, timelines, and strong district support to achieve the
required desegregation goals. These schools likely follow established policies and procedures for
desegregating schools and had systems in place to reduce minority group isolation before receiving
the MSAP grant. These schools also undergo regular compliance monitoring by an oversight agency
and receive information on how to make immediate adjustments if their school enrollments are not
moving in the right direction. In addition, recent court cases have reduced the number of student
selection and assignment options available for schools under voluntary plans to desegregate.

Likewise, schools with dedicated attendance policies were more likely to meet MGI objectives than
schools with attendance zone policies. Schools with dedicated attendance policies typical draw
students from the entire school district, giving schools more flexibility to enroll students from more
demographically diverse populations. In contrast, schools with attendance zone policies typically
draw more students from the surrounding neighborhood, limiting their flexibility to enroll students
from more diverse populations. In addition, if an attendance zone school’s neighborhood is highly
segregated, the school may have difficulty achieving MGI targets because the majority of students
represent the segregated community.
These factors may compound each other and affect a grantee’s ability to meet MGI targets. For
example, 83 percent of the 44 MSAP schools with open enrollment policies were in urban locales
and 98 percent of these schools had voluntary desegregation plans, which may account for fewer

The local dynamics of choice: Ethnic preferences and institutional responses. In B. Fuller, R. Elmore, & G. Orfield (Eds.),
Who chooses? Who loses? (pp. 95-117). New York: Teachers College Press.
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schools with open enrollment policies meeting MGI targets. Given grantees’ multiple challenges to
enrolling targeted student groups, it may take grantees several years to achieve their MGI goals.

MSAP grantees’ progress in improving student academic achievement

It was difficult to determine the 2010 cohort schools’ progress in improving their students’
academic achievement. Recent changes in states’ accountability systems due to ESEA flexibly
waivers affected the amount of AYP data reported for analysis. When the data were reported, the
more rigorous accountability requirements likely contributed to the decline in the mean
percentages of students who met or exceeded state annual progress standards. States that began
reforming their accountability systems released disclaimers that 2011-12 and 2012-13 annual state
progress data may exhibit significant drops as more rigorous annual measurable objectives were
introduced. Furthermore, the student achievement analysis in this report is based on schoolwide
achievement data instead of achievement data for the subsets of students served by the magnet
program.

That said, this report shows the majority of MSAP schools did not improve annual schoolwide
student academic achievement in reading/language arts and mathematics in Year 3. In addition,
across the grant years, the mean percentages of students meeting or exceeding state standards
decreased for most of the student subgroups. Several factors could account for the schools’ student
achievement decreases.

Most schools gradually phase in parts of the program, including magnet curriculum, to all students
over the course of the grant; to some students by grade level; or using both approaches. Therefore,
even if a school is a whole-school magnet program, all students may not actually be served by the
magnet school program each year of the grant cycle. Given the different approaches to
implementing the program, all students do not receive full magnet treatment each year of the grant,
making it difficult to see maximum outcomes each grant year. It may be beneficial to collect and
analyze achievement data for the group of students served by the magnet program each grant year
along with the schoolwide data to better assess the magnet program’s effect on student
achievement.

In addition, education researchers have noted for years that change takes time. As educators work
to integrate and master new strategies, schools often experience declines in student performance.
This phenomenon, dubbed “the implementation dip” by Michael Fullan, 7 offers a possible
explanation for the decline in MSAP student achievement.

A third of the cohort schools were in some type of school improvement, meaning these schools did
not make their states’ achievement targets for two or more consecutive years. School improvement
research shows low-performing schools can be turned around, but it takes time to implement the
right combination of strategies to improve achievement. This report shows the MSAP schools in
7

See, for example, this 1994 overview of the change implementation process: Busick, K. U., Inos, R. H., and Hammond, M.
Synthesis of the Research on Educational Change, Parts 1-3. Honolulu, HI: Pacific Region Educational Laboratory. Retrieved
May 25, 2012, from http://www.prel.org/products/products/SynthesisPart1-3.pdf. Also see Fullan, M. G., and
Stiegelbauer, S. (1991). The New Meaning of Educational Change (2nd ed.). New York: Teachers College Press.
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need of improvement have started to turn around student achievement in reading/language arts:
more schools in need of improvement increased the percentages of students proficient in
reading/language arts than did the schools not in need of improvement.

Summary

While there are caveats associated with the report findings, the fact remains that the majority of
grantees had difficulty achieving their MGI targets and improving student achievement by the end
of grant Year 3. It is well established in education research that change takes time; it takes about 5
to 7 years to see the full benefits of a new education program, curriculum, or instructional method.
Given that MSAP schools are completely restructuring their education programs, including
curricula and instructional approaches, the benefits of the program, such as student achievement
and diversity, may not be fully realized during the 3-year grant period. Therefore, the following
paragraphs include recommendations for additional data collection and analysis that will more
accurately reflect the annual impact of the MSAP grant on schools and their students during the
grant period.

