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I. Executive Summary of Findings: Implementation and Impact 

A. Targeted intervention

1. Implementation

From October 2006 to August 2008, the Ohio Department of Youth Services (ODYS) implemented Scholastic’s Read 180 program in the seven DYS high schools. The program was offered to a randomly assigned group of eligible students; these students were then assigned to the appropriate high school based on offense. To be eligible, a student had to have a below grade level reading score (approximately 1000 Lexile points), but above “below basic” level (a Lexile score of 200 or less) at baseline.  A randomly assigned traditional English comparison group of eligible youth was also created in each school. To assess the implementation fidelity of this program, professional development attendance records, number of minutes in Read 180 instruction, evaluation team observational records, and Scholastic in-class assessments and feedback were collected. Overall, the Read 180 program was implemented with high fidelity in both Year 1 and 2. Read 180 teachers, aides, principals, and literacy coaches attended the required professional development activities. Of exception, literacy coaches hired after program initiation missed a minimal number of sessions. Facility professional development attendance variability was minimal across facilities. Across the two years, professional development attendance was rated “high” for all seven facilities, except for Facility 1 and 2 that were rated as “moderate” in Year 1. 

Read 180, a daily 90-minute structured reading program, is composed of five components – whole group, individualized learning, computer activities, small group, and wrap up. The first and last segments, 20 and 10 minutes respectively, include the teacher and students together. The remaining three components provide 20 minute rotations of students in small groups. It was a challenge for teachers in each facility to execute the entire 90 minutes. Most facilities in Year 1 implemented 70 to 80 minutes in an average day, with a rating for instructional implementation of “moderate” for most facilities. In Year 2 instructional implementation improved with most facilities averaging between 77 and 95 minutes in a day. Most facilities improved instructional implementation ratings and one facility (Facility 4) was rated “high” in both years. Despite the variability across facilities, observations conducted by both the OSU evaluation team and Scholastic representatives found that, overall, the Read 180 program was implemented on model.

2. Impact

The Read 180 program had an impact on struggling readers. A series of analyses were conducted to determine under which contexts the program improved reading performance for youth reading below grade level. Even when youth did not receive the entire amount of intended Read 180 treatment these youth, on average, improved their reading performance from baseline to post-test assessment at a higher rate relative to those youth randomly assigned to the traditional English curriculum. Sub analyses, including only the treatment of the treated youth, also found the relative impact of Read180. Youth who received two or more quarters of Read 180 instruction out performed, on average, youth in the traditional English classes with an average gain of approximately 80 Lexile points in one academic year. Gains in reading performance were consistent across all analyses; youth in both the Read 180 and traditional English classes still however remained below their reading grade level even after exposure to both English curriculums. The fact that the entire 90 minutes of instructional time was not met may be a possible explanation.   

B. Whole school intervention 

1. Implementation: 

Whole school intervention consisted of three whole school professional development components: SIRI-AL, Writing Academy and High Yield Strategies, with the former two implemented in Year 1 and the latter implemented in Year 2. Literacy coaches, in their whole school roles, were also required to attend additional professional development beyond these three components. Attendance records were utilized to assess the level of whole school implementation.  Students in the whole school intervention included several subgroups: the eligible traditional English comparison group, students reading at grade level or advanced, and students reading below basic.  Students assigned to the Read 180 program were not included in the whole school analyses.

Literacy coaches attended virtually all of their 112 required literacy coach training hours. There was a 100% attendance rate in Year 1 and over 86% attendance in Year 2, with two literacy coaches missing one or two sessions. Attendance across both years was rated “high” for literacy coach professional development. Attendance ratings for the Writing Academy professional development was also rated “high” with all teachers, attending 100% of all 45 required hours. SIRI-AL and HYS attendance varied across facility. Two facilities were rated as “needing improvement” in SIRI-AL staff enrollment and participation and the remaining facilities were rated as moderately implemented with respect to the SIRI training. HYS staff training was contingent upon whether the literacy coach presented the modules to the teachers in their facility.  Each facility differed. Facility 1 was rated as having a “low” level of HYS training made available, but the training staff attendance was rated as “high”. At the other end of the spectrum Facility 7 was rated as making available a “high” amount of HYS training to its staff and also had “high” staff attendance. The remaining facilities offered either a “high” or “moderate” level of HYS professional development and had either a “high” or “moderate” level of staff attendance.  

2. Impacts 

A series of analyses were conducted to determine if the variation in staff professional development attendance had an influence on student reading performance across time. This analysis used school as a proxy for gauging these effects. The results found that for all models estimated schools did differ in their youths reading performance across time. Consistently youth in School 5 improved, on average, in their reading performance across time, where as youth in School 1 decreased. Post hoc analyses however point out that these descriptive results were not statistically significant across time. These results are highlighted due to the consistent trend of youth in these two schools across all models estimated. Youth’s average reading performance in the other schools descriptively and inferentially remained relatively constant from pre- to post-assessment. 

An additional set of analyses were conducted to determine if change in reading performance across time depended on which level the youths tested at baseline. Each assessment categorized youth into below basic (Lexile score of 199 or less), basic (between 200 and 999 Lexile score), proficient and advanced (Lexile scores of 1000 or higher for most grade levels served in this project). Such a categorization also informs whether youth are eligible for the targeted intervention program, where basic youth incarcerated for more than six months were eligible. With a whole school categorization system of below basic, basic eligible, basic ineligible, proficient and advanced, analyses focused on whether baseline reading performance groups changed across time. Below basic readers statistically improved in reading performance across time where as advanced and proficient readers decreased. 

C. Conclusions

The Read 180 program had an impact on the ODYS youths average reading performance across time, above and beyond the reading performance of youth randomly assigned to the traditional English classroom. This was true even when youth who did not receive all of their intended treatment. Those who were supposed to receive and were actually exposed to the Read 180 program for at least two quarters statistically improved reading performance across time – both from baseline to post-assessment and when all reading performance scores were included. Across all schools, the program had an impact even though the program instruction had variation from the specified protocol. Even though Facility 1 consistently lagged behind the other facilities in program implementation, HLM analyses showed that school had no differential impact on student reading performance over time.  Overall, the Read 180 program increased the reading performance of youth who had two or more academic quarters of treatment.  

Whole school intervention focused on the impact that the variation of all instructional staff professional development might have on the reading performance of youth. School 5 consistently improved youth reading performance while youth in School 1 consistently decreased, although neither result was statistically significant in post hoc analyses. The fact that School 1 results parallels the limited professional development in this school is worth emphasizing. It is not easy to understand why youth housed in School 5 consistently improved their reading performance. Attributing it to teacher professional development is a challenge since attendance was lacking in SIRI –AL in Year 1 and moderate for HYS for Year 2. Perhaps SIRI is not as influential in reading performance and the moderate amount of HYS is. Perhaps timing is also a factor. No connection in the current analyses was made as to how much or in what capacity students were with teachers when professional development was implemented and executed in the classroom. Below basic youth at baseline improved their reading performance across time whereas advanced and proficient youth had the opposite result. Since decreasing reading ability is conceptually impossible, it is difficult to understand why youth would decrease in reading performance. Buy in by the youth is difficult, particularly for those youth who score high at baseline and after repeated assessment. Once youth have done well they do not see the utility of continual assessment. This may decrease scores across time. Analyses conducted in Year 3, when sample sizes are expected to be larger, will attempt to include both school and baseline performance categorization in one model to ascertain whether school impact on changes in reading performance changes depend on youths baseline performance categorization.

II. Introduction and Study Background 

A. Context for the Study 

The time period covered by this report is October 2006 through August 2008.  The Ohio Department of Youth Services (ODYS) operates as a public school educational district in the State of Ohio.  It operates a total of seven high schools, each located at one of the juvenile correction facilities geographically dispersed across the state.  These schools operate year-round and offer four terms of schooling in each academic year.  Each term has approximately 45 instructional days and across the four terms delivers approximately 180 days of instruction.  These 180 days of instruction are comparable to the number of days offered by other schools in the state where the instructional days are delivered between September and June.  The ODYS academic year begins in July and ends in June.  For the data being reported herein, the timeframe cuts across three academic years.  This situation has no impact on the delivery of the instruction in either the Read 180 or the traditional classes, but does have ramification for the timing of assessments like the California Achievement Test (CAT), which is administered at admission into the facility and at the end of each academic year (June) or as the youth exits from the facility, if prior to the end of the academic year.  

One of the things that make this research interesting and challenging is that the youth are constantly entering and exiting from each facility, often with little advance notice to the teachers and support staff at each facility.  Decisions on placement into and release from the facility are made by juvenile court judges who are outside of the auspices of ODYS.  Students arrive at ODYS at irregular intervals and at anytime during the year. Further, each youth is given a planned release date (PRD) at sentencing.  The actual release date may be shorter, longer or the same as the PRD depending on the behavior of the youth and the ruling of the juvenile court judge during the time of incarceration of the youth.  This constant entry into and egress from each school present unique challenges to the teaching staff and thorny data collection and analysis issues for the evaluator.  

Youth move through the ODYS – from in-take, to home facility, to classroom assignment. Table 1 summarizes the number of youth entering ODYS in a given quarter. Additionally, the table presents the number of youth assigned to Read 180 or traditional English and, once assigned, how many youth received at least one class session in either the treatment (e.g., R180 instruction) or the comparison group (e.g., English classes) in the quarter they entered ODYS. Although youth are in ODYS and assigned to Read180 or traditional English in a relatively short amount of time (average two week time lapse) there are a substantial number of youth who do not receive treatment in the quarter in which they arrive. This is partially due to the fact that some youth arrive at the end of a quarter or during intersession and therefore do not have an opportunity to receive instruction in a particular quarter. Although this occurred in each quarter, this helps to explain why youth in fall 2006 might not have received any classroom instruction in the Read 180 or traditional English class. After the project took hold (e.g., Winter 2007 and after) and youth were assessed as they entered ODYS for eligibility and assigned accordingly, a substantial number of youth assigned to Read 180/Traditional did not receive treatment in the quarter they entered ODYS, partially because of the average 40-60 days at in-take.  Youth entering the ODYS system are first assigned to the in-take facility.  There they are screened, assessed and assigned to one of the seven high schools.  Treatment in Read 180 does not begin until the youth is transferred from the in-take facility to one of the seven high schools as their home facility.  Once at their home facility, they are placed into the Read 180 or Traditional English class according to the specified random assignment allocation prescribed by the external evaluator.

The number of youths displayed in Table 1 represents a non-duplicated count of youth assigned to the various conditions.  This table does not display the number of youths in the Read 180 or traditional assignment at a given point in time as youth constantly enter and exit the ODYS system, which we discuss next.

Table 1. Eligible Youth Defined, Assigned to R180 or Traditional, and Treatment Received by Quarter

	Quarter 
	Youth Entering ODYS
	Ineligible
	Assigned to R180 Classes
	Received R180 Treatment
	Assigned to Traditional Classes
	Received Traditional Treatment

	Fall 06 or before
	2103
	1633
	257
	218
	213
	149

	Winter 07
	410
	294
	62
	14
	54
	38

	Spring 07
	372
	269
	58
	0
	45
	0

	Summer 07
	374
	268
	45
	2
	61
	40

	Fall 08
	335
	226
	44
	0
	65
	53

	Winter 08
	314
	215
	58
	10
	41
	28

	Spring 08
	283
	197
	43
	7
	43
	31

	Summer 08
	208
	149
	29
	6
	30
	30


Table reads: 2,103 youth entered ODSY in fall 2006 or before. 1,600 of these youth were defined as ineligible for the random assignment into Read180 or traditional English. 257 of the 2,103 youth were assigned to Read 180 classes, and 218 eligible youth sat in the Read 180 classroom for at least 1 day in the fall of 2006. Of the 2,103 youth entering ODYS, 213 eligible youth were assigned to the traditional class. Of the 213, 149 sat in at least one class session in fall 2006. 

Incarcerated youth may transfer across schools given the needs of the student, school level resources and constraints. Therefore Table 2 presents youth as of August 30, 2008 who have been released from ODYS and have returned as well as the number of youth who moved across schools while at their ODYS stay. Ineligible youth appear to move in and out of ODYS more frequently with 13.5% of these youth being released from the facility only to return at a later date. However, 84.2% of these youth either are currently housed at ODYS or have left and never returned. A slightly higher percentage of Read 180 and Traditional English assigned youth either left the facility never to return or are still housed at the detentional facility (92.1% and 92.8% respectively). A small minority of youth assigned to the targeted intervention (Read 180 or Traditional English) were released and then returned one time (7.2% and 6.5%) and two times (.7% and .4%). Only two eligible youth were released and returned to ODYS three times. 

School mobility begins after a youth arrives at the home facility. In other words, moving from intake to the home facility is not defined as a move; only movement after they arrive at their initial home is considered as movement for the purposes of this report.  If a student has been assigned to Read 180 or to the traditional English class they remain in that assignment if they move to a new facility. The proportion of youth moving in and out of ODYS and moving across schools are relatively similar across all groups (e.g., ineligible, Read180, and traditional). Despite their similarities, it does show that some youth do leave and return which could influence the impact analyses and results, and this potential influence is investigated further in the impact analysis section. 

Table 2. Youth Movement: Released and Returned to ODYS and Mobility Across Schools

	Movement Type
	# of Movements
	Ineligible
	Read180
	Traditional

	
	
	Frequency
	%
	Frequency
	%
	Frequency
	%

	ODYS Released and Returned 
	0
	2740
	84.2
	561
	92.1
	501
	92.8

	
	1
	438
	13.5
	44
	7.2
	35
	6.5

	
	2
	68
	2.1
	4
	0.7
	2
	0.4

	
	3
	9
	0.3
	0
	0.0
	2
	0.4

	School Mobility
	0
	2477
	76.1
	446
	73.2
	393
	72.8

	
	1
	640
	19.7
	128
	21.0
	122
	22.6

	
	2
	121
	3.7
	31
	5.1
	20
	3.7

	
	3
	15
	0.5
	4
	0.7
	5
	0.9

	
	4
	1
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	5
	1
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0


Table reads: 2,740 ineligibles (or 84.2% of ineligibles) were assigned to the care of ODYS some time in the two years of the project and either left and never returned or are still housed there. Five hundred and sixty-one of Read 180 assigned youth (or 92.1% of those youth assigned to Read 180) were assigned to the care of ODYS and either left and never returned or are still housed there. 

B. Theoretical Rationale for and Description of the Intervention Models 

1. Targeted intervention 

In response to the established relationship between poor school achievement and juvenile delinquency, many programs have attempted to improve academic achievement for at-risk youth in an effort to reduce juvenile delinquency and recidivism.  This is the fundamental basis for the project.

The belief that youth with higher reading achievement levels are more likely to succeed in school and not return to criminal activity and imprisonment is supported by research.  The project is designed to provide students and educators the skills required for struggling readers to become striving readers prior to their re-entry into society. At the submission of the proposal, 1,023 of the 1,282 students in ODYS high schools were struggling readers and on average, youth committed to ODYS read more than four years below grade level, with 81% reading at least two years below grade level.  Additional comparisons done on the CAT scores indicate that African American males (56% of ODYS population) read five and a half grade levels below, and Caucasians (41%) read three and a half grade levels behind according to ODYS records. 

Deficiencies exhibited by the older struggling reader are lack of decoding skills, and reading fluency, poor comprehension due to the inability to form mental models, lack of vocabulary and limited background knowledge, inability to process and understand grade-level content area text with a high concentration of academic language, and low motivation and lack of connection to materials and school.  Related essential skill areas as identified by the National Reading Panel are phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension (Kamil, 2003
).

Therefore, the Scholastic Read 180 program, a program that addresses these issues, was chosen as the intervention for the Striving Readers project.  Scholastic reports that Read 180 meets the needs of students whose literacy is below proficient and between four and 12 grade.  The program claims to address individual needs through adaptive instructional software, high interest literature, and direct instruction in reading, writing, and vocabulary skills. 

Read180 encompasses 90 minutes of daily instruction, broken down into five components – whole group, individualized learning, computer activities, small group, and wrap up. The first and last segments, 20 and 10 minutes respectively, include the teacher and student together. The remaining three components provide 20 minute rotations of students in small groups. Scholastic provides teaching materials to the teachers and curriculum specific books to students. Read180 teachers are initially provided with two days of training on the Scholastic material and then provided with additional days of inservice each year.

The Read 180 program also utilizes the Read. Write. React books (rBook), which is an interactive workbook that students use each day during whole- or small-group, primarily in small-group.  The rBooks contain lessons in reading comprehension, vocabulary, writing, and grammar for the nine workshops that make up a year of Read 180 instruction (Scholastic, Inc., 2005c).   

Year 1 instruction for ODYS used Stage C rBooks (Sr. High) statewide, with the exception of one class that used Stage B rBooks for Year 1.  For Year 2, instruction for DYS used rFlex statewide, with the exception of the one that began with Stage B rBooks in Year 1; for Year 2 this class progressed to Stage C rBooks. RFlex is the Read 180 interactive workbook that students use for Whole- and Small-Group instruction in Year 2 of the Read 180 core curriculum.

Read 180 supplies teachers with many tools. For example, Red Routines target specific skills for group instruction and are incorporated into the curriculum using the rBooks. These Red Routines includes: Teaching Vocabulary, Oral Cloze, Think (Write)-Pair-Share, Idea Wave, Numbered Heads, The Writing Process, and Peer Feedback.  Teaching Vocabulary involves identifying Target Words essential for comprehension.  Oral Cloze models fluent reading and students are directed to chime in when key words are omitted by the teacher.  Think (Write) Pair-Share encourages cognitive growth and involves students independently reflecting on questions or tasks and writing ideas down.  The Writing process involves a series of six steps for the students to use in low risk writing. Peer Feedback is a writing revision strategy where two students work together using a scoring guide. If writing anxiety exists, this helps to reduce the angst by working with another student and by using the same rubric that the teacher will use to review students’ writing (Scholastic, Inc., 2005b
; 2005c
).  

Teachers use daily assessment protocols for direct feedback on teaching. Writing and Vocabulary work for Read 180 is assessed using a ten point rubric for Comprehension, a five point rubric for Vocabulary, and a twenty-five point rubric for short answers.  Persuasive Writing and Traits Writing rubrics are also student assessments that are built into Read 180 for teacher use.

ODYS implemented Read180 as an alternative to the traditional English classes offered at the seven high school facilities. Targeted students for Read 180 or traditional comparison group must be: 1) assigned to the care of ODYS for more than six months beyond October 2006; 2) below proficient in reading level (at basic according to the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI)); and, 3) a non-high school graduate. In ODYS, female students are allocated to one facility, and male students are allocated to one of six male-only facilities based, in part, on the type of offense, available space, and on programming needs. Eligible students were randomly assigned within each facility to the intervention or to the comparison condition using a computer-based random number generator specified by the evaluator. Ineligible youth still enrolled in school were placed in the traditional English class along side the eligible youth randomly assigned to the traditional classes. 

Central to the Read 180 intervention is the literacy coach. The Literacy Coach position requires administrative certification.  This design allowed for the Coach to be the immediate supervisor of the targeted intervention staff (i.e., Read 180 teacher and classroom aide).  At the beginning of the implementation of the targeted intervention program (e.g., Scholastic Read 180), the Literacy Coach was active in supporting and overseeing that the fidelity of the program was maintained.  As the targeted portion of the project has become established, the Literacy Coaches have become less active in the daily Read 180 classroom activities and concentrated on their part of the whole school intervention (see below).  The Literacy Coach continues to supervise and evaluate the Read 180 classroom staff throughout the project.

Overall, Scholastic’s publications of third party evaluations of Read180 show that struggling readers in multiple populations and settings show progress, often substantial, in learning to read when exposed to the program.  In addition to impressive gains in scores on standardized tests, such as the Stanford Achievement Test-9 (SAT-9), Terra Nova, and the SRI, anecdotal reports from students and teachers show significant improvement as well as important changes in attitudes toward reading and school (Scholastic, Inc., 2005a
).  Locally, it is expected that a general pattern of student gains will emerge from the evaluation of this study, controlling for the influences of other salient, confounding variables.  With the anticipated benefits of the improved quality of literacy instruction across the curriculum of the seven high schools, it is believed students will be better equipped to return to, and be successful in, their home school districts upon release from the institution. 

2. Whole school intervention 

In Year 1 the ODYS School District used the scientifically based research model of the State Institute for Reading Instruction – Adolescent Literacy (SIRI-AL) and a modified version of the English Language Arts Writing Academy. As a 45 hour based professional development program (with participants receiving between 28 and 42 of those hours in Year 1), the goal of SIRI-AL is to improve teaching quality in classroom reading and writing instruction by providing teachers with research based national knowledge and skills in these areas. A modified version of the Writing Academy was 18 hours in total and focused to build capacity for teachers to use Ohio’s Writing Academic Content Standards to inform instruction.  It is the intent that exposure to these teacher professional development activities will enhance the instruction of the teacher and ultimately improve student achievement in reading and writing. 

Both SIRI-Al and the Writing Academy were implemented across the curriculum.  Within the SIRI-AL model are four factors that affect adolescent literacy: orthographic knowledge, vocabulary knowledge, fluency, and comprehension.  The Writing Academy is designed so that teachers: understand the relationship between writing and learning, learn strategies for before, during, and after lessons, and utilize rubrics and other methods of assessing writing.

Both professional development components overlap such that both intend to provide: (a) direct instruction and scaffold learning, (b) students time to practice reading and writing, and (c) practice comprehension strategies in a meaningful context. The two program’s intent is to highlight key points with texts in small group discussion. In addition, both programs provided templates, resources, and assessment techniques to help each teacher incorporate the learning strategies into each classroom.  The SIRI-AL PD was provided in the summer of 2006 and the Writing academy information was presented in a series of on-going workshops in the Spring of 2007.

As a follow-up to Year I, Year 2 (2007-2008 school year), implemented The High Yield Strategies (HYS)
, based on the book, Classroom Instruction That Works, by Robert Marzano.  This 12 module program contains two introductory modules, a specific module for each High Yield Strategy (nine total), and a wrap up module.  The High Yield Strategies curriculum is as follows:  

Module 1 - Introduction

Module 2 - Introduction (continued)

Module 3 - Setting Objectives and Providing Feedback (Strategy 7)

Module 4 - Reinforcing Effort and Providing Recognition (Strategy 3)

Module 5 - Cooperative Learning (Strategy 6)

Module 6 - Nonlinguistic Representations (Strategy 5)

Module 7 - Cues, Questions, and Advance Organizers (Strategy 9)

Module 8 - Identifying Similarities and Difference (Strategy 1)

Module 9 - Summarizing and Note Taking (Strategy 2)

Module 10 - Generating and Testing Hypotheses (Strategy 8)

Module 11 - Homework and Practice (Strategy 4)

Module 12 – Wrap Up  

Only Modules 1-5 were expected to be completed in Year 2; all other modules will be completed in subsequent years.  Professional development for each module included Power Point presentations and the use of online modules to aid learning and application of strategies to the classroom.  Examples specific to the grade level ranges of application were provided to teachers.  Additional goals of each session were for teachers to be able to describe the specific high yield strategy, understand the research generalizations and classroom implications of use, and to assess the teacher’s own use of the strategy and student achievement implications with respect to use of the strategy. Each professional development module took approximately three to four hours to complete, although there was some variation across facilities (see implementation data). 

Literacy coaches were expected to provide HYS professional development to teachers. Therefore, starting in November 2007, the Literacy Coaches received specific training, provided by the Ohio Department of Education, on how to work with and coach the teaching staff.  The literacy coach training provided background knowledge in literacy and specifically taught strategies and methods to work with the teaching staff.  Further it was here, prior to proving HYS professional development to instructional staff, that literacy coaches were taught each HYS strategy and the effective execution of material to their corresponding staff. This was a change from the first two phases of professional development, SIRI and Writing Academy, where the facilitators were local literacy experts who were contracted to provide instruction to the teaching staff.

Starting in the fall term of 2007, the literacy coaches began presenting the HYS professional development curriculum to the instructional staff at each site. The literacy Coach’s work with the instructional staff will continue throughout the duration of the project in addition to supporting, supervising and evaluating the Read 180 classroom staff.

All teachers across the seven facilities were provided SIRI-AL, Writing Academy, and HYS training. This included the English Language Arts teachers (ELA), Read180 teachers, and non ELA teachers. Non-ELA teachers taught such subjects as: Math, Science, History, and technical trades. 

The youth serviced in the whole school component include those youth (grades ranges from 7th to 12th) who were defined as having basic reading ability but not eligible for the targeted intervention component, youth with basic reading ability and eligible for the target intervention, youth at below basic in reading, youth at a proficient level and youth at an advanced reading level. These categorizations were based on the youth’s baseline SRI assessment. Table 3 presents the number of youth serviced in the whole school intervention by category.  

Table 3. Number of Youth by Baseline SRI Performance Category for Whole School

	Whole School Category
	Frequency
	Percent

	Below Basic
	141
	3.9

	Ineligible Basic
	1733
	47.5

	Eligible Basic
	540
	14.8

	Proficient
	979
	26.8

	Advanced
	256
	7.0

	Total
	3649
	100.0

	Unknown
	198*
	


Table reads: 141 youth at baseline were classified at below basic in reading. This is almost 4% of the youth who could not be classified. 

* Those youth who are unknown “blew off” the baseline SRI and received a zero which were treated as missing data in all analyses.

C. Logic Models 

1. Targeted intervention

The logic model for the Read 180 targeted intervention is presented in Figure 1. The targeted intervention logic model has three main components.  The Program Inputs/Activities are events related to the classroom but do not take place in the classroom.  These components are primarily for the purpose of making sure that program staff are properly trained to perform their appropriate duties.  Staff training hours differed for Year 1 and Year 2; each years professional development required hours are specified in the model.  In Year 1 staff were exposed to a five hour leadership training session and to 15 hours of Read 180 training. In Year 2 teachers were exposed to 10 hours of Read 180 professional development. In both years, Scholastic and supplemental software were provided.

The Classroom Practices: Intermediate Outcomes, includes a list of the main programmatic components that are provided as treatment to the students.  This specifically addresses the five components of the Read180 design (whole group, three rotations, and wrap up), the strategies anticipated to be acquired by the students, and the resources (e.g., Scholastic software, R-skills assessment, and literacy coaching) needed to accomplish these goals.

The final heading is Student Outcomes.  In general these are the desired goals of the project, both short and long term. Specifically, this model shows how the theoretical implementation is designed to enhance the reading achievement of the eligible youth.  The key long-term outcome variable is the reading achievement of the youth as assessed by the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI).  Secondary outcome variables are the reduction of recidivism of the incarcerated youth after release from the ODYS program, the California Achievement Test (CAT) and the Ohio Graduation Test (OGT). The OGT is only taken by a relatively small percentage of the students at ODYS.  Short term outcome variables of increased vocabulary, self efficacy and literacy fluency are also specified in the model. 

Figure 1. Read 180 Targeted Intervention Logic Model: Year 1 and 2


[image: image1]
2. Whole school intervention

The whole school intervention logic model, presented in Figure 2, has three main components.  The Program Inputs/Activities are events that relate to the classroom but are not taking place in the room.  They mainly consist of making sure that staff is trained in the literacy strategies so these methods can be incorporated into their classrooms/lessons. Staff training and the associated number of hours differed on the project year. In year 1 SIRI and Writing Academy were required for staff development (18 and 45 hours respectively). In Year 2 High Yield Strategy was required (17.5 – 33.5 hours depending on the site). 

The next heading is Classroom Practices: Intermediate Outcomes.  This briefly discusses what each of the literacy programs included and addresses.  The central component of classroom practices are the skills learned in each of the three professional development areas: SIRI, Writing Academy and HYS. 

The final heading is Student Outcomes.  In general these are the desired goals of the project, short and long term.  This project’s goal is to increase reading/learning capacity and thus reducing the chance of recidivism and improving students’ self-efficacy.

Figure 2. Whole School Logic Model : Year 1 and 2
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III. Evaluation of the Implementation of the Targeted Intervention: Years 1 & 2

A. Summary of the design

ODYS’s targeted intervention implementation study centers on four over-arching research questions: 

(1) What was the level of implementation and variability of professional development/support for coaches, Read180 teachers/Aids, and principals in Year 1 and Year 2?

(2) What was the level of implementation and variability of classroom instruction in Year 1 and Year 2?

(3) How did the level of implementation and variability of professional development/support for coaches, Read180 teachers/Aids, and principals differ across Year 1 and Year 2?

(4) How did the level of implementation and variability of classroom instruction differ across Year 1 and Year 2?

The first research question is answered using Professional Development (PD) attendance records provided by ODYS. The second research question is addressed by: (a) the teacher logs recording daily time allocations per class, (b) weekly observations by the project evaluators, and (c) quarterly visits by a representative from Scholastic who visits each of the seven high schools to provide technical assistance to the instructional staff and observe the quality of program implementation. The third and fourth question compares these collected data across the two years of program implementation. 

1. Year 1 implementation study

Table 4 presents the type of professional development activity provided to the literacy coaches along with the number and percentage of coaches present. Since there is a coach at each facility and there are seven facilities all coaches received the Day One and Day Two Read 180 training. These sessions were provided by Scholastic. Two literacy coaches did not receive the Leadership Training and the First Three Weeks Training. These two literacy coaches had not yet been hired and were never provided with make-up sessions.  

Table 4. Literacy Coach Professional Development Activity: Year 1 

	PD Activity
	# of hours
	# of Coaches present
	% of Coaches present

	Literacy Coach Leadership Training
	5
	5
	71.4

	Read 180 Implementation Day One
	5
	7
	100

	Read 180 Implementation Day Two
	5
	7
	100

	Read 180: The First Three Weeks
	5
	5
	71.4


Table reads: 5 hours of professional development were dedicated to literacy coach leadership training. Five of the seven literacy coaches were present resulting in a 71% attendance rate for that session. 

Table 5 summarizes the percentage of professional development activities with all applicable participants in attendance for each type of targeted intervention participant (teachers, aides, coaches and principals) across the seven facilities. 

Since there is one Read 180 teacher and aide assigned to each facility the attendance for these three PD activities was 100%. Classroom teachers and aides received 15 hours of PD on the Read 180 program prior to implementation. 

In most successful school enhancement programs, it is necessary for there to be strong leadership support from the principal.  In the present situation, the principal at each facility was provided with five hours of leadership training associated with the Read 180 program but also applicable to other instructional situations.  All seven (100%) principals attended the training.

Facilities 1 and 2 had half (n = 2) of the literacy coach PD activities with 100% attendance. This was due to two literacy coaches missing the leadership training and first three weeks training, as was mentioned previously. Overall PD participation was evaluated using the following scale:

High = 75-100% of PD activities for the lowest participant type with all participants in attendance 

Moderate = 50-74% of PD activities for the lowest participant type with all participants in attendance

Low = less than 50% of PD activities for the lowest participant type with all participants in attendance

Therefore, five of the seven facilities were rated as “high” in PD participation while the remaining two facilities were rated as “moderate”.

Table 5. Percentage of Read 180 Targeted Intervention Professional Development Activities with Attendance by Facility in Year 1

	Facility
	Read 180 Teachers/Aides
	Literacy Coach
	Principal
	Overall

	
	(3 PD types)
	(4 PD types)
	(1 PD Type)
	

	Facility 1
	100
	50*
	100
	Moderate

	Facility 2
	100
	50*
	100
	Moderate

	Facility 3
	100
	100
	100
	High

	Facility 4
	100
	100
	100
	High

	Facility 5
	100
	100
	100
	High

	Facility 7
	100
	100
	100
	High

	Facility 8
	100
	100
	100
	High

	Total 
	100
	86
	100
	High


Table reads: Facility 1 had a 100% attendance rate for the 3 PD activities offered to Read 180 teachers and aides.  Coaches had a 50% attendance rate across the 4 PD types offered to them while principals in Facility 1 had a 100% attendance rate for the 1 PD session offered to them. Facility 1 was rated as “moderate” in PD attendance.

* Coach hired too late for literacy coach leadership training and The First Three Weeks Training.
Classroom instruction was primarily measured by teacher start time logs and by amount of time spent on each portion of the daily lesson.  These data were recorded on daily logs maintained by the classroom teacher or aide and monitored by the literacy coach.  Each literacy coach across the seven facilities requested that either the Read180 teacher or aide record the time they started Read180 instruction and the amount of time each day allocated to the five components that make up the class. 

Table 6 summarizes the amount of Read180 instruction for each facility disaggregated by quarter for Year 1. Although each facility has between one and four sections of Read 180 (taught by the same teacher and aide) this table aggregates instructions across these sections. Due to institutional issues at many sites, maintaining the 90 minute model proved difficult because students were either late being brought to class or had to leave early, situations beyond the teacher’s control. In addition, instruction was cut short by facility specific events (i.e., absent teacher for two months in Facility 1; water pipe burst leaving 3 weeks of no instruction for Facility 3) and general events that spanned across facilities (i.e., fire drills, weather emergences and security threats).

Table 6. Average Minutes of Instruction Aggregated Across Blocks by Quarter and Facility in Year 1.

	Facility
	Q1 

Fall 2006
	Q2 

Winter 2007
	Q3 

Spring 2007
	Q4 

Summer 2007
	Average
	Level

	1
	77
	47
	83
	77
	71
	Needs Improvement

	2
	73
	71
	74
	87
	76
	Moderate

	3
	86
	71
	66
	83
	76
	Moderate

	4
	89
	83
	72
	79
	81
	High

	5
	70
	81
	82
	78
	78
	Moderate

	7
	73
	73
	79
	79
	76
	Moderate

	8
	77
	78
	71
	84
	77
	Moderate

	Total
	79
	70
	75
	81
	77
	Moderate


Table reads: Facility 1 implemented an average of 77 minutes in a given day of Read 180 material in Fall 2006, an average of 47 minutes in a given day in Winter 2007, an average of 83 minutes in Spring 2007, and an average of 77 minuets of Read 180 instruction in Summer 2007. Facility 1 averaged 71 minutes of Read 180 instruction in Year 1 resulting in a “needs improvement” status. 

Facility 1 had the least amount of average reported instruction in Year 1 (71 minutes) where as Facility 4 had the most (81 minutes). Facility 1’s Read 180 teacher was absent for two months in quarter two, limiting the amount of instruction. All other facilities had roughly 13 to 14 minutes of average instruction missing from the 90 possible minutes. Average minutes of instruction were scaled using the following rubric:

High = 80 minutes or more of instruction

Moderate = 74-79 minutes

Needs improvement = 73 and below

This scale was created with the knowledge that most missing instruction occurred during wrap up. If an average of 10 minutes of instruction was missing most of that time was because of wrap up with a possible additional few minutes in one of the other Read180 components. In general, delays in instructional time were beyond the control of the classroom teacher, e.g., delays in getting students to class on time. Therefore, it is believed that 10 minutes of missing instruction still illustrates a high level of program implementation. The amount of missing instruction after these 10 minutes becomes more problematic because the time missing approaches the potential for missing an entire rotation of instruction. Therefore, the “moderate” categorization allowed for only five more missing minutes of instruction and “needs improvement” was defined by 73 minutes of average instruction per day. 

Despite these categorizations, data were aggregated across blocks and only included one measure collected in the logs, the total amount of instruction.  Therefore, Appendix A1 presents all variables collected in the log disaggregated by block and facility. Tables A1.1 through A1.7 present Year 1 data with average instructional time, time-in-rotation, and the summed amount of time in all five components by quarter and by facility.  Presented also is the average amount of time allocated to each component (e.g., whole group, small group, independent reading, computers, and wrap up) that comprises this 90-minute Read 180 instructional model. Emphasis should be given to these data given the variability across and within each facility. 

In addition to the time logs provided by each institution, a quarterly report from the Scholastic representative was obtained for each facility and each quarter. In the start-up stage of the Scholastic Read 180 program, each classroom was formally visited by the Project Director and a Scholastic Support Trainer on a quarterly basis.  The reason for these visits was to ensure the fidelity of the program through support from the Scholastic Trainer.  As the Read 180 teachers gained experience, these visits have become semi-annual.  The ODYS Project Director also makes more frequent informal visits to each site.   The Scholastic representative reported that the program was consistently being implemented and on model at each site. 

Finally, a weekly observation form was completed by the project evaluator at each facility and was compared with time-in-rotation logs supplied by each facility.  First, the evaluator’s observation protocol was compared with the log data supplied by the teacher for that day and class.  There was good consistency between the two logs.  Second, the teacher reported times on the class being observed were compared for consistency with non-observed times for classes for that teacher.  There was also good consistency across teachers and facilities.  

2. Year 2 implementation study

Read 180 professional development activities, across two days at five hours a day, were available for the Read180 teachers, aides, and literacy coaches. The first day focused on training/support for differentiating instruction from the Scholastic R-Book. The second day addressed continuing training/support for differentiating instruction from the Scholastic R-Book, training on the various reports available for use in the Scholastic Read 180 program and the best resource to use for a specific need.

Since there is a teacher, aide and literacy coach for each facility Table 7 presents whether that individual attended both Read 180 sessions (100%) or whether they attended only one of those sessions (50%). Teachers, aides, and literacy coaches are attending the Read 180 sessions at almost 100%. Only Facility 3 and 8 had an aide that missed one Read 180 session. In total, these two facilities had an 83% attendance rate aggregating teacher, aide, and literacy coach participation. With each facility at an at least 75% participation rate, each facility using the scale below was rated as “high”. 

High = 75% - 100%

Moderate = 50% - 74%

Needs Improvement = < 50%

Table 7. Targeted Intervention Read 180 Professional Development Activities Attendance by Facility Year 2

	Facility 
	Teacher %
	Aide %
	LC %
	Total %
	Level

	Facility 1
	100
	100
	100
	100
	High

	Facility 2
	100
	100
	100
	100
	High

	Facility 3
	100
	50
	100
	83
	High

	Facility 4
	100
	100
	100
	100
	High

	Facility 5
	100
	100
	100
	100
	High

	Facility 7
	100
	100
	100
	100
	High

	Facility 8
	100
	50
	100
	83
	High

	Total
	100
	86
	100
	95
	High


Table reads: Facility 1 had a 100% attendance rate for teachers, aides, and literacy coaches for the Read 180 professional development in Year 2. This resulted in a rating of “high” in program implementation.

Table 8 summarizes the amount of Year 2 Read180 instruction for each facility disaggregated by quarter. These data are aggregated across the four possible blocks of Read 180 offered as was done with Year 1 data. Generally, most facilities are still unable to meet the 90 minute model although on average facilities 3 and 4 are either at the exact amount or over 90 minutes. Facilities 1, 5, and 7, are implementing 78 or 77 minutes of the total possible minutes. In Year 2 blocks were increased to include between 90 and 110 minutes depending upon time of day in most facilities. Read180 teachers, aides, and literacy coaches were, however, instructed to utilize only 90 minutes of the time for Read180 material. Facility 3 and on occasion facility 4 exceeded this amount and subsequently indicated more Read180 time than was intended. Implemented instructional time aggregating across quarters was rated for each facility utilizing the following rubric:  

High = 80 minutes or more of instruction

Moderate = 74-79 minutes

Needs improvement = 73 and below

Facility 2 is rated as “needs improvement” while facilities 1, 5, and 7, are “moderate”, and facilities 3, 4, and 8 are “high”, illustrating the variability of implemented instruction time across facilities. Overall, instructional implementation, aggregated across facility and quarter was rated as “high”. 

Table 8. Average Minutes of Instruction Aggregated Across Blocks by Quarter and Facility in Year 2

	Facility
	Q1 

Fall 2007
	Q2 

Winter 2008
	Q3 

Spring 2008
	Q4 

Summer 2008
	Average
	Level

	Facility 1
	83
	79
	84
	73
	78
	Moderate

	Facility 2
	72
	72
	67
	69
	70
	Needs Improvement

	Facility 3
	87
	99
	92
	105
	95
	High

	Facility 4
	84
	92
	89
	97
	90
	High

	Facility 5
	77
	77
	69
	88
	77
	Moderate

	Facility 7
	73
	82
	70
	84
	77
	Moderate

	Facility 8
	84
	84
	85
	79
	83
	High

	Total
	79
	84
	79
	86
	82
	High


Table reads: Facility 1 implemented an average of 83 minutes in a given day of Read 180 material in Fall 2007, an average of 79 minutes in a given day in Winter 2008, an average of 84 minutes in Spring 2008, and an average of 73 minuets of Read 180 instruction in Summer 2008. Facility 1 averaged 78 minutes of Read 180 instruction in Year 2 resulting in a “moderate” status. 

In addition to these categorizations, data were aggregated across blocks and only included one measure collected in the logs, the total amount of instruction. Appendix A2 presents all variables collected in the log disaggregated by block, facility, and quarter. Tables A2.1 through A2.7 presents data for the average instructional time, time-in-rotation, and the summed amount of time in all five components by quarter and by facility. Presented also is the average amount of time allocated to each component (e.g., whole group, small group, independent reading, computers, and wrap up) that comprises this 90-minute Read 180 instructional model. Like Year 1, emphasis should be given to these data only after considering the variability across and within each facility. 

In evaluator classroom observations, the specific rSkills of sequencing, plot definition, cause/effect, pronouns/subjects, double negatives, and more generally, vocabulary and grammar work were observed, primarily during small group instruction.  Some group interaction was also observed when working on word meanings, but group work is not very practical with these youth, who can easily get out of hand or become unproductive, and is therefore kept to a minimum.  For both whole- and small- group the youth were interested in what was being taught, and for the most part were engaged.  Other strategies of good teacher practice that were observed for Read 180 include peer-directed mentoring and oral reading, and some use of RDI’s (differentiated instruction) was also observed. 

The Read 180 aides continued to be highly involved in the classroom.  Their roles varied across facilities, from primarily attendance recording and handling of disruptions, to working one-on-one with youth, to actual teaching of rotations, but regardless of role, their involvement was observed to be appropriate for that facility’s class.  

Teacher’s use of Red Routines was frequently observed, purpose and expectations were clear, and the students followed the teacher’s instructions. The Teach Vocabulary Red Routine was the most frequently observed routine.  The teacher actively engaged students in most cases, gave feedback when appropriate, and incorporated Resources for Differentiated Instruction (RDI’s) as needed.  Students were engaged when using Audio books and were following along, and wrote some in their logs.  For classes that had multiple small groups, the same focus and materials were used across groups.  During computer time, students were working in multiple zones, had little trouble with the computers, and received help quickly when they did have trouble.  For about half of the observations, a wrap up was observed, and included a reflection of literacy points and a review of the major points of the lesson.

Disruptive behaviors were observed approximately 60% of the time, but few resulted in youth removal.  These incidents of removal were more prevalent in the first quarter or two of the project.  The extent of disruption was many times dependent on the classroom management skills and experience of the teacher.  The less experience the teacher has, the more of a tendency there is for things to escalate.  Further, the first class of the morning and the first class after lunch tend to have the most youth coming in late, and therefore suffer the biggest hit on instructional and learning time.

Scholastic visits were conducted approximately twice per year per facility in Year 1 and Year 2.  On the whole, the facilities were reported as implementing based on protocol.  Further, it was observed that classes were better able, relative to Year 1, to get students exposed to the 90 minute model. Additionally the Scholastic observer discussed methods for teachers to use to differentiate instruction during small group. The emphasis that resulted from the Scholastic visits for Year 2 was to incorporate more strategies to keep the youth engaged, to make greater use of reports that were available through the Student Achievement Manager for monitoring student progress and for informing instruction, and to assist the youth with goal setting.  Scholastic also accommodated requests for additional books to use during independent reading rotation.  

3. Year 1 – Year 2 implementation

Changes in the level of implementation from Year 1 to Year 2. Teacher, aide, and principal professional development attendance across the two years remained relatively consistent, with a “high” level of implementation reported. Because two literacy coaches were hired late in Year 1 the corresponding facilities were rated at a “moderate” implementation level but in the subsequent year were rated at a “high” implementation level. 

In terms of the amount of implemented instruction, Facilities 5 and 7, maintained consistencies across the two years with a moderate level of rated instructional implementation and Facility 4 was rated consistently at a “high” in implementation in both Year 1 and 2. Facility 2 was rated at a “moderate” level of instructional implementation in Year 1 but was rated as “needing improvement” in Year 2. Facilities 3 and 8 increased the rated level of instructional implementation from Year 1 to Year 2 – moving from a moderate to a high level of implementation. Facility 1 also improved from a “needs improvement” to a “moderate” rating. Table 9 summarizes these ratings for professional development attendance and amount of instruction for the first and second year of implementation.

Table 9. Summarized Ratings of Targeted Intervention Professional Development and Instruction

	Facility
	PD Attendance Year 1
	PD Attendance Year 2
	Instruction 

Year 1
	Instruction 

Year 2

	Facility 1
	Moderate
	High
	Needs Improvement
	Moderate

	Facility 2
	Moderate
	High
	Moderate
	Needs Improvement

	Facility 3
	High
	High
	Moderate
	High

	Facility 4
	High
	High
	High
	High

	Facility 5
	High
	High
	Moderate
	Moderate

	Facility 7
	High
	High
	Moderate
	Moderate

	Facility 8
	High
	High
	Moderate
	High

	Total
	High
	High
	Moderate
	High


Table reads: Facility 1 was rated as “moderate” for PD implementation in Year 1, rated as “high” in PD implementation for year 2, and “needs improvement” for Read 180 instructional implementation for Year 1 and “moderate” in Year 2.

Based on evaluator field observations, the Red Routines of teach vocabulary, oral cloze, think-pair-share, idea wave, and writing process were observed in Small Group in Year 2, just as in Year 1, and the Red Routines were also observed in Whole Group for Year 2 (as a result of Whole Group occurring more frequently due to the scheduling changes).  

Relative to Year 1, disruptive behavior was observed to be less and observed to be more swiftly handled in Year 2, perhaps because the youth were now accustomed to the Read 180 program and more structured environment, because the teachers were better able to deal with the issues after a year in the experimental program, or because more time has been spent on instruction with the change in building schedules.. Last, the Wrap Up was observed more frequently in Year 2, but was used more as a catch-up time for group or individual work rather than for a more-structured review of literacy points.

Transfer of students from one facility’s Read 180 class to another facility’s Read 180 class seemed to transition smoothly in Year 2, relative to Year 1, with the biggest adjustment being the youth adjusting to differences in expectations between the two facilities rather than between Read 180 classes/instruction.   There were some additional hitches in Year 2 not seen in Year 1 that were worked through regarding revocators, with the primary issue for these youth and for the transferring youth being where they left off with Read 180 (in Workshop 7, for example) and where they must pick up (in Workshop 9, for example).

OSU observations also found consistencies across the two years. The following was observed for the majority of the evaluation team site visits:  Read 180 instruction was used and the workshops were on schedule.  The students had R-Books and were using them during group instruction.  Teachers typically made explicit connections to the assignment, explicit connections to small group a little less frequently, and explicit connections to whole group with the least frequency.  

The aide was actively involved with the students and their instruction, many times working one on one with the students during independent reading and computer time as well as handling clerical tasks required to keep the class going.  

And lastly, the teachers were using many of the Read 180 reports, primarily to review individual student progress and to adjust instruction, but also to communicate with administration about program and student progress. It should be noted that, while there is a category to track other strategies that Read 180 teachers use, the first year’s worth of instruction was constrained to Read 180 instruction only.  Year two of the project gave the teacher more room for use of other reading related strategies. 

Scholastic visits were conducted approximately twice per year per facility in Year 1 and Year 2.  Based on reports from the Scholastic observer, on the whole, the facilities were implementing based on the prescribed protocol.  The major sticking point in Year 1 was getting the youth to class for the whole 90 minutes, and this was addressed at the institution level by changes in class schedules for all facilities beginning in Year 2.  When full class time allocation was not achieved, most frequently the whole-group and wrap-up times were being cut.  Other issues central to Year 2  but not in Year 1 were, to identify how to get new Read 180 staff trained that were hired after project start-up, and having the teachers take advantage of differentiated instruction (RDI’s) during small group.

Implications for impact analysis. The fact that professional development attendance was implemented at a high rate and consistent across facilities can contribute positively to implementing the program on model and should not have obvious negative consequences in the interpretation and results of the impact analysis. Of potential consequence is the variation across facilities for amount of Read 180 instruction implemented especially with Facility 1’s lag in instructional implementation. There may be noise in the data for intent to treat analyses since they were conducted aggregating across school differences. 

IV. Evaluation of the Impacts of the Targeted Intervention: Years 1 & 2 

A. Study Design 

1.   Sample selection process

Students targeted by this intervention are youth who are assigned to the care of the ODYS. These youth are eligible for Read 180 instruction at ODYS if: 1) assigned to the care of ODYS for more than six months; 2) if determined to be below proficient, but above “below basic” in reading level as assessed by the Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI); and, 3) if the youth is a non-high school graduate.  Eligible youth are then split randomly between the treatment and comparison groups.  Since there were youth in ODYS prior to the implementation of the project the process of defining eligible youth and their random assignment will be discussed first followed by a description of this same process for those who were assigned to ODYS after the project was started.  