While grantees create individual process performance measures, these data are not uniform and
therefore are not easily analyzed in the aggregate. To track the implementation of the grant, annual
process measures that all grantees report on (e.g., theme implementation, staff training, or student
recruitment) could be established. These data would help ED to understand the grantees’
implementation processes to identify best practices for successful magnet program implementation
that yield desired student achievement and diversity outcomes. In addition, further data analysis of
the context factors identified in this report with statistically significant relationships between
performance outcomes would help explain why these factors seem to positively or negatively
impact MSAP grantees’ success. Understanding why will help to develop strategies that better
support MSAP schools.

In addition, MGI is not currently a long-term performance measure even though it is a primary
purpose of MSAP. Therefore, it would be beneficial to assess student enrollments after the grant
ends, which is when most of the grant impact would be seen. Having this long-term measure will
also show whether MSAP schools continue to make reducing MGI a priority after grant funds end.
Also, with the continuing lack of available achievement data, it may be worthwhile to explore other
options for assessing student achievement, particularly options that more closely relate to the
magnet theme (e.g., STEM) or approach (e.g., project-based learning). For future cohorts, it may be
beneficial to also analyze data for only those students directly served by the magnet program each
grant year in addition to the schoolwide achievement data currently analyzed. Again, this will allow
for a more accurate representation of the effect of MSAP funds on student achievement. This
method will be particularly helpful for tracking the impact of the grant, considering students are
phased in their magnet programs over time.
With these additional performance measures and more long-term data collection, ED could more
accurately monitor the implementation and outcomes of MSAP projects. The analysis and ideas
presented in this report should serve as a starting point for a discussion on what process and
outcome data are most important to MSAP and how the data can be expanded and made more
flexible to ensure that the data presented are true to the lifecycles and successes of MSAP schools.
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Appendix A. 2010 MSAP Schools by New School Improvement
Designations
Table A-1. Percentages and numbers of MSAP schools by new school improvement designation:
School year 2012-13
New School Improvement Status Designations

%

n

Approaching Target

3.3

5

Focus

11.3

17

Level 3 (focus)

3.3

5

Low-Performing Schools

Corrective action
In Improvement

Level 4 (priority)
Level 5 (priority)
Priority

Restructuring
Turnaround

0.7
3.3
0.7
1.3
4.6
3.3

1
5
1
2
7
5

0.7

32.5

49

Improvement

7.9

12

On target

0.7

1

Subtotal

1

Mid-Performing Schools

Level 2

Progressing

Transitioning

1.3
0.7

2
1

1.3

11.9

18

Excelling school

0.7

1

Performance

1.3

2

Subtotal

2

High-Performing Schools

Met Standard
Reward

Subtotal

3.3

5

4.0

6

9.3

14

Other Categories
Other

Not Applicable
Subtotal
Total

NOTE: (N = 151)

36.4

9.9

15

46.3

70

100.0

151

55
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Appendix B. 2010 MSAP Cohort MGI Outcomes
Table B-1. Grantees that met Year 3 MGI performance measures, by category: School year 2012-13
Grantee

All schools met

Grantee 2
Grantee 9

Grantee 11
Grantee 21
Grantee 25
Grantee 34

Grantee 36
Some schools met
Grantee 5

Number of schools
3 of 3
.5 of 1
2 of 2

10 of 10
1 of 1
5 of 5
1 of 1
2 of 4

Grantee 12

4.5 of 8

Grantee 16

5 of 8

Grantee 14
Grantee 15
Grantee 17
Grantee 22

One school met

Grantee 13

2 of 8
2 of 4
5 of 6
2 of 4
1 of 4

Grantee 20
Grantee 23

1 of 4
.5 of 3

Grantee 32
No school met

1 of 2

Grantee 27
Grantee 31
Grantee 1
Grantee 3
Grantee 4
Grantee 6
Grantee 7
Grantee 8

Grantee 10

1 of 5
1 of 6
0 of 3
0 of 2

0 of 3
0 of 2

0 of 4
0 of 2
0 of 1

Grantee 18

0 of 11

Grantee 26

0 of 8

Grantee 19
Grantee 24
Grantee 28
Grantee 29
Grantee 30
Grantee 35
Grantee 37
Grantee 38

0 of 1
0 of 1

0 of 7
0 of 4
0 of 3
0 of 5
0 of 2
0 of 3
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Appendix C. 2010 MSAP Cohort Student Achievement Outcomes
Table C-1. Grantees that made AYP, by category: School year 2012-13
Grantee