In August-September of 2006, all students in the care of ODYS were assessed using the SRI to determine baseline reading performance.  The SRI assigned a Lexile score as a way of categorizing reading skill level, and any student that read below grade level, but above below basic based on the SRI was eligible for assignment to the treatment condition.  In ODYS, female students are allocated to one facility, and male students are allocated to one of six male-only facilities based, in part, on the type of offense, available space, and on programming needs. Eligible students were randomly assigned within each facility to the intervention or to the comparison condition using a computer-based random number generator specified by the evaluator.  In addition, any student at grade level for reading was placed into the regular/traditional classroom.  Thus, there are three groups of students: students in the intervention group in Read 180-only classrooms; students in the randomly selected comparison group that read below grade level based on Lexile score; and students not assigned to either group because they read at or above grade level or below basic based on Lexile score, or who have earned a high school diploma or a GED. The latter groups are together in the regular/traditional English classroom.  Students who have graduated from high school or who have achieved their GED are not eligible for assignment.  In order to populate the Read 180 classes, the initial random allocation to the Read 180 and traditional classes was made on a 60% - 40% allocation respectively. It should be noted that there are additional youth placed at ODYS who are beyond high school age, but below the age of 21 who are not enrolled in the high school program and therefore not part of the group under study.

For those youth assigned to ODYS after the initial allocation the selection process is as follows. Youth go through “intake”, where they are processed and assessed for reading (using the SRI and the CAT) and for math (using the CAT) levels. Any youth that is eligible for the intervention based on the SRI is randomly assigned to either a Read 180 or to a traditional English class, but will attend traditional English classes at the “intake” facility until moved to his or her “home” facility.  It is not until the youth is placed in their “home” facility that they will receive the Read 180 intervention, and then only if assigned to that intervention. The time between assignment to the Read 180 or traditional classroom and when the youth actually receives the intervention has been shown to be anywhere from 40 to 60 days and occasionally longer. Eligible students assigned to Read 180 or the traditional classroom after the initial 60-40 allocation, were assigned on a 50-50 allocation.

As students exit the ODYS, a “hole” is created in either the experimental/intervention or comparison/control condition.  As new students are sentenced to the care of ODYS, they are assessed for eligibility, and randomly assigned to either the experimental or control group, if eligible.  There is a limit of 15 students that can be assigned to any Read 180 class.  This assessment and assignment procedure may create minor glitches in the assignment of males to certain facilities and/or classes, but should not pose any problems for female assignment.  Too, this method may cause the number of students in a class at a given point in time to be less than 15, due to the fluid movement of youth between ODYS facilities or due to youth being removed from class due to disruptive behaviors.  Exceeding the maximum number of fifteen youth in a Read 180 class has not shown to be a problem to date.

2.  Sample size

In the first two years of the study 1149 eligible youth have been serviced by ODYS. Of these 609 (53%) were assigned to Read 180 and 540 (47%) were assigned to the traditional English classroom. This is the district wide sample size in the current report. The actual sample size utilized depends on the analyses conducted. The potential sample size utilized for the Intent to Treat (ITT) analyses is presented first followed by the sample size for the Treatment of the Treated (TTT) sub-analyses. 

   ITT Analyses: Since Scholastic makes the argument that only youth with two or more quarters exposure to Read 180 should be included in any impact analyses, youth who were not supposed to have any Read 180 treatment (they were in school for less than five weeks at any time during the first two years of the project) or who were supposed to have only one quarter of treatment, were omitted from most of the ITT analyses. However, since one analysis includes this subgroup Table 10 presents the sample size by treatment group and by the number of quarters youth were supposed to receive treatment relative to how many quarters of treatment actually received, including those youth who were supposed to received zero and one quarter of treatment. 

The bolded diagonal sample sizes represent the number of youth who received the amount of treatment intended (Read 180 = 285; traditional English = 239). The sample sizes on the off diagonal represent the number of youth who did not receive the amount of treatment intended (Read 180 = 324; traditional English = 301). Further, excluding those youth with less than two quarters of intended treatment leaves 178 Read 180 who receive the amount of treatment intended and 162 in the traditional English comparison group. One hundred and sixty-eight Read 180 and 148 traditional English youth did not receive all of the treatment intended. 

Youth who did not receive their intended amount of treatment most often had one less quarter of expected treatment (i.e., 26 Read 180 youth had two quarters of treatment but were supposed to receive three quarters). This tended to hold true for both Read 180 and Traditional youth. However it should be noted that there are a select few youth that received no treatment but were supposed to receive as many as seven (Read 180 = 5; traditional = 3) or even eight quarters of treatment (Read 180 = 6; traditional = 4). 

Table 10. Number of Youth by Actual Treatment Received Relative to Intended Amount of Treatment by Treatment Group

	
	
	Actual Treatment (Quarters)

	Treatment Group
	Intended Treatment (Quarters)
	0
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	Total

	Read 180 
	0
	61
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	61

	
	1
	24
	49
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	73

	
	2
	19
	28
	62
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	109

	
	3
	10
	11
	26
	55
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	102

	
	4
	9
	18
	16
	17
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	69

	
	5
	8
	3
	9
	12
	6
	29
	0
	0
	0
	67

	
	6
	4
	4
	7
	12
	3
	11
	13
	0
	0
	54

	
	7
	5
	2
	4
	5
	3
	2
	3
	8
	0
	32

	
	8
	6
	2
	1
	9
	2
	8
	5
	7
	2
	42

	
	Total
	146
	117
	125
	110
	23
	50
	21
	15
	2
	609

	Traditional English 
	0
	37
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	37

	
	1
	23
	45
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	68

	
	2
	15
	16
	49
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	80

	
	3
	19
	17
	12
	46
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	94

	
	4
	7
	15
	12
	15
	32
	0
	0
	0
	0
	81

	
	5
	8
	5
	6
	10
	13
	14
	0
	0
	0
	56

	
	6
	7
	7
	6
	6
	2
	7
	5
	0
	0
	40

	
	7
	3
	1
	3
	10
	4
	9
	4
	9
	0
	43

	
	8
	4
	1
	2
	5
	4
	7
	7
	4
	7
	41

	
	Total
	118
	107
	90
	92
	55
	37
	16
	13
	7
	540


Table reads: 61 Read 180 assigned youth were supposed to have zero quarters of treatment (less than five weeks in a quarter) and actually received 0 quarters of treatment. Twenty-four Read 180 assigned youth were supposed to receive one quarter of treatment (at least 5 weeks in 1 quarter) but received 0 quarters (less than 5 weeks in 1 quarter). 

  TTT Analyses: The second set of analyses included youth based on the amount of treatment actually received, regardless of intent.  With the stance that only those with at least two quarters of treatment will be included in any TTT analyses; 346 Read 180 and 310 traditional youth fit this description. Table 11 presents the sample size summary of the TTT subgroups based on the amount of minimum treatment received. To note, data are accumulative, that is, the 111 Read 180 youth who had at least four quarters of treatment are also included in the 221 who had at least three quarters of treatment. 

Table 11. Number of Youth by Treatment Group Disaggregated by Treatment Amount

	Treatment Group \Num of Quarters
	2+
	3+
	4+
	5+
	6+
	7+
	8+

	Read 180
	346
	221
	111
	88
	38
	9
	2

	Traditional English 
	310
	220
	128
	73
	36
	20
	7


Table reads: 346 youth assigned to Read 180 had two or more quarters of treatment (that is, two or more quarters with at least five weeks of Read 180 attendance for each of those quarters). Two hundred and twenty -one Read 180 youth had three ore more quarters of treatment, 111 with four or more quarters of treatment. 

Note: no models were estimated with six or more, seven or more, and eight quarters of treatment, but the sample sizes are presented here for consistency. 

If data were missing (i.e., Lexile or CAT scores) for a given estimated model (ITT or TTT) the sample sizes presented here decreased further. The actual sample size, effect size and power for all models estimated will be presented in the impact results section. 

3. Description of the counterfactual 

The randomly assigned comparison group receives instruction in the traditional English classroom or resource room from a certified teacher. The traditional class is 45 minutes for a given day and has less time a week allocated to the class compared to 90 minutes of daily instruction for Read 180 students.  

The student population in the traditional English classroom includes those in the comparison group (e.g., eligible to participate in Read 180 program but assigned to the comparison group) and those not eligible, but still enrolled in school (e.g., below basic and/or has a sentence of less than six months or has achieved Proficient on the SRI measure). Due to our unique population, many classes have students that are in different grades and operating at different levels. The attempt is made to keep each class as homogeneous as possible, but most times it is not.  In addition, as a norm, the special education population is slightly more than 50% in each classroom.  

Based on observational data, traditional classes are made up of youth at multiple grade levels, multiple disability levels, and multiple reading levels.  For this reason, there is minimal group instruction and maximal individual and independent work being done.  For example, in a class of 10 students, there are 3-4 ninth graders, 3-4 in tenth graders, and a couple eleventh graders. Youth come into the class at varying times, and have a folder geared to their learning level that they work with.  When the majority of youth get to the classroom, group instruction may take place, or there may be an assignment on the board for youth to accomplish.  Most teachers use assignments from the ODYS Central Office-issued text books for their subject area, and have multiple levels of these textbooks to accommodate the variety of learning levels that they will encounter.

Finally, the Scholastic Read 180 program is a researched educational program with technology as an active part in instruction and assessment.  The traditional classroom is just that, traditional.  While computers might be used, it is normally for completion of projects, not for instruction.


4. Data collection plan 

There is a good, but arms length relationship between the ODYS and the evaluation team at The Ohio State University (OSU).  The staff at ODYS has been instrumental in helping the evaluation team gain timely entry into each of the youth facilities.  They have also provided de-identified data of each youth in the schools in a timely fashion on a quarterly basis.  This occurs through ODYS personnel working at the State of Ohio Computer Center (SOCC).  The ODYS staff, at the SOCC, supply the evaluators with an electronic, encrypted, de-identified longitudinal data file containing student achievement, treatment assignment, daily class attendance, and student movement records.  Additional coded data are also provided on an as need or as available basis, e.g., listing of de-identified youth included in the Governor’s early release program. Measures are categorized by (a) Youth measures and (b) teacher and classroom measures. These measures are described in more detail next. 

  Youth Measures. Data measuring student progress is collected by three means: 1) in the delivery of the specific intervention, 2) in the ODYS and ODE educational data systems, or (3) by the OSU evaluation team. Descriptions of these student measures are presented below. 

 (1) The SRI (Lexile score), a computerized, adaptive test that is used to assess reading level, is given as a pretest when youth are first sentenced to ODYS care (e.g., at “in-take”). Youth are then reassessed quarterly while in the facility. If a youth is scheduled for release they will be assessed prior to their expected release date, if it is more than five weeks beyond the previous SRI assessment.  This measure is utilized for eligible youth (in traditional or R180 classes) and ineligible youth (in traditional classes or recent graduates). Appendix D4 presents the psychometric results of the SRI made available to the OSU evaluation team.  

(2) The CAT in both reading and math is administered to all youth at intake. These tests, used to evaluate the youths reading (vocabulary and comprehension) and mathematical ability, are also given annually (at the end of the academic year; in spring quarter) or when the youth exits ODYS
 , provided that it is more than six months beyond the previous CAT assessment and prior to the end of the academic year.  

(3) The Ohio Graduation Test (OGT) is a state-wide achievement test administered to all youth in the State of Ohio initially in the 10th grade.  This test has five components that cover reading, math, science, writing and citizenship.  Students at ODYS in the 10th grade sit for the OGT.  If a student is beyond the 10th grade and has not passed one or more sections of the OGT, they continue to sit for those sections of the test in the fall and spring of each year until they either pass that section(s) or leave the school system.  Unfortunately, only a subset of youth in ODYS sits for these measures, but for those who do, these data are of interest for this research.  Accessing these data is not straight-forward as they are under the control of the Ohio Department of Education (ODE).  We have currently received minimal OGT scores. However, since only 10th graders sit for the test there are minimal data available. Once greater numbers of students have OGT data this measure will be used in future impact analyses.

(4) Additional youth demographic characteristics are collected by the SOCC and given to the OSU evaluation team. They include:  race, gender, disability status, degree obtained, degree expected, age, grade placement, chronological age grade placement, and special education status. In addition the data provided by the SOCC also included daily attendance rosters for each youth in each class to be used to identify treatment amount as well as treatment of the treated and intent to treat groups. As the project matures, additional data will be added to the aggregated student records, such as recidivism, whether they revocate and return to the control of ODYS, whether there are future crime incidents, and school records (if they return to public high schools).  

(5) Students’ Sense of Efficacy data have been collected by the OSU evaluation team four times, however each administration was for pilot testing purposes only. Early work on the project pursued use of an extant self-efficacy instrument however after two pilot tests it was apparent that an instrument was needed that better catered to this study’s population. Bandura (2006)
 describes in great detail how to construct a self-efficacy scale and provides several potential self-efficacy instruments useful to this study. Therefore in pilots three and four the instruments were completely restructured resulting in the student’s sense of efficacy instrument (RSE+) with Bandura’s suggestions at the center.  For the purposes of this report, Pilot 3 and 4 descriptive data are presented to characterized students. Once this finalized instrument is administered district-wide on an annual basis, scheduled for spring quarter 2009, self-efficacy will be used in future impact analyses. 

Appendix B1, Table B1.1 summarizes the measures and demographic characteristics collected on youth in the current study. Included is each measures definition, time of assessment, category coding if a non-scale measure, and the responsible party collecting the data. Appendix B1 also presents in more detail the youth efficacy literature, survey administration protocol, coding scheme, psychometric property analyses, and instrument. 

  Measures of teachers and classrooms. There are three central measures of classrooms: site visit classroom observations, literacy coach Read180 implementation log, and teachers’ sense of efficacy survey administration. These three measures are described in detail here, and elaborated on in Appendix B2.. 

  Classroom observations. An evaluation team member visits each school once per week during the instructional term. The evaluator observes in one Read 180 classroom and at least one traditional classroom each week.  The evaluation visits are designed to accomplish the following objectives:

1. Observe for the integrity and quality of instructional implementation of the Read 180 program

2. Observe for the components of the SIRI, Writing activities and HYS in the Traditional classes

3. Record the start time and rotation times of each observed class

4. Observe the climate of the building and classrooms

5. Observe for anomalies and idiosyncratic behaviors of teachers and students

6. Observe student participation, on-task behavior and student learning

7. Interact with classroom teacher, aide and literacy coach

8. Collect the weekly classroom implementation log for each Read 180 class

9. Administer and collect the student efficacy measures

10. Observe any skills taught in teacher professional development sessions

These observations are recorded on an observation form – one for each classroom type (e.g., Read180 and traditional English). Observational measures collected in the Read 180 classroom are presented in Table B2.1 while the traditional English observational instrument is presented in Table B2.2. The Read 180 observation protocol form was initially supplied as a Scholastic Tool, however, minor modifications were made to fit the ODYS setting.  In addition, specific tasks are looked for within each of the specified Read 180 rotations. For example, for whole groups, observers document whether students have their rBooks as well as whether the books are being utilized during classroom time. The Traditional Classroom observation protocol was not determined a priori and therefore was less specific and less detailed, but was made to relate with the Read 180 protocol whenever possible and became more structured as time progressed. Some examples of common fields include class start times, number of students, equipment used, length of group instruction, disruptive behaviors/removals, and number of aides present. For both Read 180 and traditional observations, each observer documents how much time is allocated to one-on-one instruction in small group. 

Site visits occurred regularly for the first three quarters.  The four northern-most facilities were visited weekly, with two sites being visited per day on each of two travel days.  To ensure that most classes were covered, mornings and afternoons were rotated each week;  for example, Facility 1 was visited on Monday morning during Week 1and 3, and Facility 2 was visited on Monday afternoon during Weeks 1 and 3. Then on Weeks 2 and 4, Facility 1 was visited on Monday afternoon and Facility 2 was visited on Monday morning.  This rotation continued for the first three quarters of the project.  

In the fourth quarter, this type of rotation was no longer possible because the class times were lengthened as a result of scheduling changes.  Site visits for the northern-most facilities were cut in half as a result.  Travel continued two days per week, with one facility visit per day, so that each facility had a full day’s worth of observations every other week.  This should have resulted in the same number of observations, but in reality it was slightly less; if a facility did not hold classes for some reason on the day of the visit, then all of that day’s observations were forfeited. Switching plans and going to another facility at the last minute to accommodate these unexpected situations was not a viable option, as gate passes would have to be changed, classrooms would need to be lined up, and literacy coaches would need to be notified. 

During the second year of the project, a major scheduling change was implemented at ODYS.  This change resulted in more continuity within the classrooms by decreasing the number of periods available during the day, while extending class times for the periods that were available.  This change additionally allowed for more efficient movement between periods, resulting in more youth in the class at class start.

For the evaluation team, this scheduling change translated to fewer possible visits per week to each facility starting in Year 2; for a good portion of Year 1, two facilities per day were able to be covered within a given week, which allowed for all facilities state-wide being covered.  However in Year 2, when the ODYS scheduling changed to improve the continuity of the youths’ education, it was only possible to cover four facilities per week, which allowed for all facilities state-wide being covered by the evaluator every two weeks. 

The Traditional Classroom Observation Protocol changed dramatically in Year 2 primarily due to knowing what to expect in the classrooms after having observed for several quarters, but also due to having reviewed many protocols and finally finding one that had the appropriate level of detail, that could also be used to make comparisons between treatment and comparison group classrooms. Table B2.3 presents changes to the observational protocols in Year 2.

Table 12 presents the number of Read180 and traditional class observations made by the OSU evaluation team from Fall 2006 to Summer 2008 disaggregated by facility. Facilities 1-4 have had the most consistent representation, as training of new observers took place at those facilities, and because some of the other facilities were pilot facilities for a new district wide project.  When this project was implemented at a facility, all computers were down for a period of time in order to convert all of the classrooms to the new technology, and this affects both traditional classrooms as well as the Read 180 classrooms.  There is also some fluctuation is number of observations that can be attributed to teacher turnover within ODYS; understandably, the facility administrators prefer not to have observers in classrooms where there are either substitute teachers or combined classes due to a temporary lack of teachers.

Table 12. Site Visits by Facility from Fall 2006 to Summer 2008

	Facility
	# R180 Observations
	# Traditional Observations

	1
	49
	36

	2
	40
	30

	3
	41
	31

	4
	40
	25

	5
	31
	21

	7
	31
	19

	8
	29
	23


Table reads: 49 Read 180 and 36 traditional English observations across the 2 years of the project were recorded for Facility 1.

There was a diverse array of traditional classroom observations, with English classes observed most frequently (n = 17 Year 1; n = 29 Year 2), with Math and Social Studies classes (n =9 each in Year 1) observed second most frequently (see Table 13 for a disaggregation of traditional classrooms observed). Other courses observed included: art, biology, health, history, library, physical education, personal development, science, special education, and vocational class. All these classes were observed between one and four times. Given the diversity of the non-Read 180 classes observed it was difficult to make any definitive claims about their structure however, observation results characterizing the English classrooms are emphasized in the reporting of the targeted intervention classrooms. 

Table 13. Traditional Observations Disaggregated by Class Type

	
	Year 1
	Year 2

	Class Type
	Frequency
	%
	Frequency
	%

	AOT (Computer Technology)
	3
	4.8
	9
	7.8

	Art
	3
	4.8
	7
	6

	Biology
	3
	4.8
	2
	1.7

	English
	17
	27.4
	29
	25

	GED English
	1
	1.6
	0
	0

	Graphic Arts
	1
	1.6
	1
	0.9

	History
	2
	3.2
	7
	6

	Health
	1
	1.6
	3
	2.6

	Library
	1
	1.6
	0
	0

	Math
	9
	14.5
	25
	21.6

	Personal Dev.
	1
	1.6
	1
	0.9

	Phys. Ed
	1
	1.6
	1
	0.9

	GED Science
	1
	1.6
	0
	0

	Science
	2
	3.2
	8
	6.9

	Science/Library
	1
	1.6
	0
	0

	Social Studies
	2
	3.2
	14
	12.1

	Vocational
	9
	14.5
	5
	4.3

	Life Skills
	4
	6.5
	3
	2.6

	GED Preparation
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.9

	Total
	62
	
	116
	


Table reads: 3 observations were conducted in AOT classes in Year 1. This is 4.85% of the total observation in Year 1. 

In Year 1, the evaluation team observed many subject areas, with emphasis on English classes.  This theme was continued in Year 2, with emphasis on English and the other core subjects of Math, Science, and Social Studies.  There were many reasons for this; the core subject areas tended to be the most stable in terms of teacher turnover, and therefore were more accessible to the evaluation team; each facility had unique combinations of special education and vocational classes based on teacher availability and student requirements, making the core subject areas more consistently established for comparisons.  

  Literacy coach Read180 implementation log. A log was created for the Read 180 teachers to maintain during the course of each 10-week Read 180 block. The purpose of this log is to capture the nature of the instruction as well as the degree of consistency and match between the paper curriculum and the actual reading curriculum. Data for each block included the actual amount of instruction occurring, an explanation of why the class was less than 90 minutes, if applicable, the number of minutes in whole group and wrap up as well as the minutes allocated to small group, individual learning and computer time for the first rotation. Table 14 presents this template and data expected to be recorded; Appendix B2, Table B2.5 summarizes and defines these measures in more detail. 

Literacy Coach start time data for the first quarter of the project was manually collected and keyed into Excel.  From the second quarter of the project forward, a form was sent electronically (by the evaluators) to the literacy coaches to use to record the start time data. Typically the start time data are recorded by the aide. The evaluators followed up with the literacy coaches during site visits to address any questions, and then the literacy coaches made sure that the information was sent to the evaluators on a regular basis—typically weekly. This procedure has continued to date.  Some minor changes were made to the start time forms over those first three quarters: actual start and end times were added as well as rotation times and reasons for class lengths that were less than 90 minutes.

In the fourth quarter, major changes were made to the start time form due to the change in class schedules that was made across all ODYS facilities to better accommodate movement between classes as well as the 90 minute Read 180 module.  A split class code was added, as well as additional columns for tracking how class time beyond 90 minutes was used.  These same changes-over-time were made to the observation protocols.  

Table 14. Literacy Coach Start Time Data Form

	Rev 4Q07
	R180 Scheduled/Actual Start Times

	Facility_________                                  
	
	
	
	
	

	    Date

Of Class
	R180

Block
	        R180 Times
	 
	Reason
	         
	 
	1st Rotation

	
	
	Actual Start
	Actual End
	Length
	(IF class length shorter than 90)
	WG
	WU
	SG
	Indv
	Comp

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table reads: For facility X, teacher/teacher aide Y records the date of the observed classroom, the block being observed, the time Read 180 began and ended and sums the time of Read 180 instruction. If Read 180 was shorter than protocol, the observer records the reason. The teacher/aide also records the number of minutes for whole group (WG), wrap up (WU), small group (SG) and the first rotation for individual learning (Indiv) and computer use (comp).

Some content in the Read180 observation protocol and implementation log did intersect. Specifically, the OSU observers recorded in their weekly observations the class start time (for the first three quarters), amount of instruction, and minutes allocated to rotations (for the last five quarters). These data were cross-validated with the data presented in the implementation log supplied by the literacy coaches to determine the consistency between the information on the teacher log and the on-going Read 180 classroom practice.  

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Survey. A teachers’ sense of efficacy instrument was also pilot tested using all teachers across the seven ODYS facilities. Generally, teacher efficacy refers to teachers’ confidence in their ability to bring about student learning and positive change (Ashton & Webb, 1986
).  Since strong links have been found to exist between student achievement and teacher self-efficacy an assessment of teacher efficacy perceptions was thought to be useful (Gibson & Dembo, 1984
). The teachers’ sense of efficacy instrument administered comprised three pre-existing teacher efficacy instruments – the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) by Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001
, the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) by Gibson & Dembo, 1984, and Collective Efficacy Scale (CES) by Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000
. Appendix B2 present a brief over view of teacher efficacy literature along with the survey administration procedures and psychometric property analyses (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha, confirmatory factor analysis, and Rasch Modeling, presented in  Tables B 2.5 – B2.10).  . 

5. Summary of analytic approach to the impact analysis 

   Models. There are two major sections of analyses conducted. First, youth were identified based on the amount of treatment they were supposed to have received. Intent to treat (ITT) was defined in this study differently than it has been in more conventional experimental studies. Intent to treat traditionally has been defined by the length of the project, however, youth mobility in and out of the facility makes it a challenge to define ITT based on program start and end date. Therefore, intent to treat was defined by the each youth’s entrance into ODYS and exit out of the facility. 

To identify a youth with respect to ITT, the eligible youth was first categorized based on the amount of treatment received in each quarter, without regard to whether or not they should receive treatment in other quarters. Youth were categorized across the eight possible quarters as receiving: (a) two quarters of treatment, (b) three quarters of treatment, (c) four quarters of treatment, and so on (identified as treatment amount in future analyses). Youth were categorized into these groups if they attended at least half of the quarter’s class session. Notably, youth could receive treatment in any possible quarter combination (i.e., two quarters of treatment in Fall and Summer quarters, or two quarters of treatment in Spring and Summer quarters). 

Youth were then compared against how many classes they were supposed to have attended. Intent to receive treatment for the eligible, traditional English assigned youth is identified by assignment date. Read180, assigned, intent to treat youth are identified by their classroom placement date. If a youth was identified in the first five weeks of a given quarter as either being assigned to the traditional English class (comparison group) or actually in the treatment classroom (Read 180 group) they were classified as intent to treat in that given quarter. If a youth was assigned/placed in their designated classroom in the 6th week of the quarter or after they are classified as intent to treat for the next quarter. 

If a youth never leaves ODYS and/or the school system the youths amount of treatment is compared to when he or she was eligible to receive at least five weeks of treatment. For example, Youth A was placed in Read 180 in September 1, 2006, this youth was eligible to received Read 180 treatment in the first quarter of the project. He never left the facility and therefore should have received eight quarters of treatment. If he received those eight quarters, that is, attended at least five weeks a quarter of Read 180 sessions for each of the eight quarters, he was identified as treatment of the treated, otherwise, he was identified as intent to treat but not treated. 

It is possible that youth who are in good standing will be released early by the juvenile court judge, and this may substantially decrease the amount of Read 180 or English classroom treatment a youth receives. Further, a youth can earn his or her GED or high diploma and no longer be enrolled in high school classes (but still be housed at ODYS). If a youth left school, his or her intent to treat status stopped. For example eligible Youth B was randomly assigned to a traditional class on May 20th, 2007 and was subsequently identified as intent to treat in the 4th quarter of the project. He then is released from ODYS on March 10th, 2008. He was supposed to have three quarters of treatment. This is compared to how much treatment he actually had. If he had three quarters of treatment then he was identified as treatment of the treated. If the youth had less than three quarters then he was identified as intent to treat but not treated. This latter issue often happens when a youth refused to attend class, is penalized in lock down for disruptive behavior, or the school system accumulates enough days of lock down in a quarter that a student does not attend at least five weeks of class to be identified as treatment of the treated. 

Finally youth can be released from ODYS only to return months or years later. Again, intent to treat identification for these youth is defined by when they were housed at ODYS. Therefore, if a youth was placed in Read 180 for example and leaves ODYS, and then comes back, only the youth’s time in the facility is counted towards intent to treat. Take as an example Youth C. She is placed in Read 180 October 15th, 2006, leaves ODYS on February 15th, 2007, and arrives back at ODYS on November 5th, 2008. Her first stay she was supposed to receive two quarters of treatment and was supposed to receive three more quarters of Read 180 in her second stay. She is identified as five quarters of intent to treat. If she received five quarters then she is treatment of the treated. If she received less than five quarters then she is identified as intent to treat but not treated. A more detailed methodological system, including the dates specified for quarter assignment is presented in Appendix A3. 

The second set of models analyzed includes just the amount of treatment groups, regardless of the amount of treatment the youth were supposed to receive. The model specifications of these two analyses types are where we turn next. 

Model specifications. Several models were estimated to understand the impact that Read 180 had on reading performance. The model specification is organized by the two major analyses: (a) an ITT and (b) Treatment Amount (TTT).

   ITT model specifications: A series of Repeated Measures Analysis of Co-Variance (ANCOVA) models were estimated, using SPSS 15, to determine whether Read 180 youth had a significantly higher reading performance across time relative to their traditional English counterparts. For each estimated model the independent variable was treatment group (Read 180 = 0; Traditional English = 1) and the dependent variable was the pre and post Lexile score. The covariate utilized was the youths’ Math CAT. Equation 1 presents this general Repeated Measures ANCOVA model. 
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Each model estimated differed by the criteria used to include youth. The models include:

(a) Youth with at least two quarters of intended treatment. That is, youth who were supposed to receive two, three, four, five, six, seven or eight quarters of treatment were included in this analysis. The pre test was the youths’ baseline line Lexile scores; post-test was the youth’s third assessment (assessment after the youth’s second quarter of treatment).

(b) Youth with at least three quarters of intended treatment. The pre test was the youths’ baseline Lexile scores; post-test was the youth’s fourth assessment (assessment after the youth’s third quarter of treatment).

(c) Youth with at least four quarters of intended treatment. The pre test was the youths’ baseline Lexile scores; post-test was the youth’s fifth assessment (assessment after the youth’s fourth quarter of treatment).

(d) Youth with at least five quarters of intended treatment. The pre test was the youths’ baseline Lexile scores; post-test was the youth’s sixth assessment (assessment after the youth’s fourth quarter of treatment).

(e) Youth with at least six quarters of intended treatment. Post-test was the youth’s seventh assessment. 

(f) Youth with at least seven quarters of intended treatment. Post-test was the youth’s eight assessment. 

(g) Youth with at least eight quarters of intended treatment. Post-test was the youth’s ninth assessment. 

(h) All youth who were assigned to Read 180 and traditional English were included in the final estimated model. Here youth who were intended to receive anywhere from no quarters of treatment to eight quarters of treatment were included in the analysis. This decision was based on the idea of maintaining the random assignment at the end of Year 2 as closely as possible. Here the pre-test was the baseline Lexile score and post-test was the youth’s third assessment (after two quarters of treatment).  

The covariate was always the Math CAT score at baseline.  We also generated models using the reading CAT score as the covariate as well as models that included both the Read and Math CAT scores as covariates.  The use of the Math CAT covariate proved to provide the best model estimates using the criteria of explained variation and parsimony.  Obviously, the number of subjects in each of the analyses gets smaller as the numbers of quarters of treatment increases.  Model estimates based on more than five quarters of service have relatively few subjects and are not very stable.

Effect size and partial effect sizes were calculated for all estimated models. Values were virtually identical. Therefore the partial effect sizes produced by SPSS were retained and presented. 
Appendix D presents supplemental analyses highly encouraged by IES and Abt Associates, including a cross sectional and longitudinal HLM ITT model with those who were intended to receive at least two quarters of treatment. The results and interpretations are presented in Appendix D1. 
   Treatment amount model specifications:  A series of Hierarchical Linear models (HLM) were estimated to determine whether Read 180 youth had a significantly higher reading performance across time relative to their traditional English counterparts. Again, each model estimated differed by the criteria used to include youth. These models included:

(a) Youth with between two and four quarters of actual treatment. That is, youth who received two, three, or four, quarters of treatment were included in this analysis. This model was estimated to replicate Year 1 HLM analyses conducted. 

(b) Youth with at least two quarters of actual treatment. That is, youth who received two, three, four, five, six, seven or eight quarters of treatment were included in this analysis. 

(c) Youth with at least three quarters of actual treatment. That is, youth who received three, four, five, six, seven or eight quarters of treatment were included in this analysis. 

(d) Youth with at least four quarters of actual treatment. That is, youth who received four, five, six, seven or eight quarters of treatment were included in this analysis. 

(e) Youth with at least five quarters of actual treatment. That is, youth who received five, six, seven or eight quarters of treatment were included in this analysis.

Note: models with at least six, seven and eight quarters of treatment were not estimated given the small sample sizes in these analyses. 

For each HLM analysis, the mixed-effects model, a linear growth curve, was built using SAS in the first stage:
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where yij = is the SRI scores for student i at time point j.  

A multivariate regression model is then built in the second stage based on pertinent predictors: 


[image: image12.wmf]i

i

i

i

i

i

i

i

i

i

b

0

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

0

)

MOBL

(

)

INST

(

)

.

GRDLVL

GRDLVL

(

)

DISB

(

)

.

READCAT

READCAT

(

.)

MATHCAT

MATHCAT

(

)

.

AGE

AGE

(

)

WHITE

(

+

+

+

-

+

+

-

+

-

+

-

+

+

=

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

a

 Equation (3)

Where, 

White is dichotomized (White =1; non-white = 0)

Age is continuous and is calculated from date of birth minute December 2008; grand mean centered

Math CAT is continuous; grand mean centered

Read CAT is continuous; grand mean centered

Disability is dichotomized (Disabled = 1; Non-disabled =0)

Grade level is continuous and ranges from 8-12; grand mean centered

Institution is categorical and includes the seven institutions in this study

Mobility is dichotomized (Moved across schools = 1; did not move across schools = 0)
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Where, 

TRTGRP is treatment group dichotomized (Read 180 = 0; traditional English = 1)

The second stage analysis is useful in explaining the observed variability between the subjects with respect to their subject-specific regression coefficients for different covariates.  The level of measurement for each measure is the same as equation 3. 

In mixed-effects modeling, statistical power can be calculated based on a noncentral F-distribution obtained under the alternative hypothesis.  This analytical approach is incorporated in SAS 9.0, and was used for the power analysis in this study. Effect size was also estimated and presented. 

  Selection of covariates. Our central covariates were the Math and Read CAT baseline test score. However, a substantial amount of decision making and cleaning was needed to ensure this score was a viable covariate. There were two general issues associated with the collection of Read/Math CAT scores. First, there were roughly 500 youth who had a baseline test taken before they were recorded as entering ODYS. This either means an error in the data file or these youth were assigned to ODYS prior to their first baseline assessment but this entrance date was not recorded in the file provided to the OSU evaluation team. Second, the 500 youth just mentioned as well as other youth in the data file (roughly an additional 1,000 youth) took the their base line test prior to August 1, 2006, with many youth taking the test as earlier as 2000. Given the age sensitivity of this assessment we believed it was problematic to use their first test score as the baseline scores without further investigating how we might circumvent this problem. Therefore, a series of decision rules were developed. The following rules were applied in cleaning the CAT scores. These rules are as such:

1) If the youth has a score that is prior to July of 2006, has been at the facility at time of project conception, and has another score two months prior to or up to the date of program conception, then the latter score was utilized as the baseline test. 

2) If the youth has a score that is prior to July of 2006 but came to the facility after project conception (e.g., Winter 07 or after), the test that was administered up to two months after their arrival was utilized as the covariate. This decision was made given the fact that, as previously discussed, after the first quarter there was an average 40-60 day turn around to place youth in the classroom. Therefore, we believe that waiting two months will not negatively effect the youth’s baseline assessment since it is unlikely they would have received treatment during this time span. 

3) If the youth only has one CAT score and it is out-of-date, then the date that the test was administered will determine if it is used as a covariate. That is, if a score was administered after three months of arriving to the facility or assessed July 2005 or before if at ODYS when the project began, such a score will be treated as missing.

4) Finally, a case by case decision for the appropriate CAT covariate was made for those youth who were released from ODYS and subsequently returned. Attention was given to when the test was administered (before or after July 2005) and to the test administration date that is closest to the second time they arrived at ODYS.

Overall these rules were implemented to ensure the covariate score utilized came as close to when the youth first was introduced to the Read 180 material (if assigned to Read 180) or close to the start of the project or entrance to ODYS (if assigned as ineligible or assigned to traditional English). 

  Missing data. Missing data were treated as missing in all analyses. In other words, list wise deletion was utilized in inferential analyses and frequencies were provided on the number of youth missing on demographic information. 
B. Description of the First and Second Year Samples 

1. Basic characteristics of teachers

The ODYS intervention staff has a healthy representation of teaching experience.  All of the Scholastic Read 180 teachers are English/Language Arts certified and all of the teacher aides have proper certification. Table 15 shows characteristics of the teaching staff, which includes their start date, end date, (if applicable), gender, teaching experience and degree attainment.  Of the seven teachers and seven aides, one of the teachers and four of the aides were existing ODYS employees.  In addition, the Grant Assessor at the Intake facility was an existing ODYS employee.  Some anomalies did occur with the hiring of staff: four staff members were hired after the start of the intervention; and, on occasion, hiring staff to replace those who found alternative employment was slow. 

One facility had a substitute teacher for the first several months until a regular teacher was hired.  Two facilities did not have a literacy coach until several months after program startup. Beginning in February 2007, the literacy coach from a fourth facility had to fill-in for their Read 180 teacher, who was not available for several months.   

Table 15. Current and Past Teacher Characteristics by Facility 

	
	Facility 1
	Facility 2
	Facility 3
	Facility 4
	Facility 5
	Facility 7
	Facility 8

	Name-Teacher 
	AJ
	KH
	KM
	KK
	AV
	AV
	CM

	Start Date
	7/30/2007
	9/5/2006
	11/13/2006
	9/3/2006
	8/7/2006
	6/25/2006
	7/22/2007

	End Date
	Current Teacher
	Current Teacher
	Current Teacher
	Current Teacher
	current teacher
	Current Teacher
	Current Teacher

	Experience
	2 yrs - sub; 1 yr - tutoring contract; 2 yrs teaching under contract
	11 years
	1 year
	8 years
	6 yrs subbing,         1 yr Cols Public Schools, 1.25 yrs DYS
	6 years
	29 yrs (23 yrs w/DYS)

	Gender
	Female
	Female
	Female
	Female
	Female
	Female
	Female

	Degree obtained
	Masters Arts Teaching Secondary Education
	Bachelor of Science in Education (Currently working on Masters in English Composition)
	BS Univ. of Akron: from the license: (63) Adolescent to Young Adult (ages 12-21/grade 7-12: 050145 Integrated Language Arts)
	College of Wooster-BA-May,1999; Univ of Arizona - M. Ed. May, 2008
	OSU - English Degree, Ohio Dominican - Teacher Licensure in Integrated Language Arts 7-12
	Bachelor
	BS in English Education

	Name-Teacher 
	SM
	 
	SK
	 
	 
	 
	ACG

	Start Date
	06/25/06
	 
	9/4/2006
	 
	 
	 
	8/21/2006

	End Date
	7/27/2007
	 
	11/13/2006
	 
	 
	 
	6/8/2007

	Experience
	2 yrs
	 
	25 yrs
	 
	 
	 
	5 yrs

	Gender
	Female
	 
	Female
	 
	 
	 
	Female

	Degree obtained
	BS - English Ed
	 
	BS in Comprehensive Communications including English, Reading, Speech, Journalism, Drama
	 
	 
	 
	BS - English Ed


Table reads: Facility 1 had a teacher (AJ)hired 7/30/2007 and has 2 years subbing experience, 1 year tutoring contract, 2 years teacher under contract. This teacher is female and has earned her maters degree in secondary education. This is the second teacher hired in this facility. SM was the teacher in this facility starting in 6/25/2006 and left some time before 7/30. 

2. Basic characteristics of classrooms

Due to the student mobility in and out of DYS as well as across schools it is difficult to quantify the student to teacher ratio for a given facility.  However Table 16 presents an averaged student to teacher ratio by quarter and facility. This quantity was calculated with the largest possible number of youth enrolled in a facility for a given quarter. It is important to keep in mind that some of these youth were enrolled for only a few days and almost 25% were not enrolled for the entire quarter. Therefore, the average student to teacher ratio calculated here is a liberal estimate of this basic classroom characteristic and is most likely a much smaller ratio in the student’s and teachers’ day-to-day interactions (see observational data to support this claim). 

Table 16. Student Teacher Ratio for Read 180 students by Year

	
	
	Year 1
	Year 2

	 
	Facility
	Total Read 180 student number
	# of blocks
	Average student: teacher ratio
	Total Read 180 student number
	# of blocks
	Average student: teacher ratio

	Quarter 1
	1
	45
	4
	11.25
	53
	3
	17.67

	
	2
	42
	3
	14
	42
	3
	14

	
	3
	20
	2
	10
	26
	3
	8.67

	
	4
	25
	3
	8.33
	29
	3
	9.67

	
	5
	27
	4
	6.75
	24
	3
	8

	
	7
	50
	4
	12.5
	34
	3
	11.33

	
	8
	11
	2
	5.5
	8
	1
	8

	Quarter 2
	1
	42
	4
	10.5
	35
	3
	11.67

	
	2
	53
	4
	13.25
	49
	3
	16.33

	
	3
	32
	2
	16
	18
	3
	6

	
	4
	30
	3
	10
	29
	3
	9.67

	
	5
	19
	4
	4.75
	23
	3
	7.67

	
	7
	51
	4
	12.75
	42
	3
	14

	
	8
	11
	2
	5.5
	12
	2
	6

	Quarter 3
	1
	37
	4
	9.25
	28
	3
	9.33

	
	2
	50
	4
	12.5
	44
	3
	14.67

	
	3
	38
	3
	12.67
	21
	3
	7

	
	4
	30
	3
	10
	35
	3
	11.67

	
	5
	19
	4
	4.75
	23
	3
	7.67

	
	7
	52
	4
	13
	45
	3
	15

	
	8
	11
	2
	5.5
	8
	1
	8

	Quarter 4
	1
	54
	3
	18
	19
	3
	6.33

	
	2
	42
	3
	14
	38
	3
	12.67

	
	3
	26
	3
	8.67
	21
	3
	7

	
	4
	30
	3
	10
	37
	3
	12.33

	
	5
	23
	3
	7.67
	15
	3
	5

	
	7
	35
	3
	11.67
	44
	3
	14.67

	
	8
	8
	1
	8
	5
	1
	5


Table reads: In Year 1 Quarter 1(Fall 2006), Facility 1, had 45 students were enrolled in Read 180 across 4 blocks. Given that there is 1 Read 180 teacher per classroom there was an average 11 students to one teacher.  For Year 2, Quarter 1 (Fall 2007) Facility 1 had 53 students enrolled in Read 180 across three blocks resulting in a 17 students for every teacher. 

For Year 1, classes ranged from six  per class to 16 per class.  Class sizes typically ran less than the intended 15 students due more to students having to be removed for causing disruptions, illness or other reasons for non-attendance than to lack of number of youth assigned.  In other words, there were 15 youth assigned per class, but typically only 8-12 youth were actually present in Read 180 classes based on field observations and the ODYS tracking system.  In quarter four, however, one facility had, on average, a higher student enrollment than planned (n=18). For most days the actual classroom enrollment was less than the 15 for this facility. 

In year 2 the average student to teacher ratio was roughly the same as Year 1 although differences within a facility were recorded. Facility 1 had a higher ratio in the first quarter of Year 1 relative to the first quarter in Year 2 but for the second quarter for Facility 3 and fourth quarter for Facility 1 the ratio decreased from Year 1 to Year 2. Overall, in Year 2 the teacher to student ratio was around 15 students in a class or less, with a few exceptions. Keep in mind however this is the most liberal estimate of student classroom count.

The Read 180 classroom is carpeted with 5 computer stations and headphones, a reading area with couches and books to select based on personal preference and reading level, and tables arranged in a group or groups, depending on the size of the classroom.  It is a highly-structured class, with the first 20 minutes of whole group being conducted with all of the class, then splitting into smaller groups for 20 minutes each of computer work, independent reading, and small group.  The model calls for a 10 minute wrap up with the whole group at class-end, but this did not occur for the majority of the first three terms due to the movement issues previously described.  Each Read 180 classroom has a teacher and an aide, and access to the Literacy Coach, and observed attendance was most frequently between 4 and 8 youth per class.

Contrast this with the typical traditional English (and most other) classes, where youth do individual work that is many times previously assigned and is kept in folders, with the teacher giving help as needed.  Sometimes group work is done, but most times this is not practical because a typical class will have reading levels ranging from 4th to twelfth grade in additional to having students with disabilities. Students with disabilities have IEP’s, which require even more individualized instruction.  Most classrooms have 8-15 students and no aide or additional help.  Classes are typically unstructured with little or no group instruction, no computers, and no room or materials for independent reading.  There is, however, a library that students have access to, and some of the teachers bring in outside materials that are relevant to the subject being taught, so that the youth may have access to other material.

One-on-one, teacher-student interaction is limited in the larger Read 180 classes.  The opportunity and need for one-on-one interaction exists primarily in whole- and small- group, but as can be expected in the incarcerated youth classrooms, if more than several minutes is spent one-on-one with a youth, the other youth in the group quickly become unmanageable and out of control.  For this reason, the teachers are skilled at working briefly with the youth (generally less than five minutes) in whole- and small-group.  For group sizes that are smaller than 4-5 per group, the teachers are able to spend more individual time, but even then, the most frequently observed length of one-on-one time is 5-10 minutes due to the length of a Read 180 group rotation being 20 minutes.

One-on-one, student-teacher interaction time in the traditional classrooms in some ways is more limited than in the Read180 classroom, and in other ways is more prevalent.  Class sizes are between 12-21 students, with multiple levels of special education classification and reading, as well as multiple grade levels and ages.  For these reasons, most work is done individually, with the teacher overseeing the classroom seatwork and giving group instruction once or twice a week for 5-30 minutes.  Typically when youth come into the class, each gets his (or her) own folder and begins working.  The teacher assists one-on-one as needed, and the degree to which the rest of the students work during this time depends primarily on the teacher’s classroom management skills.

The amount of teacher to student one-on-one time, then, that was most frequently observed was less than 5 minutes.  This was the case for both the Read 180 classes, where the rotation time is limited to 20 minutes and instruction is highly structured, and for the traditional classes, where there are more students per teacher, where work is primarily independent in nature, and where there is more diversity of student reading and grade levels.

3. Basic characteristics of students

Student demographics for all youth housed at ODYS within the first two years of the project are presented in Table 17. The primary racial category of treatment is Black, followed by White, for both traditional English classes and for Read 180. A small percentage of females are eligible as well, but the majority of youth are male.  

Most do not have disability status (55% in Read 180 and 57.8% in traditional), and when a disability exists, it is primarily either one of Emotional Disturbance or of Specific Learning Disability.  However, there is some representation of youth with Cognitive Disabilities (17.2% for Read 180 and 22.5% for traditional English). Most of the incarcerated youth that are in the reading intervention are 17-19 (Age as of Dec 2008), with a portion that are age 16 (13% Read 180 and 14.8% traditional) and age 20 (12.6% and 9.4%).  Many of these youth have ninth grade status, about as many have 10-12 grade status, and approximately 15% of the Read 180 and traditional English youth have graduated. Appendix A4, Tables A4.1 through A4.3.present student demographics, in alternative ways, that better reflect inferential analyses to come. 

Youth were also assessed on there reading efficacy perceptions. Table 18 presents mean youth’s efficacy perception at the item and subscale level by treatment group aggregated across facility (see Appendix B for the survey construction, administration protocol, and psychometric property result). On a 6 point scale, both Read 180 and traditional English assigned youth average around a 4 at both the item and subscale level, indicating the are “pretty sure” they can carry out the reading task specified in each item. Although no statistical analyses were conducted given the pilot nature of the instrument and because mean differences between the treatment groups were minimal, the largest difference between Read 180 (M = 4.3) and Traditional youth (M = 3.8) was the students’ perception of their ability to use ending syllables (i.e., -ful, -less). (Appendix A5, Tables A5.1 – A5.6 presents youth efficacy perceptions by facility; Facility 8 had no institutional level data to report). 

Table 17. Demographic Descriptions Disaggregated by Treatment Group

	 
	 
	R180
	Traditional

	 Demographic Category
	Demographic Option
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq

	Race
	Asian
	0.0
	0
	0.2
	1

	
	Black
	70.1
	427
	68.3
	369

	
	Hispanic
	2.8
	17
	1.7
	9

	
	White
	24.0
	146
	26.1
	141

	
	Multiracial
	3.1
	19
	3.7
	20

	Gender 
	Male
	95.2
	580
	96.5
	521

	
	Female
	4.8
	29
	3.5
	19

	Special Education
	No
	55.0
	335
	57.8
	55

	
	Yes
	45.0
	274
	42.2
	45

	Disability Status

 
	Au
	0.3
	1
	0.4
	1

	
	CD(MR)
	17.2
	52
	22.5
	55

	
	Df
	0.3
	1
	0.0
	0

	
	ED
	43.7
	132
	42.2
	103

	
	MD
	1.0
	3
	0.8
	2

	
	O-Min
	5.0
	15
	4.5
	11

	
	O-Maj
	0.3
	1
	0.0
	0

	
	OI
	0.3
	1
	0.0
	0

	
	SL
	1.0
	3
	0.0
	0

	
	SLD
	30.1
	91
	29.1
	71

	
	TBI
	0.3
	1
	0.4
	1

	
	Vi
	0.3
	1
	0.0
	0

	
	Unknown
	
	307
	
	296

	Age *

 
	14
	1.0
	6
	1.3
	7

	
	15
	2.8
	17
	5.0
	27

	
	16
	13.1
	80
	14.8
	80

	
	17
	21.0
	128
	23.1
	125

	
	18
	23.8
	145
	25.9
	140

	
	19
	22.3
	136
	18.9
	102

	
	20
	12.6
	77
	9.4
	51

	
	21
	2.3
	14
	1.1
	6

	
	22
	1.0
	6
	0.4
	2

	Current Grade

 

 
	0 (Pre-enrolled)**
	0.5
	3
	0.4
	2

	
	8
	1.1
	6
	1.8
	9

	
	9
	41.7
	228
	45.8
	225

	
	10
	28.2
	154
	24.2
	119

	
	11
	9.3
	51
	7.3
	36

	
	12
	4.6
	25
	5.3
	26

	
	graduated
	14.6
	80
	15.1
	74

	
	Unknown
	
	62
	
	491


Table reads: There were no Asian youth assigned to Read 180 but one Asian youth assign to the traditional English class. This is .2% of the youth assigned to the traditional English class. 

Note: The disability status acronyms include: Au = Autism; CD(MR) = Cognitive Disability-Mental Retardation; Df = Deafness; Ed = Emotional Disturbance; MD = Mental Retardation; O-Min = Other Impairment-Minor; O-Maj = Other Impairment-Major; OI = Orthopedic Impairment; SL = Speech or Learning Disability; SLD = Specific Learning Disability; TBI = Traumatic Brain Injury; VI = Visual Impairment. 

*Age was calculated by taking 2008 and subtracting the year in which the youth was born. Youth can be classified as 22 years old as of 2008 they may have been in the facility in 2007 and hence be only 21 years old.. 

**Grade not yet determined at time of data collection but will be defined in Year 3. 

Table 18. Targeted Intervention Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Treatment Group

	
	Assigned

Read 180
	Assigned

Traditional

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	104
	4.0
	1.5
	97
	3.7
	1.6

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	107
	4.2
	1.4
	102
	4.2
	1.5

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	107
	3.7
	1.3
	100
	3.7
	1.4

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	105
	4.3
	1.4
	102
	4.0
	1.4

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	106
	3.9
	1.3
	102
	3.6
	1.4

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	104
	4.7
	1.4
	103
	4.4
	1.3

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	108
	4.9
	1.3
	102
	4.5
	1.5

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	102
	4.2
	1.3
	98
	4.1
	1.5

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	105
	4.1
	1.6
	98
	4.1
	1.3

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	106
	3.9
	1.4
	102
	3.7
	1.1

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	107
	4.0
	1.3
	103
	3.8
	1.3

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	103
	4.1
	1.3
	94
	3.8
	1.3

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	104
	4.0
	1.4
	102
	3.9
	1.5

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	107
	4.0
	1.2
	99
	4.0
	1.3

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	107
	3.9
	1.4
	99
	3.9
	1.4

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	105
	4.2
	1.4
	99
	4.5
	1.2

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	106
	4.0
	1.5
	101
	3.9
	1.4

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	106
	4.0
	1.6
	103
	4.0
	1.5

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	107
	4.0
	1.5
	101
	4.2
	1.3


Table 18. Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Treatment Group (Continued)

	
	Assigned

Read 180
	Assigned

Traditional

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	106
	4.0
	1.4
	102
	3.9
	1.5

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?*
	43
	3.7
	1.5
	39
	4.0
	1.3

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	106
	4.3
	1.2
	103
	3.8
	1.5

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	106
	4.1
	1.4
	102
	4.2
	1.4

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	107
	4.4
	1.3
	103
	4.2
	1.3

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	108
	4.0
	0.9
	103
	3.9
	1.0

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	108
	4.1
	0.9
	103
	4.0
	1.0

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	108
	4.4
	1.0
	103
	4.2
	1.0

	Total (Items: All) 
	108
	4.1
	0.8
	103
	4.0
	0.9


Table reads: On average Read 180 youth reported being “pretty sure” (M = 4) that they could pick out the topic or subject of a story and on average traditional English assigned youth were slightly less than “pretty sure” (M =3.7). 104 and 97 Read 180 and traditional English youth, respectively answered this question with legitimate responses. 
*Data only represent select faculties.

**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses.

C. Impacts on Students at the End of Two Years 

1. Impacts on student level of engagement in the classroom 

Each Read 180 classroom has five computer stations necessary to complete the computer rotations and to take software-driven assessments.  This technology, as well as the rest of the intended technology, was implemented and used as planned, and computer-aided student instruction took place as intended. The Student Achievement Manager software was used to track student progress and generate reports.  Students interact with software, “building background knowledge, developing the ability to form mental models that help to build comprehension, developing and practicing word recognition and reading fluency, mastering vocabulary, developing and applying comprehension strategies, and developing and applying spelling and proofreading skills”. Additionally, coaches and teachers use the staff computer ten-week student assessments (SRI and R-Skills), and for ongoing student assessments in spelling, reading, and writing (Scholastic, Inc. (2005a). pp. 16, 24, and 14
).  

Year 1 data show that students are engaged when performing computer-related tasks and are not merely sitting at the computer “killing time”. Table 19 shows the amount of computer usage by Read 180 youth, by facility and for a two week interval. Here, between 9 and 36 youth were on the computer for a given week in a given facility. They averaged between 29 and 110 minutes of computer interaction a week, with two to five sessions per week. Those facilities that had less than five sessions illustrate the mobility of students, and illustrate the amount of time spent in class in a given week. The average amount of usage/time spent on the computer is close to the 20 minutes that are intended for that Read 180 program component. In addition, observational data showed that youth enjoy the computer rotation in particular, and Read 180, in general. 

Table 19. Year 1 Read 180 Computer Usages by Facility. 

	 Facility
	Number of students
	Daily (Min.)
	Weekly (Min.)
	Sessions per week
	Average minutes per session

	1
	21
	8
	41
	2
	21

	2
	20
	17
	91
	5
	18

	3
	13
	13
	67
	4
	17

	4
	36
	21
	110
	5
	22

	5
	30
	6
	29
	3
	10

	7
	24
	18
	93
	5
	19

	8
	9
	14
	75
	4
	19


Table reads: Facility 1 had on average 21 students in class with an average of 8 minutes on a daily basis and 41 minutes on a weekly basis working on the computers. The average number of computer sessions was 2 and had on average 21 minutes on computer rotations. 

Note: two week time interval (11/5/2006 to 11/16/2006) was used to calculate the data. Note also that facility 1 has had a large number of students removed from class and has had facility issues hindering the implementation of Read180 on a consistent basis.  While the number of sessions per week is low, the average session length appears to be appropriate.

In Year 2 youth are consistently using the computer in the computation rotation of the Read 180 program (see table 20). Between 3 and 33 youth were on the computer for a given week in a given facility. They averaged between 44 and 94 minutes of computer interaction a week, with one to four sessions per week. Those facilities that had less than five sessions illustrate the mobility of students, and illustrate the amount of time spent in class in a given week. The average amount of usage/time spent on the computer is close to the 20 minutes that are intended for that Read 180 program component. 

Table 20. Year 2 Read 180 Computer Usages by Facility 

	Institution
	Number of Students
	Daily

(min.)
	Weekly

(min.)
	Sessions Per Week
	Average Minutes per session
	From
	To

	1
	8
	9
	44
	3
	19
	10/31/2007
	11/10/2007

	2
	29
	10
	48
	3
	16
	11/12/2007
	11/26/2007

	3
	27
	14
	71
	3
	20
	11/12/2007
	11/26/2007

	4
	25
	12
	60
	3
	21
	11/12/2007
	11/26/2007

	5
	11
	13
	67
	4
	18
	11/12/2007
	11/26/2007

	7
	33
	9
	47
	1
	18
	10/24/2007
	12/5/2007

	8
	3
	19
	94
	4
	22
	11/12/2007
	11/26/2007


Table reads: Facility 1 had on average 8 students in class with an average of 9 minutes on a daily basis and 44 minutes on a weekly basis working on the computers. The average number of computer sessions was 3 and had on average 19 minutes on computer rotations. 

Note: two week time intervals were used to calculate the data. The weeks interval varied across facility since each facility had days with no classes.

For the first year, classroom observations showed that many of the youth rebelled against the high structure of the Read 180 class, but this settled down over the next couple of quarters and even seemed to be welcomed by some youth.  In addition to enjoying the computer time, the youth preferred the audio tapes for independent reading time, where they followed along with the hard copy of the book. 

This theme continued in Year 2, when some of the youth were asking for more reading material and additional computer work, as they had completed all available books and computer modules.  These requests were able to be accommodated by Scholastic. Additionally, most whole- and small- group sessions that were observed went smoothly and youth were accepting of the Read 180 routine.  However, the youth continue to favor the computer time over the other parts of the Read 180 rotation.

2. Impacts on student reading Proficient

The impact that Read 180 had on student’s reading Proficient was assessed through two major analyses; from an ITT and then a TTT (treatment amount) perspective (see the model section for a more detailed description of the models estimated). First the ITT ANCOVA models are presented followed by the treatment amount HLM analyses; Appendix C1 presents the SPSS ANCOVA syntax. 

  ITT impact results. Table 21 describes the Lexile performance and Table 22 presents the inferential ANCOVA results for those who were supposed to have two or more quarters of treatment disaggregated by treatment group. Figure 3 presents the estimated marginal means by treatment group across the two Lexile assessments. 

Table 21. Descriptive Statistics by Treatment Group for Youth with At Least 2 Quarters of Intended Treatment

	 
	Treatment Group Assignment
	Mean
	SD
	N


	Baseline (Lexile 0)
	Read 180
	771.91
	190.486
	409

	
	Traditional
	787.18
	193.281
	347

	
	Total
	778.92
	191.798
	756

	Post  (Lexile2) 
	Read 180
	814.79
	269.767
	409

	
	Traditional
	791.16
	282.790
	347

	
	Total
	803.94
	275.888
	756


Table reads: The 409 Read 180 assigned youth at baseline earned a 771.9 on the SRI assessment on average. 

The descriptive statistics show that at base line Read 180 youth have a lower mean (M = 771) relative to their traditional English counterparts (M = 787). This difference changes however after two quarters of treatment (M = 814 Read 180; M = 791 Traditional English). The gains made by Read 180 from pre- to post- is greater (
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 M = 42.09) relative to the traditional English youth (
[image: image15.wmf]D

M = 3.98). The descriptive statistics are consistent with the inferential analyses. Table 22 illustrates that there is in fact a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and treatment group (
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, p < .05, power = .628). Figure 3 shows that Read 180 youth increased reading performance at a higher rate from baseline to two intended quarters of treatment relative to youth assigned to the traditional English classroom.

Table 22. ANCOVA results for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Intended Treatment

	Source
	Type III SS
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	Lexile
	122834.921
	1
	122834.92
	4.415*
	.006
	.555

	Lexile * Math CAT Covariate
	319329.783
	1
	319329.78
	11.477*
	.015
	.923

	Lexile * Treatment Group
	145779.650
	1
	145779.65
	5.239*
	.007
	.628

	Error(Lexile)
	20951588.96
	753
	27824.15
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the Read180 and traditional English was statistically different.

* Significant at alpha = .05

Figure 3. Estimated Marginal Means by Treatment Group for Youth with 2+ Quarters of Intended Treatment 
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

A very similar trend occurred for the ANCOVA analysis that included youth who were intended to receive at least three quarters of treatment. Read 180 youth still had a lower average Lexile score (M = 771) relative to their traditional English counterparts (M = 774) but the difference is not as pronounced as it was in the previous analysis (see Table 23). Further, Read 180 youth have higher reading scores after three quarters of treatment relative to their counterparts in the English classroom (M = 816 Read 180; M = 761 Traditional English). Read 180 youth gained in reading performance from pre- to post- (
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M = 45.23) relative to the traditional English youth who actually decreased slightly from pre-Lexile to post-Lexile (
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M= -13.04). The descriptive statistics are consistent with the inferential analyses. Table 24 illustrates that there is in fact a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and treatment group (
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, p < .05, power = .669). Figure 4 shows that Read 180 youth increased reading performance from baseline to three intended quarters of treatment where as youth assigned to the traditional English classroom decreased in reading performance during this same time span.

Table 23. Descriptive Statistics by Treatment Group for Youth with 3+ Quarters of Intended Treatment

	
	Treatment Group Assignment
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile 0)
	Read 180
	771.12
	188.572
	292

	
	Traditional
	774.47
	203.609
	232

	
	Total
	772.60
	195.189
	524

	Post (Lexile3)
	Read 180
	816.35
	274.814
	292

	
	Traditional
	761.43
	308.294
	232

	
	Total
	792.03
	291.113
	524


Table reads: The 292 Read 180 assigned youth at baseline earned a 771 on the SRI assessment on average. 

Table 24. ANCOVA results for Youth with At Least Three Quarters of Intended Treatment

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power(a)

	Lexile
	78864.7
	1
	78864.70
	2.304
	.004
	.329

	Lexile * Math CAT Covariate
	163393.9
	1
	163393.92
	4.774*
	.009
	.587

	Lexile * Treatment Group
	211322.3
	1
	211322.30
	6.175*
	.012
	.699

	Error(Lexile)
	17831114.7
	521
	34224.78
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the Read180 and traditional English was statistically different.

* Significant at alpha = .05

Figure 4. Estimated Means by Treatment Group for Youth with Three or More Quarters of Intended Treatment 
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

When looking exclusively at those youth who were supposed to have four or more quarters of treatment, the differences between Read 180 and traditional English reading performance across time is very similar to those who were supposed to have three or more quarters of treatment.  Read 180 youth still had a lower average Lexile score (M = 759) relative to their traditional English counterparts (M = 787) at baseline (see Table 25). Further, Read 180 youth have higher reading scores after four quarters of treatment relative to their counterparts in the English classroom (M = 824 Read 180; M = 780 Traditional English) after four or more quarters of treatment. Read 180 youth gained in reading performance from pre- to post- (
[image: image22.wmf]D

M = 64.37) relative to the traditional English youth who actually decreased slightly from pre-Lexile to post-Lexile (
[image: image23.wmf]D

M = -7.35). The descriptive statistics are consistent with the inferential analyses. Table 26 illustrates that there is in fact a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and treatment group (
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, p < .05, power = .724). Figure 5 shows that Read 180 youth increased reading performance from baseline to four intended quarters of treatment where as youth assigned to the traditional English classroom decreased in reading performance during this same time span.

Table 25. Descriptive Statistics by Treatment Group for Youth with At Least Four Quarters of Intended Treatment

	
	Treatment Group Assignment
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile 0)
	Read 180
	759.71
	197.156
	198

	
	Traditional
	787.48
	193.020
	152

	
	Total
	771.77
	195.578
	350

	Post 

(Lexile4)
	Read 180
	824.08
	263.441
	198

	
	Traditional
	780.13
	296.858
	152

	
	Total
	804.99
	278.889
	350


Table reads: The 198 Read 180 assigned youth at baseline earned a 759.71 on the SRI assessment on average. 

Table 26. ANCOVA results for Youth with At Least Four Quarters of Intended Treatment

	Source
	Type III SS
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	Lexile
	2323.61
	1
	2323.61
	.070
	.000
	.058

	Lexile * Math CAT Covariate
	9407.88
	1
	9407.88
	.283
	.001
	.083

	Lexile * Treatment Group
	217948.34
	1
	217948.34
	6.562*
	.019
	.724

	Error(Lexile)
	11525484.56
	347
	33214.65
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the Read180 and traditional English was statistically different.

* Significant at alpha = .05

Figure 5. Estimated Means by Treatment Group for Youth with Four or More Quarters of Intended Treatment 
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

Youth who were supposed to have five or more quarters of treatment look similar to youth with at least four quarters of intended treatment. Read 180 youth still had a lower average Lexile score (M = 735) relative to their traditional English counterparts (M = 776) at baseline (see Table 27). Further, Read 180 youth have higher reading scores after five quarters of treatment relative to their counterparts in the English classroom (M = 828 Read 180; M = 758Traditional English). Read 180 youth continue to gain in reading performance from pre- to post- (
[image: image26.wmf]D

M = 92.96) relative to the traditional English youth who actually decreased slightly from pre-Lexile to post-Lexile (
[image: image27.wmf]D

M = -17.77). The descriptive statistics are consistent with the inferential analyses. Table 28 illustrates that there is in fact a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and treatment group (
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, p < .05, power = .880). Figure 6 shows that Read 180 youth increased reading performance from baseline to five intended quarters of treatment where as youth assigned to the traditional English classroom decreased in reading performance during this same time span.

Table 27. Descriptive Statistics by Treatment Group for Youth with At Least 5 Quarters of Intended Treatment

	 
	Treatment Group Assignment
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile 0)

 
	Read 180
	735.72
	201.070
	130

	
	Traditional
	776.32
	196.882
	88

	
	Total
	752.11
	199.933
	218

	Post (Lexile5)

 
	Read 180
	828.68
	258.172
	130

	
	Traditional
	758.55
	316.654
	88

	
	Total
	800.37
	284.628
	218


Table reads: The 409 Read 130 assigned youth at baseline earned a 735.72 on the SRI assessment on average. 

Table 28. ANCOVA results for Youth with At Least Five Quarters of Intended Treatment

	Source
	Type III SS
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power(a)

	Lexile
	20566.50
	1
	20566.50
	.624
	.003
	.123

	Lexile * Math CAT Covariate
	99043.72
	1
	99043.72
	3.005
	.014
	.408

	Lexile * Treatment Group
	326911.29
	1
	326911.29
	9.918*
	.044
	.880

	Error(Lexile)
	7086472.93
	215
	32960.33
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the Read180 and traditional English was statistically different.

* Significant at alpha = .05

Figure 6. Marginal Means by Treatment Group for Youth with Five or More Quarters of Intended Treatment
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

Youth who were supposed to receive at least a year and a half of treatment (e.g., six quarters of treatment) improved reading ability for both Read 180 and Traditional English assigned youth across time (see Table 29). Here Read 180 youth (M=725) still start out on average lower than their English counter parts (M = 735) by slightly over 10 points. However after six quarters of treatment both Read 180 and the English youth increase in reading performance (Read 180 post mean = 780; Traditional English mean = 775) although Read 180 increased across time at a slightly higher rate than the youth in the Traditional English class. Therefore, the ANCOVA results were non-significant (
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, p = n.s., power = .061) perhaps because of the very low power. Note how the sample sizes diminish as the numbers of quarters of treatment increase.  Also note that as the numbers of quarters of treatment increase the baseline means of both the Read 180 students and the traditional students continue to decrease.  Tables 30 and Figure 7 present these inferential results. 

Table 29. Descriptive Statistics by Treatment Group for Youth with 6+ Quarters of Intended Treatment

	
	Treatment Group Assignment
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile 0)


	Read 180
	725.45
	201.892
	87

	
	Traditional
	735.77
	196.852
	53

	
	Total
	729.36
	199.350
	140

	Post (Lexile 6)


	Read 180
	780.72
	292.959
	87

	
	Traditional
	775.85
	293.389
	53

	
	Total
	778.88
	292.074
	140


Table reads: The 87 Read 180 assigned youth at baseline earned a 725.45 on the SRI assessment on average. 

Table 30. ANCOVA results for Youth with At Least Six Quarters of Intended Treatment

	Source
	Type III SS
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	Lexile
	56339.82
	1
	56339.82
	1.582
	.011
	.239

	Lexile * Math CAT Covariate
	9641.20
	1
	9641.20
	.271
	.002
	.081

	Lexile * Treatment Group
	3308.98
	1
	3308.98
	.093
	.001
	.061

	Error(Lexile)
	4880189.33
	137
	35621.82
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the Read180 and traditional English was not statistically different.

* Significant at alpha = .05

Figure 7. Estimated Means by Treatment Group for Youth with Six or More Quarters of Intended Treatment
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Note1: No Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

Youth who were supposed to receive at least seven quarters of treatment improved reading ability for both Read 180 and English assigned youth across time (see Table 31). Here Read 180 youth (M=715) continue start out on average lower than their Traditional English counter parts (M = 733) by slightly more than 18 points. However after seven quarters of treatment both Read 180 and the Traditional English youth increase in reading performance (Read 180 post mean = 780; Traditional English mean = 775) although Read 180 increased across time at a much higher rate than the youth in the Traditional English class. Therefore, the ANCOVA results were non-significant perhaps because of the low power (
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, p = n.s., power = .317). Table 32 and Figure 8 present these inferential results.

Table 31. Descriptive Statistics by Treatment Group for Youth with At Least Seven Quarters of Intended Treatment

	 
	Treatment Group Assignment
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile 0)
	Read 180
	715.23
	181.124
	40

	
	Traditional
	733.69
	188.357
	32

	
	Total
	723.43
	183.292
	72

	Post (Lexile 7)
	Read 180
	822.10
	277.510
	40

	
	Traditional
	753.47
	264.091
	32

	
	Total
	791.60
	271.907
	72


Table reads: The 40 Read 180 assigned youth at baseline earned a 715.23 on the SRI assessment on average. 

Table 32. ANCOVA results for Youth with At Least Seven Quarters of Intended Treatment

	Source
	Type III SS
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta 
	Observed Power

	Lexile
	956.12
	1
	956.12
	.031
	.000
	.053

	Lexile * Math CAT Covariate
	38706.84
	1
	38706.84
	1.263
	.018
	.198

	Lexile * Treatment Group
	69182.74
	1
	69182.74
	2.258
	.032
	.317

	Error(Lexile)
	2113925.07
	69
	30636.59
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the Read180 and traditional English was not statistically different.

* Significant at alpha = .05

Figure 8. Estimated Means by Treatment Group for Youth with Seven or More Quarters of Intended Treatment
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Note1: No Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

Youth who were supposed to have two years of treatment (8 quarters) look similar to youth with at least four and five quarters of intended treatment. Read 180 youth still had a lower average Lexile score (M = 750) relative to their traditional English counterparts (M = 787) at baseline (see table 33). Further, Read 180 youth have higher reading scores after eight quarters of treatment relative to their counterparts in the English classroom (M = 862 Read 180; M = 673 Traditional English). Read 180 youth gain in reading performance from pre- to post- (
[image: image34.wmf]D

M = 112) almost to the same degree that traditional English youth decrease from pre-Lexile to post-Lexile (
[image: image35.wmf]D

M = -114). The descriptive statistics are consistent with the inferential analyses. Table 34 illustrates that there is in fact a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and treatment group (
[image: image36.wmf]446

.

4

)

28

,

1

(

=

F

, p < .05, power = .530). Although the sample size is small for this analysis it is presented along with  Figure 9 to illustrate that even after two years of data Read 180 youth continue to increase in reading performance from baseline to eight intended quarters of treatment where as youth assigned to the traditional English classroom decreased in reading performance during this same time span. 

Table 33. Descriptive Statistics by Treatment Group for Youth with Eight Quarters of Intended Treatment

	 
	Treatment Group Assignment
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile 0)
	Read 180
	750.94
	170.337
	18

	
	Traditional
	787.00
	147.362
	13

	
	Total
	766.06
	159.546
	31

	Post (Lexile 8) 
	Read 180
	862.33
	285.869
	18

	
	Traditional
	673.31
	253.163
	13

	
	Total
	783.06
	284.492
	31


Table reads: The 18 Read 180 assigned youth at baseline earned a 750.94 on the SRI assessment on average. 

Table 34. ANCOVA results for Youth with Eight Quarters of Intended Treatment

	Source
	Type III SS
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	Lexile
	43323.46
	1
	43323.46
	1.121
	.038
	.176

	Lexile * Math CAT Covariate
	50543.44
	1
	50543.44
	1.308
	.045
	.197

	Lexile * Treatment Group
	171855.37
	1
	171855.37
	4.446*
	.137
	.530

	Error(Lexile)
	1082290.08
	28
	38653.21
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the Read180 and traditional English was statistically different.

* Significant at alpha = .05

Figure 9. Estimated Marginal Means by Treatment Group for Youth with Eight Quarters of Intended Treatment
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

The final analysis conducted includes all youth who were assigned to Read 180 and traditional English class in the first two years of the project with out regard to the amount of intended treatment. Here, the results mirror those that were found when intended treatment was separated. Read 180 youth start out with a slightly lower mean Lexile score (M = 768) relative to those assigned to traditional English (M = 787) however Read 180 youth increased at a higher rate after two quarters of treatment (
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= 45) relative to those youth in English (
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= 4) (see Table 35). Read 180 surpass mean Lexile scores at post-test assessment (M=813) relative to those who were assigned to traditional English (M = 791). This was consistent with the ANCOVA results with a significant interaction between treatment group and Lexile across time (
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, p < .05) (see Table 36). Figure 10 presents these results in a graphical representation. 

Table 35. Descriptive Statistics by Treatment Group for All Eligible Youth for SRI Scores After Two Quarters of Treatment 

	 
	Treatment Group Assignment
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile 0)
	Read 180
	768.88
	190.963
	434

	
	Traditional
	787.89
	192.363
	351

	
	Total
	777.38
	191.701
	785

	Post (Lexile2)
	Read 180
	813.24
	271.980
	434

	
	Traditional
	791.96
	284.928
	351

	
	Total
	803.72
	277.867
	785


Table reads: The 434 Read 180 assigned youth at baseline earned a 768.88 on the SRI assessment on average. 

Table 36. ANCOVA results for All Eligible Youth After two Quarters of Treatment on the SRI Scores

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta 
	Observed Power

	Lexile
	114140.07
	1
	114140.07
	4.077*
	.005
	.523

	Lexile * Math CAT Covariate
	315974.03
	1
	315974.03
	11.286*
	.014
	.919

	Lexile * Treatment Group
	165506.184
	1
	165506.18
	5.912*
	.008
	.680

	Error(Lexile)
	21893601.10
	782
	27996.93
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the Read180 and traditional English was statistically different.

* Significant at alpha = .05

Figure 10. Estimated Means by Treatment Group for All Eligible Youth
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

Summary. The results for each model estimated had consistent patterns. At base line traditional English youth are slightly higher in reading ability relative to Read 180 assigned youth. However, Read 180 youth consistently increased in reading Lexile performance over and above their traditional English counterparts, even though all youth did not receive all indented treatment amount. Interesting when a significant interaction was present Lexile score gains for Read 180 assigned youth increased as the number of quarters of intended Read 180 treatment increased where as traditional English youth fluxuated between an occasional, slight increases and more moderate decreases. These Read 180 average gains reached as high as 92 points for those who were supposed to receive at least four quarters of treatment and 112 points with eight quarters of intended treatment.  Although Read 180 assigned youth increased in Lexile performance these youth, regardless of the model estimated, continued to average at post assessment below grade level reading. Read 180 appears to be making gains in youth’s reading ability; it is failing to produce at grade level reading proficient youth. Post-test Lexile scores still remained around 800 Lexile points or lower – for both Read 180 and English assigned youth.  

What makes this situation particularly vexing is the large variability of the SRI and its accompanying standard error.  We found typical standard deviations of 200 or more Lexile points at each end of quarter assessment point.  We discussed this fact with Meta Metrics, the developer of the SRI, and were assured that these standard deviations are typical.  Further, the reported standard errors for the SRI for this age/grade level situation is estimated to be about 50 Lexile points.  Because of these relatively large values, using them to detect anomalous results becomes rather speculative.  

  Treatment amount impact (TTT) results. Treatment amount impact analyses were estimated using SAS software with the construction of HLM models. The five general models were estimated first (see the models section for a more detailed description of the models estimated); if coefficients were non-significant (p. >.08) measures were dropped from the model. The five final models and their associated results are presented here; the SAS programming syntax is presented in Appendix C2. 

Descriptive statistics are presented first and separately for those who had at least two quarters of treatment, those who had less than two quarters of treatment and all youth housed at ODYS at any point in the first two years of project implementation. 

All Youth. We begin with the latter group. Figure 11 presents the mean Lexile scores for the Read 180 assigned, Traditional English assigned and Total youth across quarters. Tables 37 and 38 present the actual descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations, respectively).

Read 180 and traditional English youth are comparable at baseline with an average Lexile score of 771 and 783 respectively. Both groups do increase about 15 Lexile points after one quarter of treatment. However, Read 180 assigned youth, on average, increase steadily in reading performance when receiving two to five quarters of treatment whereas those assigned to traditional English decrease. The average reading scores drop for the Read 180 group after six quarters of treatment; however the Read 180 group still outperforms their Traditional English counterparts. 

Table 37. Mean SRI Scores at Different Measurement Occasions for the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall including All Youth.

	
	SRI0
	SRI1
	SRI2
	SRI3
	SRI4
	SRI5
	SRI6
	SRI7
	SRI8

	R 180
	771.37
	806.09
	814.49
	820.41
	824.13
	828.69
	782.97
	793.91
	788.89

	Comp
	783.02
	801.36
	781.9
	739.17
	771.14
	745.17
	747.49
	763.82
	740.58

	Overall
	776.84
	803.97
	799.84
	785.78
	801.97
	796.18
	770.02
	781.65
	772.2


Table reads: Read 180 assigned youth had an average baseline score of 771 (SRI0) and an average 806 Lexile points (SRI1) after the first quarter of treatment. 

Table 38. Standard Deviations of SRI Scores at Different Measurement Occasions for the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall including All Youth.  

	
	SRI0
	SRI1
	SRI2
	SRI3
	SRI4
	SRI5
	SRI6
	SRI7
	SRI8

	R 180
	194.81
	256.92
	271.81
	272.11
	266.92
	256.27
	287.29
	283.33
	310.3

	Comp
	195.26
	273.08
	289.27
	321.49
	307.39
	322.75
	319.55
	245.97
	269.8

	Overall
	195.03
	264.15
	280.09
	296.66
	285.39
	286.36
	299.11
	267.95
	295.31


Table reads: The standard deviation for Read 180 assigned youth’s baseline Lexile score is 194.8 points. 

Figure 11. Time Plot of the Mean Responses for the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall including All Youth.
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Figure 12 and Table 39 present the auto correlations for the eight SRI assessments. In figure 12 the diagonals also present the frequency distribution of scores obtained at that given point in time (i.e., the first diagonal is the frequency distribution of scores at baseline). In general scores are related positively. The largest correlation appears between Lexile 8 and 7 and the weakest correlation is between baseline and Lexile 8. In general, and as expected, larger relationships occur when assessment time is closer together (i.e., Lexile 7 and 8) and weaker when assessment times are further apart (i.e., Lexile 0 and 8).

Data for these youth were also disaggregated by the youth’s slope. Table 40 presents the number of youth with positive and negative slopes by treatment group and total.  Overall, there was a higher percentage of Traditional English youth with negative slopes (47%) relative to those youth assigned to Read 180 (32%) and subsequently more Read 180 youth (68%) who had positive slopes relative to youth in traditional English classes (53%). Figures 13 and 14 present the spaghetti plots of this differentiation.   

Figure 12. Autocorrelation Scatter-Plot Matrix for Nine Repeated Measures of the SRI for All Subjects for All Youth 
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Table 39. Autocorrelations for Nine Repeated Measures of the SRI including All Youth.

	
	SRI0
	SRI1
	SRI2
	SRI3
	SRI4
	SRI5
	SRI6
	SRI7
	SRI8

	SRI0
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI1
	0.6455
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI2
	0.5392
	0.7018
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI3
	0.4936
	0.5649
	0.7364
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI4
	0.4516
	0.4588
	0.6081
	0.7372
	1
	
	
	
	

	SRI5
	0.4416
	0.4694
	0.5526
	0.5889
	0.6844
	1
	
	
	

	SRI6
	0.4511
	0.4040
	0.4726
	0.5505
	0.6230
	0.7281
	1
	
	

	SRI7
	0.4507
	0.4555
	0.5002
	0.5379
	0.6387
	0.6918
	0.8455
	1
	

	SRI8
	0.2119
	0.2261
	0.2360
	0.3081
	0.4523
	0.5606
	0.6687
	0.7234
	1


Table reads: the relationship between the baseline Lexile score (SRI0) and these youths Lexile taken after the first quarter (SRI1) is .6455. 

Table 40. Number and Percentage of Subjects with Positive and Negative Growth Slopes in the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall including All Youth
	
	Overall
	Read 180
	Comparison

	
	n
	col %
	n
	col %
	n
	col %

	Slope > 0
	621
	60.82%
	376
	67.75%
	245
	52.58%

	Slope ( 0
	400
	39.18%
	179
	32.25%
	221
	47.42%

	Total
	1021
	100%
	555
	100%
	466
	100%


Table reads: 60% or 621 youth in the targeted intervention had a positive reading growth slope.

Figure 13. Spaghetti plots for the Overall Group in Total (Left Panel), Subjects with Positive Slopes (Middle Panel), and Subjects with Negative or Zero Slopes (Right Panel) including All Youth
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Figure 14. Spaghetti plots for the READ 180 Group in Total (Left Panel), Subjects with Positive Slopes (Middle Panel), and Subjects with Negative or Zero Slopes (Right Panel) including All Youth.
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Figure 15. Spaghetti plots for the Comparison Group in Total (Left Panel), Subjects with Positive Slopes (Middle Panel), and Subjects with Negative or Zero Slopes (Right Panel) including All Youth.
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Youth with Less Than 2 Quarters of Treatment. These same analyses were also conducted for youth who had less than Two Quarters of Treatment. Figure 16 presents the mean Lexile scores for the Read 180 assigned, Traditional English assigned and Total youth across quarters and again only include youth with exposure to no treatment or one quarter of treatment. Tables 41 and 42 present the actual descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations, respectively).

At baseline traditional English youth (M = 823) have a higher Lexile score relative to their Read 180 counterparts (M = 785). The Read 180 group after one quarter quickly increases in reading performance relative to the comparison group. After two quarters, the Traditional English assigned group decreases in reading performance and continues to either remain stable or decrease as the number of quarters increase. Read 180 youth remain stable until five quarters go by which increases and then drops at six and seven quarters, but spikes for those with eight quarters of stay at DYS.  One would predict that not much change would be observed in the Read 180 group since they receive very little treatment.  The number of subjects in the groups with 6, 7 or 8 terms is relatively small. The precipitous in the latter terms is difficult to explain, as is the spike in the eighth term for the Read 180 group 

Table 41. Mean SRI Scores at Different Measurement Occasions for the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall for Youth with Less Than Two Quarters of Treatment 

	
	SRI0
	SRI1
	SRI2
	SRI3
	SRI4
	SRI5
	SRI6
	SRI7
	SRI8

	READ 180
	785.68
	830.02
	794.09
	784.03
	745.08
	827.82
	567.5
	557.5
	820.5

	Comparison
	823.68
	854.97
	840.48
	761.76
	747.38
	751.31
	517
	617.5
	503.67

	Overall
	803.41
	840.85
	813.62
	775.12
	746
	799.4
	554.21
	581.5
	630.4


Table reads: Read 180 assigned youth who had less than two quarters of treatment had an average baseline score of 785 (SRI0) and an average 830 Lexile points (SRI1) after the first quarter of treatment. 

Table 42. Standard Deviations of SRI Scores at Different Measurement Occasions for the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall for Youth with Less Than Two Quarters of Treatment

	
	SRI0
	SRI1
	SRI2
	SRI3
	SRI4
	SRI5
	SRI6
	SRI7
	SRI8

	READ 180
	193.27
	264.22
	312.8
	323.78
	339.55
	261.38
	303.14
	358.11
	392.44

	Comparison
	164.91
	246.71
	282.77
	345.08
	319.73
	323.78
	363.41
	314.71
	301.91

	Overall
	181.41
	256.72
	300.75
	331.27
	329.22
	283.91
	310.22
	324.38
	337.92


Table reads: The standard deviation for Read 180 assigned youth with less than two quarters of treatment baseline Lexile score is 193 points. 

Figure 16. Time Plot of the Mean Responses for the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall for Youth with Less Than Two Quarters of Treatment
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Figure 17 and Table 43 present the auto correlations for the eight SRI assessments. In general scores are related positively although patterns are hard to discern as the number of assessment increase.  This is particularly a problem since this group is characterized by a limited stay at ODYS and therefore fewer assessments. The largest correlation appears between Lexile 8 and 7 and the weakest correlation is between baseline and Lexile 8. In general, and as expected, larger relationships occur when assessment time is closer together (i.e., Lexile 7 and 8) and weaker when assessment times are further a part (i.e., Lexile 1 and 8). 

Data for these youth were also disaggregated by the youth’s slope. Table 44 presents the number of youth with positive and negative slopes by treatment group and total.  Overall, there was a higher percentage of Traditional English youth with negative slopes (45%) relative to those youth assigned to Read 180 (39%) and subsequently more Read 180 youth (61%) who had positive slopes relative to youth in traditional English classes (55%). Figures 18-20 present the spaghetti plots of this differentiation.  

Figure 17. Autocorrelation Scatter-Plot Matrix for Nine Repeated Measures of the SRI for Youth with Less Than Two Quarters of Treatment. 
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Table 43. Autocorrelations for Nine Repeated Measures of the SRI for Youth with Less Than Two Quarters of Treatment

	
	SRI0
	SRI1
	SRI2
	SRI3
	SRI4
	SRI5
	SRI6
	SRI7
	SRI8

	SRI0
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI1
	0.6122
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI2
	0.6046
	0.6288
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI3
	0.4965
	0.5204
	0.7427
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI4
	0.4123
	0.3245
	0.7692
	0.7306
	1
	
	
	
	

	SRI5
	0.4921
	0.2827
	0.3893
	0.4175
	0.5565
	1
	
	
	

	SRI6
	0.4348
	0.2112
	0.3580
	0.1714
	0.4760
	0.7268
	1
	
	

	SRI7
	0.0894
	0.0893
	0.0277
	-0.1193
	0.3512
	0.4026
	1.0316
	1
	

	SRI8
	0.1260
	-0.2652
	-0.1408
	-0.0699
	0.4680
	0.6695
	1.0907
	0.9320
	1


Table reads: the relationship between the baseline Lexile score (SRI0) for those who had less than two quarters of treatment and these youths Lexile taken after the first quarter (SRI1) is .6122. 

Table 44. Number and Percentage of Subjects with Positive and Negative Growth Slopes in the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall for Youth with Less Than Two Quarters of Treatment

	
	Overall
	Read 180
	Comparison

	
	n
	col %
	n
	col %
	n
	col %

	Slope > 0
	216
	58.06%
	128
	60.66%
	88
	54.66%

	Slope ( 0
	156
	41.94%
	83
	39.34%
	73
	45.34%

	Total
	372
	100%
	211
	100%
	161
	100%


Table reads: 58% or 216 youth with less than two quarters of treatment in the targeted intervention had a positive reading growth slope.

Figure 18. Spaghetti plots for the Overall Group with less than two quarters of treatment in Total (Left Panel), Subjects with Positive Slopes (Middle Panel), and Subjects with Negative or Zero Slopes (Right Panel) for Youth with Less Than Two Quarters of Treatment.
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Figure 19. Spaghetti plots for the READ 180 Group with less than two quarters of treatment in Total (Left Panel), Subjects with Positive Slopes (Middle Panel), and Subjects with Negative or Zero Slopes (Right Panel) for Youth with Less Than Two Quarters of Treatment.
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Figure 20. Spaghetti plots for the Comparison Group with less than two quarters of treatment in Total (Left Panel), Subjects with Positive Slopes (Middle Panel), and Subjects with Negative or Zero Slopes (Right Panel) for Youth with Less Than Two Quarters of Treatment.
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Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment. Finally descriptive analyses are presented for youth with at least two quarters of treatment. Figure 21 presents the mean Lexile scores for the Read 180 assigned, Traditional English assigned and Total youth across quarters and again only include youth who were exposed to two to eight quarters of treatment. Tables 45 and 46 present the actual descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations, respectively).

At baseline traditional Read 180 youth (M = 760) have a higher Lexile score relative to their traditional English counterparts (M = 752). As time progresses Read 180 youth’s average reading performance continues to increase until about quarter five, where performance decreases slightly at each quarter. The comparison group fluctuates across terms, limiting any real consistent reading performance.

Table 45. Mean SRI Scores at Different Measurement Occasions for the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment.

	
	SRI0
	SRI1
	SRI2
	SRI3
	SRI4
	SRI5
	SRI6
	SRI7
	SRI8

	READ 180
	760.49
	791.55
	822.43
	830.19
	839.09
	828.82
	811.42
	818.36
	787.03

	Comparison
	752.85
	771.53
	762.44
	733.87
	775.25
	744.34
	765.5
	778.45
	785

	Overall
	756.88
	782.42
	794.85
	788.49
	812.19
	795.72
	794.14
	802.07
	786.38


Table reads: Read 180 assigned youth who had two quarters or more of treatment had an average baseline score of 760 (SRI0) and an average 791 Lexile points (SRI1) after the first quarter of treatment. 

Table 46. Standard Deviations of SRI Scores at Different Measurement Occasions for the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment. 

	
	SRI0
	SRI1
	SRI2
	SRI3
	SRI4
	SRI5
	SRI6
	SRI7
	SRI8

	READ 180
	195.56
	251.66
	254.16
	256.24
	249.03
	256.41
	274.14
	266.43
	312.07

	Comparison
	210.25
	282.74
	289.27
	316.32
	306.12
	324.3
	311.9
	238.06
	248.73

	Overall
	202.52
	266.24
	272.29
	287.51
	275.93
	287.29
	288.89
	254.73
	290.74


Table reads: The standard deviation for Read 180 assigned youth with two or more quarters of treatment baseline Lexile score is 195 points. 

Figure 21. Time Plot of the Mean Responses for the READ 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment.
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Figure 22 and Table 47 present the auto correlations for the eight SRI assessments. Scores are related positively. Even when time of assessment is larger the correlations are still relatively strong (~.4 - .7). Only the correlation of baseline, assessments 1 and 2 with assessment 8 is low.

Data for these youth were also disaggregated by the youth’s slope. Table 48 presents the number of youth with positive and negative slopes by treatment group and total.  Overall, Traditional English youth were evenly distributed in having positive and negative slopes but Read 180 youth had substantially more (72%) youth who had a positive slope relative those with a negative slope (28%). Figures 23 - 25 present the spaghetti plots of this differentiation

Figure 22. Autocorrelation Scatter-Plot Matrix for Nine Repeated Measures of the SRI for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment.
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Table 47. Autocorrelations for Nine Repeated Measures of the SRI for Youth with Less Than Two Quarters of Treatment.

	
	SRI0
	SRI1
	SRI2
	SRI3
	SRI4
	SRI5
	SRI6
	SRI7
	SRI8

	SRI0
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI1
	0.6496
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI2
	0.5077
	0.7310
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI3
	0.4883
	0.5809
	0.7419
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	SRI4
	0.4628
	0.4956
	0.5819
	0.7389
	1
	
	
	
	

	SRI5
	0.4236
	0.4930
	0.5887
	0.6225
	0.7145
	1
	
	
	

	SRI6
	0.4683
	0.4385
	0.4763
	0.5574
	0.6379
	0.7326
	1
	
	

	SRI7
	0.4681
	0.4943
	0.5182
	0.5754
	0.6638
	0.6967
	0.7890
	1
	

	SRI8
	0.2364
	0.2906
	0.2671
	0.3239
	0.4540
	0.5180
	0.6095
	0.6976
	1


Table reads: the relationship between the baseline Lexile score (SRI0) for those who had at least two quarters of treatment and these youths Lexile taken after the first quarter (SRI1) is .6496. 

Table 48. Number and Percentage of Subjects with Positive and Negative Growth Slopes in the Read 180 Group, the Comparison Group, and the Overall for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment.

	
	Overall
	Read 180
	Comparison

	
	n
	col %
	n
	col %
	n
	col %

	Slope > 0
	405
	62.40%
	248
	72.09%
	157
	51.48%

	Slope ( 0
	244
	37.60%
	96
	27.91%
	148
	48.52%

	Total
	649
	100%
	344
	100%
	305
	100%


Table reads: 62% or 204 youth with at least two quarters of treatment in the targeted intervention had a positive reading growth slope.

Figure 23. Spaghetti plots for the Overall Group in Total (Left Panel), Subjects with Positive Slopes (Middle Panel), and Subjects with Negative or Zero Slopes (Right Panel) for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment.
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Figure 24. Spaghetti plots for the READ 180 Group in Total (Left Panel), Subjects with Positive Slopes (Middle Panel), and Subjects with Negative or Zero Slopes (Right Panel) for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment.
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Figure 25. Spaghetti plots for the Comparison Group in Total (Left Panel), Subjects with Positive Slopes (Middle Panel), and Subjects with Negative or Zero Slopes (Right Panel) for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment.
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We now turn to the HLM inferential analyses. The first model includes those youth (n = 400) who received between two and four quarters of treatment. The final model estimated 1,688 measures and is represented by Equations 5-7.
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Where, 

Math CAT is continuous; grand mean centered

Read CAT is continuous; grand mean centered

Grade level is continuous and ranges from 8-12; grand mean centered
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Equation (7)

Tables 49 and 50 present the results for this estimated model. The results based on the final linear model showed that the Read 180 program had a significantly positive impact on the reading Proficient of low-performing incarcerated youth, with a constant growth rate over time.  Specifically, compared to subjects in the comparison group, the students in the Read 180 program on average gained 26.75 more Lexile points after each term, while controlling for other factors.  

The mean baseline SRI score for a youth in the comparison group with average MathCAT, ReadCAT scores, and grade level was 772.71.  With regard to the initial reading status, the results also indicated that MathCAT, ReadCAT, and grade level could account for its variability among the subjects.  On average, a subject’s initial reading score was expected to increase 10.22 Lexile points with one unit increase in the MathCAT score, and 38.85 points with one unit increase in the ReadCAT score.  In addition, with one level increase in grade, a low-performing incarcerated youth was expected to achieve 23.45 more Lexile points from the baseline.  

Furthermore, ReadCAT also had a significantly positive effect on the rate of reading growth.  Specifically, one unit increase in the ReadCAT score was expected to constantly improve an average of 4.40 Lexile points over each term. 

Table 49. Estimates for Two to Four Quarters of Treatment Using REML Estimation 

	Fixed Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	t-ratio
	p-value
	Effect Size

	Intercept
	α0
	772.7100
	8.2561
	93.59
	<.0001
	--

	MathCAT
	α1
	10.2150
	4.4114
	2.32
	0.0211
	0.01

	ReadCAT
	α2
	38.8517
	4.2021
	9.25
	<.0001
	0.20

	Grade Level
	α3
	23.4488
	7.3638
	3.18
	0.0016
	0.03

	ReadCAT*Time
	β1
	4.3953
	1.6979
	2.59
	0.0100
	0.02

	TRTGroup*Time
	β2
	26.7546
	5.4414
	4.92
	<.0001
	0.07


Table reads: The mean baseline SRI score for a youth in the comparison group with average MathCAT, ReadCAT scores, and grade level was 772.71.  

Note: power = 0.01: 0.98975; 0.05: 0.99837

Table 50. Estimated Covariance Matrix for the Random Effects Two to Four Quarters of Treatment Using REML Estimation 

	Random Effect
	b0
	b1

	b0
	16859*
	

	b1
	-774.88
	3736.90*

	(
	19666*


* p value < .05

The second model includes those youth (n = 542) who received between two and eight quarters of treatment. The final model estimated 2,899 measures and is represented by Equations 8-10.
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  Equation (9)
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Age is continuous; grand mean centered

Math CAT is continuous; grand mean centered

Read CAT is continuous; grand mean centered

Disability Status is dichotomized (0= not disabled; 1 = disabled)

Grade level is continuous and ranges from 8-12; grand mean centered
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Equation (10)

Tables 51 and 52 present the results for the second estimated model. The results based on the final linear model showed that the Read 180 program had a significantly positive impact on the reading Proficient of low-performing incarcerated youth, with a constant growth rate over time.  Specifically, compared to subjects in the comparison group, the students in the Read 180 program on average gained 22.34 more Lexile points after each term, while controlling for other factors.  

The mean baseline SRI score for a non-disabled youth in the comparison group with average MathCAT, ReadCAT scores, age, and grade level was 782.9.  With regard to the initial reading status, the results also indicated that age, MathCAT, ReadCAT, disability, and grade level could account for its variability among the subjects.  On average, a subject’s initial reading score was expected to increase 10.44 Lexile points with one unit increase in the MathCAT score, 37.70 points with one unit increase in the ReadCAT score, 15.93 points with one year’s increase in age, and 17.30 points with one level’s increase in grade.  In addition, the low-achieving incarcerated youth with disability performed worse than their peers without disability, with an average difference of 28.33 Lexile points in regard to initial reading.  

Table 51. Estimates for the Fixed Effects Using Two to Eight Quarters of Treatment Using REML Estimation 

	Fixed Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	t-ratio
	p-value
	Effect Size 

	Intercept
	α0
	782.9
	10.253
	76.36
	<.0001
	--

	Age
	α1
	15.9294
	5.4662
	2.91
	0.0037
	0.02

	MathCAT
	α2
	10.4414
	3.8851
	2.69
	0.0074
	0.01

	ReadCAT
	α3
	37.6965
	3.7074
	10.17
	<.0001
	0.18

	Disability
	α4
	-28.3319
	14.8666
	-1.91
	0.0572
	0.01

	Grade Level
	α5
	17.3026
	7.2463
	2.39
	0.0173
	0.01

	ReadCAT*Time
	β1
	3.458
	1.1505
	3.01
	0.0028
	0.02

	TRTGroup*Time
	β2
	22.342
	3.4899
	6.4
	<.0001
	0.12


Table reads: The mean baseline SRI score for a non-disabled youth in the comparison group with average MathCAT, ReadCAT scores, age, and grade level was 782.9.  

Note: Power = 0.01: 0.99993; 0.05: 1.00000

Furthermore, ReadCAT also had a significantly positive effect on the rate of reading growth.  Specifically, one unit increase in the ReadCAT score was expected to constantly improve an average of 3.46 Lexile points over each term. 