One school made AYP
Grantee 4
Grantee 23
No school made AYP
Grantee 3
Grantee 5
Grantee 6
Grantee 7
Grantee 8
Grantee 9
Not included in the analysis
Grantee 1
Grantee 10
Grantee 11
Grantee 12
Grantee 13
Grantee 14
Grantee 15
Grantee 16
Grantee 17
Grantee 18
Grantee 19
Grantee 20
Grantee 21
Grantee 22
Grantee 24
Grantee 25
Grantee 26
Grantee 27
Grantee 28
Grantee 29
Grantee 30
Grantee 31
Grantee 32
Grantee 34
Grantee 35
Grantee 36
Grantee 37
Grantee 38

Number of schools
1 of 3
1 of 3

0 of 2
0 of 4
0 of 2
0 of 4
0 of 2
0 of 1
1
1
2
8
4
8
4
8
6
11
1
4
10
4
1
1
8
4
7
4
3
6
2
5
5
1
2
3

Note: Although there are currently 37 grantees in the 2010 MSAP cohort, unique identifiers were assigned to 38 grantees.
One grantee left the program early in the grant cycle and data for that one grantee were not included in the analyses. The
grantees not included in the AYP analysis had new school designations because of ESEA flexibility waivers or did not
release 2012-13 AYP data.
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Table C-2. Grantees that increased the percentages of students who met or exceeded state
standards in reading/language arts, by category: School year 2012-13
Grantee

All schools increased
Grantee 1
Grantee 10
Grantee 19
Grantee 24
Grantee 37
Some schools increased
Grantee 2
Grantee 4
Grantee 7
Grantee 14
Grantee 16
Grantee 17
Grantee 18
Grantee 20
Grantee 21
Grantee 22
Grantee 31
One school increased
Grantee 3
Grantee 5
Grantee 6
Grantee 8
Grantee 15
Grantee 26
Grantee 27
Grantee 28
Grantee 29
Grantee 34
Grantee 35
No school increased
Grantee 23
Grantee 25
Grantee 30
Grantee 32
Grantee 36
Grantee 38
Not included in the analysis
Grantee 9
Grantee 11
Grantee 12
Grantee 13

Number of schools
3 of 3
1 of 1
1 of 1
1 of 1
2 of 2

2 of 3
2 of 4
2 of 4
5 of 8
4 of 8
3 of 6
6 of 11
3 of 4
2 of 8
3 of 4
2 of 6
1 of 2
1 of 4
1 of 2
1 of 2
1 of 4
1 of 8
1 of 4
1 of 7
1 of 3
1 of 5
1 of 5
0 of 3
0 of 1
0 of 3
0 of 2
0 of 1
0 of 3
1
2
8
4

NOTE: Although there are currently 37 grantees in the 2010 MSAP cohort, unique identifiers were assigned to 38
grantees. One grantee left the program early in the grant cycle and data for that one grantee were not included in the
analyses. Grantees 9, 11, 12, and 13 did not have student achievement data for Year 2, so the change in percentages of
students meeting or exceeding state standards could not be calculated.
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Table C-3. Grantees that increased the percentages of students who met or exceeded state progress
standards in mathematics, by category: School year 2012-13
Grantee

All schools increased
Grantee 1
Grantee 9
Grantee 10
Grantee 19
Grantee 23
Grantee 24
Grantee 37
Some schools increased
Grantee 2
Grantee 4
Grantee 7
Grantee 14
Grantee 16
Grantee 18
Grantee 20
Grantee 22
Grantee 31
Grantee 35
One school increased
Grantee 3
Grantee 5
Grantee 6
Grantee 8
Grantee 15
Grantee 17
Grantee 21
Grantee 26
Grantee 27
Grantee 29
Grantee 30
No school increased
Grantee 25
Grantee 28
Grantee 32
Grantee 34
Grantee 36
Grantee 38
Not included in the analysis
Grantee 11
Grantee 12
Grantee 13

Number of schools
3 of 3
1 of 1
1 of 1
1 of 1
3 of 3
1 of 1
2 of 2

2 of 3
2 of 3
2 of 4
5 of 8
4 of 8
9 of 11
2 of 4
3 of 4
3 of 6
2 of 5
1 of 2
1 of 4
1 of 2
1 of 2
1 of 4
1 of 6
1 of 10
1 of 8
1 of 5
1 of 4
1 of 3
0 of 1
0 of 7
0 of 2
0 of 5
0 of 1
0 of 3
2
8
4

NOTE: Although there are currently 37 grantees in the 2010 MSAP cohort, unique identifiers were assigned to 38
grantees. One grantee left the program early in the grant cycle and data for that one grantee were not included in the
analyses. Grantees 11, 12, and 13 did not have student achievement data for Year 2, so the change in percentages of
students meeting or exceeding state standards could not be calculated.
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