Table 52. Estimated Covariance Matrix for the Random Effects Using Two to Eight Quarters of Treatment Using REML Estimation

	Random Effect
	b0
	b1

	b0
	18440*
	

	b1
	-846.83
	2181.18*

	(
	18820*


Note. * p value < .05

The third model includes those youth (n = 363) who received between three and eight quarters of treatment. The final model estimated 2,153 measures and is represented by Equations 11-13.

Level 1:

[image: image63.wmf]i

ij

i

i

ij

N

j

n

i

j

y

0,1,2,...

 

 

 

and

 

1,2,...,

 

for 

 

,

 

=

=

+

+

=

e

b

a


                                      Equation (11)

Level 2:


[image: image64.wmf]i

i

i

i

i

i

b

0

4

3

2

1

0

)

.

GRDLVL

GRDLVL

(

)

.

READCAT

READCAT

(

.)

MATHCAT

MATHCAT

(

)

.

AGE

AGE

(

+

-

+

-

+

-

+

-

+

=

a

a

a

a

a

a


Equation (12)

Age is continuous; grand mean centered

Math CAT is continuous; grand mean centered

Read CAT is continuous; grand mean centered

Grade level is continuous and ranges from 8-12; grand mean centered
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Equation (13)

The results (see Tables 53 and 54) based on the final linear model showed that the READ 180 program had a significantly positive impact on the reading Proficient of low-performing incarcerated youth, with a constant growth rate over time.  Specifically, compared to subjects in the comparison group, the students in the READ 180 program on average gained 18.83 more Lexile points after each term, while controlling for other factors.  

The mean baseline SRI score for a youth in the comparison group with average MathCAT, ReadCAT scores, age, and grade level was 766.79.  With regard to the initial reading status, the results also indicated that age, MathCAT, ReadCAT, and grade level could explain its variability among the subjects.  On average, a subject’s initial reading score was expected to increase 14.11 Lexile points with one unit increase in the MathCAT score, 40.23 points with one unit increase in the ReadCAT score, 17.92 points with one year’s increase in age, and 16.89 points with one level’s increase in grade.  

Table 53. Estimates for the Fixed Effects Using Three to Eight Quarters of Treatment Using REML Estimation 

	Fixed Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	t-ratio
	p-value
	Effect Size

	Intercept
	α0
	766.79
	91.29
	91.29
	<.0001
	--

	Age
	α1
	17.9238
	2.72
	2.72
	0.0069
	0.02

	MathCAT
	α2
	14.1132
	3.02
	3.02
	0.0027
	0.03

	ReadCAT
	α3
	40.2286
	9.12
	9.12
	<.0001
	0.23

	Grade Level
	α4
	16.889
	1.91
	1.91
	0.0574
	0.01

	TRTGroup*Time
	β1
	18.8349
	4.94
	4.94
	<.0001
	0.10


Table reads: The mean baseline SRI score for a youth in the comparison group with average MathCAT, ReadCAT scores, age, and grade level was 766.79.

Note: Power = 0.01: 0.99007; 0.05: 0.99846

Table 54. Estimated Covariance Matrix for the Random Effects Using Three to Eight Quarters of Treatment Using REML Estimation 

	Random Effect
	b0
	b1

	b0
	18923*
	

	b1
	-969.25
	1866.24*

	(
	17294*


Note. * p-value < .05

The fourth model includes those youth (n = 211) who received between four and eight quarters of treatment. The final model estimated 1,388 measures and is represented by Equations 14-16.
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The results (see Tables 55 and 56) based on the final linear model showed that the READ 180 program had a significantly positive impact on the reading Proficient of low-performing incarcerated youth, with a constant growth rate over time.  Specifically, compared to subjects in the comparison group, the students in the READ 180 program on average gained 21.14 more Lexile points after each term, while controlling for other factors.  

The mean baseline SRI score for a youth in the comparison group with average MathCAT, ReadCAT scores, age, and grade level was 757.46.  With regard to the initial reading status, the results also indicated that age, ReadCAT, and grade level could explain its variability among the subjects.  On average, a subject’s initial reading score was expected to increase 49.13 Lexile points with one unit increase in the ReadCAT score, 26.78 points with one year’s increase in age, and 30.67 points with one level’s increase in grade.  

Furthermore, age appeared to have a negative influence on the reading growth over time.  With one year’s increase in age, a youth’s reading growth was expected to decrease an average of 9.20 Lexile points over each term.  MathCAT had a positive effect on the rate of reading growth.  Specifically, one unit increase in the MathCAT score was expected to constantly improve an average of 3.81 Lexile points over each time period.

Table 55. Estimates for the Fixed Effects Using Four to Eight Quarters of Treatment Using REML Estimation 

	Fixed Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	t-ratio
	p-value
	Effect Size

	Intercept
	α0
	757.46
	10.5812
	71.59
	<.0001
	--

	Age
	α1
	26.7762
	9.5696
	2.8
	0.0056
	0.04

	ReadCAT
	α2
	49.1323
	4.6758
	10.51
	<.0001
	0.50

	Grade Level
	α3
	30.6749
	11.4122
	2.69
	0.0078
	0.03

	Age*Time
	β1
	-9.1991
	2.6502
	-3.47
	0.0007
	0.08

	MathCAT*Time
	β2
	3.8074
	1.4766
	2.58
	0.0108
	0.04

	TRTGroup*Time
	β3
	21.1444
	4.486
	4.71
	<.0001
	0.15


Table reads: The mean baseline SRI score for a youth in the comparison group with average MathCAT, ReadCAT scores, age, and grade level was 757.46

Note: Power = 0.01: 0.98140; 0.05: 0.99676

Table 56. Estimated Covariance Matrix for the Random Effects Using Four to Eight Quarters of Treatment Using REML Estimation 

	Random Effect
	b0
	b1

	b0
	18132*
	

	b1
	-1063.26
	1571.94*

	(
	16087*


Note. * p-value < .05

The fifth model includes those youth (n = 142) who received between five and eight quarters of treatment. The final model estimated 1,012 measures and is represented by Equations 17-19.
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The results based on the final linear model showed that the READ 180 program had a significantly positive impact on the reading Proficient of low-performing incarcerated youth, with a constant growth rate over time (see Tables 57 and 58).  Specifically, compared to subjects in the comparison group, the students in the READ 180 program on average gained 22.02 more Lexile points after each term, while controlling for other factors.  

The mean baseline SRI score for a youth in the comparison group with average MathCAT, ReadCAT scores, age, and grade level was 751.52.  With regard to the initial reading status, the results also indicated that MathCAT, ReadCAT, and grade level could explain its variability among the subjects.  On average, a subject’s initial reading score was expected to increase 36.63 Lexile points with one unit increase in the ReadCAT score, 15.63 points with one unit increase in the MathCAT score, and 47.96 points with one level’s increase in grade.  

Furthermore, age appeared to have a negative influence on the reading growth over time.  One year’s increase in age was expected to decrease an average of 5.15 Lexile points over each term.  MathCAT had a positive effect on the rate of reading growth.  Specifically, one unit increase in the MathCAT score was expected to constantly improve an average of 3.02 Lexile points over each time period. 

Table 57. Fixed Effects Estimates Using Five to Eights Quarters of Treatment Using REML Estimation 

	Fixed Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	t-ratio
	p-value
	Effect Size

	Intercept
	α0
	751.52
	13.4857
	55.73
	<.0001
	--

	MathCAT
	α1
	15.6338
	7.9573
	1.96
	0.0513
	0.03

	ReadCAT
	α2
	36.6318
	7.0019
	5.23
	<.0001
	0.20

	Grade Level
	α3
	47.9554
	13.4329
	3.57
	0.0005
	0.09

	Age*Time
	β1
	-5.1534
	2.5652
	-2.01
	0.0465
	0.03

	MathCAT*Time
	β2
	3.0191
	1.6509
	1.83
	0.07
	0.03

	TRTGroup*Time
	β3
	22.0192
	4.4945
	4.9
	<.0001
	0.18


Table reads: The mean baseline SRI score for a youth in the comparison group with average MathCAT, ReadCAT scores, age, and grade level was 751.52.  

Note: Power = 0.01: 0.98810; 0.05: 0.99815

Table 58. Estimated Covariance Matrix for the Random Effects Using Five to Eight Quarters of Treatment Using REML Estimation 

	Random Effect
	b0
	b1

	b0
	22376*
	

	b1
	-1826.32*
	1275.68*

	(
	14049*


Note. * p-value < .05

Summary. From the treatment of the treated descriptive analyses, as the numbers of quarters of treatment increased past five quarters, the scores of the youth generally declined.  This could be due to higher performing youth being released from ODYS, thus leaving lower performing youth in the longer amounts of treatment cohorts.  Another interesting phenomenon is that those in the traditional group have slightly higher scores at baseline and show some small gains after one and two quarters of treatment, but then the average scores begin to stay flat or even decrease.  This could be because of the phenomenon described above of higher performing students being released from ODYS earlier than the lower performing students, and/or the possibility that as the numbers of quarters of treatment increase, the students become less interested and bored with the repeated quarterly SRI assessments and try less hard or not at all on this assessment.  

There is some evidence in the data that a small subset of students does in fact “blow off” the SRI assessment.  Substantial efforts were made to attempt to identify when this occurred, but unless the resulting data are blatantly obvious, it is difficult to ascribe this behavior to a student after the fact.  For example, an example of a likely blow off would find a patter of scores like 785 at baseline, 792 after the first quarter, 807 after the second quarter and 0 after the third quarter.  But what if the score on the third assessment was 425?  Was this just an anomalous performance or did the student blow off the test?  Or, was there an unusual event that occurred just prior to the youth taking the test, e.g., youth is told that he is being released in one week, or that the youth has just been involved in a major confrontation with another youth, for which we have no data.  Since the groups are randomly equivalent, we don’t suspect that these events are happening differentially, but blowing off of the SRI measure may be happening more frequently for the Traditional group, since this group is less likely to see the utility of the Read180 based SRI assessment.  

The fact that individual youth had negative slopes was an interesting finding. Meta Metrics indicated that negative slopes of performance over time on the SRI are theoretically impossible. Nonetheless we found substantial numbers of youth in both the Read 180 and Traditional groups with negative slopes on their SRI scores over time. This could be because of any of the explanation just previously addressed.       

Despite these issues the inferential analyses found that Read 180 does improve youths’ reading performance, holding other salient factors constant. This is true when youth are exposed to two, three, four, five, six, seven, and eight quarters of treatment. Depending on the model estimated, the average Read 180 youth improved their reading score by 18 to 22 Lexile points each quarter or 72 to 88 point in a year over and above those youth in the Traditional English class.

 V. Evaluation of the Implementation of the Whole School Intervention: Years 1 & 2

A. Study Design Summary

The research design of assessing the implementation of whole school intervention centers around five general research questions, each specific to the three professional development programs: SIRI, Writing Academy, High Yield Strategies (HYS) and literacy coach’s role in whole school. These questions include:

(1) What was the level of implementation and variability of SIRI-AL professional development for teachers, coaches, and building principals in Year 1?

(2) What was the level of implementation and variability of Writing Academy professional development for teachers, coaches, and building principals in Year 1?

(3) What was the level of implementation and variability of HYS professional development for teachers, coaches, and building principals in Year 2?

(4) What was the level of implementation and variability of Literacy Coach Whole School professional development Year 1 and Year 2? 

(5) How were attendance ratings for all professional development types different for Year 1 and Year 2?

The primary data source linked to these research questions are PD attendance records. For research questions 1 through 3, a secondary source of information was the weekly observations by a member of the project evaluation staff.  These observations were not limited to the traditional English classes; each day of observation at a facility included an observation in at least one class at the whole school level.  The observers were looking for evidence of concepts from SIRI-AL, the writing academy, and/or HYS as they observed the teachers.  

1. Year 1 implementation study

Table 59 presents the average number and percentage of SIRI-AL hours attended by facility and Personnel type (e.g., teacher, LC, principal) and overall. Facility 4 has the highest percentage of teacher participation with teachers participating in roughly 65% of the total 28 PD hours. Facility 7 had the highest level of principal participation with principals in this facility participating in almost 81% of the total 22.75 hours. Facility 3 showed the highest total participation (61.5 %) followed closely by facility 7 (60.7%). Low participation was consistent across personnel types for facility 1 and 5.  Average percentage of hours was scaled for teacher participation and the total participation. This scale includes:

High = 75% - 100%

Moderate = 50% - 74%

Needs Improvement = < 50%

At the teacher level, five facilities are moderately participating in the SIRI-AL professional development where two facilities are rated “needs Improvement”. Level of implementation at the building level aggregating all personnel types did not change relative to when only teacher participants were rated.  The level of PD participation is largely due to the teacher and principal turn over. When a teacher leaves and a new teacher replacement is hired, the new teachers did not receive supplemental SIRI-AL training. Therefore, participation is limited for this PD activity.

Table 59. Average Number and Percentage of SIRI-AL sessions attended by facility and Personnel type

	
	Teacher
	LC*
	Principal
	Total
	Level

	facility 
	N
	Average # of hours
	% of hours
	Average # of hours
	% of hours
	N
	Average # of hours
	% of hours
	N
	Average # of hours
	% of hours
	Teacher Level
	Total Level

	1
[image: image72.wmf]d


	38
	13.22
	47.20
	22.75
	81.25
	3
	16.33
	58.33
	42
	13.67
	48.81
	Needs Improvement
	Needs Improvement

	2
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	28
	17.38
	62.05
	28
	100
	3
	12.25
	43.75
	32
	17.23
	61.52
	Moderate
	Moderate

	3
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	19
	15.38
	54.93
	21
	75
	2
	9.63
	34.38
	22
	15.11
	53.98
	Moderate
	Moderate

	4
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	25
	17.99
	64.25
	28
	100
	4
	8.75
	31.25
	30
	16.16
	57.71
	Moderate
	Moderate

	5
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	23
	13.39
	47.83
	17.5
	62.5
	2
	1.75
	6.25
	26
	12.65
	45.19
	Needs Improvement
	Needs Improvement

	7
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	34
	13.33
	58.60
	21
	92.30769
	2
	18.38
	80.77
	37
	13.81
	60.71
	Moderate
	Moderate

	8
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	19
	15.75
	60.00
	26.25
	100
	2
	8.75
	33.33
	22
	14.40
	54.85
	Moderate
	Moderate


Table reads: Facility 1 had 38 teachers attend the SIRI-AL sessions and the average number of hours across these 38 people was 13.22 hours, which is 47% of the total 28 possible hours. 


[image: image79.wmf]a

 One teacher participated in preservice training instead of SIRI-AL; 4 additional teachers were hired after SIRI-AL was implemented
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 Three teachers and 2 principals had not yet been hired at the time of SIRI-AL training
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  Four teachers and 1 principal not yet hired at time of SIRI-AL training
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 Three teachers had not yet been hired; one teacher was in preservice training instead of SIRI-AL
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 Four teachers had not been hired yet
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10 teachers had not yet been hired; 3 teachers missed 6 sessions due to preservice training. 
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 Five teachers and 1 principal had not yet been hired 

* Each facility has one LC

** Total number hours possible for facilities 1-5 is 28; total possible of PD hours for facilities 6 and 7 is 22.75 and 26.25, respectively. 

Table 60. Average Number and Percentage of Writing academy sessions attended by facility and Personnel type

	 
	Teacher
	LC*
	Principal
	Total
	Level

	Facility 
	N
	Average # of hours
	Avg.% of hours
	Average # of hours
	% of hours
	N
	Average # of hours
	Avg. % of hours
	N
	Average # of hours
	Avg. % of hours
	Teacher
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Level
	Level

	1
	27
	15.39
	85.49
	16.50
	91.67
	3
	4.50
	25.00
	31
	14.37
	79.84
	High
	High

	2
	18
	16.81
	93.42
	18.00
	100.00
	2
	6.67
	37.04
	21
	15.87
	88.17
	High
	High

	3
	17
	16.41
	91.18
	18.00
	100.00
	2
	3.75
	20.83
	20
	15.23
	84.58
	high
	high

	4
	17
	18.82
	99.07
	17.50
	92.11
	3
	9.17
	48.25
	21
	17.38
	91.48
	High
	High

	5
	18
	15.00
	83.33
	15.00
	83.33
	2
	0.00
	0.00
	21
	13.57
	75.40
	High
	High

	7
	30
	15.65
	86.94
	15.00
	83.33
	1
	12.00
	66.67
	32
	15.52
	86.20
	High
	High

	8
	15
	16.30
	90.56
	18.00
	100.00
	2
	12.00
	66.67
	18
	15.92
	88.43
	High
	High


Table reads: Facility 1 had 27 teachers attend the Writing Academy sessions and the average number of hours across these 27 people was 15.39 hours, which is 85.49% of the total 28 possible hours. 

* Each facility has one LC

Table 60 presents the average number of Writing Academy hours and percentage of participation hours by personnel type. High participation occurred across all facilities. Writing academy PD participation was scaled like the SIRI participation. All facilities rated high. 

The observers did not have an opportunity to observe pre-baseline teacher behavior for the SIRI-AL material, but were able to observe for pre teacher behavior for the writing academy.  There are generic instructional strategies embedded into the SIRI-AL material.  The observers occasionally saw evidence of a SIRI-AL strategy being used in the traditional classrooms, but cannot necessarily attribute this to the SIRI –AL training because these strategies are generic and could have been part of the teacher’s repertoire prior to receiving the training.  Further, the level of writing activity did not seem to change after the training on writing.  The potential impact of SIRI-AL and writing academy training appears to be relatively limited.  

Table 61 illustrates the type of Literacy Coach PD Activity, the number of hours for each activity and the number of literacy coaches in attendance. Remember that there is one coach per facility and there are seven facilities. Regardless of the PD activity there was a 100% attendance rate; all literacy coaches received all of their intended PD.

Table 61. Literacy Coach Whole School Professional Development

	PD Activity
	# of hours
	# of Coaches present
	% of Coaches present
	Level

	Getting to know each other, what does a Literacy Coach do? Coaching Activities (Level 1: informal, 2: more formal, 3: formal), Principled Practices Survey
	3
	7
	100
	High

	Defining a Coach; Standards for Literacy Coaches: required, discretionary; Coaching for Effective Reading and Writing Instruction
	3
	7
	100
	High

	Adolescent Literacy Across the Content Areas,  Observation tool
	3
	7
	100
	High

	Writing Academy Facilitator Training
	6
	7
	100
	High

	Adult/Adolescent Learning, Coaching Activities
	3
	7
	100
	High

	Context of Literacy, Coaching Conversations
	4
	7
	100
	High

	Literacy Context, Using assessment to guide instruction
	5
	7
	100
	High

	Adolescent Learners
	5
	7
	100
	High

	Define the Role of the LC
	5
	7
	100
	High


Table reads: The first Year 1 literacy coach professional development focused on getting to know each other and what a literacy coach does. The session was 3 hours in length and 7 of 7 (100%) of literacy coaches were in attendance. The level of implementation for this PD session was rated “high”. 

  Summary. The whole school implementation includes SIRI-AL, Writing Academy and Literacy Coach professional development. The latter two professional development types had high participation. The literacy coach professional development included all seven literacy coaches participating in each of the nine activities. The level of Writing Academy PD participation was also rated high regardless of the personnel type and facility. SIRI-AL had less teacher, principal and LC participation particularly due to the fact that it was implemented prior to Read180 implementation. There were several teachers and a few principals either hired right after SIRI-AL implementation or who were hired during Year 1 to replace teacher’s who had left. 

There was little facility variation in PD participation. Each facility had high literacy coach and writing academy participation while facilities 1 and 5 had slightly less SIRI-AL participation relative to the other five facilities.

2. Year 2 implementation study

Literacy coach’s, in their Whole School role, participated in 12 days of professional development that included six or six and-a-half hours each session (Table 62). The literacy coaches receive customized professional development to enable them to present the HYS literacy professional development to teachers in their facility and then support the teachers in the implementation of the strategies.  For each of the 12 sessions, time is dedicated to develop the skills needed by the literacy coaches to work with classroom staff and fill their role in the project on issues they are dealing with for that week. In addition, each week a new topic was introduced (see Table 56 for daily professional development descriptions).

With the exception of three sessions (e.g., session 6, 8, and 9) all literacy coaches attended each day’s professional development activities. For sessions 6, 8, and 9 one person was missing with an 86% attendance rate. However only one literacy coach missed the introduction of a HYS module (e.g., session 6); the other two days with one literacy coach not in attendance were review days.  Average percentage of literacy coach participation was scaled for each professional development activity. This scale includes:

High = 75% - 100%

Moderate = 50% - 74%

Needs Improvement = < 50%

Each professional development activity was categorized as “high” indicating a high level of literacy coach participation for all 12 professional development activities. 

Table 62. Literacy Coach Whole School Professional Development Activity: Year 2

	PD Activity
	# of hours
	# of Coaches present
	% of Coaches present
	Level

	(1) Coaching as a partnership, the coaching process, constructive conversations
	6.5
	7
	100
	High

	(2) Training on “What is a Literacy Coach” professional development.
	6.5
	7
	100
	High

	(3) Training on HYS Mod 1, discussion on Taking the Lead (coaching book)
	6.5
	7
	100
	High

	(4) Training on HYS Mod 2, more discussion on Taking the Lead
	6.0
	7
	100
	High

	(5) Training on HYS Mod 3 - Setting Objectives and Providing Feedback, Presenting demonstration lessons.
	6.0
	7
	100
	High

	(6) Training on HYS Mod 4 - Reinforcing Effort and Providing Feedback, coaching scenarios.
	6.5
	6
	86
	High

	(7) Coach presentations, pre/post conferences, demonstrations lessons.  
	6.5
	7
	100
	High

	(8) Review of STARS, report on demonstration lessons, relating SIRI/ WA to the HYS.
	6.0
	6
	86
	High

	(9) Revisiting Setting Objectives and Providing Feedback, learning about adult learners.
	6.0
	6
	86
	High

	(10) “Cruising the Cerebral Superhighway", Review of Reinforcing Effort and Providing Feedback.
	6.5
	7
	100
	High

	(11) Training on HYS Mod 5 - Cooperative Learning, Discuss article "Why Change is so Challenging for Schools".
	6.5
	7
	100
	High

	(12) Review Cooperative Learning, Review Instructional Coaching.
	6.0
	7
	100
	High


Table reads: The first Year 2 literacy coach professional development activity focused on coaching as a partnership, the coaching process, and constructive conversation. This PD activity lasted 6.5 hours and 7 of the total 7 literacy coaches (100%) were in attendance. The level of implementation was rated as “high”. 

Note: there is one literacy coach for each of the seven facilities participating in the project. 

The average total of hours of participation and the average percentage of hours, aggregated across the 12 sessions, is also presented (Table 63). With a 75 total possible literacy coach professional development hours available, literacy coaches participated, on average, in roughly 73 of those hours with an average of 97% of the hours with teacher participation. Literacy coaches are participating in the Year 2 professional development activities available to them. 

Table 63. Average Hours and Percentage of Hours for Literacy Coach Professional Development Activity: Year 2

	
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	S.D.

	Total Hours
	63.0
	75
	72.9
	4.9

	Total Percentage of average hours
	83.4
	100.0
	96.5
	6.5


Table reads: the minimum number of hours of literacy coach professional development in Year 2 was 63 hours across the 12 sessions and the maximum hours was 75. The average number of professional development hours is 72.9.

Note: there are 7 LC’s; one for each facility. 

In year 2 High Yield Strategies (HYS) Professional Development was implemented in the Whole School portion of the project. Each facility offered a different number of modules and a different number of hours for those modules. Before the High Yield Strategies curriculum was started, the literacy coach at each site presented a professional development session developed specifically for this project titled, “What is a Literacy Coach?”  This session concentrated on informing the teaching staff the roles and responsibilities of the literacy coach position in the project.  It contained activities and examples designed to produce interest in working with the literacy coach in further implementing the past literacy professional development activities, SIRI and the Writing Academy, and also the upcoming professional development, HYS.  Each module is described in more detail next. 

For Module 1 (Introduction), participants learned how to use the online modules, and received an overview of the nine high yield instructional strategies and related research by viewing online videos and a power point presentation.  Teachers were asked to engage in a number of activities which included some of the nine strategies.  Goals of this module were to be able to use the online modules and to describe and identify the first three strategies to take back and implement in the classroom.  Approximate time allotment for this session was 4 hours.

Module 2 (Introduction con’t), had participants continuing to use the online modules and to learn more regarding the Marzano strategies and research.  Goals of this module were to use the online modules, to describe and identify the nine strategies that affect student achievement, to summarize the role that classroom management plays in these strategies, to summarize the role that curriculum design plays in the implementation of these strategies, and to create research-based learning activities to use with students. Approximate time allotted for this session was 3 ½ hours.

Module 3 (Setting Objectives and Providing Feedback) focused specifically on the high yield strategy, Setting Objectives and Providing Feedback.  Participants utilized an online module to learn more about how to apply the strategies in their classrooms, and were able to review examples that were specific to the grade level range that they teach.  Goals of the session and associated fieldwork were for teachers to be able to use the online modules, describe the specific strategies, learn the research generalizations and classroom implications for this strategy create learning activities to use with students, and analyze student achievement after using the instructional strategies in the classroom.  Approximate time allotment for this session was 3 ½ hours.

For Module 4 (Reinforcing Effort and Providing Recognition), participants focused on the Marzano strategy of Reinforcing Effort and Providing Recognition by using the online modules to learn more about how to apply the strategies in classrooms and by reviewing grade level examples.  Goals of this session and associated fieldwork are to use the online modules, to describe the strategy, theory, and implications of using in the classroom, to recognize ways that they are currently using the strategy, and the recognition and assessment of their own use of the strategy in the classroom.  Approximate time for this session was 3 ¾ hours.

In Module 5 (Cooperative Learning Strategy), participants focused on the Cooperative Learning Strategy for this module, using an online module to learn about how to apply the strategy to the classroom.  Additional goals of this session include describing specific approaches, research generalizations, and resultant classroom implications for the cooperative learning strategy, as well as assessing participants’ own use of the strategy in their classroom.  Approximate time for this session was 3 ¾ hours. Appendix A6 presents a more detailed description of the Marzano strategies along with the literature associated with these strategies. Appendix A7 presents a more detailed description of the professional development activities for each Module implemented in Year 2. 

Table 64 illustrates the variability in hours offered across facilities and modules. Presented are the possible hours available for each HYS activity by facility as well as the total possible hours and the average number of hours across the HYS PD activities. Five facilities offered five modules and literacy coach professional development sessions that ranged between 25 and 33.5 possible HYS professional development hours. Facility 4 offered four modules and literacy coach professional development with a total of 22 hours while Facility 1 offered the least number of professional development sessions (e.g., literacy coach and three modules with 17.5 hours).  The average number of hours for each module also varied across facility with Facility 1 averaging four hours a HYS PD session and facilities 7 and 8 averaging almost seven hours. 

The hours possible were scaled such that:

Low  = Less than 20 hours offered

Moderate  = Between 20 and 29 hours offered

High = 30 hours or more offered

Facilities 5, 7, and 8 were rated “high” with 30 and 33.5 hours of HYS professional development availability. Facilities 2, 3, and 4 were rated “moderate” with a total of 25, 34, and 22 HYS PD available, respectively. With a total of 17.5 possible hours, Facility 1 was rated “low”. 

Table 64. Average number of HYS PD Hours Possible by Module and Overall 

	Facility
	LC
	Module 1
	Module 2
	Module 3
	Module 4
	Module 5
	Total Hours Possible
	Average Number of Hours Across HYS PD session
	Total Hours Possible Level

	1
	5.5
	4
	4
	4
	N/A
	N/A
	17.5
	4.375
	Low

	2
	4
	3
	6
	6
	6
	4
	25
	5.8
	Moderate

	3
	5.5
	3.0
	3.5
	5.5
	4.0
	5
	24
	5.3
	Moderate

	4
	3
	4
	4
	5
	6
	N/A
	22
	5.5
	Moderate

	5
	6
	4
	4
	4
	4
	8
	30
	6
	High

	7
	4.5
	3
	3.5
	9
	3.5
	10
	33.5
	6.7
	High

	8
	6
	4
	3.5
	7
	5
	8
	33.5
	6.7
	High


Table reads: Facility 1 implemented 5.5 hours of “what is a literacy coach” professional development and four hours each for Modules 1 through 3. Neither Module 4 nor 5 was implemented. The total number of HYS PD hours offered in Facility 1 was 17.5 hours. For each PD session the average number of hours was 4.3 hours. Facility 1 was rated as “low” for the total number of possible HYS PD hours offered. 

Table 65 presents the average number and percentage of HYS PD hours attended by facility and Personnel type (e.g., teacher and principal) and overall for each facility regardless of how many hours offered. Although facility 1 offered 17.5 total HYS PD hours (see Table 58), teachers (14.7 hours) and principals (13.5 hours) on average participated in these PD sessions. In fact, 84% of the total 17.5 hours were attended by teachers and 77% of the 17.5 hours were attended by principals with an 83% participation rate overall. Facility 2 provided a “moderate” level of professional development and had a “high” percentage of participation by its teachers and principals, with 92% and 91% participation out of the total 25 hours, respectively. Facilities 3, 5, and 8 ranged between 68% and 74% participation. 

Average percentage of hours was scaled for teacher participation and the total participation. This scale includes:

High = 75% - 100%

Moderate = 50% - 74%

Needs Improvement = < 50%

Overall, four facilities were categorized as “high” while three facilities were categorized as “moderate” with respect to participation. These categorizations were the same regardless of whether teachers were included or if principals and teachers (total) were used. Appendix A8 presents the number and percentage of participants for each HYS professional development activity by facility. We urge people not to compare across facilities since the number of PD sessions offered, the number of days allocated to each PD session, and the PD hours allocated vary across facility (timing of the offerings was left to the discretion of the literacy coach). 

Table 65. Average Number and Percentage of HYS sessions hours attended by facility and Personnel type

	 
	Teacher
	Principal
	Total
	 
	 

	Facility 
	N
	Average # of hours
	Avg.% of hours
	N
	Average # of hours
	Avg. % of hours
	N
	Avg # of hours
	Avg. % of hours
	Teacher
	Total

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Level
	Level

	1
	29
	14.7
	84.1
	3
	13.5
	77.1
	32
	14.6
	83.5
	High
	High

	2
	28
	23.0
	92.0
	3
	19.0
	76.0
	31
	22.6
	90.5
	High
	High

	3
	19
	17.0
	70.9
	2
	18.0
	75.0
	21
	17.1
	71.3
	Moderate
	Moderate

	4
	23
	18.7
	84.8
	3
	13.0
	59.1
	26
	18.0
	81.8
	High
	High

	5
	19
	20.5
	68.4
	2
	28.0
	93.3
	21
	21.2
	70.8
	Moderate
	Moderate

	7
	31
	26.2
	78.1
	4
	24.3
	72.4
	35
	25.9
	77.4
	High
	High

	8
	18
	24.9
	74.2
	3
	17.0
	50.7
	21
	23.7
	70.9
	Moderate
	Moderate


Table reads: Facility 1 had 29 teachers attended the HYS professional development sessions. The average number of hours attended by teacher was 14.7 (out of a total of 17.5 hours), which is 84% of the total possible hours.

The three HYS strategies implemented in Year 2 were cross referenced with the OSU evaluation observations to gauge whether content taught to teachers in these HYS professional development sessions were being implemented in the classroom. Although a direct cause and effect cannot be made, the classroom observations are presented here to illustrate the presence (or absence) of teacher strategy use. More specifically, Professional Development training for Strategy 3 (Reinforcing Effort & Providing Recognition), Strategy 6 (Cooperative Learning), and Strategy 7 (Setting Objectives & Providing Feedback) for most facilities was completed in Quarters 7 and 8 of the project— spring 2008 and summer 2008. Of exception is that Facility 1 was unable to present the latter two strategies to its staff and that Facility 4 missed strategy 7; these strategies will be presented to staff at those two facilities in Year 3.  There are two points however worth noting. First, Year 2 HYS Professional Development training began with an overview of all strategies. Second, at the end of each training module the next strategy was previewed. Therefore exposure to the basic premises of each strategy have been presented to teachers attending at least the first two HYS models, school wide. 

Observations of HYS are presented here in two fashions. The first, in graphic form, shows the percent of each strategy observed by OSU evaluators relative to the total number of strategies observed. The second, in table form, shows the number and percent of days that OSU evaluators observed a strategy relative to the total number of possible days observed. Both presentations disaggregate results by quarter (spring and summer) as well as by facility.  

Figure 26 present the percentage of observational use for each of the nine Marzano strategies for the 2008 spring and summer quarters. Percentages represent the number of times a particular strategy was observed relative to the total number of strategies observed for that quarter. Strategy 7 (Setting Objectives/Feedback) was the most frequently observed strategy (17% out of the total 136 total strategies observed for the quarter) in the spring of 2008. Strategies 3, 5, 6, and 9 also include a relatively significant presence in spring quarter. Strategy 3 included 15% of the total observation, for Strategy 5, 16% of the 136 strategies was observed, Strategy 6 made up 12%, and for Strategy 9, 14.5% of the total strategies was observed. Interesting to note is that the three strategies that were introduced to the teachers in spring – 3, 6, and 7— were some of the strategies most frequently used. Cooperative Learning (Strategy 6) has a slightly lower use, as would be expected with a population of incarcerated youth. Many of these strategies manifest during group instruction; however, youth in this prison environment typically have individual seatwork in the classroom due to high student-to-teacher ratios and due to the diversity of disabilities and learning levels that are represented in a given class. It makes sense then that, because strategies such as Reinforcing Effort/ Providing Recognition (for attainment of goals) and Setting Objectives/Providing Feedback manifest not only when the teacher is working one-on-one with students but also when the teacher is group instructing, there are higher observed occurrences. Further, some facilities did not introduce Strategy 6 until Summer quarter making the presence of this material exhibited by teachers minimal. 

These same five strategies (7, 3, 5, 6, and 9) were still frequently used in summer quarter. Reinforcing Effort/Providing Recognition (Strategy 3) comprised 19.5% of the 179 total strategies observed in summer quarter, followed by Strategy 7 – Setting Objectives/ Providing Feedback--with 17% of the total strategies observed. In addition, Strategies 5, 6, and 9 consumed a significant percentage (12%, 16%, and 15%, respectively) of the total strategies observed. 

The introductory exposure to all of the HYS strategies and the preview of these strategies that “kicked off” the Professional Development training for Year 2 may have heightened teacher awareness and employment of the practices, perhaps explaining the higher observed use of the unlaunched strategies (e.g., 5-Nonlinguistic Representation and 9-Cues, Questions & Advanced Organizers) in both quarters observations. Across both quarters, Strategies 1, 2, 4, and 8 were minimally used relative to the other strategies--a result that is to be expected given that teachers would not be trained in these areas until Year 3.The observational results, viewed as a whole, illustrate that the strategies that teachers have been trained in and that teachers have previewed show a higher percentage of observed use relative to the strategies that have not yet been presented in detail.

It is recommend that the percentage of strategy use should not be compared across the two quarters, because the total number of strategies observed for each quarter depends on the number of classes observed and the number of observed classes differs across quarters. Additionally, the percentage of strategy use for each facility should be interpreted with caution; percentages for a facility are calculated relative to the total number of strategies observed for a quarter, and are shown within a particular strategy, as exemplified above. 

To account for the fact that the number of strategies observed also depends on the number of classes observed for a given quarter and facility, Table 66 presents the number of classes that an evaluator observed that particular strategy by quarter and overall. In addition the percentage of classes is presented to compare strategy use across quarters and facilities. The percentage is the number of classes where a strategy is observed relative to the total possible number of classes observed for a particular quarter and facility. 

Figure 26. Observed Marzano Strategies by Facility and Quarter
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Note1: Entries that make up these percentages represent High Yield Strategies that were observed, and each HYS can only be observed once per class. A class can illustrate all nine strategies however. Additionally, Strategies 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 are each represented by one question while Strategies. 2, 7, 8, and 9 are each represented by multiple questions.  (See Appendix 10A for an in-depth discussion.) For purposes of this graphing, if any question was observed for a given strategy only one entry was generated for that strategy. For example, Strategy 3 has one question on the Observation Protocol, with one entry on the graph for each time observed at a facility.  Strategy 9, however, has multiple questions on the Observation Protocol--but will still only have one entry on the graph for each time observed at a facility; so, if Strategy 3 was observed at both Facility 1 and Facility 2, there would be 2 entries within Strategy 3 on the graph—one for Facility 1 and one for Facility 2 for that quarter.   

Note2: The rating of observed strategies is contingent on the observer. In spring of 2008 there was observer turnover in Facilities 1 through 4, with a novice observer in these facilities; this could have potentially comprised the quality of ratings observed.

Table 66. The Number and % of Classes Observing Strategies by Facility and Quarter

	
	facility 1a
	facility 2 a
	facility 3c
	facility 4d
	facility 5e
	facility 7f
	facility 8g
	Total h

	
	# obs
	%
	# obs
	%
	# obs
	%
	# obs
	%
	# obs
	%
	# obs
	%
	# obs
	%
	# obs
	%

	Spring 08
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	strategy 1
	2
	66.7
	2
	66.7
	2
	100.0
	3
	60.0
	1
	20.0
	2
	33.3
	0
	0.0
	12
	40.0

	strategy 2
	2
	66.7
	2
	66.7
	2
	100.0
	5
	100.0
	0
	0.0
	2
	33.3
	0
	0.0
	13
	43.3

	strategy 3
	2
	66.7
	2
	66.7
	2
	100.0
	5
	100.0
	3
	60.0
	2
	33.3
	5
	83.3
	21
	70.0

	strategy 4
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	20.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	3.3

	strategy 5
	2
	66.7
	2
	66.7
	2
	100.0
	5
	100.0
	3
	60.0
	4
	66.7
	4
	66.7
	22
	73.3

	strategy 6
	3
	100.0
	2
	66.7
	1
	50.0
	4
	80.0
	3
	60.0
	1
	16.7
	3
	50.0
	17
	56.7

	strategy 7
	1
	33.3
	2
	66.7
	2
	100.0
	5
	100.0
	3
	60.0
	5
	83.3
	6
	100.0
	24
	80.0

	strategy 8
	1
	33.3
	2
	66.7
	0
	0.0
	2
	40.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	5
	16.7

	strategy 9
	2
	66.7
	2
	66.7
	2
	100.0
	4
	80.0
	1
	20.0
	4
	66.7
	6
	100.0
	21
	70.0

	Total
	15
	55.6
	16
	59.3
	13
	72.2
	33
	73.3
	15
	33.3
	20
	37.0
	24
	44.4
	136
	50.4

	Summer 08
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	strategy 1
	0
	0.0
	3
	75.0
	1
	20.0
	0
	0.0
	6
	75.0
	4
	66.7
	2
	28.6
	16
	43.2

	strategy 2
	0
	0.0
	3
	75.0
	1
	20.0
	2
	66.7
	6
	75.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	14.3
	13
	35.1

	strategy 3
	4
	100.0
	4
	100.0
	4
	80.0
	3
	100.0
	8
	100.0
	5
	83.3
	6
	85.7
	34
	91.9

	strategy 4
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	12.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	2.7

	strategy 5
	0
	0.0
	4
	100.0
	2
	40.0
	2
	66.7
	6
	75.0
	5
	83.3
	3
	42.9
	22
	59.5

	strategy 6
	4
	100.0
	4
	100.0
	4
	80.0
	3
	100.0
	8
	100.0
	5
	83.3
	2
	28.6
	30
	81.1

	strategy 7
	3
	75.0
	4
	100.0
	4
	80.0
	3
	100.0
	7
	87.5
	5
	83.3
	6
	85.7
	32
	86.5

	strategy 8
	0
	0.0
	2
	50.0
	1
	20.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	3
	8.1

	strategy 9
	1
	25.0
	4
	100.0
	3
	60.0
	3
	100.0
	7
	87.5
	5
	83.3
	5
	71.4
	28
	75.7

	Total
	12
	33.3
	28
	77.8
	20
	44.4
	16
	59.3
	49
	68.1
	29
	53.7
	25
	39.7
	179
	53.8

	Grand Total
	27
	42.9
	44
	69.8
	33
	52.4
	49
	68.1
	64
	54.7
	49
	45.4
	49
	41.9
	315
	52.2

	a. in Facility 1 and 2, for spring 08, there are 3 possible observations for each strategy and 27 possible observations for all the strategies; for summer 08, there are 4 possible observations for each strategy and 36 possible observations for all the strategies; for both spring 08 and summer 08, the total possible observations are 63.  

	c. in Facility 3, for spring 08, there are 2 possible observations for each strategy and 18 possible observations for all the strategies; for summer 08, there are 5 possible observations for each strategy and 45 possible observations for all the strategies; for both spring 08 and summer 08, the total possible observations are 63.  

	d. in Facility 4, for spring 08, there are 5 possible observations for each strategy and 45 possible observations for all the strategies; for summer 08, there are 3 possible observations for each strategy and 27 possible observations for all the strategies; for both spring 08 and summer 08, the total possible observations are 72.  

	e. in Facility 5, for spring 08, there are 5 possible observations for each strategy and 45 possible observations for all the strategies; for summer 08, there are 8 possible observations for each strategy and 72 possible observations for all the strategies; for both spring 08 and summer 08, the total possible observations are 117.  

	f. in Facility 7, for spring 08, there are 6 possible observations for each strategy and 54 possible observations for all the strategies; for summer 08, there are 6 possible observations for each strategy and 54 possible observations for all the strategies; for both spring 08 and summer 08, the total possible observations are 108.  

	g. in Facility 8, for spring 08, there are 6 possible observations for each strategy and 54 possible observations for all the strategies; for summer 08, there are 7 possible observations for each strategy and 63 possible observations for all the strategies; for both spring 08 and summer 08, the total possible observations are 117.  

	h. for all facilities, for spring 08, there are 30 possible observations for each strategy and 270 possible observations for all the strategies; for summer 08, there are 37 possible observations for each strategy and 333 possible observations for all the strategies; for both spring 08 and summer 08, the total possible observations are 603.  


Similar to what was already addressed, in spring quarter Strategies 3, 6, and 7 included a high percentage of classes with these strategies observed (70%, 56%, and 80%) aggregating across facilities. In addition, Strategies 5 (73%) and 9 (70%) also had a high percentage of classes with teacher implementation. For the strategies that teachers were exposed to, usage increased in summer 2008. In summer, teachers implemented Strategy 1 in 91% of the classes observed, and Strategies 6 and 7 in 81% and 87% of the classed observed, respectively. Strategy 5 decreased in use while strategy 7 increased slightly. 

When strategy use is compared at the facility level and juxtaposed against whether the strategy was presented to teachers in detail, Facilities 1 and 4 still have a high percentage of classes where teachers implement strategies not yet formally presented. Facility 1, more specifically, implemented Strategy 6 in 100% of the observed classes for both spring and summer quarters and Strategy 7 33% of spring classes and 75% of summer classes. Facility 4 presented strategy 6 material to 80% of the observed spring classes and 100% of the summer classes. Perhaps teachers in these facilities were already exposed to these strategies or were motivated to learn more about them when presented with the overview. 

Facilities that were presented with Strategies 3, 6, and 7 might not necessarily have implemented on observed days because of the time of teacher professional development. For example, Facility 8 was not presented with Strategy 6 material (Teacher Professional Development Module 5) until the very end of summer quarter, explaining the low (28%) teacher implementation when OSU evaluators observed. In addition, Facility 7 had 16% of spring classes observed with the teachers implementing Strategy 6, material not completely presented until the middle of summer quarter. Regardless, each facility either improved from spring to summer in their usage of the strategies they have been exposed to or remained relatively similar.

Given the limited number of classes observed and the fact that scores are also contingent on the observer, results here should be taken with caution. These data were used to determine if a general trend could be gleaned if teachers are implementing the strategies presented to them in their professional development. In general, the answer is yes. Future observations seeks to determine if strategies not yet presented will begin to emerge in teaching practices observed by evaluators and if strategies already presented continue to be utilized. Year 3 through 5 data collection will answer these questions.  Given the volatile nature of these data and preliminary analyses of professional development implementation we refrain from scaling these results until all HYS PD sessions have been implemented and more observations can be recorded. 

3. Year 1 – Year 2 implementation

Changes in the level of implementation from Year 1 to Year 2. Literacy coach whole school professional development across the two years was the same. In both the first and second year of program implementation, professional development attendance by the literacy coaches was high. Table 67 summarizes teacher and total personnel professional development attendance across the two years. Although comparisons are difficult, facilities are in general attending professional development activities at either a high or moderate level of implementation. Even facilities that needed to improve in their professional development attendance in Year 1 were rated as either high (Facility 1) or moderate (Facility 5) in Year 2 with the HYS professional development. To note, although facility 1 although had a high teacher and total attendance rate the amount of professional development offered to the building personnel was low. Facility 7 implemented a high level of HYS professional development and the teachers attended at a high rate. 

Table 67. Whole School Professional Development Attendance Ratings Summarized: Year 1 and Year 2

	Facility
	SIRI-AL – Year 1
	Writing Academy – Year 1
	HYS – Year 2

	
	Teacher Level
	Total Level
	Teacher Level
	Total Level
	Total Hours Possible Level
	Teacher Level
	Total Level

	1
	Needs Improvement
	Needs Improvement
	High
	High
	Low
	High
	High

	2
	Moderate
	Moderate
	High
	High
	Moderate
	High
	High

	3
	Moderate
	Moderate
	high
	high
	Moderate
	Moderate
	Moderate

	4
	Moderate
	Moderate
	High
	High
	Moderate
	High
	High

	5
	Needs Improvement
	Needs Improvement
	High
	High
	High
	Moderate
	Moderate

	7
	Moderate
	Moderate
	High
	High
	High
	High
	High

	8
	Moderate
	Moderate
	High
	High
	High
	Moderate
	Moderate


Table reads: Facility 1 “needed improvement” for teacher and total SIRI-AL professional development attendance. Facility 1 was rated as “high” for both teachers and total for Writing Academy PD. The total possible of HYS PD hours offered to staff was “low” but despite this staff were in “high” attendance for both teachers and the entire building (total).  

Literacy coach professional development across Year 1 and Year 2 was rated high. All literacy coaches were in attendance for all nine Year 1 sessions while almost all literacy coaches were in attendance for the 12 Year 2 professional development activities. 

Implications for impact analysis. Because literacy coach attendance was similar across facilities and for Year 1 and Year 2 no negative consequences are expected in the impact analyses. Of concern however is the variation of professional development attendance and activities provided across facilities in both Year 1 and Year 2. If it is assumed that knowledge learned in the professional development impacts teacher behavior and subsequent student learning then it is possible that the limited attendance in facilities 1 and 5 might impact outcome measures of interest. 

VI. Evaluation of the Impacts of the Whole School Intervention: Years 1 & 2 

A. Study Design 

1. Sample selection process

Youth housed in ODYS from October 2006 to August 2008 and not randomly assigned to the Read 180 targeted intervention are included in the sample for the whole school intervention. 

There are five groups of interest in the whole school intervention. The first group was eligible for the targeted intervention and randomly assigned to the traditional English classroom. The remaining groups were all defined as ineligible for the targeted intervention program because they either scored below basic on the SRI, they were already proficient in their reading, the stay at ODYS was less than six months, or they were soon to or already had earned their GED/Diploma. Group membership is further based on the youth’s base line Lexile score. They include ineligible for the traditional intervention and scored below basic on the SRI, ineligible the targeted intervention and scored at basic on the SRI, ineligible for the targeted intervention and scored proficient on the SRI, and ineligible for the targeted intervention and scored advanced on the SRI. 

2. Sample size 

Since the baseline SRI score was central to the whole categorization system, youth had to have received a score at baseline. Although all youth in school are assessed on the SRI, some youth refuse to take the assessment and subsequently earn a 0. Zero scores were not included in the categorization system or in any impact analyses. Therefore the overall sample size used for whole school was 3,649 youth. Table 3 presented previously and repeated here summarizes the number of youth in each category. 

Table 3. Number of Youth by Baseline SRI Performance Category for Whole School

	Whole School Category
	Frequency
	Percent

	Below Basic
	141
	3.9

	Ineligible Basic
	1733
	47.5

	Eligible Basic
	540
	14.8

	Proficient 
	979
	26.8

	Advanced
	256
	7.0

	Total
	3649
	100.0

	Unknown
	198*
	


Table reads: 141 youth at baseline were classified at below basic in reading. This is almost 4% of the youth who could be classified. 

* Those youth who are unknown “blew off” the baseline SRI and received a 0. Zero scores were treated as missing in all analyses

Almost half (47%) of the youth are ineligible for the targeted intervention but scored basic on the baseline SRI test. Youth in this category were defined as ineligible because their ODYS stay was less than six months or they were to receive their GED within six months. By the very nature of these youth, this group will have limited post SRI assessment scores. Therefore, the actual sample size for the impact analyses is presented in the impact results. Almost 27% (n = 979) were ineligible for the targeted intervention because they scored proficient at baseline and 7% (n = 256) scored advanced on the baseline SRI and therefore were not eligible for the targeted intervention. Almost 15% (n = 540) youth were in the traditional English component of the targeted intervention and scored basic on the SRI baseline test. 

One hundred and ninety-eight youth are in the ODYS school system but were not included in impact analyses because no baseline score was available. Further, since it is necessary that youth have multiple scores on the SRI assessment, the actual sample size utilized is smaller in the impact analyses than what is presented here. The actual sample size utilized in the impact analyses is presented in the impact results section. 

3. Data collection plan 

Data collected in the targeted intervention are also collected for the youth in the whole school intervention. Data are collected by the ODYS staff, administration and the SOCC. The SOCC houses all collected data and then provides the OSU evaluation personnel with an electronic, encrypted, de-identified data file. Data are provided on a quarterly basis and tracked longitudinally (i.e., school location, updated planned released date) as well as quarter specific information (i.e., English class attendance). Both targeted intervention and whole school youth are in a single data file with youth identified accordingly. Other data are collected by the OSU evaluation team also on a quarterly basis. These measures are presented next. 

  Measures. Almost all measures collected in the targeted intervention are also collected for the whole school intervention (of exception is the literacy coach implementation logs). These measures are categorized by (a) youth measures and (b) teacher/classroom measures. Both types of measures are collected by either the OSU evaluation team or by the SOCC and are presented in more detail in the targeted intervention section and the associated appendices. 

  Youth Measures. Data measuring student progress is collected by two means: 1) in the ODYS educational data systems (e.g., the SOCC), or (2) by the OSU evaluation team. Descriptions of these student measures are presented below. 

 (1) The SRI (Lexile test), a computerized, adaptive test that is used to assess reading level, is given as a pretest when youth are first sentenced to ODYS care (e.g., at “in-take”). Youth are reassessed quarterly while in the facility. 

 (2) The CAT, used to assess reading and math ability is administered to all youth at intake and annually. 

 (3) The Ohio Graduation Test (OGT) is a state-wide achievement test administered to all youth in the state of Ohio initially in the 10th grade.  This test has five components that cover reading, math, science, writing and citizenship. Only a small percentage of ODYS youth sit for the OGT. 

 (4) Additional youth demographic characteristics are collected by the SOCC and given to the OSU evaluation team. They include:  race, gender, disability status, degree obtained, degree expected, age, grade placement, chronological age grade placement, special education status, and whether or not they return to ODYS after release. Daily attendance rosters for each youth in each class are also provided.  

 (5) Students’ Reading Sense of Efficacy (RSE+) data has been collected by the OSU evaluation team. Four pilots have been administered; collecting data on as many youth as possible and therefore include whole school intervention youth. These data are ultimately to be collected as baseline and then annually each year the youth is at ODYS.

  Measures of teachers and classrooms. Site visit classroom observations and teachers’ sense of efficacy survey were the two central components of measures at the teacher and classroom level. 

  Classroom observations. An evaluation team member visits each school once per week during the instructional term.  The evaluator observes at least one whole school classroom each week.  With respect to whole school, the evaluation visits are designed to accomplish the following things:

1. Observe for the components of the SIRI and Writing activities in the Traditional classes

2. Observe the climate of the building and classrooms

3. Observe for anomalies and idiosyncratic behaviors of teachers and students

4. Observe student participation, on-task behavior and student learning

5. Interact with classroom teacher, aide and literacy coach

6. Administer and collect the student efficacy measures

7. Observe any skills taught in teacher professional development sessions

Classroom observation utilized a structured form and for the use of Whole School classroom characterizations seven Components were created and approximately 80 items to observe. In Year 1 an effort was made to track observed SIRI-AL and Writing Academy techniques within these seven components, but many of these are most appropriate for group instruction, and therefore were not observed with much frequency. In Year 2, HYS were integrated into the observation protocol, including the usefulness of the strategy when it was implemented. A total of 185 traditional observations were recorded in the first two years of the project (see Table 12 for a breakdown across facility).The component description, score method and brief description of practices are presented in Appendix B2, Tables B2.2  through B2.4. 

Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Survey. A teachers’ sense of efficacy instrument was also pilot tested using all teachers across the seven ODYS facilities. Appendix B2 present a brief overview of teacher efficacy literature along with the survey administration procedures and psychometric property analyses (e.g., Cronbach’s alpha, confirmatory factor analysis, and Rasch Modeling) of the scales. 

4. Summary of analytic approach to the impact analysis 

  Models. The models estimated for whole school centered on addressing whether the professional development variability across facilities was impacting, directly or indirectly, students’ reading performance as measured by Lexile scores. Since there are no specific measures at the individual student level on teacher professional development, the youth’s home school was used as a proxy. Therefore a series of models were estimated to understand the impact that school (or variation in professional development) had on youth’s reading performance. Impact analyses and the subsequent results are suggestive and descriptive.  In other words, the inferential analyses are used for only describing the current sample and if statistically significant results are found we take caution is attributing Lexile score change across to the variation in school characteristics, most notably professional development implementation. 

A series of Repeated Measures Analysis of Co-Variance (ANCOVA) models were estimated, using SPSS 15. For each estimated model the independent variable was school and the dependent variable was the pre and post Lexile score. The covariate utilized was the youths’ Math CAT. Equation 20 presents this general Repeated Measures ANCOVA model. 
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Each model estimated differed by the criteria used to include youth. These models included:

a) Youth with at least two quarters of actual treatment. That is, youth who received two, three, four, five, six, seven or eight quarters of treatment were included in this analysis. 

b) Youth with at least three quarters of actual treatment. That is, youth who received three, four, five, six, seven or eight quarters of treatment were included in this analysis. 

c) Youth with at least four quarters of actual treatment. That is, youth who received four, five, six, seven or eight quarters of treatment were included in this analysis. 

d) Youth with at least five quarters of actual treatment. That is, youth who received five, six, seven or eight quarters of treatment were included in this analysis.

The fact that whole school youth are characterized by their baseline Lexile score should also not go unnoticed. It would have been ideal to include both school status and performance level as the two central independent variables in a series of repeated measures ANCOVA models to determine if performance level of the youth interacted with differences in reading performance across schools. However, small sample sizes limited our ability to conduct these analyses. We however wanted to address the importance that baseline performance might have on the average youth’s reading performance across time. To do so, the same repeated measures ANCOVA models were estimated but in place of the school independent variable, whole school status was utilized. Equation 21 presents this general Repeated Measures ANCOVA model. Analyses conducted in Years 3 through five, when sample sizes are expected to be larger, will include both independent variables in one model.
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Effect size and partial effect sizes were calculated for all estimated models. Values were virtually identical therefore the partial effect sizes produced by SPSS were retained. 

  Selection of covariates. The central covariate in each analysis is the Math CAT. Scores collected by ODYS include youth assessment on this measure at any point in time of the youth’s academic career. Therefore, scores were omitted when the score was collected before the youth arrived to ODYS or when the scores were collected after the youth had been exposed to the treatment. The targeted intervention section describes in more detail the decisions implemented when choosing the most appropriate covariate score.

B. Description of the First- and Second-Year Sample 

1. Basic characteristics of teachers

There are 132 teachers included in the whole school intervention
. The number of teachers differs by facility and mirrors the number of students enrolled. The number of teachers employed by facility include: Facility 1 (n = 21), Facility 2 (n = 27), Facility 3 (n = 15), Facility 4 (n = 23), Facility 5 (n = 14), Facility 7 (n = 22), and Facility 8 (n = 10). All teachers are highly qualified and are subsequently licensed in the core courses taught; the average years of teaching experience district wide is 11. 

In addition to these characteristics, the OSU evaluation team, in Year 2, collected data on teachers’ sense of efficacy (see Appendix B for a description of this instrument in its entirety). Teachers were asked to complete a teacher efficacy survey that includes three pre-existing teacher efficacy instruments: Collective Efficacy Scale, Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy, and Teacher Efficacy Scale. The latter two instruments are subdivided into subscales of general and teacher efficacy in the Teacher Efficacy Scale and Efficacy for Instructional Strategies, Classroom Management, and Student Engagement in the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale. Table 68 present these data at the subscale and total level.

Table 68. Teacher Efficacy Perception Descriptive Statistics 

	Subscalesb
	Survey itema
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	SD

	Collective Efficacy*
	C1 to C12
	123
	1.83
	5.71
	3.82
	.71

	Teacher Efficacy Total 
	B1 to B9
	124
	2.11
	5.78
	4.13
	.73

	General Sense of Efficacy 
	B1, B2, B3, B4 , B9
	124
	1.20
	6.00
	3.94
	.98

	Personal Teacher Efficacy
	B5, B6, B7, B8
	124
	2.25
	6.00
	4.34
	.74

	Teacher Sense Efficacy Total 
	A1 to A12
	124
	2.67
	8.33
	6.23
	1.01

	Classroom Management
	A1, A6, A7, A8
	124
	2.50
	9.00
	6.32
	1.38

	Student Engagement
	A2, A3, A4, A11
	124
	2.50
	8.50
	5.33
	1.22

	Instructional Strategies 
	A5, A9, A10, A12
	124
	2.50
	9.00
	7.05
	1.11


Table reads: collective efficacy is comprised of 12 items – labeled C1-12 in the actual survey. 123 teachers responded to the items that comprise this subscale. The lowest score was 1.83 on a 6 point scale while the highest subscale score was 7.71. The average efficacy score was 3.83 on a 6-point scale. 

a. Please refer to the appendix for details in the actual survey.

b. The subscale of collective efficacy utilizes a 6-point Likert-type scale, the subscale of teacher efficacy utilizes a 6-point Likert-type scale and the subscale of teacher sense efficacy utilizes a 9-point Likert-type scale. Refer to the appendix for details. 

Note: only teachers who indicated which facility they worked were included in this analysis. Read 180 teachers, aids and Literacy coaches were excluded

* Collective efficacy was not found to be construct valid although it has been in past research studies. We present the data here at the subscale level. 

In general, teachers report being moderately efficacious. With respect to the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy sale, teachers report being most efficacious in instructional strategies (M = 7.05). Teachers reporting feeling less efficacious in classroom management (M = 6. 32) followed by student engagement (M = 5.3). 

Teachers report being also moderately efficacious in general and personally efficacious although these teachers, on average, had a slightly higher personal efficacy perception (M = 4.34) relative to general teacher efficacy (M = 3.94).Teachers were less likely to agree that teachers within their facility were efficacious (collective efficacy) with an average score of 3.9 on a 6 point scale. Appendix A9, Table A9.1 presents teachers’ efficacy perceptions by facility. 

2. Basic characteristics of classrooms

The same classes are offered at each facility. Table 69 presents these courses separated out by course content. Courses offered include the areas of math, science, English, technical education, history, art, health, and physical education.  Math classes span across Math Study Skills to advanced math and also include Applied Math. Science classes include GED science, Earth and Space Science and Horticulture among others. English classes presented here include both traditional English and Read 180 (StARR) across grades, although classrooms are not separated out by grade level. Career Tech classes include barbering, career internships (CBI) and roofing to name a few. History classes include government, GED Social Studies, and world/United States History for example. Art, Health and physical education classes are also offered.  

Table 69. ODYS Course Offerings 

	Math
	Science
	English
	Career Tech
	History/Soc
	Art
	health
	PE

	Advanced Math
	Biology 1
	English 05
	Admin Office Tech
	Civics
	Art 1
	Health 05
	Physical Education 05

	Algebra 1
	Biology 2
	English 06
	Auto Body
	GED Social Studies
	Art 2
	Health 06
	Physical Education 06

	Algebra 2
	Earth & Space Science
	English 06 STARR
	Automotive Specialization
	Government
	Art MS
	Health 07
	Physical Education 07

	Applied Math 3
	GED Science
	English 07
	Barbering
	Social Studies 05
	Music HS
	Health 08
	Physical Education 08

	Economics
	Horticulture
	English 07 STARR
	Career Connections
	Social Studies Study Skills
	Music MS
	Health HS
	Physical Education HS

	GED Math
	Physical Science
	English 08
	Career Based Intervention (CBI)
	US/WS 1750-1877 Gr08
	Graphic Arts
	
	

	Geometry
	Science Inquiry 05
	English 08 STARR
	Transitional Skills
	US/WS 1877-1945
	
	
	

	Math 05
	Science Study Skills
	English 09
	Personal Development
	US/WS 1945-Present
	
	
	

	Math 06
	Scientific Inquiry 06
	English 09 STARR
	Construction Technology
	US/WS to 1750 Gr07
	
	
	

	Math 07
	Scientific Inquiry 07
	English 10
	Frame & Roof
	World Studies Gr06
	
	
	

	Math 08
	Scientific Inquiry 08
	English 10 STARR
	Keyboarding
	
	
	

	Math Study Skills
	
	English 11
	Masonry
	
	
	
	

	
	English 11 STARR
	Parenting
	
	
	
	

	
	
	English 12
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	English 12 STARR
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Residential Wiring
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	English/Lang Arts Study Skills
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	GED English
	
	
	
	


Descriptions of the classroom were also collected by the OSU evaluation team. Observational categories, as shown in Table 70, are represented on the Traditional classroom Observation Protocol. One line of the protocol has all Observational Categories from the table represented.  One line of the protocol also represents one observation in one classroom.  This means that each observation in a class has potential for all of the Observational Categories to be recorded: Classroom Management practices, Before Reading/Writing practices, During Reading/ Writing practices, Skill & Strategy practices, Materials & Tasks of the Lesson practices, and Teacher practices.  Data for these components were collected in the winter, spring and summer quarters of 2008.

More individual seatwork than group instruction takes place in these typical youth prison classroom.  It makes sense then Before, During, and After Reading/Writing practices (that require group instruction) are observed less frequently than some of the other Observational Categories. Also intuitive is that the Before, During, and After Reading/Writing practices are observed more frequently. for an English class than for other subjects.  These distinctions are reflected in the number of times observed (N, in the table below).  For example, Before Reading/Writing practices were observed 6 times/in 6 classes for Facility 1, 8 times/in 8 classes for Facility 2, 11 times/in 11 classes for Facility 3, etc., with Mean use for Before Reading/Writing practices being 4.1, 3.5, and 4.1, respectively.  This variation in number of times observed could be attributed to:  1) no group instruction being conducted on day observed, 2) no group reading instruction being given due to instruction regarding a Math assignment, 3) no before reading/writing practices conducted because there were 15 students to one teacher, and because all of the students were at such varied disability and subject levels that only individual seatwork could be performed (i.e. it would not have been practical or meaningful to conduct group instruction), or 4) the observer did not observe/record that practice.    

With these distinctions considered, an effort was made not to penalize an observed class for practices that were inapplicable or not meaningful to that classroom environment; this was accomplished by only purposefully recording the Observational Categories of Classroom Management, Skill & Strategy, Materials & Tasks of the Lesson, and Teacher Practices for every class observed. For these categories practices within those categories were rated with a 1 to 5 (1-Minimal use and 5-Heavy use), or 99-Not applicable.  For the remaining Observational Categories of Before, During, and After Reading/Writing, gradations (1 = Minimally Used; 5= Heavily Used) were only recorded if observed.

Table 70. Whole School Observation Categories 

	Observation Categories
	Facility
	N**
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	SD

	Classroom Management*
	1
	12
	2.3
	4.0
	3.5
	0.7

	
	2
	11
	2.5
	4.6
	3.5
	0.7

	
	3
	15
	2.0
	4.4
	3.7
	0.7

	
	4
	8
	3.4
	5.0
	4.2
	0.6

	
	5
	14
	2.0
	4.0
	3.2
	0.8

	
	7
	13
	2.4
	4.0
	3.4
	0.6

	
	8
	18
	1.0
	4.3
	3.2
	0.9

	Before Reading
	1
	6
	3.5
	4.5
	4.1
	0.4

	
	2
	8
	2.3
	4.6
	3.5
	0.8

	
	3
	11
	2.7
	5.0
	4.1
	0.6

	
	4
	6
	2.3
	5.0
	3.7
	1.1

	
	5
	4
	1.0
	4.0
	3.3
	1.5

	
	7
	4
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	0.0

	
	8
	9
	4.0
	4.3
	4.0
	0.1


Table 70. Whole School Observation Categories (Continued)

	During Reading
	1
	3
	2.9
	4.0
	3.5
	0.5

	
	2
	8
	2.5
	5.0
	3.5
	0.9

	
	3
	11
	2.5
	5.0
	3.9
	0.6

	
	4
	6
	2.2
	3.5
	3.0
	0.5

	
	5
	4
	4.0
	4.5
	4.1
	0.3

	
	7
	5
	3.0
	4.0
	3.8
	0.4

	
	8
	3
	4.0
	4.5
	4.2
	0.3

	After Reading
	1
	2
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	0.0

	
	2
	7
	1.8
	4.7
	3.0
	1.0

	
	3
	7
	2.0
	4.5
	3.4
	1.1

	
	4
	7
	1.0
	4.0
	2.5
	1.0

	
	5
	2
	1.0
	4.0
	2.5
	2.1

	
	7
	2
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	0.0

	
	8
	1
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0
	.

	Skills and Strategy Information 
	1
	6
	2.5
	3.5
	3.1
	0.5

	
	2
	7
	1.0
	4.5
	2.8
	1.4

	
	3
	12
	1.5
	5.0
	3.6
	0.8

	
	4
	8
	2.0
	4.0
	3.1
	0.8

	
	5
	9
	1.0
	4.0
	2.7
	1.2

	
	7
	12
	1.8
	4.0
	3.1
	0.7

	
	8
	14
	1.0
	4.0
	3.0
	1.1

	Materials & Task of the Lesson
	1
	6
	3.3
	5.0
	4.3
	0.7

	
	2
	9
	1.9
	5.0
	3.3
	0.9

	
	3
	15
	3.2
	5.0
	4.2
	0.5

	
	4
	8
	2.8
	5.0
	3.5
	0.8

	
	5
	10
	2.1
	4.0
	3.2
	0.8

	
	7
	15
	2.4
	4.5
	3.7
	0.6

	
	8
	16
	3.0
	5.0
	3.8
	0.7

	Teaching Practices
	1
	7
	1.0
	5.0
	3.9
	1.4

	
	2
	10
	3.0
	4.9
	3.8
	0.5

	
	3
	14
	3.5
	5.0
	4.2
	0.4

	
	4
	8
	1.0
	4.0
	2.9
	1.2

	
	5
	12
	1.8
	4.0
	2.9
	0.8

	
	7
	15
	1.9
	4.0
	3.0
	0.9

	
	8
	17
	1.9
	4.4
	3.2
	0.9


Table reads: Facility 1 had 12 indices where classroom management activities were witnessed by OSU evaluators. On average, the activities were moderately used (Mean = 3.5).

*The Classroom Management component was calculated using only the items that used the five point scale; dichotomized yes/no items and items on a 4 point scale were omitted.  The five point scale that was utilized is: 1 = Minimally Used; 3 = Somewhat Used; 5 = Heavily Used

** Each facility had a different number of observed classes for whole school in winter, spring, and summer 2008. Facility 1 had 16 classes observed, Facility 2-13 classes, Facility 3-15 classes, Facility 4-11 classes, Facility 5-18 classes, Facility 7-17 classes, and Facility 8 had 20 classes observed. These total numbers of observed classes should be taken into consideration when interpreting the number of classes that included a component strategy. 

Facility 1 had 12 observations/classes that included at least 1 of the tasks associated with this component. Teachers “Somewhat Used” (mean use ~3.5) Classroom Management tasks across winter, spring and summer quarters of 2008; this was also the case with Facility 2 however only 11 observations were collected. Facility 4 rated slightly higher in their usefulness in implementing the Classroom Management strategies, with an average rating of 4.2 across eight observations. Facilities 5, 7, and 8 were relatively similar with 3.2, 3.4 and 3.2 usefulness averages, respectively. 

Overall, when component tasks were observed, average ratings consistently ranged between a 3 and a 4 or “moderately used”. Of exceptions is the lower rating of 2.5 for Facilities 4 and 5 in the teacher’s use of After Reading strategies and these same facilities use of teaching practices with a 2.9 rating for each facility. 

Several factors should be considered here. Slight differences can be identified due to differences in observers’ ratings.  One observer is responsible for Facilities 1-4, and another observer is responsible for Facilities 5, 7, and 8.  Facilities 1-4 tend to have a slightly higher range when comparing Minimum to Maximum use ratings, but Mean use of practices and Standard Deviations (from Mean use of practices) are similar.   Another factor to consider is that the range of accessible classes will vary by facility.  If only certain classes are available to observe for a given quarter due to situations such as having a substitute English teacher, for example, then the mean use for that facility could be affected across Observational Categories. 

3. Basic characteristics of students 

Students in this report are characterized primarily by demographic characteristics and efficacy perceptions. Data presented here address these student characteristics disaggregated by the status they were categorized into based on his or her baseline SRI score (e.g., below basic, basic (eligible or ineligible), proficient, and advanced).  Appendix A11, Tables A11.1 through A11.7 addresses these same data by facility. 

Table 71 shows frequency distributions and percentages for student demographic characteristics, disaggregated by ineligible status (below basic, at basic traditional ineligible, proficient, advanced) and eligible status (at basic Read180 eligible, at basic traditional eligible). 

For the youth with ineligible status, the primary racial category is Black, and the secondary racial category is White. The same is for the youth with eligible status. For both youth with ineligible status and eligible status, there are more males than females. For both youth with ineligible status and eligible status, there are more youths without special education than those with special education. For the youths with disabilities with both ineligible status and eligible status, the primary disability type is ED (emotional disturbance), the secondary disability type is SLD (specific learning disability), and the third disability type is CD (MR) (cognitive disability-mental retardation). In considering of age, youths with both statuses are mainly in their age of 17, 18 and 19. Correspondingly, for the current grade of youths with both ineligible and eligible status, the most representative grade is 9th grade and the secondary representative grade is 10th grade. (There is frequently a difference between chronological age and expected grade level attainment.

Table 72 presents student efficacy perceptions by the youths’ whole school status; Appendix A12, Tables A12.1 through A12.7 presents these data by facility since this is the central component to the impact analyses. Whole school status is however omitted in the appendix given the limited sample size.

The descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) of the 24 youth reading efficacy items and the three efficacy subscales disaggregated by ineligible status (below basic, at basic traditional ineligible, Proficient, advanced) and eligible status (at basic traditional eligible) are presented. 

Generally, the at basic traditional ineligible is the group with the most youth while below basic is the group with the fewest youth. For youth with ineligible status, advanced youth generally have the highest mean efficacy, and youths in the below basics have the lowest mean efficacy for each item as well as the three subscales. For the three subscales, the mean for the below basic group is the smallest (smaller than 4), and the mean for advanced group is the largest (4.67~5.09). The mean reading efficacy of the three subscales for the traditional eligible group is around 4. 

Overall, most reading efficacy items and the three subscales have their means around 4, with a standard deviation ranging from 1 to 1.5 

Table 71. Demographic Characteristics by Eligibility Status
	Variable
	Option
	Ineligible
	Eligible

	
	
	Below basic
	At basic 
	Proficient
	Advanced
	Total
	At basic R180
	At basic 
	Total

	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Race
	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0
	0
	1
	.1
	1
	.1
	0
	0
	2
	.1
	0
	0
	1
	.2
	1
	.1

	
	Black
	96
	68.1
	1038
	59.9
	408
	41.7
	66
	25.8
	1608
	51.7
	427
	70.1
	369
	68.3
	796
	69.3

	
	Hispanic
	11
	7.8
	43
	2.5
	26
	2.7
	6
	2.3
	86
	2.8
	17
	2.8
	9
	1.7
	26
	2.3

	
	Native American/Alaskan
	0
	0
	2
	.1
	3
	.3
	1
	.4
	6
	.2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	White
	28
	19.9
	585
	33.8
	493
	50.4
	170
	66.4
	1276
	41.0
	146
	24.0
	141
	26.1
	287
	25.0

	
	Multiracial
	6
	4.3
	64
	3.7
	48
	4.9
	13
	5.1
	131
	4.2
	19
	3.1
	20
	3.7
	39
	3.4

	Gender
	Male
	138
	97.9
	1606
	92.7
	892
	91.1
	232
	90.6
	2868
	92.2
	580
	95.2
	521
	96.5
	1101
	95.8

	
	Female
	3
	2.1
	127
	7.3
	87
	8.9
	24
	9.4
	241
	7.8
	29
	4.8
	19
	3.5
	48
	4.2

	Special Ed
	No
	29
	20.6
	950
	54.8
	807
	82.4
	221
	86.3
	2007
	64.6
	335
	55.0
	312
	57.8
	647
	56.3

	
	Yes
	112
	79.4
	783
	45.2
	172
	17.6
	35
	13.7
	1102
	35.4
	274
	45.0
	228
	42.2
	502
	43.7

	Disability
	Au
	0
	0
	2
	.2
	1
	.4
	0
	0
	3
	.2
	1
	.3
	1
	.4
	2
	.4

	
	CD(MR)
	37
	31.9
	141
	16.5
	13
	5.2
	0
	0
	191
	15.0
	52
	17.2
	55
	22.5
	107
	19.6

	
	Df
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	.3
	0
	0
	1
	.2

	
	ED
	47
	40.5
	426
	49.8
	154
	62.1
	47
	82.5
	674
	52.8
	132
	43.7
	103
	42.2
	235
	43.0

	
	MD
	5
	4.3
	6
	.7
	1
	.4
	0
	0
	12
	.9
	3
	1.0
	2
	.8
	5
	.9

	
	O-Min
	0
	0
	33
	3.9
	12
	4.8
	3
	5.3
	48
	3.8
	15
	5.0
	11
	4.5
	26
	4.8

	
	O-Maj
	0
	0
	5
	.6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	.4
	1
	.3
	0
	0
	1
	.2

	
	OI
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	.3
	0
	0
	1
	.2

	
	SL
	0
	0
	6
	.7
	2
	.8
	0
	0
	8
	.6
	3
	1.0
	0
	0
	3
	.5

	
	SLD
	27
	23.3
	236
	27.6
	65
	26.2
	7
	12.3
	335
	26.2
	91
	30.1
	71
	29.1
	162
	29.6

	
	TBI
	0
	0
	1
	.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	.1
	1
	.3
	1
	.4
	2
	.4

	
	Vi
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	.3
	0
	0
	1
	.2

	Age
	12
	0
	0
	1
	.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	13
	1
	.7
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	14
	5
	3.5
	9
	.5
	6
	.6
	5
	2.0
	25
	.8
	6
	1.0
	7
	1.3
	13
	1.1

	
	15
	7
	5.0
	57
	3.3
	28
	2.9
	9
	3.5
	101
	3.2
	17
	2.8
	27
	5.0
	44
	3.8

	
	16
	16
	11.3
	152
	8.8
	50
	5.1
	24
	9.4
	242
	7.8
	80
	13.1
	80
	14.8
	160
	14.0

	
	17
	22
	15.6
	325
	18.8
	157
	16.0
	43
	16.8
	547
	17.6
	128
	21.0
	125
	23.1
	253
	22.0

	
	18
	36
	25.5
	429
	24.8
	270
	27.6
	60
	23.4
	795
	25.6
	145
	23.8
	140
	25.9
	285
	24.8

	
	19
	25
	17.7
	437
	25.2
	253
	25.8
	55
	21.5
	770
	24.8
	136
	22.3
	102
	18.9
	238
	20.7

	
	20
	24
	17.0
	222
	12.8
	136
	13.9
	38
	14.8
	420
	13.5
	77
	12.6
	51
	9.4
	128
	11.2

	
	21
	5
	3.5
	68
	3.9
	62
	6.3
	15
	5.9
	150
	4.8
	14
	2.3
	6
	1.1
	20
	1.7

	
	22
	0
	0
	33
	1.9
	17
	1.7
	7
	2.7
	57
	1.7
	6
	1.0
	2
	.4
	8
	.7

	Current grade
	7
	2
	1.8
	4
	.3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	.3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	8
	3
	2.7
	11
	.9
	8
	1.1
	3
	1.5
	25
	1.1
	6
	1.1
	9
	1.8
	15
	1.5

	
	9
	58
	51.8
	651
	51.3
	220
	29.7
	52
	25.5
	981
	42.3
	228
	41.7
	225
	45.8
	453
	43.9

	
	10
	32
	28.6
	285
	22.4
	101
	13.6
	27
	13.2
	445
	19.2
	154
	28.2
	119
	24.2
	273
	26.4

	
	11
	9
	8.0
	97
	7.6
	57
	7.7
	10
	4.9
	173
	7.5
	51
	9.3
	36
	7.3
	87
	8.4

	
	12
	6
	5.4
	47
	3.7
	38
	5.1
	12
	5.9
	103
	4.4
	25
	4.6
	26
	5.3
	51
	4.9

	
	Graduated
	2
	1.8
	172
	13.5
	315
	42.5
	99
	48.5
	588
	25.3
	80
	14.6
	74
	15.1
	154
	14.9


Table 72. Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Whole School Status

	
	Below basic
	At basic Traditional Ineligible 
	At basic Traditional  eligible
	Proficient
	Advanced
	Total

	Reading Efficacy Item
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	16
	2.94
	1.436
	146
	3.82
	1.639
	97
	3.73
	1.585
	102
	4.28
	1.557
	18
	4.56
	1.423
	521
	3.90
	1.616

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	15
	3.53
	1.457
	147
	4.03
	1.579
	102
	4.18
	1.531
	105
	4.62
	1.368
	18
	5.11
	1.367
	534
	4.23
	1.500

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	16
	3.06
	1.289
	148
	3.47
	1.342
	100
	3.65
	1.359
	104
	4.40
	1.376
	18
	4.00
	1.455
	533
	3.77
	1.406

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	15
	3.53
	1.506
	146
	3.99
	1.419
	102
	4.00
	1.400
	103
	4.45
	1.447
	17
	4.94
	1.435
	526
	4.14
	1.455

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	16
	3.06
	1.340
	146
	3.66
	1.478
	102
	3.63
	1.385
	104
	3.98
	1.481
	18
	3.94
	1.259
	531
	3.76
	1.435

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	15
	3.67
	1.633
	148
	4.43
	1.391
	103
	4.42
	1.325
	103
	4.93
	1.316
	18
	5.11
	1.231
	530
	4.57
	1.402

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	16
	3.31
	1.580
	147
	4.60
	1.373
	102
	4.52
	1.520
	105
	5.08
	1.306
	18
	5.50
	.707
	535
	4.71
	1.420

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	16
	2.88
	1.204
	146
	4.10
	1.421
	98
	4.10
	1.454
	104
	4.56
	1.283
	16
	5.44
	.629
	520
	4.21
	1.401

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	15
	3.40
	1.242
	148
	4.24
	1.528
	98
	4.11
	1.323
	105
	4.69
	1.368
	18
	5.39
	1.037
	529
	4.29
	1.505

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	16
	3.50
	1.461
	146
	4.04
	1.286
	102
	3.71
	1.148
	102
	4.34
	1.331
	18
	5.11
	1.367
	529
	4.04
	1.343


Table 72. Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Whole School Status (Continued) 

	
	Below basic
	At basic Traditional Ineligible 
	At basic Traditional  eligible
	Proficient 
	Advanced
	Total

	Reading Efficacy Item
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	16
	3.19
	1.377
	143
	3.83
	1.261
	103
	3.78
	1.321
	105
	4.47
	1.249
	18
	4.72
	1.364
	529
	4.01
	1.343

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	15
	3.07
	1.280
	141
	4.11
	1.387
	94
	3.78
	1.296
	102
	4.43
	1.368
	18
	4.61
	1.335
	512
	4.09
	1.372

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	16
	3.19
	1.276
	146
	3.73
	1.330
	102
	3.86
	1.476
	105
	4.32
	1.464
	18
	4.67
	1.455
	530
	3.94
	1.447

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	16
	3.19
	1.276
	147
	4.11
	1.340
	99
	3.96
	1.347
	104
	4.42
	1.384
	18
	4.72
	1.364
	531
	4.09
	1.357

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	15
	3.27
	1.335
	141
	4.06
	1.308
	99
	3.95
	1.431
	101
	4.42
	1.344
	18
	4.78
	1.592
	519
	4.06
	1.419

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	13
	3.69
	1.109
	147
	4.27
	1.449
	99
	4.48
	1.240
	104
	4.89
	1.314
	18
	5.17
	1.383
	525
	4.42
	1.403

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	16
	3.38
	1.708
	148
	3.91
	1.290
	101
	3.89
	1.378
	105
	4.25
	1.314
	17
	4.71
	1.105
	533
	3.98
	1.387

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	16
	3.62
	1.857
	147
	4.05
	1.416
	103
	4.05
	1.464
	104
	4.81
	1.308
	18
	5.06
	1.474
	534
	4.22
	1.488

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	16
	4.00
	1.366
	148
	3.95
	1.280
	101
	4.17
	1.265
	103
	4.51
	1.305
	17
	5.06
	1.029
	532
	4.14
	1.351


Table 72. Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Whole School Status (Continued)

	
	Below basic
	At basic Traditional Ineligible 
	At basic Traditional  eligible
	Proficient
	Advanced
	Total

	Reading Efficacy Item
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	16
	3.75
	1.844
	148
	4.03
	1.256
	102
	3.90
	1.506
	105
	4.54
	1.500
	18
	5.17
	.985
	534
	4.15
	1.441

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?*
	7
	4.29
	1.254
	66
	3.97
	1.392
	39
	4.00
	1.338
	56
	4.66
	1.456
	11
	4.73
	1.191
	237
	4.11
	1.486

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	16
	3.75
	1.528
	148
	4.10
	1.427
	103
	3.84
	1.520
	104
	4.61
	1.403
	18
	4.89
	1.410
	535
	4.21
	1.429

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	15
	4.40
	1.298
	149
	3.98
	1.244
	102
	4.20
	1.407
	104
	4.59
	1.304
	18
	4.22
	1.478
	533
	4.21
	1.342

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	16
	3.75
	1.844
	149
	4.30
	1.349
	103
	4.24
	1.332
	105
	4.81
	1.373
	18
	5.50
	1.200
	538
	4.42
	1.402

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	16
	3.40
	.834
	149
	3.94
	.922
	103
	3.93
	.960
	105
	4.48
	1.004
	18
	4.67
	.834
	539
	4.06
	.992

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	16
	3.54
	.958
	149
	4.03
	.974
	103
	3.99
	1.025
	105
	4.54
	1.091
	18
	5.09
	.890
	539
	4.16
	1.039

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	16
	3.42
	.965
	149
	4.18
	1.092
	103
	4.20
	1.024
	105
	4.66
	1.074
	18
	4.93
	.968
	539
	4.31
	1.097

	Total (Items: All) 
	16
	3.46
	.795
	149
	4.03
	.917
	103
	4.02
	.921
	105
	4.54
	1.003
	18
	4.87
	.839
	539
	4.15
	.967


Table reads: 16 youth who scores below basic on the SRI at baseline  were moderately sure (Mean = 3.94) on average that they could pick out the topic or  subject of a story. 

Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses

C. Impacts on Students Reading Proficient

Impacts on students reading Proficient were analyzed in two central ways. First, a series of repeated measures ANCOVAs were estimated to determine if school had an impact on reading performance improvements across time. Second, omitting school as an independent variable, baseline performance level  (e.g., below basic, basic eligible, basic ineligible, advance, proficient) was utilized as an independent variable. Each model and the corresponding results are presented next. 

School impacts. The impact that the seven different schools had on student’s reading Proficient for at least 2 quarters, 3 quarters, 4 quarters, and 5 quarters with Math CAT scores as the covariate was assessed below. The Math CAT covariate score was chosen as the covariate in the ANCOVA analysis because previous analysis showed that it had significant effects on the Lexile scores (Appendix C3 presents the SPSS programming code for these analyses). 

Table 73 describes the Lexile performance at baseline and post test for youth who receive two or more quarters of treatment across schools.  Table 74 presents the inferential ANCOVA results for those who had two or more quarters of disaggregated by school.  Figure 27 presents the estimated marginal means by school across the two Lexile assessments. 

Table 73. Descriptive Statistics for Whole School on the SRI by School for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment

	
	School
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile0)
	1.00
	849.21
	315.471
	94

	
	2.00
	829.55
	300.296
	247

	
	3.00
	900.78
	225.488
	95

	
	4.00
	817.20
	316.440
	188

	
	5.00
	892.04
	351.520
	112

	
	7.00
	849.12
	301.496
	282

	
	8.00
	862.79
	229.995
	47

	
	Total
	848.68
	302.543
	1065

	Post (Lexile2)
	1.00
	762.65
	358.435
	94

	
	2.00
	822.27
	337.030
	247

	
	3.00
	893.23
	295.365
	95

	
	4.00
	819.22
	330.195
	188

	
	5.00
	954.67
	307.845
	112

	
	7.00
	851.48
	316.635
	282

	
	8.00
	845.81
	266.759
	47

	
	Total
	845.50
	325.765
	1065


Table reads: The 1065 youth at baseline earned a score of 848.68 on the Lexile assessment on average; and at the post test, they earned a Lexile score of 845.50 on average. 

The descriptive statistics show that at baseline youth at school 4 have the lowest mean (M=817.20), and youth at school 3 have the highest mean (M=900.78).  After two quarters, youth at school 1 have the lowest mean (M=762.65), and youth at school 5 have the highest mean (M=954.67).  Among the seven schools, the mean Lexile scores for youth at school 1, school 2, school 3 and school 8 decrease, and school 1 decreases the most (
[image: image103.wmf]D

M=-86.56).  The mean Lexile scores for youth at school 4, school 5 and school 7 increase, and school 5 increases the most (
[image: image104.wmf]D

M=+62.63). Figure 27 is consistent with the descriptive statistics table, showing that the mean Lexile scores for school 1, school 2, school 3 and school 8 decrease, and school 1 decreases the most; while other schools receive a gain in scores, with school 5 increasing the most. Table 74 illustrates that there is in fact a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and school (
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, p < .05, power=.877).  Post hoc analyses however show no school statistically improved or decreased in reading performance across time.

Table 74. ANCOVA results for Whole School on the SRI for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power(a)

	lexile
	4178.935
	1
	4178.935
	.119
	.000
	.064

	lexile * MathCATcov
	1.121
	1
	1.121
	.000
	.000
	.050

	lexile * School
	576404.660
	6
	96067.443
	2.735*
	.015
	.877

	Error(lexile)
	37120859.759
	1057
	35119.073
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the seven schools was statistically different.

a  Computed using alpha = .05

Figure 27. Estimated Means for Whole School on the SRI by School for Youth with At least Two Quarters of Treatment 
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction; post hoc analyses show no school statistically improved or decreased in reading performance across time. 

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

The ANCOVA analysis that included youth who receive at least three quarters of treatment is shown in the following tables and figure.  Again, the descriptive statistics (table 75) show that at baseline youth at school 3 have the highest mean (M=849.78), and youth at school 4 have the lowest mean again (M=750.06).  After three quarters, youth at school 1 again has the lowest mean (M=746.91), and youth at school 5 have the highest mean (M=954.00).  Among the seven schools, the mean Lexile scores for youth at school 2 almost stayed the same, scores for youth at school 1, school 3 and school 4 decrease, with school 1 and school 3 decreases the most (
[image: image107.wmf]D

M1=-41.54; 
[image: image108.wmf]D

M3=-42.94 ).  The mean Lexile scores for youth at school 5, school 7, and school 8 increase, and school 5 increases the most (
[image: image109.wmf]D

M=+114.88). Figure 28 is consistent with these descriptive statistics table.  

Table 76 illustrates that there is in fact a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and school (
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, p < .05, power=.897).  Post hoc analyses show that Facility 5  statistically improved the average youth reading performance from pre to post-assessment. No other statistically significant results were found. 

Table 75. Descriptive Statistics for Whole School on the SRI by School for Youth with At least Three Quarters of Treatment

	
	School
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile0)
	1.00
	788.45
	328.986
	47

	
	2.00
	811.73
	305.624
	146

	
	3.00
	849.78
	258.790
	37

	
	4.00
	750.06
	356.624
	101

	
	5.00
	839.12
	353.158
	89

	
	7.00
	836.68
	314.480
	159

	
	8.00
	814.46
	181.704
	28

	
	Total
	812.66
	319.274
	607

	Post (Lexile3)
	1.00
	746.91
	358.851
	47

	
	2.00
	810.73
	329.576
	146

	
	3.00
	806.84
	303.074
	37

	
	4.00
	731.91
	361.917
	101

	
	5.00
	954.00
	303.388
	89

	
	7.00
	860.26
	337.530
	159

	
	8.00
	851.29
	228.038
	28

	
	Total
	828.29
	336.155
	607


Table reads: The 607 youth at baseline earned a score of 812.66 on the Lexile assessment on average; and at the post test, they earned a Lexile score of 828.29 on average. 

Table 76. ANCOVA results for Whole School on the SRI for Youth with At Least Three Quarters of Treatment

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power(a)

	lexile
	9140.919
	1
	9140.919
	.239
	.000
	.078

	lexile * MathCATcov
	902.299
	1
	902.299
	.024
	.000
	.053

	lexile * School
	666639.309
	6
	111106.552
	2.904*
	.028
	.897

	Error(lexile)
	22915614.060
	599
	38256.451
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the seven schools was statistically different.

a  Computed using alpha = .05

Note: post hoc analyses showed a statistically significant change from pre to post score assessment.

Figure 28. Estimated Means for Whole School on the SRI by School for Youth with At least Three Quarters of Treatment 
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

When looking exclusively at those youth who had four or more quarters of treatment, we can find that the differences between the seven schools’ reading performance across time is similar to those who had three or more quarters of treatment.  The descriptive statistics (table 77) show that at baseline youth at school 3 have the highest mean (M=917.13), and youth at school 4 have the lowest mean (M=766.54).  After four quarters, youth at school 4 receive the lowest mean (M=684.06), and youth at school 5 again have the highest mean (M=958.93).  Among the seven schools, the mean Lexile scores for youth at school 1, school 3, school 4 and school 7 decrease, and school 1 and school 3 decrease the most (
[image: image112.wmf]D

M1=-102.20;  
[image: image113.wmf]D

M3=-103.20).  The mean Lexile scores for youth at school 2, school 5 and school 8 increase, and school 5 increases the most (
[image: image114.wmf]D

M=+113.54).  Figure 29 is consistent with the descriptive statistics table, showing that only the scores for school 1, school 3 and school 4 decrease, with school 1 and school 3 decrease the most, while school 7 does not change much; other schools receive a gain in scores, with school 5 increases the most.  

Table 78 again illustrates that there is a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and school (
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, p < .05, power=.947). Post hoc analyses illustrated no statistically significant change in reading performance from pre – to post – assessment for any school. 

Table 77. Descriptive Statistics for Whole School on the SRI by School for Youth with At Least Four Quarters of Treatment

	
	School
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	N

	Baseline (Lexile0)
	1.00
	801.50
	385.484
	20

	
	2.00
	790.46
	312.498
	82

	
	3.00
	917.13
	165.460
	15

	
	4.00
	766.54
	341.742
	48

	
	5.00
	845.39
	346.408
	70

	
	7.00
	843.41
	318.725
	94

	
	8.00
	833.00
	198.945
	11

	
	Total
	820.65
	322.162
	340

	Post (Lexile4)
	1.00
	699.30
	371.013
	20

	
	2.00
	810.00
	309.982
	82

	
	3.00
	813.93
	332.576
	15

	
	4.00
	684.06
	365.927
	48

	
	5.00
	958.93
	302.388
	70

	
	7.00
	839.66
	335.139
	94

	
	8.00
	869.09
	201.578
	11

	
	Total
	826.66
	334.750
	340


Table reads: The 340 youth at baseline earned a score of 820.65 on the Lexile assessment on average; and at the post test, they earned a Lexile score of 826.66 on average. 
Table 78. ANCOVA results for Whole School on the SRI for Youth with At Least Four Quarters of Treatment

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power(a)

	lexile
	48270.363
	1
	48270.363
	1.138
	.287
	.003
	.186

	lexile * MathCATcov
	127368.366
	1
	127368.366
	3.002
	.084
	.009
	.408

	lexile * School
	889630.100
	6
	148271.683
	3.494
	.002
	.059
	.947

	Error(lexile)
	14087133.445
	332
	42431.125
	
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the seven schools was statistically different.

a  Computed using alpha = .05

Note: no statistically significant post hoc analyses were found; therefore, no school statistically improved from pre to post score reading performance. 

Figure 29. Estimated Means for Whole School on the SRI by School for Youth with At least Four Quarters of Treatment 
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

Youth who had five or more quarters of treatment look similar to previous analyses.  The descriptive statistics (Table 79) show that at baseline youth at school 3 again have the highest mean (M=888.60), and youth at school 4 still have the lowest mean (M=769.14).  After five quarters, youth at school 3 surprisingly yield the lowest mean (M=568.20), and youth at school 5 again have the highest mean (M=968.11).  Among the seven schools, the mean Lexile scores for youth at school 1, school 3, school 4 and school 7 decrease, with school 3 decreasing the most (
[image: image117.wmf]D

M=-320.4), and school 1 decreases a lot, too (
[image: image118.wmf]D

M=-175.54).  The mean Lexile scores for youth at school 2, school 5 and school 8 increase, with school 5 increases the most (
[image: image119.wmf]D

M=+107.18), and school 8 increases a lot, too (
[image: image120.wmf]D

M=+81).

Table 80 shows that there is a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and school (
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, p < .05, power=.852).  Post hoc analyses illustrated no statistically significant change in reading performance from pre – to post – assessment for any school. Figure 30 is consistent with the descriptive statistics table, showing that the mean Lexile scores for school 1, school 3, school 4 and school 7 decrease, with school 3 decreases dramatically; and other schools increase in the scores, with school 5 increase the most.  

Table 79. Descriptive Statistics for Whole School on the SRI by School for Youth with At Least Five Quarters of Treatment

	
	School
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile0)
	1.00
	799.09
	430.878
	11

	
	2.00
	785.67
	343.902
	43

	
	3.00
	888.60
	82.552
	5

	
	4.00
	769.14
	410.140
	14

	
	5.00
	860.93
	294.097
	44

	
	7.00
	835.42
	322.816
	52

	
	8.00
	776.33
	139.543
	3

	
	Total
	822.31
	327.286
	172

	Post (Lexile5)
	1.00
	623.55
	367.371
	11

	
	2.00
	792.26
	350.260
	43

	
	3.00
	568.20
	327.155
	5

	
	4.00
	753.43
	417.883
	14

	
	5.00
	968.11
	285.567
	44

	
	7.00
	815.56
	381.438
	52

	
	8.00
	857.33
	41.187
	3

	
	Total
	824.96
	358.144
	172


Table reads: The 172 youth at baseline earned a score of 822.31 on the Lexile assessment on average; and at the post test, they earned a Lexile score of 824.96 on average. 
Table 80. ANCOVA results for Whole School on the SRI for Youth with At Least Five Quarters of Treatment

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power(a)

	lexile
	33904.589
	1
	33904.589
	.811
	.005
	.146

	lexile * MathCATcov
	469.022
	1
	469.022
	.011
	.000
	.051

	lexile * School
	666159.425
	6
	111026.571
	2.655*
	.089
	.852

	Error(lexile)
	6858829.904
	164
	41822.134
	
	
	


a  Computed using alpha = .05

Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the lexile score performance across time for the seven schools was statistically different.

Note: no statistically significant post hoc analyses were found; therefore, no school statistically improved from pre to post score reading performance. 

Figure 30. Estimated Means for Whole School on the SRI by School for Youth with At least Five Quarters of Treatment
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

Summary. The results for each model estimated had very similar patterns.  At baseline two schools consistently lagged behind in average reading performance (e.g., schools 4 and 2).  Across time, youth in School 1 consistently decreased in their average reading performance as did youth in School 3.  In all models estimated, youth in school 5 continued to improve reading performance across time while youth in Schools 2, 7 and 8 most often either remained constant or improved slightly.   

Whole school intervention focused on the impact that the variation of staff professional development might have on the reading performance of youth. Although the decrease in reading performance with youth in School 1 was not statistically significant the fact that this trend held true across all analyses and parallels the limited professional development in this school is worth emphasizing. It is difficult to infer reasons why youth housed as School 5 consistently improved their reading performance. Attributing it to teacher professional development is a challenge since attendance was lacking in SIRI –AL in Year 1 and moderate for HYS for Year 2. Perhaps SIRI is not as influential in reading performance and the moderate amount of HYS is. Perhaps also timing is a factor. No connection in the current analyses was made as to how much or in what capacity students were with teachers when professional development was implemented. Therefore, youth could have arrived in Year 2 after SIRI implementation had ceased and HYS was in its infancy stages. 

Performance Status Impacts. The impact that the five baseline performance levels had on student’s reading Proficient for at least 2 quarters, 3 quarters, 4 quarters, and 5 quarters with Math CAT scores as the covariate was assessed below.  The Math CAT covariate score was chosen as the covariate in the ANCOVA analysis because previous analyses showed that it had significant effects on the Lexile scores. 

Table 81 describes the Lexile performance at baseline and post test for youth who receive two or more quarters of treatment across schools.  Table 82 presents the inferential ANCOVA results for those who had two or more quarters of treatment disaggregated by their whole school status.  Figure 31 presents the estimated marginal means by whole school status across the two Lexile assessments.  

Table 81. Descriptive Statistics for Whole School on the SRI by Baseline Performance Level for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment

	
	Baseline Performance Level
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile0)
	1- Below basic
	96.58
	60.240
	45

	
	2- At basic Trad ineligible
	744.09
	197.369
	490

	
	3- At basic Trad eligible
	766.62
	201.870
	261

	
	4- Proficient
	1137.00
	79.989
	241

	
	5- Advanced
	1333.46
	89.286
	70

	
	Total
	845.89
	302.098
	1107

	Post (Lexile2)
	1- Below basic
	431.44
	269.376
	45

	
	2- At basic Trad ineligible
	757.30
	297.047
	490

	
	3- At basic Trad eligible
	773.99
	283.727
	261

	
	4- Proficient
	1059.76
	237.743
	241

	
	5- Advanced
	1238.07
	168.893
	70

	
	Total
	844.24
	325.965
	1107


Table reads: The 1107 youth at baseline earned a score of 845.89 on the Lexile assessment on average; and at the post test, they earned a Lexile score of 844.24 on average. 

The descriptive statistics show, not surprisingly, that at baseline youth with below basic status receive the lowest mean (M=96.58), and youth with advanced status have the highest mean (M=1333.46).  After two quarters, youth with below basic status still have the lowest mean (M=431.44), and youth with advanced status have the highest mean (M=1238.07).  Among the five performance levels, the mean Lexile scores for youth with proficient status and with advanced status decrease (
[image: image123.wmf]D

MProficient=-77.24; 
[image: image124.wmf]D

Madvanced=-95.39).  The mean Lexile scores for all other statuses increase, and youth with below basic status increase the most (
[image: image125.wmf]D

M=+334.86).

Table 82 illustrates that there is in fact a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and whole school status (
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, p < .05, power>.99). Post hoc analysis shows that there is significant difference between the baseline Lexile score and the post scores for youth with below basic, Proficient and advanced status. The scores for youth with below basic status significantly increase after 2 quarters of treatment, while the scores for youth with Proficient status and advanced status significantly decrease after 2 quarters of treatment. Figure 31 illustrates these differences pictorially.

Table 82. ANCOVA Results for Whole School on the SRI for Youth with At Least Two Quarters of Treatment for Baseline Performance Level

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Observed Power(a)

	Lexile
	366801.066
	1
	366801.066
	11.581*
	.925

	Lexile * MathCATcov
	1006026.771
	1
	1006026.771
	31.764*
	1.000

	Lexile * WS
	4604972.045
	4
	1151243.011
	36.349*
	1.000

	Error(Lexile)
	34870410.756
	1101
	31671.581
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the five whole school status was statistically different.

* Computed using alpha = .05

Note: Post hoc analysis shows that there is significant difference between the baseline Lexile score and the post scores for youth with below basic, Proficient and advanced status. The scores for youth with below basic status significantly increase after 2 quarters of treatment. And the scores for youth with Proficient status and advanced status significantly decrease after 2 quarters of treatment.  

Figure 31. Estimated Means for Whole School on the SRI by Baseline Performance Level for Youth with At least Two Quarters of Treatment 
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

The ANCOVA analysis that included youth who receive at least three quarters of treatment is shown in the Tables 83 and 84 and Figure 32.  Among the five statuses, the mean Lexile scores for youth with Proficient status and advanced status decrease (
[image: image128.wmf]D

MProficient=-49.83; 
[image: image129.wmf]D

Madvanced=-113.42).  The mean Lexile scores for youth with below basic status, at basic traditional ineligible, at basic traditional eligible increases, and youth with below basic increase the most (
[image: image130.wmf]D

M=+346.65).

Table 84 illustrates that there is in fact a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and whole school status (
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, p < .05, power>.99). Post hoc analysis shows that there is significant difference between the baseline Lexile score and the post scores for youth with below basic, proficient and advanced status. The scores for youth with below basic status significantly increase after 3 quarters of treatment. And the scores for youth with proficient  and advanced status significantly decrease after 3 quarters of treatment.

Figure 32 is consistent with the descriptive statistics table, showing that the scores for youth with proficient status and advanced status decrease, and youth with below basic status and at basic traditional eligible and ineligible status receive a gain in scores, and youth with below basic status increases the most.  

Table 83. Descriptive Statistics for Whole School on the SRI by Baseline Performance Level for Youth with At least Three Quarters of Treatment

	
	Baseline Performance Level
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile0)
	1- Below basic
	96.90
	60.646
	40

	
	2- At basic Trad ineligible
	724.82
	199.110
	264

	
	3- At basic Trad eligible
	758.77
	206.441
	158

	
	4- Proficient
	1121.22
	84.348
	128

	
	5- Advanced
	1340.92
	91.578
	36

	
	Total
	809.75
	319.183
	626

	Post (Lexile3)
	1- Below basic
	443.55
	297.357
	40

	
	2- At basic Trad ineligible
	735.72
	300.255
	264

	
	3- At basic Trad eligible
	782.47
	284.143
	158

	
	4- Proficient
	1071.39
	239.744
	128

	
	5- Advanced
	1227.50
	193.912
	36

	
	Total
	825.77
	335.292
	626


Table reads: The 626 youth at baseline earned a score of 809.75 on the Lexile assessment on average; and at the post test, they earned a Lexile score of 825.77 on average. 

Table 84. ANCOVA results for Whole School on the SRI for Youth with At Least Three Quarters of Treatment for Baseline Performance Level

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power(a)

	Lexile
	208817.260
	1
	208817.260
	6.204*
	.010
	.701

	Lexile * MathCATcov
	604827.771
	1
	604827.771
	17.971*
	.028
	.988

	Lexile * WS
	3373546.181
	4
	843386.545
	25.059*
	.139
	1.000

	Error(Lexile)
	20866814.687
	620
	33656.153
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the five whole school status was statistically different.

a  Computed using alpha = .05

Note:   Post hoc analysis shows that there is significant difference between the baseline Lexile score and the post scores for youth with below basic, Proficient and advanced status. The scores for youth with below basic status significantly increase after 3 quarters of treatment. And the scores for youth with Proficient status and advanced status significantly decrease after 3 quarters of treatment. 

Figure 32. Estimated Means for Whole School on the SRI by Baseline Performance Level for Youth with At least Three Quarters of Treatment 
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document.

Looking at those youth who had four or more quarters of treatment, we can find that the differences between the five whole school statuses’ reading performance across time is similar to previous analyses.  Among the five statuses, the mean Lexile scores for youth with Proficient, and advanced status decrease (
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MProficient=-95.02; 
[image: image134.wmf]D

Madvanced=-133.50).  The mean Lexile scores for youth with below basic, and youth with at basic traditional ineligible increase, with youth with below basic increase the most (
[image: image135.wmf]D

Mbelow basic=+374.12), and youth with at basic traditional eligible status almost remained the same (see Table 85).   

Table 86 again illustrates that there is a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and school (
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, p < .05, power>.99).  Post hoc analysis shows that there is significant difference between the baseline lexile score and the post scores for youth with below basic, Proficient and advanced status. The scores for youth with below basic status significantly increase after 4 quarters of treatment. And the scores for youth with Proficient status and advanced status significantly decrease after 4 quarters of treatment.  Figure 33 graphically illustrates these differences. 

Table 85. Descriptive Statistics for Whole School on the SRI by Baseline Performance Level for Youth with At Least Four Quarters of Treatment

	
	Baseline Performance Level
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile0)
	1- Below basic
	99.67
	52.879
	24

	
	2- At basic Trad ineligible
	715.15
	192.453
	133

	
	3- At basic Trad eligible
	770.42
	200.890
	91

	
	4- Proficient
	1123.18
	85.399
	73

	
	5- Advanced
	1330.00
	86.304
	24

	
	Total
	816.02
	325.146
	345

	Post (Lexile4)
	1- Below basic
	473.79
	303.789
	24

	
	2- At basic Trad ineligible
	745.70
	277.997
	133

	
	3- At basic Trad eligible
	771.16
	308.702
	91

	
	4- Proficient
	1028.16
	286.294
	73

	
	5- Advanced
	1196.50
	267.304
	24

	
	Total
	824.63
	335.979
	345


Table reads: The 345 youth at baseline earned a score of 816.02 on the Lexile assessment on average; and at the post test, they earned a Lexile score of 824.63 on average. 
Table 86. ANCOVA results for Whole School on the SRI for Youth with At Least Four Quarters of Treatment for Baseline Performance Level

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power(a)

	Lexile
	105248.427
	1
	105248.427
	2.837
	.008
	.390

	Lexile * MathCATcov
	269664.431
	1
	269664.431
	7.269*
	.021
	.767

	Lexile * WS
	2489614.105
	4
	622403.526
	16.778*
	.165
	1.000

	Error(Lexile)
	12575972.434
	339
	37097.264
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the five whole school statuses was statistically different.

*Computed using alpha = .05

Note:   Post hoc analysis shows that there is significant difference between the baseline Lexile score and the post scores for youth with below basic, Proficient and advanced status. The scores for youth with below basic status significantly increase after 4 quarters of treatment. And the scores for youth with Proficient status and advanced status significantly decrease after 4 quarters of treatment.  

Figure 33. Estimated Means for Whole School on the SRI by Baseline Performance Level for Youth with At least Four Quarters of Treatment 
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

Youth who had five or more quarters of treatment look similar to previous analyses.  The mean Lexile scores for youth with at basic traditional eligible, at basic traditional ineligible, proficient and advanced status decrease, with advanced status decreasing the most (
[image: image138.wmf]D

Madvanced=-162).  Only the mean Lexile scores for youth with below basic status increase (
[image: image139.wmf]D

M=+344.33) (see Table 87).

Table 88 shows that there is a significant interaction between time (pre- to post- Lexile scores) and school (
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, p < .05, power>.99). Post hoc analysis shows that there is significant difference between the baseline Lexile score and the post scores for youth with below basic and advanced status. The scores for youth with below basic status significantly increase after 5 quarters of treatment. And the scores for youth with advanced status significantly decrease after 5 quarters of treatment.   Figure 34 illustrates these differences pictorially. 

Table 87. Descriptive Statistics for Whole School on the SRI by Baseline Performance Level for Youth with At Least Five Quarters of Treatment

	
	Baseline Performance Level
	Mean
	SD
	N

	Baseline (Lexile0)
	1- Below basic
	110.17
	57.120
	12

	
	2- At basic Trad ineligible
	702.56
	193.030
	59

	
	3- At basic Trad eligible
	783.02
	202.053
	52

	
	4- Proficient
	1129.44
	78.528
	36

	
	5- Advanced
	1329.77
	74.261
	13

	
	Total
	822.31
	327.286
	172

	Post (Lexile5)
	1- Below basic
	454.50
	311.944
	12

	
	2- At basic Trad ineligible
	689.66
	303.702
	59

	
	3- At basic Trad eligible
	778.38
	318.943
	52

	
	4- Proficient
	1113.67
	230.778
	36

	
	5- Advanced
	1167.77
	301.869
	13

	
	Total
	824.96
	358.144
	172


Table reads: The 172 youth at baseline earned a score of 822.31 on the Lexile assessment on average; and at the post test, they earned a Lexile score of 824.96 on average. 
Table 88. ANCOVA results for Whole School on the SRI for Youth with At Least Five Quarters of Treatment for Baseline Performance Level

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power(a)

	Lexile
	282465.211
	1
	282465.211
	7.546*
	.043
	.780

	Lexile * MathCATcov
	455143.356
	1
	455143.356
	12.159*
	.068
	.934

	Lexile * WS
	1311133.517
	4
	327783.379
	8.757*
	.174
	.999

	Error(Lexile)
	6213855.813
	166
	37432.866
	
	
	


Table reads: Estimating an analysis of covariance showed that the Lexile score performance across time for the five whole school statuses was statistically different.

*Computed using alpha = .05

Note: Post hoc analysis shows that there is significant difference between the baseline Lexile score and the post scores for youth with below basic and advanced status. The scores for youth with below basic status significantly increase after 5 quarters of treatment. And the scores for youth with advanced status significantly decrease after 5 quarters of treatment.   

Figure 34. Estimated Means for Whole School on the SRI by Baseline Performance Level for Youth with At least Five Quarters of Treatment
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Note1: Statistically Significant Interaction.

Note2: Estimated marginal Means Scale differs across all plots presented in this document

Summary. Results from the five models estimated revealed consistent conclusions. Regardless of whether there was exposure to two, three, four or five quarters of treatment, youth initially identified as below basic in reading Proficient at baseline improved statistically at post-score assessment, gains that ranged from 334 to 374 Lexile points, depending on the analyses conducted. Although the below basic youth never reach grade level reading Proficient, these youth do increase to the mid 400 range from an average 90 points at baseline. It should be kept in mind that the below basic group is a unique group given the nature of the youth in this study. Below basic youth include those who score at a level reflecting illiteracy at the start of the program and those youth who decide not to take the assessment seriously and subsequently “blow off” the assessment. Although those youth who received a 0 at baseline were omitted from any analyses, those youth with a score of 1 or higher were kept in. Therefore, the average baseline score and the change across time can be a function of improved reading performance and/or a change from an illegitimate low score at baseline to a legitimate higher score at post assessment. 

Interestingly, advanced readers statistically decreased in reading performance in all analyses conducted. Pre to post score performance decreased from 95 to 162 points depending on the model and proficient readers statistically decreased in reading performance when exposed to two, three, and four quarters of treatment. Of importance, however, is that these changes could also be attributable to regression toward the mean, a statistical phenomenon where low performers at time point one are more likely to improve at time point two and those who score better at time point one are more likely to decrease in mean scores at time point two. These decreases could also reflect disinterest over time in repeated testing as well as just random fluctuation in the SRI measure. 

Appendix A: Supplemental Description and Analyses

Appendix A1. Start Time Data Disaggregated by School, Block and Quarter in Year 1

Appendix A1, Tables A1.1 to A1.8, presents start time disaggregated by school, block and quarter for Year 1. The reported amount of instruction includes those days where no instruction occurred where as the summed five components include Read 180 time only when instruction did occur. In addition, although each quarter the total possible number of days of instruction vary slightly (42 to 49), the data presented in Appendix A very rarely reach these values. Missing data occurred when a date was not recorded in the log or a date was recorded but no data was available. Only when it was explicitly indicated by the log recorder (e.g., Read 180 teacher/aide) that instruction did not occur did we record that day’s instruction as zero. 

Most of the facilities are allocating the intended amount of time to the rotations. Therefore, whole group, small group, independent reading, and computers generally received an average of 18-19 minutes, which is close to the intended 20 minutes of instruction. Facility 2, however, had less time allocated to whole group in quarters one through three (7 to 9 minutes on average) but improves in quarter four (19 minutes). Most often in the first three quarters, the wrap-up portion of the model had to be reduced or skipped due to the shortened class lengths, so that the rest of the rotations in the model could be completed. Facility 7 appears to be an exception; as the 10 minute wrap up was completed more frequently. To note, beginning in summer 2007, the facilities went to a new schedule, which had time built in for class changes. As a consequence, most facilities had more time for the wrap up. Facility 7 however allocated more time than what was required and Facilities one, three, and four, depending on the block, still had difficulty allocating 10 minutes to wrap up.

Presented also is the lag times between when the Read 180 class was scheduled to start relative to when the class actually started from Fall 2006 to Spring 2007. In Summer 2007 class time was often longer than the 90 minutes allocated for Read 180; therefore start time could not be calculated. These data, along with the amount of instructional time completed for all quarters, are presented for each facility. 

Aggregating data across all facilities (Table A1.8) shows that the amount of instructional time varies across quarters, with an average of 70 minutes in quarter 1 and 75 minutes in quarter 3. This is slightly less then the intended 90 minutes of instruction a day.  Omitted instruction minutes were often due to delays in class start times (roughly 7 minutes) as detailed above and affected all of the facilities (see Tables A1.1 through A1.7). Delayed start times were most prevalent during the first block in the morning and the first block after lunch. Based upon this start time data ODYS changed the district class schedule to allow time for student movement between classes; this change was implemented during summer term 2007. 

While the less-than-90-minute model and the class start time delays were consistently issues for all facilities, the degree of effect varied across schools, as well as across quarters and blocks within a given school. For example, Facility 1 had an average amount of instruction of 40-55 minutes in quarter 2, depending on the block.  This increased substantially in quarter 3, to 78-85 minutes of instruction. Students enrolled in Facility 7, quarter 1 had exposure to almost the entire 90 minutes of instruction and continued to have a substantial amount of instruction (roughly 80 minutes) through quarter 2.  

Table A1.1. High School 1: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	LC Reported Amount of Instruction
	1
	40
	0
	86
	76.83
	13.27
	42
	0
	90
	42.05
	40.68
	32
	72
	90
	81.94
	4.70
	36
	0
	90
	73.47
	27.22

	
	2
	40
	85
	90
	87.20
	1.26
	42
	0
	90
	55.88
	42.23
	32
	70
	90
	85.44
	3.95
	36
	0
	90
	73.19
	22.57

	
	3
	40
	0
	87
	76.37
	20.06
	40
	0
	90
	47.50
	41.48
	32
	20
	90
	78.59
	13.60
	34
	0
	100
	85.41
	22.02

	
	4
	40
	0
	90
	69.33
	35.13
	40
	0
	90
	40.83
	43.53
	28
	60
	90
	85.07
	5.62
	
	
	
	
	

	LC Difference Between R180 Scheduled and Actual Start
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	1
	39
	4
	21
	11.21
	4.63
	21
	5
	16
	9.95
	3.34
	31
	0
	15
	7.74
	4.15
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	40
	0
	5
	2.80
	1.26
	25
	0
	10
	2.84
	2.62
	32
	0
	23
	5.09
	4.39
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	38
	3
	65
	9.61
	9.61
	24
	0
	15
	7.04
	3.70
	29
	0
	53
	10.00
	11.37
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4
	32
	0
	6
	3.34
	1.62
	20
	0
	13
	4.35
	3.17
	28
	0
	10
	3.96
	2.67
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Whole Group Length
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	15
	30
	19.52
	3.12
	30
	12
	20
	18.87
	2.22
	33
	0
	20
	17.12
	5.59

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	25
	16
	30
	20.32
	2.21
	31
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	34
	0
	50
	14.97
	10.29

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	22
	15
	30
	19.55
	3.05
	31
	0
	20
	17.65
	5.37
	32
	0
	30
	19.69
	4.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	18
	20
	30
	20.78
	2.49
	27
	0
	20
	19.26
	3.85
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Wrap Up Length
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	0
	9
	1.57
	2.64
	30
	0
	10
	2.70
	3.02
	33
	0
	10
	5.91
	4.41

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	25
	0
	10
	6.92
	3.26
	31
	0
	10
	5.29
	2.96
	34
	0
	20
	4.88
	5.32

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	22
	0
	10
	3.09
	3.26
	31
	0
	10
	2.94
	3.18
	32
	0
	20
	8.88
	3.90

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	18
	0
	10
	5.50
	3.29
	27
	0
	10
	5.48
	2.75
	
	
	
	
	


Table A1.1. High School 1: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time (Continued)

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
[image: image145.wmf]c


	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Actual 1st Small Group Rotation Length
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	13
	20
	19.67
	1.53
	30
	15
	23
	19.93
	1.08
	33
	0
	20
	18.18
	5.84

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	25
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	31
	13
	20
	19.77
	1.26
	34
	0
	30
	18.53
	6.91

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	22
	20
	22
	20.09
	0.43
	31
	0
	20
	18.94
	3.97
	32
	0
	40
	19.38
	6.19

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	18
	17
	28
	20.28
	2.05
	27
	20
	22
	20.07
	0.38
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Independent Reading Rotation Length
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	30
	20
	23
	20.13
	0.57
	33
	0
	20
	17.58
	6.63

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	25
	20
	25
	20.20
	1.00
	31
	17
	20
	19.90
	0.54
	34
	0
	30
	17.35
	7.51

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	22
	20
	25
	20.23
	1.07
	31
	0
	20
	19.35
	3.59
	32
	0
	60
	20.00
	8.80

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	18
	20
	25
	20.28
	1.18
	27
	20
	22
	20.07
	0.38
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Computer Rotation Length
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	0
	20
	19.05
	4.36
	30
	20
	23
	20.13
	0.57
	33
	0
	85
	21.36
	11.94

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	25
	0
	20
	19.20
	4.00
	31
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	34
	10
	85
	21.76
	11.87

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	22
	0
	20
	19.09
	4.26
	31
	10
	20
	19.68
	1.80
	32
	10
	100
	22.81
	14.64

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	18
	0
	20
	18.89
	4.71
	27
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Time in 5 Read 180 components 
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	73
	85
	79.81
	3.53
	32
	72
	90
	81.94
	4.70
	33
	20
	90
	80.15
	16.08

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	26
	80
	90
	86.77
	3.22
	32
	70
	90
	85.44
	3.95
	34
	50
	90
	77.50
	14.01

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	22
	75
	90
	82.05
	4.09
	32
	20
	90
	78.59
	13.60
	32
	80
	100
	90.75
	3.99

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	18
	77
	90
	85.72
	3.44
	28
	60
	90
	85.07
	5.62
	
	
	
	
	



[image: image150.wmf]a

Start Time data were not collected in Quarter 4 given that more than 90 minutes were allocated to each block.
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 Minutes for each Read 180 rotation were not collected for Quarter 1. 
[image: image152.wmf]c

 An instructor was absent for extended period of time resulting in a small number of days with start time and instructional data available. Note: Total Time in Rotation N’s will be smaller then LC reported amount of Instruction. This is due to current calculation of each variable by the OSU evaluation team

Table A1. 2. High School 2: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	LC Reported Amount of Instruction
	1
	35
	35
	90
	74.03
	11.66
	35
	45
	85
	77.14
	7.70
	28
	30
	110
	75.36
	15.92
	36
	50
	90
	88.89
	6.67

	
	2
	35
	0
	87
	76.14
	23.77
	35
	55
	90
	78.23
	5.97
	29
	30
	90
	74.66
	11.25
	36
	20
	90
	85.14
	14.61

	
	3
	35
	0
	80
	67.89
	17.66
	35
	50
	85
	70.43
	7.80
	23
	50
	95
	72.61
	12.05
	36
	0
	90
	86.53
	15.39

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	90
	60.00
	28.67
	23
	60
	90
	74.57
	7.96
	
	
	
	
	

	LC Difference Between R180 Scheduled and Actual Start
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	1
	35
	0
	55
	15.97
	11.66
	35
	10
	45
	14.43
	6.39
	28
	0
	60
	18.39
	12.91
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	32
	3
	10
	6.72
	2.47
	35
	5
	10
	8.00
	2.41
	29
	0
	45
	10.86
	7.68
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	33
	10
	30
	18.00
	5.08
	35
	5
	55
	18.00
	8.68
	22
	0
	35
	15.91
	11.09
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	0
	10
	4.44
	2.12
	21
	0
	15
	7.86
	4.05
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Whole Group Length
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	15
	6.57
	3.98
	26
	0
	20
	4.81
	6.85
	36
	0
	20
	19.44
	3.33

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	10
	15
	11.71
	2.33
	27
	0
	15
	9.44
	4.46
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	15
	4.57
	4.75
	21
	0
	20
	6.67
	8.56
	35
	0
	20
	19.43
	3.38

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	31
	0
	20
	13.39
	5.54
	21
	0
	20
	10.71
	5.76
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Wrap Up Length
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	5
	15
	11.71
	3.20
	26
	0
	50
	13.27
	9.89
	36
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	20
	6.77
	4.52
	27
	0
	15
	6.11
	4.67
	36
	0
	10
	9.03
	2.88

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	10
	7.57
	4.09
	21
	0
	20
	8.10
	5.58
	35
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	31
	0
	10
	3.06
	4.02
	21
	0
	15
	3.33
	4.56
	
	
	
	
	


Table A1.2. High School 2: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time (Continued)

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Actual 1st Small Group Rotation Length
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	20
	18.86
	4.71
	26
	0
	20
	18.08
	4.91
	36
	0
	20
	19.44
	3.33

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	27
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	36
	0
	20
	19.44
	3.33

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	10
	20
	19.00
	2.66
	21
	5
	20
	18.57
	3.92
	35
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	31
	0
	20
	16.77
	7.48
	21
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Independent Reading Rotation Length
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	26
	10
	20
	19.62
	1.96
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	27
	10
	20
	19.63
	1.92
	36
	0
	20
	18.33
	5.61

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	21
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	35
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	31
	0
	20
	17.10
	6.80
	21
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Computer Rotation Length
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	26
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	20
	19.43
	3.38
	27
	0
	20
	18.70
	4.72
	36
	0
	20
	18.33
	5.61

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	5
	20
	19.29
	3.01
	21
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	35
	5
	20
	19.57
	2.54

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	31
	0
	20
	17.42
	6.82
	21
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Time in 5 Read 180 components 
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	1
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	45
	85
	77.14
	7.70
	28
	30
	110
	75.36
	15.92
	36
	50
	90
	88.89
	6.67

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	55
	90
	77.91
	5.96
	29
	30
	90
	74.66
	11.25
	36
	20
	90
	85.14
	14.61

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	50
	85
	70.43
	7.80
	23
	50
	95
	72.61
	12.05
	35
	70
	90
	89.00
	4.17

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	31
	15
	90
	67.74
	19.74
	23
	60
	90
	74.57
	7.96
	
	
	
	
	



[image: image160.wmf]a

Start Time data were not collected in Quarter 4 given that more than 90 minutes were allocated to each block.
[image: image161.wmf]b

 Minutes for each Read 180 rotation were not collected for Quarter 1. Note: Total Time in Rotation N’s will be smaller then LC reported amount of Instruction. This is due to current calculation of each variable by the OSU evaluation team

Table A1. 3.  High School 3: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	LC Reported Amount of Instruction
	1
	30
	0
	90
	71.57
	17.53
	24
	60
	85
	79.29
	5.47
	39
	35
	100
	75.18
	19.37
	39
	0
	90
	78.08
	20.67

	
	2
	27
	0
	88
	69.11
	33.61
	22
	0
	90
	81.77
	19.74
	39
	36
	100
	83.38
	11.17
	39
	0
	90
	77.82
	24.78

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	29
	82
	88
	87.59
	1.32
	
	
	
	
	

	LC Difference Between R180 Scheduled and Actual Start
[image: image162.wmf]a


	1
	29
	0
	60
	15.97
	11.36
	23
	5
	25
	11.30
	4.58
	39
	3
	55
	16.03
	19.22
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	22
	2
	10
	5.18
	1.71
	21
	0
	8
	1.38
	2.71
	39
	1
	54
	6.77
	10.85
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	29
	2
	2
	2.00
	0.00
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Whole Group Length
[image: image163.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	23
	0
	25
	18.22
	5.98
	39
	0
	25
	16.54
	8.59
	38
	0
	20
	17.37
	6.85

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	0
	25
	18.76
	4.71
	39
	0
	30
	19.82
	5.01
	37
	0
	20
	17.16
	6.93

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	29
	20
	23
	20.79
	1.05
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Wrap Up Length
[image: image164.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	23
	0
	5
	1.52
	2.35
	39
	0
	20
	2.00
	3.78
	38
	0
	10
	5.39
	4.85

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	0
	10
	6.43
	4.23
	39
	0
	20
	3.05
	4.34
	37
	0
	10
	7.57
	4.02

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	29
	0
	8
	4.83
	3.68
	
	
	
	
	


Table A1.3. High School 3: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time (Continued)

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
[image: image165.wmf]c


	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Actual 1st Small Group Rotation Length
[image: image166.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	23
	0
	22
	17.17
	5.86
	39
	0
	23
	16.77
	8.03
	38
	0
	20
	17.37
	6.85

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	0
	20
	18.00
	4.69
	39
	0
	23
	19.49
	4.67
	37
	0
	20
	17.30
	6.93

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	29
	20
	25
	20.83
	1.20
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Independent Reading Rotation Length
[image: image167.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	23
	15
	45
	20.91
	6.47
	39
	15
	22
	19.62
	1.76
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	15
	45
	21.19
	5.90
	39
	16
	22
	20.36
	1.04
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	29
	20
	23
	20.55
	0.99
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Computer Rotation Length
[image: image168.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	23
	15
	45
	21.74
	6.68
	39
	16
	22
	20.26
	0.97
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	20
	45
	21.19
	5.46
	39
	20
	23
	20.67
	0.98
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	29
	20
	24
	20.59
	1.09
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Time in 5 Read 180 components 
[image: image169.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	23
	60
	85
	79.57
	5.42
	39
	35
	100
	75.18
	19.37
	38
	40
	90
	80.13
	16.42

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	63
	90
	85.57
	7.66
	39
	36
	100
	83.38
	11.17
	37
	40
	90
	82.03
	17.14

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	29
	82
	88
	87.59
	1.32
	
	
	
	
	



[image: image170.wmf]a

Start Time data were not collected in Quarter 4 given that more than 90 minutes were allocated to each block.
[image: image171.wmf]b

 Minutes for each Read 180 rotation were not collected for Quarter 1.
[image: image172.wmf]c

A water pipe broke and several days of instruction did not occur, resulting in a small number of days with start time and instructional data available.  Note: Total Time in Rotation N’s will be smaller then LC reported amount of Instruction. This is due to current calculation of each variable by the OSU evaluation team.

Table A1. 4. High School 4: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	LC Reported Amount of Instruction
	1
	38
	60
	80
	72.84
	5.85
	27
	15
	85
	72.78
	17.08
	37
	39
	84
	80.35
	12.45
	31
	0
	91
	76.77
	19.33

	
	2
	43
	40
	86
	77.37
	8.88
	28
	0
	103
	74.29
	22.45
	37
	39
	84
	77.65
	15.57
	31
	40
	102
	83.32
	14.10

	
	3
	33
	0
	85
	70.00
	18.63
	28
	30
	85
	73.11
	15.77
	37
	39
	85
	80.35
	12.45
	31
	20
	87
	76.45
	14.64

	LC Difference Between R180 Scheduled and Actual Start
[image: image173.wmf]a


	1
	38
	10
	30
	17.16
	5.85
	27
	5
	29
	11.30
	6.64
	37
	6
	16
	6.27
	1.64
	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	2
	43
	4
	50
	12.63
	8.88
	27
	4
	12
	6.93
	2.60
	36
	6
	6
	6.00
	0.00
	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	3
	31
	5
	30
	15.48
	4.72
	28
	5
	45
	11.93
	8.94
	36
	4
	7
	5.94
	0.41
	
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Actual Whole Group Length
[image: image174.wmf]b


	1
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	27
	0
	45
	18.85
	8.73
	37
	0
	36
	20.24
	10.19
	29
	6
	30
	19.83
	3.31

	
	2
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	27
	0
	38
	19.37
	9.41
	37
	0
	36
	19.73
	11.20
	30
	0
	30
	19.27
	5.09

	
	3
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	28
	0
	39
	18.93
	8.51
	36
	0
	35
	20.06
	9.92
	30
	4
	30
	19.53
	4.38

	Actual Wrap Up Length
[image: image175.wmf]b


	1
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	27
	0
	8
	0.70
	1.92
	37
	0
	12
	1.97
	2.96
	27
	0
	10
	4.37
	3.30

	
	2
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	27
	0
	9
	1.15
	2.36
	37
	0
	11
	1.57
	2.68
	30
	0
	10
	6.53
	3.90

	
	3
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	28
	0
	7
	0.71
	1.86
	36
	0
	10
	1.81
	2.70
	29
	0
	7
	1.79
	2.01


TableA1.4.  High School 4: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time (Continued)

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Actual 1st Small Group Rotation Length
[image: image176.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	0
	20
	10.85
	7.73
	37
	0
	25
	8.68
	9.87
	29
	10
	30
	19.59
	2.95

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	0
	21
	12.07
	8.58
	36
	0
	21
	7.61
	8.56
	30
	5
	30
	19.93
	3.53

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	28
	0
	20
	10.61
	7.99
	36
	0
	22
	8.31
	9.21
	29
	0
	21
	18.38
	5.30

	Actual 1st Independent Reading Rotation Length
[image: image177.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	0
	28
	20.70
	5.12
	37
	15
	39
	24.05
	4.24
	30
	0
	25
	18.77
	5.24

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	18
	38
	22.26
	3.84
	37
	17
	39
	24.24
	4.97
	31
	0
	26
	19.87
	3.88

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	28
	15
	27
	21.07
	2.93
	36
	20
	38
	24.75
	4.25
	31
	0
	39
	19.84
	5.18

	Actual 1st Computer Rotation Length
[image: image178.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	15
	30
	21.67
	3.58
	37
	17
	49
	25.41
	6.35
	29
	0
	31
	19.17
	5.81

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	15
	35
	22.19
	4.02
	37
	14
	47
	24.70
	5.95
	30
	0
	42
	19.83
	6.81

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	28
	15
	32
	21.86
	4.22
	36
	18
	48
	25.33
	6.31
	30
	0
	40
	19.47
	5.93

	Total Time in 5 Read 180 components 
[image: image179.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	15
	85
	72.78
	17.08
	37
	39
	84
	80.35
	12.45
	30
	37
	91
	79.33
	13.29

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	33
	103
	77.04
	17.42
	37
	39
	84
	77.65
	15.57
	31
	40
	102
	83.32
	14.10

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	28
	30
	85
	73.18
	15.83
	37
	39
	85
	80.35
	12.45
	31
	20
	87
	76.45
	14.64



[image: image180.wmf]a

Start Time data were not collected in Quarter 4 given that more than 90 minutes were allocated to each block.
[image: image181.wmf]b

 Minutes for each Read 180 rotation were not collected for Quarter 1. Note: Total Time in Rotation N’s will be smaller then LC reported amount of Instruction. This is due to current calculation of each variable by the OSU evaluation team
Table A1. 5. High School 5: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	LC Reported Amount of Instruction
	1
	38
	84
	88
	85.89
	1.61
	41
	0
	90
	67.32
	35.14
	43
	0
	89
	69.67
	32.63
	41
	0
	90
	82.68
	23.98

	
	2
	38
	85
	88
	87.39
	0.97
	41
	0
	89
	75.59
	27.58
	44
	0
	90
	66.86
	33.58
	41
	0
	90
	83.41
	23.73

	
	3
	15
	82
	87
	83.93
	1.62
	41
	0
	88
	71.56
	29.30
	43
	0
	88
	60.77
	36.91
	40
	0
	90
	83.25
	24.01

	
	4
	38
	83
	87
	85.03
	1.53
	41
	0
	88
	69.98
	31.94
	42
	0
	88
	67.55
	36.45
	
	
	
	
	

	LC Difference Between R180 Scheduled and Actual Start
[image: image182.wmf]a


	1
	38
	2
	6
	4.11
	1.61
	33
	0
	10
	4.42
	2.29
	35
	1
	10
	3.97
	2.06
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	38
	2
	5
	2.61
	0.97
	37
	1
	53
	4.22
	8.35
	37
	0
	10
	2.86
	1.62
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	15
	3
	8
	6.07
	1.62
	37
	2
	7
	3.41
	1.48
	29
	2
	49
	5.38
	8.52
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4
	38
	3
	7
	4.97
	1.53
	36
	2
	46
	5.44
	9.74
	33
	2
	5
	2.58
	0.71
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Whole Group Length
[image: image183.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	33
	15
	20
	19.85
	0.87
	36
	0
	20
	18.61
	4.87
	38
	0
	20
	19.47
	3.24

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	37
	0
	20
	16.76
	7.47
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	37
	0
	20
	18.57
	4.38
	33
	0
	20
	16.97
	7.28
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	31
	10
	20
	18.87
	3.08
	30
	0
	20
	18.67
	5.07
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Wrap Up Length
[image: image184.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	33
	0
	10
	5.61
	2.28
	36
	0
	17
	5.72
	3.23
	38
	0
	10
	9.74
	1.62

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	0
	9
	6.68
	2.18
	37
	0
	10
	6.00
	3.09
	38
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	37
	0
	8
	5.59
	2.82
	33
	0
	8
	5.24
	2.63
	37
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	8
	6.46
	2.28
	30
	0
	27
	7.83
	3.93
	
	
	
	
	


Table A1.5. High School 5: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time (Continued)

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Actual 1st Small Group Rotation Length
[image: image185.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	33
	0
	20
	19.39
	3.48
	36
	0
	20
	18.89
	4.65
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	0
	20
	19.41
	3.43
	37
	0
	20
	16.76
	7.47
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	37
	0
	20
	17.84
	5.84
	33
	0
	20
	16.97
	7.28
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	20
	18.57
	4.30
	30
	0
	20
	18.67
	5.07
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Independent Reading Rotation Length
[image: image186.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	33
	0
	20
	19.39
	3.48
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	0
	20
	18.82
	4.78
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	37
	0
	20
	18.38
	5.01
	33
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	20
	18.57
	4.30
	30
	20
	30
	20.33
	1.83
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Computer Rotation Length
[image: image187.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	33
	0
	20
	19.39
	3.48
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	37
	0
	20
	18.92
	3.93
	33
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	10
	20
	19.37
	2.37
	30
	20
	30
	20.33
	1.83
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Time in 5 Read 180 components 
[image: image188.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	33
	20
	90
	83.64
	11.65
	36
	40
	89
	83.22
	10.86
	38
	60
	90
	89.21
	4.87

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	37
	37
	89
	83.76
	11.92
	37
	40
	90
	79.51
	17.69
	38
	90
	90
	90.00
	0.00

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	37
	20
	88
	79.30
	17.99
	33
	40
	88
	79.18
	16.87
	37
	90
	90
	90.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	40
	88
	81.97
	13.70
	33
	40
	88
	85.97
	8.28
	
	
	
	
	



[image: image189.wmf]a

Start Time data were not collected in Quarter 4 given that more than 90 minutes were allocated to each block.
[image: image190.wmf]b

 Minutes for each Read 180 rotation were not collected for Quarter 1. Note: Total Time in Rotation N’s will be smaller then LC reported amount of Instruction. This is due to current calculation of each variable by the OSU evaluation team

Table A1. 6. High School 7: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	LC Reported Amount of Instruction
	1
	33
	89
	89
	89.00
	0.00
	41
	80
	90
	86.80
	2.97
	43
	0
	90
	81.74
	22.79
	34
	0
	97
	82.88
	26.90

	
	2
	34
	89
	89
	89.00
	0.00
	41
	80
	89
	87.02
	2.44
	44
	0
	90
	79.14
	26.36
	34
	0
	100
	72.26
	28.42

	
	3
	33
	85
	89
	88.76
	0.87
	41
	73
	89
	85.20
	4.92
	44
	0
	88
	63.41
	37.18
	34
	0
	100
	81.62
	31.10

	
	4
	33
	89
	89
	89.00
	0.00
	41
	0
	89
	72.80
	33.49
	44
	0
	90
	62.43
	39.87
	
	
	
	
	

	LC Difference Between R180 Scheduled and Actual Start
[image: image191.wmf]a


	1
	33
	1
	1
	1.00
	0.00
	41
	0
	10
	3.20
	2.97
	40
	0
	7
	2.00
	2.31
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	34
	1
	1
	1.00
	0.00
	41
	1
	10
	2.98
	2.44
	40
	0
	38
	2.55
	6.11
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	33
	1
	5
	1.24
	0.87
	41
	1
	17
	4.80
	4.92
	33
	2
	19
	5.55
	3.94
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4
	33
	1
	1
	1.00
	0.00
	34
	1
	9
	2.21
	1.92
	32
	0
	7
	1.97
	2.19
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Whole Group Length
[image: image192.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	10
	20
	17.85
	2.65
	31
	0
	20
	18.97
	3.67

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	12
	20
	18.90
	1.41
	31
	0
	20
	16.90
	6.81

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	6
	18
	14.88
	3.16
	30
	0
	20
	19.17
	3.66

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	15
	20
	18.88
	1.41
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Wrap Up Length
[image: image193.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	9
	12
	10.03
	0.36
	31
	0
	20
	11.94
	4.08

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	0
	10
	8.90
	2.90
	31
	0
	20
	8.39
	7.35

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	5
	10
	9.66
	1.12
	30
	0
	20
	14.33
	5.68

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	0
	10
	8.53
	2.86
	
	
	
	
	


Table A1.6.  High School 7: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time (Continued)

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Actual 1st Small Group Rotation Length
[image: image194.wmf]b



 EMBED Equation.3  [image: image195.wmf]c


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	31
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	15
	20
	19.88
	0.79
	31
	0
	20
	18.52
	4.02

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	30
	10
	20
	19.00
	3.05

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	10
	20
	19.69
	1.77
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Independent Reading Rotation Length
[image: image196.wmf]b



 EMBED Equation.3  [image: image197.wmf]c


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	31
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	15
	20
	19.88
	0.79
	31
	0
	20
	19.35
	3.59

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	30
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	0
	20
	19.38
	3.54
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Computer Rotation Length
[image: image198.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	31
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	40
	0
	20
	19.50
	3.16
	31
	0
	20
	17.42
	6.82

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	30
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	0
	20
	19.38
	3.54
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Time in 5 Read 180 components 
[image: image199.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	41
	80
	90
	86.80
	2.97
	40
	80
	90
	87.88
	2.59
	31
	60
	97
	90.90
	6.51

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	41
	80
	89
	87.02
	2.44
	40
	42
	90
	87.05
	7.72
	31
	40
	100
	80.58
	16.20

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	41
	73
	89
	85.20
	4.92
	33
	1
	88
	81.97
	15.20
	30
	60
	100
	92.50
	7.70

	
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	81
	89
	87.79
	1.92
	32
	25
	90
	85.84
	11.40
	
	
	
	
	



[image: image200.wmf]a

Start Time data were not collected in Quarter 4 given that more than 90 minutes were allocated to each block.
[image: image201.wmf]b

 Minutes for each Read 180 rotation were not collected for Quarter 1. 
[image: image202.wmf]c

 For quarter 2 an older start time form was used and therefore no information on rotation minutes were available. Note: Total Time in Rotation N’s will be smaller then LC reported amount of Instruction. This is due to current calculation of each variable by the OSU evaluation team.

Table A1. 7. High School 8: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	LC Reported Amount of Instruction
	1
	7
	0
	86
	72.86
	32.13
	46
	0
	92
	76.46
	20.22
	
	
	
	
	
	37
	0
	97
	83.54
	27.20

	
	2
	24
	0
	90
	80.54
	17.26
	46
	41
	90
	80.35
	10.81
	39
	0
	90
	71.64
	27.08
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	39
	0
	98
	70.08
	26.69
	
	
	
	
	

	LC Difference Between R180 Scheduled and Actual Start
[image: image203.wmf]a


	1
	6
	4
	6
	5.00
	0.63
	45
	0
	38
	5.33
	5.29
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2
	23
	0
	10
	5.96
	1.89
	46
	0
	20
	6.35
	3.28
	35
	0
	8
	4.23
	1.83
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	25
	8.17
	4.24
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Whole Group Length
[image: image204.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	43
	0
	25
	17.72
	6.75
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	0
	26
	20.18
	4.19

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	44
	0
	30
	18.80
	5.77
	35
	0
	54
	17.34
	10.03
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	31
	17.00
	8.02
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Wrap Up Length
[image: image205.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	43
	0
	7
	1.37
	2.35
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	0
	13
	7.24
	3.32

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	44
	0
	9
	1.36
	2.33
	35
	0
	8
	0.54
	1.75
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	4
	0.17
	0.75
	
	
	
	
	


Table A1.7. High School 8: Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time (Continued)

	
	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07

	R180 Measure
	Block
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	Actual 1st Small Group Rotation Length
[image: image206.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	43
	0
	25
	16.35
	8.17
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	0
	27
	20.09
	3.98

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	44
	0
	30
	17.52
	6.71
	35
	0
	23
	14.83
	8.48
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	0
	25
	13.23
	9.00
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Independent Reading Rotation Length
[image: image207.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	43
	0
	55
	22.26
	9.25
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	15
	27
	21.68
	2.10

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	44
	2
	42
	21.02
	6.68
	35
	5
	44
	24.31
	6.98
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	18
	43
	25.14
	5.90
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual 1st Computer Rotation Length
[image: image208.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	43
	0
	40
	19.98
	7.55
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	17
	27
	21.74
	2.03

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	44
	0
	42
	21.34
	6.40
	35
	14
	43
	22.80
	5.70
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	15
	43
	22.54
	6.16
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Time in 5 Read 180 components 
[image: image209.wmf]b


	1
	
	
	
	
	
	45
	1
	92
	74.22
	23.22
	
	
	
	
	
	34
	32
	97
	90.91
	10.80

	
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	46
	1
	90
	76.57
	19.66
	35
	39
	90
	79.83
	12.11
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	35
	39
	98
	78.09
	12.33
	
	
	
	
	



[image: image210.wmf]a

Start Time data were not collected in Quarter 4 given that more than 90 minutes were allocated to each block.
[image: image211.wmf]b

 Minutes for each Read 180 rotation were not collected for Quarter 1. Note: Total Time in Rotation N’s will be smaller then LC reported amount of Instruction. This is due to current calculation of each variable by the OSU evaluation team

Table A1. 8. Year 1 Start Time and Instructional Time: Aggregated Across Facilities

	
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
[image: image212.wmf]b


	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07
[image: image213.wmf]a



	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD

	LC Reported Amount of Instruction
	729
	0
	90
	79.27
	17.11
	853
	0
	103
	70.25
	29.23
	870
	0
	110
	74.60
	25.18
	646
	0
	102
	80.89
	22.68

	LC Difference Between R180 Scheduled and Actual Start
	703
	0
	65
	7.80
	7.88
	739
	0
	55
	6.59
	6.53
	785
	0
	60
	6.50
	8.21
	
	
	
	
	

	Actual Whole Group Length
	
	
	
	
	
	570
	0
	45
	16.68
	6.96
	781
	0
	54
	17.13
	7.48
	609
	0
	50
	18.80
	5.00

	Actual Wrap Up Length
	
	
	
	
	
	574
	0
	20
	4.50
	4.25
	781
	0
	50
	5.08
	4.83
	606
	0
	20
	8.18
	4.61

	Actual 1st Small Group Rotation Length
	
	
	
	
	
	574
	0
	30
	17.49
	6.07
	780
	0
	25
	17.10
	6.89
	608
	0
	40
	19.17
	4.31

	Actual 1st Independent Reading Rotation Length
	
	
	
	
	
	574
	0
	55
	20.09
	4.86
	781
	0
	44
	20.99
	3.45
	612
	0
	60
	19.61
	4.04

	Actual 1st Computer Rotation Length
	
	
	
	
	
	574
	0
	45
	19.99
	4.68
	781
	0
	49
	20.94
	3.76
	609
	0
	100
	20.09
	6.13

	Total Time in 5 Read 180 components 
[image: image214.wmf]b


	
	
	
	
	
	739
	1
	103
	80.00
	13.60
	799
	1
	110
	81.13
	12.64
	612
	20
	102
	85.46
	12.46



[image: image215.wmf]a

Start Time data were not collected in Quarter 4 given that more than 90 minutes were allocated to each block.
[image: image216.wmf]b

 Minutes for each Read 180 rotation were not collected for Quarter 1. Note: Total Time in Rotation N’s will be smaller then LC reported amount of Instruction. This is due to current calculation of each variable by the OSU evaluation team.

Appendix A2. Start Time Data Disaggregated by School, Block and Quarter in Year 2

Appendix A2, Tables A2.1 through A2.7, presents start time data disaggregated by school, block and quarter in Year 2. Remember, the reported amount of instruction includes those days where no instruction occurred where as the summed five components includes Read180 time only when instruction did occur.

For the average minutes of Read 180 instruction, varied across facility, block and quarter, general trends did appear by facility however. Facilities 3 and 4 had 90 minutes or more allocated to Read 180 where as facilities 1 and 8 included around 80 minutes of Read 180 instruction and facilities 2, 5, and 7 averaged between 65 and 75 minutes a class. Note this differs from the results mentioned above where amount of Read 180 instruction is aggregated across block for a given facility and quarter. 

Further, on average and across the facilities and quarters, when instruction took place, the suggested amount of time prescribed for each of the five Read 180 components was followed. That is, whole group, small group, individual work, and computer, was around 20 minutes on average.  Facility 1 and 2 did tend to implement whole group and computer work with fewer minutes at the beginning of Year 2 relative to at the end of the year. To note, if instructional time was not met it was often with wrap up. Facility 7 wrap up instruction time was the least likely to adhere to this characterization. Here wrap up met the 10 minute requirement or exceeded it. For facility 1 wrap up minutes varied from 3 minutes to 15 minutes depending on the block and quarter. All other facilities ranged from 4-9 minutes.

A few issues are worth noting. First, because some of the Read 180 blocks consisted of up to 120 minutes, when instruction occurred, maximum rotations minutes (with exception facility 4) includes days with more than the time allotted.  This most often occurred for whole group, wrap up and small group but on occasion also occurred with the computer rotation. For example, in Facility 1, quarter 6, block 2 had at least one day with 49 minutes in wrap up, a 10 minute time allotment specified by Scholastic. Such situations often occurred when only 49 minutes were allocated to Read 180 for the day. It is unknown whether such time was allocated to the rotations was more than suggested time allotments, if such time was allocated but material specified by Scholastic was not implemented, or if data entry was at fault. Second, on occasion facilities for a given quarter recorded an exact amount of appropriate instruction (total and for each of the five Read 180 components) for each day and block. The fidelity of the reported instructional time is suspect.

Table A2. 1. High School 1: Year 2 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	Block
	Rotation
	Quarter 1 - Fall 07
	Quarter 2 - Winter 08
	Quarter 3 - Spring 08
	Quarter 4 - Summer 08

	
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.

	First R180 Block
	Instruction
	32
	0
	102
	76.78
	34.16
	48
	0
	100
	75.19
	30.89
	43
	0
	100
	79.60
	23.07
	43
	0
	109
	73.40
	38.61

	
	WG
	27
	10
	30
	20.00
	2.77
	43
	0
	20
	18.00
	5.90
	40
	5
	20
	19.33
	3.00
	35
	0
	40
	17.91
	7.25

	
	WU
	27
	0
	30
	15.22
	6.78
	43
	0
	10
	7.21
	3.78
	40
	0
	10
	5.05
	3.94
	35
	0
	20
	9.37
	5.08

	
	SG
	27
	0
	20
	19.26
	3.85
	43
	0
	20
	17.44
	6.58
	40
	0
	20
	18.55
	4.75
	35
	0
	40
	16.80
	8.34

	
	Individual
	27
	0
	20
	18.89
	4.24
	43
	0
	22
	17.91
	6.09
	40
	0
	30
	19.75
	3.57
	35
	0
	25
	18.91
	4.89

	
	Comp
	27
	0
	20
	14.11
	6.34
	43
	0
	60
	21.56
	9.18
	40
	0
	50
	20.75
	6.16
	35
	0
	25
	18.83
	6.02

	
	Total
	27
	78
	91
	87.48
	4.57
	43
	27
	90
	82.12
	16.91
	40
	20
	98
	83.43
	12.03
	35
	35
	100
	81.83
	16.26

	Second R180 Block
	Instruction
	32
	37
	110
	78.81
	17.74
	47
	0
	103
	83.06
	19.31
	43
	0
	106
	87.33
	15.09
	42
	0
	109
	54.26
	39.17

	
	WG
	32
	0
	20
	16.41
	6.89
	46
	0
	28
	15.63
	8.39
	42
	10
	40
	20.45
	4.40
	31
	0
	40
	16.00
	8.84

	
	WU
	32
	0
	20
	12.03
	7.35
	46
	0
	49
	10.50
	10.12
	42
	0
	20
	7.60
	4.53
	31
	0
	20
	3.13
	5.46

	
	SG
	32
	0
	40
	18.69
	7.18
	46
	0
	42
	19.65
	8.44
	42
	0
	23
	19.17
	4.39
	31
	0
	21
	10.81
	8.73

	
	Individual
	32
	0
	40
	18.00
	7.80
	46
	0
	25
	18.00
	5.93
	42
	14
	40
	20.33
	3.25
	31
	0
	35
	18.42
	9.01

	
	Comp
	32
	0
	25
	13.59
	7.44
	46
	0
	40
	20.48
	8.97
	42
	0
	60
	20.79
	7.26
	31
	0
	40
	17.16
	9.56

	
	Total
	32
	37
	130
	78.72
	19.01
	46
	37
	130
	84.26
	17.20
	42
	73
	105
	88.33
	5.70
	31
	20
	93
	65.52
	22.61

	Third R180 Block
	Instruction
	32
	83
	107
	93.13
	5.79
	46
	0
	98
	80.20
	26.64
	43
	0
	110
	84.58
	26.75
	43
	0
	113
	90.33
	33.79

	
	WG
	32
	15
	20
	19.84
	0.88
	44
	0
	30
	18.32
	6.29
	40
	20
	40
	20.75
	3.50
	38
	10
	30
	19.58
	2.76

	
	WU
	32
	5
	20
	14.22
	5.66
	42
	0
	10
	7.83
	3.45
	40
	0
	20
	8.70
	3.68
	38
	0
	25
	10.76
	3.69

	
	SG
	32
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	44
	0
	25
	18.75
	5.19
	40
	0
	25
	18.80
	4.79
	38
	10
	30
	19.21
	3.65

	
	Individual
	32
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	44
	0
	20
	18.64
	5.10
	40
	0
	20
	18.25
	5.49
	38
	20
	24
	20.21
	0.81

	
	Comp
	32
	5
	20
	15.06
	5.43
	44
	0
	43
	19.16
	6.28
	40
	0
	40
	20.50
	5.04
	38
	20
	25
	20.50
	1.33

	
	Total
	32
	83
	90
	89.13
	1.95
	44
	43
	90
	86.43
	8.65
	40
	25
	91
	87.00
	10.48
	38
	75
	105
	90.26
	3.87


Table A2. 2. High School 2: Year 2 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	Block
	Rotation
	Quarter 1 - Fall 07
	Quarter 2 - Winter 08
	Quarter 3 - Spring 08
	Quarter 4 - Summer 08

	
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.

	First R180 Block
	Instruction
	47
	0
	110
	73.81
	38.83
	46
	0
	100
	67.76
	32.02
	44
	0
	120
	71.70
	37.88
	40
	0
	115
	70.00
	42.08

	
	WG
	38
	15
	20
	19.87
	0.81
	38
	0
	20
	17.76
	6.01
	35
	7
	20
	19.26
	2.65
	30
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	WU
	38
	0
	10
	8.16
	3.37
	38
	0
	10
	4.13
	3.99
	35
	0
	10
	7.66
	3.96
	30
	0
	10
	8.17
	3.59

	
	SG
	38
	0
	20
	19.47
	3.24
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	35
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	30
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Individual
	38
	0
	20
	19.47
	3.24
	38
	0
	20
	19.34
	3.32
	35
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	30
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Comp
	38
	0
	20
	19.21
	3.39
	38
	0
	20
	18.03
	5.64
	35
	15
	20
	19.37
	1.63
	30
	5
	20
	18.83
	3.64

	
	Total
	38
	15
	90
	86.18
	12.38
	38
	30
	90
	79.26
	14.42
	35
	75
	90
	86.29
	5.27
	30
	65
	90
	87.00
	6.77

	Second R180 Block
	Instruction
	47
	0
	105
	72.00
	32.59
	47
	0
	115
	71.87
	27.89
	44
	0
	110
	70.55
	35.60
	40
	0
	130
	67.38
	40.67

	
	WG
	41
	0
	20
	19.02
	4.36
	41
	0
	20
	18.54
	5.27
	36
	0
	20
	19.31
	3.41
	30
	20
	40
	20.67
	3.65

	
	WU
	41
	0
	10
	7.12
	3.54
	41
	0
	10
	4.93
	3.53
	36
	0
	10
	7.11
	3.65
	30
	0
	10
	5.33
	3.92

	
	SG
	41
	0
	20
	17.51
	6.01
	40
	0
	20
	18.03
	5.50
	36
	0
	20
	18.25
	3.83
	30
	0
	40
	19.33
	6.40

	
	Individual
	41
	0
	20
	17.95
	6.01
	41
	0
	20
	18.54
	5.27
	36
	0
	20
	18.33
	5.61
	30
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Comp
	41
	0
	20
	17.59
	6.11
	41
	0
	20
	17.93
	5.48
	36
	0
	94
	20.86
	13.37
	30
	10
	20
	19.33
	2.17

	
	Total
	41
	25
	90
	79.20
	16.47
	41
	40
	90
	77.51
	15.47
	36
	40
	94
	83.86
	11.03
	30
	60
	120
	84.67
	9.46

	Third R180 Block
	Instruction
	46
	0
	114
	70.35
	35.86
	45
	0
	100
	75.87
	26.85
	44
	0
	110
	58.82
	37.96
	40
	0
	115
	70.75
	45.45

	
	WG
	38
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	39
	10
	20
	19.74
	1.60
	31
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	28
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	WU
	38
	0
	10
	5.79
	4.58
	39
	0
	10
	5.13
	4.93
	31
	0
	10
	2.97
	4.29
	28
	0
	10
	9.11
	2.74

	
	SG
	38
	5
	20
	19.50
	2.50
	39
	15
	20
	19.87
	0.80
	31
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	28
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Individual
	38
	0
	20
	18.95
	4.53
	39
	0
	20
	19.49
	3.20
	31
	0
	20
	19.19
	3.67
	28
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Comp
	38
	0
	20
	18.05
	4.99
	39
	0
	20
	17.41
	5.08
	31
	0
	20
	15.84
	6.40
	28
	15
	20
	19.82
	0.94

	
	Total
	38
	25
	90
	82.29
	13.83
	39
	35
	90
	81.64
	11.25
	31
	40
	90
	78.00
	11.39
	28
	75
	90
	88.93
	3.43


Table A2. 3. High School 3: Year 2 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	Block
	Rotation
	Quarter 1 - Fall 07
	Quarter 2 - Winter 08
	Quarter 3 - Spring 08
	Quarter 4 - Summer 08

	
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.

	First R180 Block
	Instruction
	47
	0
	102
	91.64
	21.28
	48
	0
	107
	94.85
	18.29
	44
	92
	102
	101.36
	1.86
	44
	105
	109
	107.91
	1.05

	
	WG
	45
	0
	30
	20.00
	3.99
	47
	0
	60
	26.17
	10.85
	44
	20
	27
	24.36
	1.59
	44
	21
	24
	21.77
	0.89

	
	WU
	45
	0
	20
	11.00
	5.29
	47
	0
	50
	7.28
	11.87
	44
	0
	15
	9.64
	2.18
	44
	6
	9
	7.61
	0.92

	
	SG
	45
	0
	35
	19.80
	5.56
	47
	0
	50
	19.68
	9.75
	44
	10
	25
	22.41
	2.83
	44
	20
	23
	20.73
	0.73

	
	Individual
	45
	10
	30
	20.67
	3.47
	47
	0
	25
	19.57
	7.21
	44
	10
	25
	22.05
	2.75
	44
	20
	22
	20.91
	0.64

	
	Comp
	45
	10
	30
	22.22
	3.92
	47
	0
	25
	20.11
	6.88
	44
	10
	25
	21.77
	2.96
	44
	20
	22
	20.73
	0.62

	
	Total
	45
	50
	100
	93.69
	9.36
	47
	45
	105
	92.81
	11.78
	44
	60
	105
	100.23
	6.49
	44
	88
	96
	91.75
	1.60

	Second R180 Block
	Instruction
	47
	0
	101
	86.38
	26.81
	47
	93
	101
	99.94
	2.24
	44
	0
	110
	77.59
	42.60
	44
	55
	107
	104.70
	7.70

	
	WG
	44
	0
	30
	20.45
	4.01
	47
	0
	55
	27.49
	9.52
	33
	20
	25
	24.18
	1.72
	44
	20
	24
	21.89
	0.87

	
	WU
	44
	0
	20
	8.07
	5.93
	47
	0
	45
	5.85
	12.44
	33
	0
	14
	8.73
	2.84
	44
	0
	9
	7.32
	1.44

	
	SG
	44
	0
	25
	18.75
	5.30
	47
	0
	45
	22.26
	8.59
	33
	15
	30
	20.94
	2.57
	44
	20
	23
	20.84
	0.83

	
	Individual
	44
	0
	30
	19.89
	4.56
	47
	0
	45
	19.47
	7.32
	33
	20
	25
	22.12
	2.51
	44
	0
	22
	20.66
	3.27

	
	Comp
	44
	0
	35
	21.48
	5.01
	47
	0
	35
	19.57
	7.51
	33
	20
	25
	21.97
	2.48
	44
	0
	22
	20.45
	3.25

	
	Total
	44
	25
	100
	88.64
	14.38
	47
	90
	101
	94.64
	3.09
	33
	90
	100
	97.94
	2.25
	44
	44
	95
	91.16
	7.46

	Third R180 Block
	Instruction
	47
	0
	105
	82.13
	38.27
	46
	60
	110
	102.17
	6.88
	44
	85
	105
	96.32
	3.48
	44
	0
	110
	102.16
	27.96

	
	WG
	39
	0
	30
	20.13
	4.05
	46
	0
	60
	27.28
	9.70
	44
	20
	25
	24.86
	0.77
	41
	21
	24
	21.90
	0.83

	
	WU
	39
	0
	20
	11.97
	4.22
	46
	0
	50
	7.93
	13.36
	44
	0
	10
	9.18
	2.57
	41
	6
	9
	7.56
	0.90

	
	SG
	39
	0
	27
	20.23
	3.98
	46
	0
	45
	21.85
	9.09
	44
	20
	25
	21.55
	2.25
	41
	20
	22
	20.63
	0.77

	
	Individual
	39
	0
	30
	22.44
	5.02
	45
	0
	25
	19.44
	7.33
	44
	20
	25
	20.18
	0.87
	41
	20
	22
	21.02
	0.82

	
	Comp
	39
	10
	35
	22.18
	4.10
	46
	0
	25
	19.67
	7.33
	44
	16
	25
	20.02
	0.98
	41
	20
	22
	20.85
	0.76

	
	Total
	39
	50
	108
	96.95
	9.11
	46
	50
	100
	95.76
	10.00
	44
	85
	100
	95.80
	2.84
	41
	89
	95
	91.98
	1.47


Table A2. 4. High School 4: Year 2 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	Block
	Rotation
	Quarter 1 - Fall 07
	Quarter 2 - Winter 08
	Quarter 3 - Spring 08
	Quarter 4 - Summer 08

	
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.

	First R180 Block
	Instruction
	37
	0
	103
	82.70
	23.05
	48
	38
	105
	90.08
	13.24
	44
	30
	98
	85.52
	11.99
	44
	0
	108
	91.48
	23.74

	
	WG
	35
	0
	22
	20.03
	3.58
	47
	0
	23
	19.64
	4.59
	42
	0
	22
	19.60
	3.77
	42
	0
	24
	20.52
	3.51

	
	WU
	35
	0
	10
	5.49
	3.41
	47
	0
	10
	4.94
	2.51
	42
	0
	10
	4.79
	3.31
	42
	0
	10
	5.40
	2.35

	
	SG
	35
	0
	23
	19.69
	3.76
	47
	0
	23
	19.98
	5.35
	42
	0
	22
	19.64
	3.45
	42
	0
	23
	20.07
	4.73

	
	Individual
	35
	0
	22
	19.74
	3.53
	47
	20
	26
	21.17
	1.13
	42
	15
	22
	20.07
	1.57
	42
	17
	24
	20.98
	1.46

	
	Comp
	35
	18
	22
	20.51
	1.07
	47
	0
	23
	19.47
	5.23
	42
	15
	23
	20.05
	1.70
	42
	18
	26
	20.79
	1.70

	
	Total
	35
	41
	92
	85.46
	10.19
	47
	38
	90
	85.19
	13.06
	42
	30
	90
	84.14
	10.73
	42
	38
	100
	87.76
	9.41

	Second R180 Block
	Instruction
	37
	0
	104
	90.68
	28.95
	48
	97
	104
	101.10
	1.96
	44
	37
	113
	96.32
	10.02
	44
	0
	127
	109.52
	24.57

	
	WG
	34
	0
	22
	20.21
	3.65
	46
	16
	23
	20.54
	1.17
	42
	20
	22
	20.93
	0.71
	42
	19
	25
	21.36
	1.28

	
	WU
	34
	0
	10
	7.50
	1.88
	47
	0
	11
	5.57
	1.89
	42
	0
	9
	6.02
	1.47
	42
	0
	10
	5.76
	2.45

	
	SG
	34
	0
	23
	20.15
	3.69
	47
	20
	23
	21.15
	0.81
	42
	17
	23
	20.93
	1.09
	42
	18
	23
	20.95
	1.23

	
	Individual
	34
	18
	22
	20.59
	1.13
	47
	20
	25
	21.38
	1.11
	42
	0
	23
	20.38
	3.37
	42
	18
	25
	21.24
	1.71

	
	Comp
	34
	19
	23
	20.26
	0.79
	47
	0
	26
	20.49
	4.56
	42
	0
	23
	20.40
	3.34
	42
	19
	24
	21.55
	1.40

	
	Total
	34
	44
	91
	88.71
	7.90
	47
	40
	91
	88.70
	7.47
	42
	37
	90
	88.67
	8.18
	42
	90
	97
	90.86
	2.01

	Third R180 Block
	Instruction
	37
	0
	100
	77.51
	15.91
	48
	45
	95
	86.27
	7.47
	44
	0
	106
	85.02
	17.04
	44
	0
	125
	90.75
	28.19

	
	WG
	36
	17
	22
	20.28
	1.23
	47
	0
	23
	20.19
	4.43
	41
	0
	24
	21.12
	3.62
	41
	0
	24
	20.49
	3.50

	
	WU
	36
	0
	9
	1.00
	2.39
	47
	0
	13
	3.49
	3.12
	41
	0
	10
	3.10
	2.88
	41
	0
	10
	5.49
	3.14

	
	SG
	36
	15
	30
	19.06
	2.70
	47
	14
	24
	20.04
	2.50
	41
	0
	25
	21.32
	3.77
	41
	0
	25
	20.66
	3.68

	
	Individual
	36
	0
	23
	19.67
	3.99
	47
	0
	35
	21.19
	3.88
	41
	15
	23
	19.90
	1.77
	41
	8
	23
	20.68
	2.32

	
	Comp
	36
	0
	25
	19.78
	3.96
	47
	0
	25
	19.40
	6.11
	41
	0
	23
	19.07
	4.86
	41
	15
	25
	20.76
	1.83

	
	Total
	36
	40
	100
	79.78
	9.27
	47
	43
	97
	84.32
	11.26
	41
	41
	95
	84.51
	9.80
	41
	35
	96
	88.07
	9.39


Table A2. 5. High School 5: Year 2 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	Block
	Rotation
	Quarter 1 - Fall 07
	Quarter 2 - Winter 08
	Quarter 3 - Spring 08
	Quarter 4 - Summer 08

	
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.

	First R180 Block
	Instruction
	49
	0
	96
	76.24
	32.26
	47
	0
	93
	76.36
	29.32
	44
	0
	90
	70.00
	34.64
	43
	0
	90
	87.91
	13.72

	
	WG
	42
	0
	30
	19.29
	4.63
	41
	0
	30
	18.54
	5.73
	37
	0
	20
	17.30
	6.93
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	WU
	42
	0
	20
	10.48
	3.79
	41
	0
	10
	8.05
	4.01
	37
	0
	10
	8.65
	3.47
	42
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00

	
	SG
	42
	0
	20
	19.05
	4.31
	41
	0
	20
	17.54
	6.62
	37
	0
	20
	17.30
	6.93
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Individual
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	41
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Comp
	42
	10
	20
	19.05
	2.97
	41
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Total
	42
	40
	100
	87.86
	10.94
	41
	40
	90
	84.12
	14.84
	37
	40
	90
	83.24
	17.33
	42
	90
	90
	90.00
	0.00

	Second R180 Block
	Instruction
	49
	0
	90
	76.94
	30.70
	45
	0
	90
	78.11
	27.41
	44
	0
	90
	69.11
	34.62
	43
	0
	90
	87.91
	13.72

	
	WG
	43
	0
	20
	19.07
	4.26
	40
	0
	30
	18.25
	6.36
	37
	0
	20
	16.76
	7.47
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	WU
	43
	0
	20
	10.70
	4.02
	40
	0
	10
	8.50
	3.62
	37
	0
	10
	8.38
	3.74
	42
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00

	
	SG
	43
	0
	20
	19.07
	4.26
	39
	0
	20
	17.44
	6.77
	37
	0
	20
	16.76
	7.47
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Individual
	43
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	40
	15
	20
	19.88
	0.79
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Comp
	43
	10
	20
	18.84
	3.24
	40
	15
	20
	19.88
	0.79
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Total
	43
	40
	90
	87.67
	10.65
	40
	40
	90
	83.50
	16.10
	37
	40
	90
	81.89
	18.68
	42
	90
	90
	90.00
	0.00

	Third R180 Block
	Instruction
	49
	0
	90
	76.73
	31.78
	46
	0
	90
	77.70
	27.30
	44
	0
	90
	69.20
	34.57
	43
	0
	90
	87.91
	13.72

	
	WG
	42
	0
	20
	19.52
	3.09
	42
	0
	50
	18.81
	7.72
	37
	0
	20
	17.03
	7.02
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	WU
	42
	0
	20
	10.95
	3.70
	42
	0
	10
	8.10
	3.97
	37
	0
	10
	8.38
	3.74
	42
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00

	
	SG
	42
	0
	20
	19.52
	3.09
	42
	0
	20
	16.19
	7.95
	37
	0
	20
	16.76
	7.47
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Individual
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	42
	0
	20
	19.05
	4.31
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Comp
	42
	10
	20
	18.81
	3.28
	42
	0
	20
	19.52
	3.09
	37
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	42
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Total
	42
	40
	90
	88.81
	7.72
	42
	20
	90
	81.67
	19.87
	37
	40
	90
	82.16
	18.13
	42
	90
	90
	90.00
	0.00


Table A2. 6. High School 7: Year 2 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	Block
	Rotation
	Quarter 1 - Fall 07
	Quarter 2 - Winter 08
	Quarter 3 - Spring 08
	Quarter 4 - Summer 08

	
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.

	First R180 Block
	Instruction
	41
	0
	102
	73.34
	38.99
	47
	0
	97
	86.70
	26.87
	44
	0
	97
	73.07
	35.43
	44
	0
	111
	83.77
	40.23

	
	WG
	33
	0
	20
	16.67
	5.41
	43
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	36
	5
	20
	19.58
	2.50
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	WU
	33
	0
	10
	8.67
	2.71
	43
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00
	36
	0
	10
	7.39
	1.74
	36
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00

	
	SG
	33
	15
	20
	19.85
	0.87
	43
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	36
	10
	20
	19.72
	1.67
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Individual
	33
	0
	20
	19.39
	3.48
	43
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Comp
	33
	15
	20
	19.85
	0.87
	43
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Total
	33
	34
	90
	84.42
	11.17
	43
	90
	90
	90.00
	0.00
	36
	55
	90
	86.69
	5.56
	36
	90
	90
	90.00
	0.00

	Second R180 Block
	Instruction
	41
	0
	113
	70.27
	36.33
	48
	0
	128
	84.83
	29.27
	44
	0
	98
	69.80
	36.71
	44
	0
	113
	87.25
	41.02

	
	WG
	34
	0
	40
	14.56
	11.00
	36
	0
	40
	18.75
	7.96
	35
	10
	37
	21.43
	8.78
	37
	20
	40
	30.46
	10.00

	
	WU
	34
	0
	10
	4.41
	4.32
	36
	7
	22
	16.22
	4.97
	35
	0
	37
	17.46
	7.97
	37
	0
	12
	3.59
	5.06

	
	SG
	34
	0
	34
	15.88
	7.57
	36
	0
	20
	18.33
	5.61
	35
	0
	20
	13.80
	7.81
	37
	0
	20
	18.46
	4.75

	
	Individual
	34
	0
	40
	23.74
	10.56
	36
	0
	40
	21.11
	6.67
	35
	0
	40
	21.14
	6.76
	37
	0
	20
	12.16
	4.79

	
	Comp
	34
	0
	40
	20.47
	11.20
	36
	0
	20
	18.33
	5.61
	35
	0
	20
	12.43
	9.33
	37
	20
	40
	33.78
	9.16

	
	Total
	34
	34
	102
	79.06
	18.59
	36
	52
	102
	92.75
	9.29
	35
	31
	99
	86.26
	16.21
	37
	50
	110
	98.46
	15.61

	Third R180 Block
	Instruction
	41
	0
	114
	74.24
	31.70
	48
	0
	88
	75.46
	29.77
	44
	0
	88
	68.00
	37.30
	43
	0
	111
	80.49
	48.62

	
	WG
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	41
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	33
	12
	20
	19.67
	1.47
	32
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	WU
	36
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00
	41
	10
	10
	10.00
	0.00
	33
	7
	11
	9.85
	0.76
	32
	0
	10
	9.44
	2.23

	
	SG
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	41
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	33
	0
	20
	19.39
	3.48
	32
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Individual
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	41
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	33
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	32
	3
	20
	19.47
	3.01

	
	Comp
	36
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	41
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	33
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00
	32
	20
	20
	20.00
	0.00

	
	Total
	36
	90
	90
	90.00
	0.00
	41
	90
	90
	90.00
	0.00
	33
	71
	90
	88.91
	3.59
	32
	63
	90
	88.91
	4.93


Table A2. 7. High School 8: Year 2 Start Time and Instructional Time 

	Block
	Rotation
	Quarter 1 - Fall 07
	Quarter 2 - Winter 08
	Quarter 3 - Spring 08
	Quarter 4 - Summer 08

	
	
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.
	N
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	S.D.

	First R180 Block
	Instruction
	50
	0
	95
	84.16
	19.86
	48
	0
	91
	83.60
	22.53
	44
	0
	91
	85.25
	19.32
	40
	0
	90
	78.75
	30.14

	
	WG
	48
	0
	51
	21.02
	6.80
	45
	0
	35
	19.24
	6.63
	42
	16
	30
	21.19
	2.50
	35
	0
	34
	20.46
	5.77

	
	WU
	48
	0
	10
	6.33
	2.51
	45
	0
	90
	8.51
	12.55
	42
	0
	10
	4.67
	3.75
	35
	0
	12
	6.00
	3.60

	
	SG
	48
	0
	25
	18.71
	5.54
	45
	0
	40
	19.73
	6.17
	42
	19
	30
	22.14
	3.10
	35
	0
	23
	18.17
	7.20

	
	Individual
	48
	0
	35
	21.33
	4.25
	45
	0
	45
	20.84
	5.15
	42
	0
	25
	20.26
	3.36
	35
	0
	56
	23.91
	9.90

	
	Comp
	48
	0
	41
	20.38
	6.33
	45
	0
	40
	20.87
	5.96
	42
	20
	25
	21.05
	1.38
	35
	0
	55
	22.77
	7.80

	
	Total
	48
	50
	97
	87.77
	9.95
	45
	51
	91
	89.20
	5.83
	42
	61
	91
	89.31
	4.48
	35
	46
	110
	91.31
	9.61

	Second R180 Block
	Instruction
	
	
	
	
	
	22
	0
	92
	85.09
	20.93
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	WG
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	0
	38
	21.10
	6.56
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	WU
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	0
	9
	6.38
	2.04
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SG
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	0
	48
	20.86
	7.75
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Individual
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	0
	23
	20.29
	4.76
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Comp
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	0
	22
	20.52
	4.76
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Total
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	50
	92
	89.14
	8.97
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Appendix A3. Defining TTT and ITT Groups based on 5 weeks of treatment received for each quarter

Number of Quarters of Treatment Received (TTT Defined):

A person was defined as having received a quarters worth of treatment if they attended at least half of the sessions in a given quarter. Half was defined by the district calendar such that:

Quarter 1 (Fall 2006) – Read 180 youth had to have at least 45 classes and traditional youth at least 22 classes. 

Quarter 2 (Winter 2007) – Read 180 youth had to have at least 46 classes and traditional youth at least 23 classes.

Quarter 3 (Spring 2007) – Read 180 youth had to have at least 44 classes and traditional youth at least 22 classes.

Quarter 4 (Summer 2007) – Read 180 youth had to have at least 42 classes and traditional youth at least 21 classes.

Quarter 5 (Fall 2007) – Read 180 youth had to have at least 49 classes and traditional youth at least 25 classes.

Quarter 6 (Winter 2008) – Read 180 youth had to have at least 48 classes and traditional youth at least 24 classes.

Quarter 7 (Spring 2008) – Read 180 youth had to have at least 44 classes and traditional youth at least 22 classes.

Quarter 8 (Summer 2008) – Read 180 youth had to have at least 41 classes and traditional youth at least 21 classes.

Each individual was identified as having or not having at least half of the total possible assigned class sessions in a given quarter. That is, the youth had to be both assigned to one of the treatment groups (R180 or traditional) and have received at least half of the class sessions. These four variables (one for each quarter) were summed indicating how many quarters a youth had at least half of the class sessions (Variable Name: TRTAmountY1Y2). This was cross referenced to the treatment group (R180 = 0 or Traditional = 1) the youth was assigned to (Variable Name: TRTGroupY1Y2) (see Table A3.1). 

Table A3. 1. The number of Eligible Youth Who Received Treatment by Treatment Group

	
	TRTGroupY1Y2
	

	 
	Read 180
	Traditional English
	Total

	TRTAmountY1Y2
	Less than 5 weeks 
	81
	117
	198

	 
	1 Quarter with at least 5 weeks of assigned classroom attendance
	120
	112
	232

	 
	2.00 Quarters with at least 5 weeks of assigned classroom attendance
	125
	90
	215

	 
	3.00 Quarters with at least 5 weeks of assigned classroom attendance
	110
	92
	202

	 
	4.00 Quarters with at least 5 weeks of assigned classroom attendance
	23
	55
	78

	 
	5.00 Quarters with at least 5 weeks of assigned classroom attendance
	50
	37
	87

	 
	6.00 Quarters with at least 5 weeks of assigned classroom attendance
	21
	16
	37

	 
	7.00 Quarters with at least 5 weeks of assigned classroom attendance
	15
	13
	28

	 
	8.00 Quarters with at least 5 weeks of assigned classroom attendance
	2
	7
	9

	 
	Never sat in Assigned class at all
	62
	1
	63

	Total
	609
	540
	1149


Table reads: 81 youth assigned to Read 180 has less than five weeks of treatment, where as 117 youth assigned to traditional English has less than five weeks of treatment. 

Intent to Treat Status Defined:

First, Read180 youth were identified as entering the program in the 1st, 2nd, 3rd 4th,  5th, 6th, 7th, and 8th quarter using the program entrance date and traditional youth were identified as entering the program in the 1st, 2nd, 3rd 4th,  5th, 6th, 7th, and 8th quarter using the assignment date in the eighth quarter data file (variable used: assignment_8). The youth had to be assigned/placed within 5 weeks of the quarter’s start date otherwise they were tagged as entering the program in the next quarter. Therefore, the following dates were utilized to categorize when a youth entered into their assigned class:

For Quarter 1 (Fall 2006) – Youth had to enter at November 3rd, 2006 or before.

For Quarter 2 (Winter 2007) – Youth had to enter between November 4th, 2006 and February 2nd, 2007. 

For Quarter 3 (Spring 2007) – Youth had to enter between February 3rd, 2007 and May 4th, 2007.

For Quarter 4 (Summer 2007) – Youth had to enter between May 5th, 2007 and August 3rd, 2007.

For Quarter 5 (Fall 2007) – Youth had to enter between August 4th, 2007 and November 4th, 2007.

For Quarter 6 (Winter 2008) – Youth had to enter between November 5th, 2007 and February 3rd, 2008.

For Quarter 7 (Spring 2008) – Youth had to enter between February 4th, 2008 and May 2nd, 2008.

For Quarter 8 (Summer 2008) – Youth had to enter between May 3rd, 2008 and August 4th, 2008.

A summed variable was created for R180 youth indicating the number of quarters they were in R180 (variable name: ITTR180) and a summed variable was created for TRAD youth indicating the number of quarters they were in traditional English (variable name: ITTTRAD)

Third, variables for both Read180 and English youth were aggregated into one variable (Variable Name ITT). Note: currently ITT is based only on when the youth entered the facility. This is not the correct variable to use when defining ITT because our definition of ITT is also based on when and/or if the youth left the facility. This is where I turn next. 

Fourth, all eligible youth were identified as either never leaving the school (Variable Name: NoLeft =0), leaving and never returning (Variable Name: OneLeft with date they left as the variable’s data) and Leaving and returning (Variable name: LeftCameBack =1). Table A3.2 summarizes the number of youth in each category. Note: leaving and/or coming back was based on school exit information. A youth could have come back to ODYS but not back to school.

Table A3. 2. Number of Youth Who Were Assigned to ODYS and never left, Left and Never came Back, and Left but Came Back 

	
	NotLeft
	OneLeft
	LeftCameBack

	N
	506
	540
	103


Fifth, for those youth who did not leave school the intent to treat variable (ITT) was compare to the actual amount of treatment received (Variable Name TRTAmount mention above) using the following rules:

· If a youth had a “1” for ITT and a “8” for TRTAmount they were categorized as TTT (=1), otherwise the remaining people with a “1” for ITT were defined as ITT (TTT =0).  To translate, those youth who entered the program/assigned to the program within the first 5 weeks in the first quarter had to have eight quarters of treatment in order to be defined as receiving all intended treatment (TTT=1). If anyone who entered the program/assigned to the program after 5 weeks in the first quarter but did not receive at least ½ of the possible class sessions in each quarter they were designated as intent to treat but not receiving the full amount of treatment. 

· If a youth had a “2” for ITT and a “7” for TRTAmount they were categorized as TTT (=1), otherwise the remaining people with a “2” for ITT were defined as ITT (TTT=0).

· If a youth had a “3” for ITT and a “6” for TRTAmount they were categorized as TTT (=1), otherwise the remaining people with a “3” for ITT were defined as ITT (TTT =0).

· If a youth had a “4” for ITT and a “5” for TRTAmount they were categorized as TTT (=1), otherwise the remaining people with a “4” for ITT were defined as ITT (TTT =0).

· If a youth had a “5” for ITT and a “4” for TRTAmount they were categorized as TTT (=1), otherwise the remaining people with a “5” for ITT were defined as ITT (TTT =0).

· If a youth had a “6” for ITT and a “3” for TRTAmount they were categorized as TTT (=1), otherwise the remaining people with a “6” for ITT were defined as ITT (TTT =0).

· If a youth had a “7” for ITT and a “2” for TRTAmount they were categorized as TTT (=1), otherwise the remaining people with a “7” for ITT were defined as ITT (TTT =0).

· If a youth had a “8” for ITT and a “1” for TRTAmount they were categorized as TTT (=1), otherwise the remaining people with a “8” for ITT were defined as ITT (TTT =0).

Sixth, the ITT variable was recoded such that 1=4, 2=3, 3=2, 4=1 so that the variable represented the number of quarters of treatment supposed to receive as opposed to the quarter in which the treatment should have started. 

Seventh, for those youth that left school and either came back or didn’t come back, their program/assignment date relative to their school exit date was compared. This date range was then compared to their actual treatment amount. (This was done on an individual basis and hand entered into the variable ITTPossible.). For example, a traditional youth that was assigned 9/30/06 and left 1/7/07 was compared to the district calendar to see how many quarters they should have received at least ½ of the quarters’ class sessions. For this example, if the youth received 1 quarter of treatment (e.g., 1 quarter with at least ½ of the total possible sessions) then they were coded as TTT=1 (intent to treat and treated). If the youth received 0 quarters then they were categorized as a “0” for TTT (intent to treated and not treated). These same procedures were employed for those youth who left school and came back but their last specified exit date was used. 

To note: anyone who was only supposed to have 1 or 0 quarters of treatment did not ultimately receive an ITT status value since there was no intent to treatment them for two or more quarters. 

Table A3.3 presents a cross tabulation of the number of youth who were classified as intent to treat but not treated (ITT) and those who received all the intended amount of treatment (TTT) by treatment group. 

Table A3. 3. The Number of Youth as ITT and TTT by Treatment Group

	
	TRTGroupY1Y2
	Total

	 
	Read 180
	Traditional English
	.00

	TTTY1Y2
	ITT
	297
	273
	570

	 
	TTT
	178
	162
	340

	Total
	475
	435
	910


Appendix A4. Basic Characteristics of Students Supplemental Analyses

Table A4. 1 Demographic Characteristics by Intended Amount of Treatment for Intent to Treat Youth 

	Race
	R180
	AT LEAST
	2 quarters
	3 quarters
	4 quarters
	5 quarters
	6 quarters
	7 quarters
	8 quarters

	
	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	
	
	Black
	327
	68.8
	248
	67.8
	173
	65.5
	124
	63.6
	86
	67.2
	49
	66.2
	24
	57.1

	
	
	Hispanic
	15
	3.2
	13
	3.6
	11
	4.2
	8
	4.1
	4
	3.1
	4
	5.4
	2
	4.8

	
	
	White
	116
	24.4
	92
	25.1
	73
	27.7
	58
	29.7
	35
	27.3
	20
	27.0
	15
	35.7

	
	
	Multiracial
	17
	3.6
	13
	3.6
	7
	2.7
	5
	2.6
	3
	2.3
	1
	1.4
	1
	2.4

	
	
	Total
	475
	
	366
	
	264
	
	195
	
	128
	
	74
	
	42
	

	
	Trad
	Black
	302
	69.4
	249
	70.1
	185
	70.9
	128
	71.1
	90
	72.6
	57
	67.9
	29
	70.7

	
	
	Hispanic
	7
	1.6
	6
	1.7
	4
	1.5
	2
	1.1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	White
	113
	26.0
	89
	25.1
	64
	24.5
	46
	25.6
	31
	25.0
	24
	28.6
	12
	29.3

	
	
	Multiracial
	13
	3.0
	11
	3.1
	8
	3.1
	4
	2.2
	3
	2.4
	3
	3.6
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Total
	435
	
	355
	
	261
	
	180
	
	124
	
	84
	
	41
	

	Gender
	R180
	Male
	452
	95.2
	350
	95.6
	254
	96.2
	187
	95.9
	123.0
	96.1
	73.0
	98.6
	42
	100

	
	
	Female
	23
	4.8
	16
	4.4
	10
	3.8
	8
	4.1
	5.0
	3.9
	1.0
	1.4
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	475
	
	366
	
	264
	
	195
	
	128.0
	
	74.0
	
	0
	0

	
	Trad
	Male
	418
	96.1
	343
	96.6
	255
	97.7
	177
	98.3
	122.0
	98.4
	84
	100.0
	41
	100

	
	
	Female
	17
	3.9
	12
	3.4
	6
	2.3
	3
	1.7
	2.0
	1.6129
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	435
	
	355
	
	261
	
	180
	
	124.0
	
	84
	
	41
	

	Special Ed
	R180
	No
	259
	54.5
	203
	55.5
	148
	56.1
	106
	54.4
	68.0
	53.1
	42
	56.8
	25
	59.5

	
	
	Yes
	216
	45.5
	163
	44.5
	116
	43.9
	89
	45.6
	60.0
	46.9
	32
	43.2
	17
	40.5

	
	
	Total
	475
	
	366
	
	264
	
	195
	
	128.0
	
	74
	
	42
	

	
	Trad
	No
	248
	57.0
	208
	58.6
	154
	59.0
	103
	57.2
	76.0
	61.3
	49
	58.3
	23
	56.1

	
	
	Yes
	187
	43.0
	147
	41.4
	107
	41.0
	77
	42.8
	48.0
	38.7
	35
	41.7
	18
	43.9

	
	
	Total
	435
	
	355
	
	261
	
	180
	
	124.0
	
	84
	
	41
	


Table A4.1. Demographic Characteristics by Intended Amount of Treatment for Intent to Treat Youth (continued)

	Disability Status
	R180
	AT LEAST
	2 quarters
	3 quarters
	4 quarters
	5 quarters
	6 quarters
	7 quarters
	8 quarters

	
	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	
	
	1 AU
	1.0
	0.4
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	2 CD (M)
	36.0
	14.9
	28
	15.0
	19
	13.9
	16
	15.1
	14
	19.2
	9
	22.0
	3
	12.5

	
	
	4 ED
	1.0
	0.4
	1
	0.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0

	
	
	5 MD
	111.0
	46.1
	83
	44.4
	66
	48.2
	53
	50.0
	34
	46.6
	20
	48.8
	14
	58.3

	
	
	7 O-Min
	12
	5.0
	11
	5.9
	7
	5.1
	5
	4.7
	3
	4.1
	0
	0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	8 O-Maj
	1
	0.4
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.7
	1
	0.9
	1
	1.4
	0
	0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	9 O
	1
	0.4
	1
	0.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0

	
	
	10 SL
	2
	0.8
	2
	1.1
	2
	1.5
	1
	0.9
	1
	1.4
	1
	2.4
	0
	0

	
	
	11 SLD
	71
	29.5
	55
	29.4
	39
	28.5
	29
	27.4
	19
	26.0
	11
	26.8
	7
	29.2

	
	
	12 TBI
	1
	0.4
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	13 VI
	1
	0.4
	1
	0.5
	1
	0.7
	1
	0.9
	1
	1.4
	0
	0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Total
	241
	
	187
	
	137
	
	106
	
	73
	
	41
	
	24
	

	
	Trad
	1 AU
	1
	0.5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	2 CD (M)
	47
	23.2
	35
	21.6
	26
	21.7
	19
	22.1
	12
	21.8
	8
	20
	5
	22.7

	
	
	4 ED
	83
	40.9
	74
	45.7
	54
	45.0
	39
	45.3
	25
	45.5
	20
	50
	11
	50.0

	
	
	5 MD
	2
	1.0
	2
	1.2
	2
	1.7
	1
	1.2
	1
	1.8
	0
	0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	7 O-Min
	11
	5.4
	9
	5.6
	6
	5.0
	5
	5.8
	3
	5.5
	2
	5
	1
	4.5

	
	
	11 SLD
	59
	29.1
	42
	25.9
	32
	26.7
	22
	25.5814
	14
	25.5
	10
	25
	5
	22.7

	
	
	Total
	203
	
	162
	
	120
	
	86
	
	55
	
	40
	
	22
	100.0


Table A4.1. Demographic Characteristics by Intended Amount of Treatment for Intent to Treat Youth (continued)

	Age 
	R180
	AT LEAST
	2 quarters
	3 quarters
	4 quarters
	5 quarters
	6 quarters
	7 quarters
	8 quarters

	
	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	
	
	14
	2
	0.4
	1
	0.3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	15
	11
	2.3
	9
	2.5
	6
	2.3
	4
	2.1
	2
	1.6
	1
	1.4
	0
	0

	
	
	16
	54
	11.4
	40
	10.9
	32
	12.1
	26
	13.3
	17
	13.3
	10
	13.5
	6
	14.3

	
	
	17
	87
	18.3
	60
	16.4
	44
	16.7
	30
	15.4
	20
	15.6
	12
	16.2
	5
	11.9

	
	
	18
	114
	24.0
	83
	22.7
	55
	20.8
	45
	23.1
	27
	21.1
	15
	20.3
	9
	21.4

	
	
	19
	119
	25.1
	97
	26.5
	74
	28.0
	52
	26.7
	37
	28.9
	20
	27.0
	13
	31.0

	
	
	20
	69
	14.5
	59
	16.1
	39
	14.8
	26
	13.3
	18
	14.1
	10
	13.5
	7
	16.7

	
	
	21
	13
	2.7
	12
	3.3
	11
	4.2
	11
	5.6
	7
	5.5
	6
	8.1
	2
	4.8

	
	
	22
	6.0
	1.3
	5.0
	1.4
	3.0
	1.1
	1.0
	0.5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	475
	
	366
	
	264
	
	195
	
	128
	
	74
	
	42
	

	
	Trad
	14
	7
	1.6
	4
	1.1
	1
	0.4
	1
	0.6
	1
	0.8
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	15
	17
	3.9
	12
	3.4
	7
	2.7
	4
	2.2
	4
	3.2
	2
	2.4
	0
	0

	
	
	16
	50
	11.5
	34
	9.6
	22
	8.4
	15
	8.3
	9
	7.3
	7
	8.3
	2
	4.9

	
	
	17
	98
	22.5
	76
	21.4
	59
	22.6
	38
	21.1
	27
	21.8
	17
	20.2
	4
	9.8

	
	
	18
	117
	26.9
	100
	28.2
	76
	29.1
	48
	26.7
	26
	21.0
	18
	21.4
	8
	19.5

	
	
	19
	93
	21.4
	86
	24.2
	64
	24.5
	48
	26.7
	38
	30.6
	27
	32.1
	18
	43.9

	
	
	20
	45
	10.3
	37
	10.4
	28
	10.7
	23
	12.8
	18
	14.5
	13
	15.5
	9
	22.0

	
	
	21
	6
	1.4
	4
	1.1
	3
	1.1
	3
	1.7
	1
	0.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	22
	2
	0.5
	2
	0.6
	1
	0.4
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Total
	435
	
	355
	
	261
	
	180
	
	124
	
	84
	
	41
	

	Grade
	R180
	8
	3
	0.7
	2
	0.6
	0
	0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	9
	158
	36.2
	112
	32.4
	73
	27.7
	48
	24.6
	26
	20.3
	0
	13
	6
	15.0

	
	
	10
	133
	30.5
	113
	32.7
	91
	34.5
	69
	35.4
	48
	37.5
	25
	33.8
	7
	17.5

	
	
	11
	46
	10.6
	38
	11.0
	33
	12.5
	28
	14.4
	21
	16.4
	14
	18.9
	10
	25.0

	
	
	12
	19
	4.4
	14
	4.0
	12
	4.5
	11
	5.6
	10
	7.8
	7
	9.5
	7
	17.5

	
	
	Graduate
	77
	17.7
	67
	19.4
	55
	20.8
	39
	20.0
	23
	18.0
	15
	20.3
	10
	25.0

	
	
	Total
	436
	
	346
	
	264
	100
	195
	
	128
	
	74
	
	42
	

	
	Trad
	8
	7
	1.7
	4
	1.2
	2
	0.8
	2.0
	1.1
	2
	1.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	9
	164
	40.7
	122
	36.2
	84
	32.3
	38.0
	21.2
	19
	15.3
	14
	16.7
	5
	12.19

	
	
	10
	106
	26.3
	95
	28.2
	77
	29.6
	65.0
	36.3
	44
	35.5
	30
	35.7
	8
	19.51

	
	
	11
	28
	6.9
	26
	7.7
	21
	8.1
	17.0
	9.5
	16
	12.9
	11
	13.1
	7
	17.07

	
	
	12
	24
	6.0
	23
	6.8
	19
	7.3
	16.0
	8.9
	12
	9.7
	11
	13.1
	9
	21.95

	
	
	Graduate
	74
	18.4
	67
	19.9
	57
	21.9
	41.0
	22.9
	31
	25
	18
	21.4
	12
	29.26

	
	
	Total
	403
	
	337
	
	260
	
	179
	
	124
	
	84
	
	41
	


First, frequency distributions and percentages include intent to treat and not treated, as well as intent to treat and treated but disaggregate data by treatment group and intended treatment amount: (a) 2 quarters of treatment, (b) 3 quarters of treatment, (c) four quarters of the possible eight quarters, (d) five quarters of the possible eight quarters, (e) six quarters of the possible eight quarters, (f) seven quarters of the possible eight quarters, or (g) all eight quarters (see Table A4.1). Second, frequency distributions and percentages are again disaggregated by treatment group and intensity group but include only those who received treatment (treatment of the treated).  Here, intensity group is defined by those who had at least five weeks of class sessions (a) in any two of the eight possible quarters, (b) three quarters of the possible eight quarters, and (c) four quarters of the possible eight quarters, (d) five quarters of the possible eight quarters, (e) six quarters of the possible eight quarters, (f) seven quarters of the possible eight quarters, or (g) all eight quarters. It is important to note that by quarter 8 there are very few students in either the Read 180 (see Table A4.2).  Third, these same demographic data are presented previously but are disaggregated by an accumulation of treatment received.  These categories include those eligible youth who (a) received at least two quarters of treatment, (b) at least three quarters of treatment, (c) at least four quarters of treatment and so on. Therefore, those in the at least two quarters of treatment could have had anywhere from two to eight quarters of treatment. Those youth included in the at least three quarters of treatment could have received anywhere from three to eight quarters of treatment and so on. Treatment is defined by attending at least five weeks in a given quarter, for the latter two categorization systems (see Table A4.3).

In each intensity group there are more African American youth relative to all the other racial categories, this was true for both the Read 180 and traditional groups. White youth were the second largest populated group in both Read 180 and Traditional and for all eight intensity groups.  In all situations there were more male participants relative to female participants however the female sample size is small for all eight intensity groups (0 to 23 for R180 and 0 to 17 for traditional) depending on the number of quarters treated. 

There are about 45% of the students in both Read 180 and traditional classes that are classified as special education yet slightly less students are classified as special education in both R180 and traditional classes.  The number of special education students remained constant across all quarters of treatment.  

If a youth had a disability they were mostly classified as MD (46 - 50%, depending on the group) or SLD (26 - 29%). For Traditional students approximately 90% of the students who have a disability fall under three categories; CD, ED, and SLD.  This trend continues through all quarters of treatment. To note, there are many more disability classifications for the Read 180 students than for the Traditional students. 

For student age (as of December 2008), the majority of students fall between the ages of 16-20 years of age for both the Read 180 and Traditional classrooms.  This is the case for all quarters assessed. 

Table A4.2 present demographic characteristics of youth in the targeted intervention disaggregated by treatment group and number of quarters of treatment received.  First, there are 215 (125 in Read 180 and 90 Traditional) youth who received exactly two quarters of at least five weeks of   class sessions in each quarter. There are 202 youth who received three quarters of treatment (110 Read 180 and 92 traditional).  There are 78 youth who received four quarters of treatment (23 Read 180 and 55 traditional).   There are 87 youth who received five quarters of treatment (50 Read 180 and 37 traditional).  There are 37 youth who received six quarters of treatment (21 Read 180 and 16 traditional).  There are 28 youth who received seven quarters of treatment (15 Read 180 and 13 traditional). There are 202 youth who received eight quarters of treatment (2 Read 180 and 7 traditional).  The reduction in the number of students is expected over time.

In each intensity group there are more African American youth relative to all the racial categories, this was true for both the Read 180 and traditional groups (61% to 100%, depending on the intensity and treatment group). White youth were the second largest populated group in both Read 180 and Traditional across all intensity groups.  In all situations there were more male participants relative to female participants not surprising given that ODYS includes five male specific facilities relative to the one for female youth. 

For those youth who had two quarters of treatment the ratio of those with special education status relative to those who are not in special education is either 40:60 or 50:50. This is true for both those assigned to Read180 and traditional English. The percentage of youth in special education decreases, in both the Read 180 and traditional English classes, for those who have three quarters of treatment. Differences across the two treatment groups appear for those who have four and five quarters of treatment. Here there are more special education youth in Read 180 relative to traditional English. The opposite is true for those with six and seven quarters of treatment. 

Of those classified as having special education needs, the disability status was also categorized. The two most frequently occurring disability status, regardless of treatment group, were emotionally disturbed and special learning disability followed by cognitive disability-mental retardation.  Those in the traditional English classroom appear to have a higher percentage of the latter disability relative to Read180 while Read180 appear to have more emotionally disturbed relative to the comparison group. 

Most youth are between the ages of 16 and 19 for both the treatment and comparison groups and either in 9th, 10th, or 11th grade. It should be noted, however, that Age was calculated by taking 2008 and subtracting the year in which the youth was born. This means that although a youth can be classified as 22 years old as of 2008 they may have been in the facility in 2007 and hence be only 21 years old. Therefore, age here is a general proxy for the distribution of age ranges at ODYS. 

Table A4. 2. Targeted Intervention Demographic Characteristics by Treatment Group and Actual Quarters of Treatment Received

	 
	 
	 
	2 quarters
	3 quarters
	4 quarters
	5 quarters
	6 quarters
	7 quarters
	8 quarters

	 Variable
	TRT Group
	Option
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Race
	R180
	Black
	92
	73.6
	80
	72.7
	14
	60.9
	26
	52.0
	13
	61.9
	9
	60.0
	2
	100.0

	
	
	Hispanic
	3
	2.4
	4
	3.6
	0
	0.0
	4
	8.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	6.7
	0
	0.0

	
	
	White
	25
	20.0
	20
	18.2
	8
	34.8
	18
	36.0
	7
	33.3
	5
	33.3
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Multiracial
	5
	4.0
	6
	5.5
	1
	4.3
	2
	4.0
	1
	4.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Trad
	Black
	60
	67.0
	68
	73.9
	40
	72.7
	23
	62.2
	10
	62.5
	7
	53.8
	5
	71.4

	
	
	Hispanic
	2
	2.0
	1
	1.1
	2
	3.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	White
	24
	27.0
	18
	19.6
	12
	21.8
	14
	37.8
	5
	31.3
	6
	46.2
	2
	28.6

	
	
	Multiracial
	4
	4.0
	5
	5.4
	1
	1.8
	0
	0.0
	1
	6.3
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Gender
	R180
	Male
	121
	96.8
	106
	96.4
	20
	87.0
	50
	100.0
	20
	95.2
	15
	100.0
	2
	100.0

	
	
	Female
	4
	3.2
	4
	3.6
	3
	13.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	4.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Trad
	Male
	89
	98.9
	87
	94.6
	54
	98.2
	36
	97.3
	16
	100.0
	13
	100.0
	7
	100.0

	
	
	Female
	1
	1.1
	5
	5.4
	1
	1.8
	1
	2.7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Special Ed
	R180
	No
	61
	48.8
	67
	60.9
	15
	65.2
	26
	52.0
	8
	38.1
	5
	33.3
	1
	50.0

	
	
	Yes
	64
	51.2
	43
	39.1
	8
	34.8
	24
	48.0
	13
	61.9
	10
	66.7
	1
	50.0

	
	Trad
	No
	44
	48.9
	56
	58.7
	24
	43.6
	15
	40.5
	11
	68.8
	5
	38.5
	2
	28.6

	
	
	Yes
	46
	51.1
	38
	41.3
	31
	56.4
	22
	59.5
	5
	31.3
	8
	61.5
	5
	71.4

	Disability 
	R180
	Au
	1
	1.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	CD(MR) 
	11
	16.9
	12
	22.2
	1
	11.1
	3
	11.5
	2
	14.3
	3
	30.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Df 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	ED
	31
	47.7
	17
	31.5
	2
	22.2
	14
	53.8
	8
	57.1
	5
	50.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	MD 
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.9
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	O-Min 
	1
	1.5
	4
	7.4
	1
	11.1
	2
	7.7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	O-Maj 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	7.1
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	OI 
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.9
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	SL 
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.9
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	10.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	SLD 
	20
	30.8
	18
	33.3
	5
	55.6
	6
	23.1
	3
	21.4
	1
	10.0
	1
	100.0

	
	
	TBI 
	1
	1.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Vi 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	3.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Unknown
	60
	
	56
	
	14
	
	24
	
	7
	
	5
	
	1
	


Table A4.2. Targeted Intervention Demographic Characteristics By Treatment Group and Actual Quarters of Treatment Received (Continued)

	 
	 
	 
	2 quarters
	3 quarters
	4 quarters
	5 quarters
	6 quarters
	7 quarters
	8 quarters

	 Variable
	TRT Group
	Option
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Disability 
	Trad
	Au 
	1
	2.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	CD(MR) 
	15
	30.0
	10
	24.4
	6
	19.4
	4
	16.7
	2
	40.0
	1
	12.5
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Df 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	ED
	12
	24.0
	23
	56.1
	14
	45.2
	11
	45.8
	3
	60.0
	3
	37.5
	3
	60.0

	
	
	MD 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	2
	6.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	O-Min 
	2
	4.0
	1
	2.4
	0
	0.0
	3
	12.5
	0
	0.0
	1
	12.5
	0
	0.0

	
	
	O-Maj 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	OI 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	SL 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	SLD 
	20
	40.0
	7
	17.1
	9
	29.0
	6
	25.0
	0
	0.0
	3
	37.5
	2
	40.0

	
	
	TBI 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Vi
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Unknown
	40
	
	51
	
	24
	
	13
	
	11
	
	5
	
	2
	

	Age*
	Read 180
	14
	1
	0.8
	1
	0.9
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	15
	4
	3.2
	4
	3.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	6.7
	0
	0.0

	
	
	16
	18
	14.4
	10
	9.1
	3
	13.0
	9
	18.0
	1
	4.8
	4
	26.7
	0
	0.0

	
	
	17
	29
	23.2
	18
	16.4
	5
	21.7
	10
	20.0
	6
	28.6
	2
	13.3
	1
	50.0

	
	
	18
	33
	26.4
	18
	16.4
	5
	21.7
	9
	18.0
	8
	38.1
	4
	26.7
	1
	50.0

	
	
	19
	28
	22.4
	27
	24.5
	7
	30.4
	13
	26.0
	5
	23.8
	3
	20.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	20
	12
	9.6
	27
	24.5
	3
	13.0
	5
	10.0
	1
	4.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	21
	0
	0.0
	2
	1.8
	0
	0.0
	4
	8.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	6.7
	0
	0.0

	
	
	22
	0
	0.0
	3
	2.7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Trad
	14
	3
	3.3
	1
	1.1
	1
	1.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	15
	6
	6.7
	8
	8.7
	1
	1.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	7.7
	0
	0.0

	
	
	16
	17
	18.9
	10
	10.9
	4
	7.3
	6
	16.2
	1
	6.3
	2
	15.4
	1
	14.3

	
	
	17
	24
	26.7
	19
	20.7
	11
	20.0
	12
	32.4
	4
	25.0
	4
	30.8
	2
	28.6

	
	
	18
	19
	21.1
	24
	26.1
	16
	29.1
	7
	18.9
	4
	25.0
	3
	23.1
	1
	14.3

	
	
	19
	15
	16.7
	18
	19.6
	14
	25.5
	9
	24.3
	7
	43.8
	3
	23.1
	1
	14.3

	
	
	20
	6
	6.7
	8
	8.7
	7
	12.7
	3
	8.1
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	2
	28.6

	
	
	21
	0
	0.0
	3
	3.3
	1
	1.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	22
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.1
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0


Table A4.2. Targeted Intervention Demographic Characteristics By Treatment Group and Quarters of Treatment (Continued)

	 
	 
	 
	2 quarters
	3 quarters
	4 quarters
	5 quarters
	6 quarters
	7 quarters
	8 quarters

	 Variable
	TRT Group
	Option
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Current grade

 
	R180
	8
	1
	0.9
	2
	2.2
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	9
	55
	47.0
	28
	30.4
	6
	26.1
	14
	28.0
	4
	19.1
	3
	20.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	10
	32
	27.4
	30
	32.6
	8
	34.8
	20
	40.0
	12
	57.1
	6
	40.0
	1
	50.0

	
	
	11
	13
	11.1
	6
	6.5
	2
	8.7
	8
	16.0
	2
	9.5
	6
	40.0
	1
	50.0

	
	
	12
	3
	2.6
	4
	4.4
	3
	13.0
	4
	8.0
	2
	9.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Graduated
	13
	11.1
	22
	23.9
	4
	17.4
	4
	8.0
	1
	4.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Unknown
	8
	 
	18
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 

	
	Trad
	8
	3
	3.6
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.8
	1
	2.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	9
	51
	61.5
	39
	48.8
	24
	43.6
	8
	22.2
	1
	6.3
	1
	7.7
	1
	14.3

	
	
	10
	15
	18.1
	15
	18.8
	16
	29.1
	18
	50.0
	9
	56.3
	5
	38.5
	1
	14.3

	
	
	11
	1
	1.2
	7
	8.8
	6
	10.9
	2
	5.6
	2
	12.5
	4
	30.8
	1
	14.3

	
	
	12
	2
	2.4
	6
	7.5
	4
	7.3
	3
	8.3
	0
	0.0
	3
	23.1
	4
	57.1

	
	
	
Graduated
	11
	13.3
	13
	16.3
	4
	7.3
	4
	11.1
	4
	25.0
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	Unknown
	7
	 
	12
	 
	0
	 
	1
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 


Note: The following disability status acronyms include: Au = Autism; CD(MR) = Cognitive Disability-Mental Retardation; Df = Deafness; Ed = Emotional Disturbance; MD = Mental Retardation; O-Min = Other Impairment-Minor; O0Maj = Other Impairment-Major; OI = Orthopedic Impairment; SL = Speech or Learning Disability; SLD = Specific Learning Disability; TBI = Traumatic Brain Injury; VI = Visual Impairment. 

*Age was calculated by taking 2008 and subtracting the year in which the youth was born. This means that although a youth can be classified as 22 years old as of 2008 they may have been in the facility in 2007 and hence be only 21 years old. Therefore, age here is a general proxy for the distribution of age ranges at ODYS. 

Table 4.3 shows frequency distributions and percentages for student demographic characteristics, disaggregated by Read 180 and Traditional English class treatment groups and accumulative treatment amounts.  Any youth that received at least two quarters of treatment between August of 2006 and August of 2008 are included in the analysis, with amounts of treatment received ranging from at least two quarters to at least eight quarters.

For youth receiving at least two quarters of treatment, the primary racial category is Black and the secondary racial category is White, with the representation of minority groups being between 60% and 70% across amounts/quarters of treatment.  For Gender, the incarcerated youth population, and therefore the treatment groups, is primarily male across all amounts of treatment.  When considering Age, the majority of youth that have remained in treatment for two quarters or more are in ninth and tenth grades, with a small percentage of youth in eighth grade and a somewhat higher percentage of youth in treatment having enough credits to graduate.

For those with disabilities, there is even representation for both Read180 and Traditional when considering those with and without Special Education status.  Youth with emotional disturbances (ED) and specific learning disabilities (SLD) characterize both treatment groups, and those with cognitive disabilities (CD/MR) also have representation across amounts of treatment/quarters as well as across treatment groups.  When taking into account the number of youth in treatment based on amount of treatment, the number of youth decreases significantly with each additional quarter of treatment.  For those with 2+ Quarters, there are 656 youth in treatment.  For those with 3+ Quarters of treatment, the number of youth decreases to 441.  Contrast this with the 239 youth with 4+ Quarters of treatment, the 74 youth that had 6+ Quarters, and then with the modicum of youth (9) that received 8+ Quarters of treatment.  This decrease can occur for several reasons, some which include that the youth may have tested Proficient for two consecutive quarters, that the youth may have been released from incarceration, or that the youth may have received the necessary number of credits needed for English.  

Table A4. 3. Targeted Intervention Demographic Characteristics by Treatment Group and Accumulative Quarters of Treatment

	
	Treatment
	2+ quarters
	3+ quarters
	4+ quarters
	5+ quarters
	6+ quarters
	7+ quarters
	8+ quarters

	 Variable
	Group
	Option
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Race
	R180
	Black
	236
	68.2
	144
	65.2
	64
	57.7
	50
	56.8
	24
	63.2
	11
	64.7
	2
	100

	
	
	Hispanic
	12
	3.5
	9
	4.1
	5
	4.5
	5
	5.7
	1
	2.6
	1
	5.9
	0
	0

	
	
	White
	83
	24
	58
	26.2
	38
	34.2
	30
	34.1
	12
	31.6
	5
	29.4
	0
	0

	
	
	Multiracial
	15
	4.3
	10
	4.5
	4
	3.6
	3
	3.4
	1
	2.6
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Trad
	Black
	213
	68.7
	153
	69.5
	85
	66.4
	45
	61.6
	22
	61.1
	12
	60
	5
	71.4

	
	
	Hispanic
	5
	1.6
	3
	1.4
	2
	1.6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	White
	81
	26.1
	57
	25.9
	39
	30.5
	27
	37
	13
	36.1
	8
	40
	2
	28.6

	
	
	Multiracial
	11
	3.5
	7
	3.2
	2
	1.6
	1
	1.4
	1
	2.8
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Gender
	R180
	Male
	334
	96.5
	213
	96.4
	107
	96.4
	87
	98.9
	37
	97.4
	17
	100
	2
	100

	
	
	Female
	12
	3.5
	8
	3.6
	4
	3.6
	1
	1.1
	1
	2.6
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Trad
	Male
	302
	97.4
	213
	96.8
	126
	98.4
	72
	98.6
	36
	100
	20
	100
	7
	100

	
	
	Female
	8
	2.6
	7
	3.2
	2
	1.6
	1
	1.4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Spec Ed
	
	No
	183
	52.9
	122
	55.2
	55
	49.5
	40
	45.5
	14
	36.8
	6
	35.3
	1
	50

	
	R180
	Yes
	163
	47.1
	99
	44.8
	56
	50.5
	48
	54.5
	24
	63.2
	11
	64.7
	1
	50

	
	Trad
	No
	155
	50
	111
	50.5
	57
	44.5
	33
	45.2
	18
	50
	7
	35
	2
	28.6

	
	
	Yes
	155
	50
	109
	49.5
	71
	55.5
	40
	54.8
	18
	50
	13
	65
	5
	71.4

	Disability 
	R180
	Au 
	1
	0.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	CD(MR) 
	32
	17.9
	21
	18.4
	9
	15.0
	8
	15.7
	5
	20.0
	3
	27.3
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Df 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	ED
	77
	43.0
	46
	40.4
	29
	48.3
	27
	52.9
	13
	52.0
	5
	45.5
	0
	0.0

	
	
	MD 
	1
	0.6
	1
	0.9
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	O-Min 
	8
	4.5
	7
	6.1
	3
	5.0
	2
	3.9
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	O-Maj 
	1
	0.6
	1
	0.9
	1
	1.7
	1
	2.0
	1
	4.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	OI 
	1
	0.6
	1
	0.9
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	SL 
	2
	1.1
	2
	1.8
	1
	1.7
	1
	2.0
	1
	4.0
	1
	9.1
	0
	0.0

	
	
	SLD 
	54
	30.2
	34
	29.8
	16
	26.7
	11
	21.6
	5
	20.0
	2
	18.2
	1
	100

	
	
	TBI 
	1
	0.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Vi
	1
	0.6
	1
	0.9
	1
	1.7
	1
	2.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Unknown
	167
	
	107
	
	51
	
	37
	
	13
	
	6
	
	1
	


Table A4.3. Targeted Intervention Demographic Characteristics by Treatment Group and Accumulative Quarters of Treatment (Continued)

	
	Treatment
	2+ quarters
	3+ quarters
	4+ quarters
	5+ quarters
	6+ quarters
	7+ quarters
	8+ quarters

	 Variable
	Group
	Option
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Disability
	Trad
	Au 
	1
	0.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	CD(MR) 
	38
	23.2
	23
	20.2
	13
	17.8
	7
	16.7
	3
	16.7
	1
	7.7
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Df 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	ED
	69
	42.1
	57
	50.0
	34
	46.6
	20
	47.6
	9
	50.0
	6
	46.2
	3
	60

	
	
	MD 
	2
	1.2
	2
	1.8
	2
	2.7
	
	
	
	
	
	
	0
	0.0

	
	
	O-Min 
	7
	4.3
	5
	4.4
	4
	5.5
	4
	9.5
	1
	5.6
	1
	7.7
	0
	0.0

	
	
	O-Maj 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	OI 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	SL 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	SLD 
	47
	28.7
	27
	23.7
	20
	27.4
	11
	26.2
	5
	27.8
	5
	38.5
	2
	40

	
	
	TBI 
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Vi
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Unknown
	146
	
	106
	
	55
	
	31
	
	18
	
	7
	
	2
	

	Age
	R180
	14
	2
	0.6
	1
	0.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	15
	9
	2.6
	5
	2.3
	1
	0.9
	1
	1.1
	1
	2.6
	1
	5.9
	0
	0.0

	
	
	16
	45
	13.0
	27
	12.2
	17
	15.3
	14
	15.9
	5
	13.2
	4
	23.5
	0
	0.0

	
	
	17
	71
	20.5
	42
	19.0
	24
	21.6
	19
	21.6
	9
	23.7
	3
	17.6
	1
	50.0

	
	
	18
	78
	22.5
	45
	20.4
	27
	24.3
	22
	25.0
	13
	34.2
	5
	29.4
	1
	50.0

	
	
	19
	83
	24.0
	55
	24.9
	28
	25.2
	21
	23.9
	8
	21.1
	3
	17.6
	0
	0.0

	
	
	20
	48
	13.9
	36
	16.3
	9
	8.1
	6
	6.8
	1
	2.6
	1
	5.9
	0
	0.0

	
	
	21
	7
	2.0
	7
	3.2
	5
	4.5
	5
	5.7
	1
	2.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	22
	3
	0.9
	3
	1.4
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Trad
	14
	5
	1.6
	2
	0.9
	1
	0.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	15
	16
	5.2
	10
	4.5
	2
	1.6
	1
	1.4
	1
	2.8
	1
	5.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	16
	41
	13.2
	24
	10.9
	14
	10.9
	10
	13.7
	4
	11.1
	3
	15.0
	1
	14.3

	
	
	17
	76
	24.5
	52
	23.6
	33
	25.8
	22
	30.1
	10
	27.8
	6
	30.0
	2
	28.6

	
	
	18
	74
	23.9
	55
	25.0
	31
	24.2
	15
	20.5
	8
	22.2
	4
	20.0
	1
	14.3

	
	
	19
	67
	21.6
	52
	23.6
	34
	26.6
	20
	27.4
	11
	30.6
	4
	20.0
	1
	14.3

	
	
	20
	26
	8.4
	20
	9.1
	12
	9.4
	5
	6.8
	2
	5.6
	2
	10.0
	2
	28.6

	
	
	21
	4
	1.3
	4
	1.8
	1
	0.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	22
	1
	0.3
	1
	0.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0


Table A4.3. Targeted Intervention Demographic Characteristics by Treatment Group and Accumulative Quarters of Treatment (Continued)

	
	Treatment
	2+ quarters
	3+ quarters
	4+ quarters
	5+ quarters
	6+ quarters
	7+ quarters
	8+ quarters

	 Variable
	Group
	Option
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Current Grade
	R180
	8
	3
	0.9
	2
	1.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	9
	110
	34.4
	55
	27.1
	27
	24.3
	21
	23.9
	7
	18.4
	3
	17.6
	
	

	
	
	10
	109
	34.1
	77
	37.9
	47
	42.3
	39
	44.3
	19
	50.0
	7
	41.2
	1
	50.0

	
	
	11
	38
	11.9
	25
	12.3
	19
	17.1
	17
	19.3
	9
	23.7
	7
	41.2
	1
	50.0

	
	
	12
	16
	5.0
	13
	6.4
	9
	8.1
	6
	6.8
	2
	5.3
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Graduated
	44
	13.8
	31
	15.3
	9
	8.1
	5
	5.7
	1
	2.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Unknown
	26
	
	18
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	

	
	Trad
	8
	5
	1.7
	2
	1.0
	2
	1.6
	1
	1.4
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	9
	125
	43.1
	74
	35.7
	35
	27.6
	11
	15.3
	3
	8.3
	2
	10.0
	1
	14.3

	
	
	10
	79
	27.2
	64
	30.9
	49
	38.6
	33
	45.8
	15
	41.7
	6
	30.0
	1
	14.3

	
	
	11
	23
	7.9
	22
	10.6
	15
	11.8
	9
	12.5
	7
	19.4
	5
	25.0
	1
	14.3

	
	
	12
	22
	7.6
	20
	9.7
	14
	11.0
	10
	13.9
	7
	19.4
	7
	35.0
	4
	57.1

	
	
	Graduated
	36
	12.4
	25
	12.1
	12
	9.4
	8
	11.1
	4
	11.1
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	
	Unknown
	20
	
	13
	
	1
	
	1
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	

	Grand Total
	R180
	
	346
	
	221
	
	111
	
	88
	
	38
	
	17
	
	2
	

	
	Trad
	
	310
	
	220
	
	128
	
	73
	
	36
	
	20
	
	7
	


Note: The following disability status acronyms include: Au = Autism; CD(MR) = Cognitive Disability-Mental Retardation; Df = Deafness; Ed = Emotional Disturbance; MD = Mental Retardation; O-Min = Other Impairment-Minor; O0Maj = Other Impairment-Major; OI = Orthopedic Impairment; SL = Speech or Learning Disability; SLD = Specific Learning Disability; TBI = Traumatic Brain Injury; VI = Visual Impairment. 

*Age was calculated by taking 2008 and subtracting the year in which the youth was born. This means that although a youth can be classified as 22 years old as of 2008 they may have been in the facility in 2007 and hence only 21 years old. Therefore, age here is a general proxy for the distribution of age ranges at ODYS. 

Appendix A5: Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Facility

Table A5. 1. Facility 1 Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Treatment Group

	
	Assigned 

Read 180
	Assigned Traditional

	Reading Efficacy Item
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	9
	3.4
	1.7
	10
	4.4
	1.6

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	10
	4.1
	1.4
	14
	4.1
	1.6

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	10
	3.4
	1.3
	14
	3.8
	1.3

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	10
	3.7
	1.6
	14
	3.9
	1.7

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	10
	3.9
	1.4
	14
	4.1
	1.2

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	9
	4.6
	1.5
	14
	4.6
	1.0

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	10
	4.9
	1.4
	13
	4.2
	1.7

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	10
	4.2
	1.2
	14
	3.9
	1.4

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	10
	3.5
	1.6
	13
	3.8
	1.3

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	10
	3.3
	1.7
	13
	3.8
	1.1

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	10
	3.9
	1.8
	14
	3.9
	1.5

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	10
	4.1
	1.5
	13
	3.8
	1.0

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	10
	3.7
	1.8
	14
	4.2
	1.3

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	10
	4.3
	1.2
	13
	4.2
	1.5

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	10
	4.0
	1.5
	12
	4.5
	1.3

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	9
	3.7
	1.5
	12
	4.8
	1.2

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	10
	4.3
	1.3
	14
	4.3
	1.6

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	10
	4.2
	1.5
	14
	4.1
	1.7

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	9
	4.1
	2.0
	13
	4.3
	1.3

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	10
	4.2
	1.3
	14
	4.2
	1.7

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?*
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	10
	4.1
	1.4
	14
	4.2
	1.3

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	10
	4.2
	1.3
	13
	4.5
	1.6

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	10
	4.0
	1.1
	14
	4.6
	1.3

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	10
	3.9
	1.0
	14
	4.1
	1.1

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	10
	4.0
	1.0
	14
	4.1
	1.1

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	10
	4.1
	1.2
	14
	4.3
	1.2

	Total (Items: All) 
	10
	4.0
	0.9
	14
	4.2
	1.0


*Item not given to youth in this facility.

**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure  Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A5. 2. Facility 2 Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Treatment Group

	
	Assigned 

Read 180
	Assigned Traditional

	Reading Efficacy Item
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	S.D

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	29
	4.2
	1.5
	25
	3.9
	1.7

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	28
	4.7
	1.2
	25
	4.0
	1.6

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	28
	4.1
	1.2
	25
	3.6
	1.3

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	27
	4.4
	1.4
	25
	4.0
	1.4

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	29
	4.2
	1.2
	24
	3.7
	1.5

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	28
	5.0
	1.3
	25
	4.8
	1.2

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	29
	5.0
	1.5
	25
	5.0
	1.3

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	28
	4.3
	1.2
	25
	3.9
	1.5

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	28
	4.4
	1.6
	25
	4.2
	1.3

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	28
	4.3
	1.0
	25
	3.8
	1.0

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	29
	4.3
	1.2
	25
	4.0
	1.2

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	27
	4.4
	1.0
	24
	3.6
	1.2

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	28
	4.1
	1.2
	25
	3.8
	1.2

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	28
	4.1
	0.9
	24
	3.9
	1.1

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	29
	4.4
	1.1
	25
	3.8
	1.2

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	27
	4.6
	1.2
	25
	4.4
	1.0

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	29
	4.5
	1.5
	25
	4.0
	1.3

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	27
	3.9
	1.5
	25
	3.8
	1.4

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	29
	4.2
	1.3
	25
	3.8
	1.1

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	28
	4.4
	1.3
	25
	3.9
	1.6

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?*
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	29
	4.5
	1.1
	25
	3.5
	1.4

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	28
	4.3
	1.2
	25
	4.3
	1.1

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	29
	4.8
	1.1
	25
	4.2
	1.3

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	29
	4.3
	0.9
	25
	3.9
	0.9

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	29
	4.4
	0.8
	25
	3.9
	0.9

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	29
	4.7
	1.1
	25
	4.4
	1.0

	Total (Items: All) 
	29
	4.4
	0.9
	25
	4.0
	0.8


*Item not given to youth in this facility.

**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A5. 3. Facility 3 Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Treatment Group

	
	Assigned 

Read 180
	Assigned Traditional

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	8
	3.9
	1.6
	6
	3.7
	1.4

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	9
	4.0
	1.3
	6
	3.7
	1.5

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	9
	4.4
	1.1
	5
	3.6
	1.3

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	9
	4.4
	1.4
	6
	3.5
	1.5

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	8
	3.6
	1.3
	6
	3.2
	1.5

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	9
	4.8
	1.6
	6
	3.5
	1.4

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	9
	4.7
	1.7
	6
	4.0
	1.1

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	9
	3.9
	1.1
	6
	4.0
	1.1

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	9
	4.2
	1.8
	6
	3.3
	0.8

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	9
	3.7
	1.1
	6
	3.3
	0.5

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	9
	4.2
	1.4
	6
	2.8
	0.4

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	9
	4.0
	1.5
	6
	4.0
	1.3

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	9
	3.9
	0.9
	6
	3.3
	1.4

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	9
	4.3
	1.6
	6
	3.5
	1.4

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	9
	4.1
	1.5
	6
	3.5
	1.4

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	9
	4.4
	1.4
	6
	3.7
	1.4

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	9
	3.8
	1.5
	6
	3.3
	0.8

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	9
	4.3
	1.5
	6
	3.8
	1.6

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	9
	3.1
	1.3
	6
	4.2
	1.2

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	9
	3.7
	1.6
	6
	3.8
	1.2

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?*
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	8
	4.9
	0.8
	6
	3.7
	1.6

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	9
	4.4
	1.5
	6
	4.5
	1.0

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	9
	4.3
	1.3
	6
	3.8
	1.0

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	9
	4.2
	1.1
	6
	3.6
	0.8

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	9
	3.9
	0.6
	6
	3.7
	1.0

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	9
	4.4
	1.2
	6
	3.6
	1.2

	Total (Items: All) 
	9
	4.1
	0.9
	6
	3.6
	0.9


*Item not given to youth in this facility.

**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A5. 4. Facility 4 Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Treatment Group

	
	Assigned 

Read 180
	Assigned Traditional

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	15
	4.7
	1.2
	14
	3.9
	1.2

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	16
	3.3
	1.1
	14
	4.9
	1.3

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	16
	3.6
	1.0
	13
	4.0
	1.1

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	16
	4.4
	1.5
	15
	4.1
	1.1

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	16
	3.8
	1.4
	15
	4.0
	1.2

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	16
	4.8
	1.2
	15
	4.7
	1.3

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	16
	5.1
	1.3
	15
	4.9
	1.4

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	15
	4.3
	1.4
	15
	4.3
	1.2

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	16
	4.2
	1.4
	13
	4.4
	1.0

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	16
	3.8
	1.3
	15
	4.1
	1.2

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	16
	3.4
	1.3
	15
	3.9
	1.0

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	16
	3.4
	1.2
	14
	4.0
	1.2

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	16
	4.0
	1.4
	15
	4.0
	1.6

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	16
	4.1
	1.3
	14
	4.0
	1.2

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	16
	3.6
	1.4
	14
	4.1
	1.5

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	16
	4.4
	1.6
	15
	4.2
	1.4

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	16
	3.7
	1.3
	15
	4.4
	1.1

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	16
	3.9
	1.8
	15
	3.9
	1.3

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	16
	4.0
	1.5
	14
	4.6
	1.1

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	16
	3.7
	1.3
	14
	3.9
	1.3

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?*
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	15
	4.3
	1.4
	15
	4.1
	1.4

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	15
	3.7
	1.5
	15
	3.9
	1.5

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	15
	4.5
	1.5
	15
	4.1
	1.3

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	16
	3.9
	0.8
	15
	4.0
	0.8

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	16
	3.9
	0.9
	15
	4.2
	1.0

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	16
	4.5
	0.9
	15
	4.4
	0.8

	Total (Items: All) 
	16
	4.0
	0.7
	15
	4.2
	0.8


*Item not given to youth in this facility.

**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A5. 5. Facility 5 Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Treatment Group

	
	Assigned 

Read 180
	Assigned Traditional

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	10
	4.5
	1.1
	9
	2.7
	1.1

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	10
	4.4
	1.0
	9
	3.2
	1.5

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	10
	4.2
	1.2
	9
	3.4
	1.5

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	10
	4.7
	1.4
	9
	3.7
	1.5

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	10
	4.1
	1.4
	9
	3.6
	1.4

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	10
	4.7
	1.2
	9
	3.9
	1.5

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	10
	5.1
	1.3
	9
	4.7
	1.7

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	9
	3.9
	1.5
	9
	4.0
	1.9

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	10
	4.3
	1.4
	8
	3.4
	1.4

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	10
	3.9
	1.7
	9
	3.3
	1.0

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	10
	3.9
	1.6
	9
	3.8
	1.6

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	10
	4.0
	1.5
	9
	2.6
	1.9

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	10
	4.0
	1.4
	9
	3.8
	1.9

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	10
	3.9
	1.5
	9
	3.2
	1.8

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	10
	3.9
	1.5
	9
	3.8
	1.4

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	10
	4.3
	1.1
	9
	4.2
	1.6

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	10
	3.9
	1.8
	9
	3.2
	1.8

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	10
	4.1
	1.6
	9
	4.1
	1.9

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	10
	4.2
	1.3
	9
	4.3
	1.4

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	10
	4.0
	1.4
	9
	3.0
	1.2

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?
	9
	4.1
	1.8
	9
	4.3
	1.4

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	10
	4.2
	1.2
	9
	3.7
	1.7

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	10
	4.5
	0.8
	9
	4.1
	1.9

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	10
	4.6
	1.4
	9
	3.9
	1.2

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	10
	4.1
	1.1
	9
	3.6
	1.0

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	10
	4.1
	1.1
	9
	3.7
	1.0

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	10
	4.6
	1.0
	9
	4.0
	1.0

	Total (Items: All) 
	10
	4.2
	1.1
	9
	3.7
	0.9


**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A5. 6. Facility 7 Youth Efficacy Perceptions by Treatment Group 

	
	Assigned 

Read 180
	Assigned Traditional

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	M
	SD
	N
	M
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	33
	3.5
	1.6
	32
	3.7
	1.8

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	34
	4.1
	1.6
	33
	4.4
	1.5

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	34
	3.3
	1.4
	33
	3.6
	1.6

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	33
	4.2
	1.3
	32
	4.3
	1.3

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	33
	3.8
	1.4
	33
	3.3
	1.5

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	32
	4.4
	1.6
	33
	4.2
	1.4

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	34
	4.7
	1.2
	33
	4.2
	1.6

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	31
	4.2
	1.6
	28
	4.4
	1.5

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	32
	4.0
	1.7
	32
	4.4
	1.5

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	33
	4.0
	1.6
	33
	3.7
	1.4

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	33
	4.1
	1.1
	33
	3.8
	1.5

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	31
	4.2
	1.3
	27
	4.1
	1.2

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	31
	3.9
	1.5
	32
	3.8
	1.7

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	34
	3.8
	1.2
	32
	4.2
	1.4

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	33
	3.5
	1.5
	32
	3.9
	1.7

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	34
	3.9
	1.4
	31
	4.8
	1.2

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	32
	3.8
	1.5
	31
	3.7
	1.4

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	34
	4.1
	1.6
	33
	4.3
	1.4

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	34
	3.9
	1.5
	33
	4.2
	1.4

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	33
	3.9
	1.5
	33
	4.0
	1.6

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?
	34
	3.6
	1.5
	29
	3.9
	1.3

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	34
	4.0
	1.3
	33
	3.9
	1.7

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	34
	3.9
	1.5
	33
	4.2
	1.5

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	34
	4.2
	1.4
	33
	4.4
	1.5

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	34
	3.7
	0.9
	33
	4.0
	1.1

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	34
	4.0
	0.9
	33
	4.1
	1.1

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	34
	4.2
	0.9
	33
	4.2
	1.0

	Total (Items: All) 
	34
	3.9
	0.8
	33
	4.0
	1.0


**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flight lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Note: Facility 8 was not presented here given that only 1 eligible youth responded to the survey. 

Appendix A6: Marzano Strategies, Summary of the Literature

· Teaching as a science instead of art

· Coleman Report shows that only 10% of variance (23 percentile points) in student 

achievement is result of quality of schooling

· More recent studies show that individual teacher has powerful effect even if the 

school doesn’t

· Their meta-analysis equates an effect size of .73 to 27 percentile points.

Three Elements of Effective Pedagogy




The Nine Strategies (with Average Effect sizes)

1.  Identifying Similarities/Differences (1.61) 
     Research Theory/Generalizations:

· Once the similarities are identified between the story (easy to understand)


and the problem (difficult to solve), the solution becomes obvious

· 10% ability to solve before, 90% after

· Presenting students with explicit guidance in identifying s/d enhances 

students’ understanding of and ability to use knowledge

· Asking students to independently identify s/d enhances students

understanding of and ability to use knowledge

· Representing s/d in graphic or symbolic form enhances students understanding


of and ability to use knowledge

· Identification of s/d can be accomplished using comparing, classifying, creating metaphors, creating analogies

2.  Summarizing and Note Taking (1.00) 
   Summarization Research Theory/Generalizations:

· To effectively summarize, students must delete some information, substitute


some information, and keep some information

· To effectively delete, substitute, and keep information, students must analyze


information at a fairly deep level

· Being aware of the explicit structure of information is an aid to summarizing 


information

   NoteTaking Research Theory/Generalizations:

· Verbatim note taking is the least effective way to take notes

· Notes should be considered a work in progress

· Notes should be used as study guides for tests

· The more notes that are taken the better  

3.  Reinforcing Effort and Providing Recognition (.80) 
     Reinforcing Effort:  Research Theory/Generalizations:

· Achievement success usually attributed to ability, effort, other people, luck

· Belief in ability, other people and luck actually inhibit achievement

· Belief in effort is the most useful

· Not all students realize the importance of believing in effort

·  Students can learn to change their beliefs to an emphasis on effort 

     Providing Recognition:  Research Theory/Generalizations:

· Rewards do not necessarily have a negative effect on intrinsic motivation

· Reward is most effective when it is contingent on the attainment of some 

            standard of performance

· Abstract symbolic recognition is more effective than tangible rewards

4.  Homework and Practice (.77) 
     Homework:  Research Theory/Generalizations

· The amount of homework assigned to students should be different from 

            elementary to middle to high school

· Parent involvement in homework should be kept to a minimum

· Purpose of homework should be identified and articulated

· If homework is assigned, it should be commented on.    

     Practice:  Research Theory/Generalizations

· Mastering a skill requires a fair amount of focused practice

· While practicing, students should adapt and shape what they have learned

5.  Nonlinguistic Practice (.75) 
     Research Theory/Generalizations:

· A variety of activities produce nonlinguistic representations

· NL representations should elaborate on knowledge by:

· Using Graphic Organizers

· Making Physical Models

· Generating Mental Pictures

· Drawing Pictures/Pictographs

· Engaging in Kinesthetic Activity

6.  Cooperative Learning (.73) 
     Research Theory/Generalizations:

· Organizing groups based on ability levels should be done sparingly

· Cooperative groups should be kept rather small in size

· Cooperative learning should be applied consistently and systematically, but


not overused

7.  Setting Objectives and Providing Feedback (.61)  
     Setting Objectives:  Research Theory/Generalization

· Instructional goals narrow what students focus on.


· Instructional goals should not be too specific

· Students should be encouraged to personalize the teacher’s goals.

    Providing Feedback:  Research Theory/Generalizations

· Feedback should be corrective in nature

· Feedback should be timely

· Feedback should be specific to criterion

· Students can effectively provide some of their own feedback

8.  Generating and Testing Hypothesis (.61) 

     Research Theory/Generalizations:

· Hypothesis generation and testing can be approached in a more inductive or 

            deductive manner

· Teachers should ask students to clearly explain their hypothesis and their 


conclusions 

· A variety of structured tasks should be used to guide students: 

· Systems Analysis (ecosystems, anatomical, etc.); 

· Problem Solving; 

· Historical Investigations;

· Invention;

· Experimental Inquiry;

· Decision Making

· Make Sure Students Can Explain Their Hypotheses and Their

            Conclusions

9.  Cues, Questions, and Advance Organizers (.59) 
     Cues and Questions:  Research Theory/Generalizations

· Includes systems analysis, problem solving, historical investigation, invention,  

  experimental inquiry, decision making through:

·  Explicit Cues

· Questions that elicit inferences

· Analytic Questions

    Organizers:  Research Theory/Generalizations

· Advance organizers should focus on what is important as opposed to what is

unusual.

· Higher level advance organizers produce deeper learning than the lower level 


advance organizers

· Advance organizers are most useful with information that is not well organized

· Different types of advance organizers produce different results



Appendix A7. Literacy Coach Professional Development Training Modules for Marzano High Yield Strategies

Module 1

Participants learned how to use the online modules, and received an overview of Marzano’s 9 instructional strategies and related research by viewing online videos and a power point presentation.  Teachers were asked to engage in number of activities which included some of the 9 strategies.  Goals of this module were to be able to use the online modules and to describe and identify the first three strategies to take back and implement in the classroom.  Approximate time for this session is 4 hours.

Learning Tools for Module 1 included:  Season Partners, Quick Write, Setting Personal Learning Goals, Effort and Achievement:  A Self Assessment, Learn About the Strategies Graphic Organizer, and Strategies in Action:  Beginning Steps Graphic Organizer.

Module 2

Participants continued to use the online modules and to learn more regarding the Marzano strategies and research.  Goals of this module were to use the online modules, to describe and identify the 9 strategies that affect students achievement, to summarize the role that classroom management plays in these strategies, to summarize the role that curriculum design plays in the implementation of these strategies, and to create research-based learning activities to use with students. Approximate time for this session is 3 ½ hours.

Learning Tools included:  Effort and Achievement:  A Self-Assessment, Learn About the Strategies Graphic Organizer, Strategies in Action: Beginning Steps Graphic Organizer, Quick Write-Curriculum Design, Quick Write-Classroom Management, and Reflection Questions for Classroom Examples.

Module 3

This module focused on the strategy of Setting Objectives and Providing Feedback.  Participants utilized an online module to learn more about how to apply the strategies in their classrooms, and were able to review examples that were specific to the grade level range that they teach.  Goals of the session and associated fieldwork were for teachers to be able to use the online modules, describe the specific strategies, learn the research generalizations and classroom implications for this strategy, create learning activities to use with students, and to analyze student achievement after utilizing these instruction strategies in the classroom.  Approximate time for this session is 3 ½ hours.

Specific Tools Used were:  Creating Formal Cooperative Learning Groups, Effort and Achievement:  A Self-Assessment,  KWL:  Setting Objectives and Providing Feedback Instructional Strategy, Quick Write, Personal Learning Goals, Placing Strategies in Context, Making Connections, Experimental Inquiry, Using Strategies in Your Classroom Check, and Learning in Metaphors.

Module 4

Participants focused on the Marzano strategy of Reinforcing Effort and Providing Recognition, by using the online modules to learn more about how to apply the strategies in classrooms and by reviewing grade level examples.  Goals of this session and associated fieldwork are to use the online modules, to describe the strategy, theory, and implications of using in the classroom, to recognize ways that they are currently using the strategy, and the recognition and assessment of their own use of the strategy in the classroom.  Approximate time for this session was 3 ¾ hours.

Learning Tools that were used for this session:  Experimental Inquiry Entrance Slip, KWL:  Reinforcing Effort and Providing Recognition Instructional Strategy, Quick Write, Personal Learning Goals, Placing the Strategies in Context, Making Connections, Discussion Questions for Viewing Video Examples, Graphing Your Effort and Achievement, Writing a Personal Success Story, and Using the Strategies in Your Classroom Check.

Module 5

Participants focused on Cooperative Learning for this module, using an online module to learn about how to apply the strategy to the classroom.  Additional goals of this session include describing specific approaches, research generalizations, and resultant classroom implications for the cooperative learning strategy, and assessing participants’’ own use of the strategy in their classroom.  Approximate time for this session is 3 ¾ hours.

Specific Tools used for this module include:  Effective Interpersonal Skills Rubric:  A Self Assessment, Quick Write, Personal Learning Goals, Placing the Strategies in Context, Making Connections, Viewing Video Examples, Using the Strategies in your Classroom:  Hear from the Specialists, Using the Strategies in your Classroom Check, Comparison Matrix for Cooperative Learning:  The Defining Elements Graphic Organizer, Cooperative Learning in Content Area Classrooms, and the Fieldwork Handout.

Facilitator’s Course Guide, High Yield e-Learning Course, 2007 e-Read Ohio and the Ohio Department of Education:  Office of Literacy 

Appendix A8: HYS Professional Development Supplemental Data

Table A8. 1. Percent of Teacher and Staff HYS Participation by Facility and Module

	Facility 1
	LC (5.5 hrs)
	M1 (4 hrs)
	M2 (4 hrs)
	M3 (0hrs)
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	M4 (0 hrs) 
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	M5 (0 hours) 
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	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Did not attend
	3
	9.4
	10
	31.3
	5
	15.6
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attended 1 day
	29
	90.6
	22
	68.8
	27
	84.4
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facility 2
[image: image220.wmf]b


	LC (4 hrs)
	
	M1 (3 hrs)
	M2 (6 hrs)
	M3 (6 hrs)
	M4 (6 hrs)
	M5 (4 hours)

	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Did not attend
	10
	32.3
	2
	6.5
	2
	6.5
	1
	3.2
	1
	3.2
	1
	3.2

	Attended 1 day
	21
	67.7
	29
	93.5
	3
	9.7
	7
	22.6
	2
	6.5
	5
	16.1

	Attended 2 days
	
	
	
	
	26
	83.9
	23
	74.2
	28
	90.3
	25
	80.6

	Attended 3 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facility 3
	LC (5.5 hrs)
	M1 (3 hrs)
	M2 (3.5 hrs)
	M3 (5.5 hrs)
	M4 (4 hrs)
	M5 (5 hours)

	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Did not attend
	6
	28.6
	5
	23.8
	5
	23.8
	3
	14.3
	6
	28.6
	3
	14.3

	Attended 1 day
	15
	71.4
	16
	76.2
	16
	76.2
	5
	23.8
	4
	19.0
	5
	23.8

	Attended 2 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	4
	19.0
	11
	52.4
	13
	61.9

	Attended 3 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9
	42.9
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facility 4
	LC (3 hrs)
	
	M1 (4 hrs)
	M2 (4 hrs)
	M3 (5 hrs)
	M4 (6 hrs)
	M5 (0 hours) 
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	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Did not attend
	5
	19.2
	6
	23.1
	1
	3.8
	2
	7.7
	2
	7.7
	
	

	Attended 1 day
	21
	80.8
	2
	7.7
	1
	3.8
	5
	19.2
	1
	3.8
	
	

	Attended 2 days
	
	
	9
	34.6
	2
	7.7
	19
	73.1
	1
	3.8
	
	

	Attended 3 days
	
	
	9
	34.6
	22
	84.6
	
	
	3
	11.5
	
	

	Attended 4 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	9
	34.6
	
	

	Attended 5 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10
	38.5
	
	


Table A8.1. Percent of Teacher and Staff Participation by Facility and Module (Continued)

	Facility 5
	LC (6 hrs)
	
	M1 (4 hrs)
	M2 (4 hrs)
	M3 (4 hrs)
	M4 (4 hrs)
	M5 (8 hours)

	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Did not attend
	8
	38.1
	5
	23.8
	6
	28.6
	5
	23.8
	10
	47.6
	4
	19.0

	Attended 1st Day
	13
	61.9
	16
	76.2
	15
	71.4
	16
	76.2
	11
	52.4
	17
	81.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facility 7
	LC (4.5 hrs)
	M1 (3 hrs)
	M2 (3.5 hrs)
	M3 (9 hrs)
	M4 (3.5 hrs)
	M5 (10 hours)

	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Did not attend
	10
	28.6
	9
	25.7
	10
	28.6
	3
	8.6
	5
	14.3
	1
	2.9

	Attended 1 day
	25
	71.4
	26
	74.3
	25
	71.4
	2
	5.7
	30
	85.7
	2
	5.7

	Attended 2 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	12
	34.3
	
	
	2
	5.7

	Attended 3 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	18
	51.4
	
	
	2
	5.7

	Attended 4 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	7
	20.0

	Attended 5 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	21
	60.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Facility 8
	LC (6 hrs)
	
	M1 (4 hrs)
	M2 (3.5 hrs)
	M3 (7 hrs)
	M4 (5 hrs)
	M5 (8 hrs)

	 
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Did not attend
	5
	23.8
	7
	33.3
	6
	28.6
	3
	14.3
	2
	9.5
	3
	14.3

	Attended 1 day
	16
	76.2
	14
	66.7
	15
	71.4
	6
	28.6
	3
	14.3
	6
	28.6

	Attended 2 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	9.5
	4
	19.0
	12
	57.1

	Attended 3 days
	
	
	
	
	
	
	10
	47.6
	12
	57.1
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Module not covered in Year 2.
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Facility 2 allocated 2 possible days for LC and Module 1; Modules 2-5 included 3 possible days

Appendix A9: Teacher Efficacy Perceptions Year 2: Whole School

Table A9. 1. Teacher Efficacy Perceptions Year 2 Whole School

	Facility
	Subscales b
	Survey item a
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	SD

	1


	Collective Efficacy
	C1 to C12
	12
	2.36
	5.08
	3.3227
	.77329

	
	Teacher Efficacy
	B1 to B9
	12
	3.22
	5.44
	4.0509
	.61109

	
	TE (teaching efficacy)
	B1, B2, B3, B4 , B9
	12
	2.40
	5.60
	3.7667
	.87732

	
	TE (personal teaching efficacy)
	B5, B6, B7, B8
	12
	3.00
	5.50
	4.2847
	.75583

	
	Teacher Sense Efficacy
	A1 to A12
	12
	3.83
	8.33
	5.8333
	1.12703

	
	TSE (classroom management)
	A1, A6, A7, A8
	12
	4.00
	9.00
	5.9792
	1.37121

	
	TSE (student engagement)
	A2, A3, A4, A11
	12
	2.75
	7.75
	4.7917
	1.38512

	
	TSE (instructional strategy)
	A5, A9, A10, A12
	12
	4.50
	8.75
	6.7292
	1.39585

	2


	Collective Efficacy
	C1 to C12
	24
	2.50
	5.71
	3.8031
	.68488

	
	Teacher Efficacy
	B1 to B9
	24
	2.11
	5.11
	4.0584
	.77102

	
	TE (teaching efficacy)
	B1, B2, B3, B4 , B9
	24
	1.60
	5.80
	4.0667
	1.02604

	
	TE (personal teaching efficacy)
	B5, B6, B7, B8
	24
	2.25
	5.50
	4.0521
	.83399

	
	Teacher Sense Efficacy
	A1 to A12
	24
	2.67
	8.33
	5.9072
	1.15352

	
	TSE (classroom management)
	A1, A6, A7, A8
	24
	2.50
	9.00
	5.7396
	1.73594

	
	TSE (student engagement)
	A2, A3, A4, A11
	24
	2.50
	7.00
	4.8819
	1.21184

	
	TSE (instructional strategy)
	A5, A9, A10, A12
	24
	2.50
	9.00
	7.0938
	1.29760

	3
	Collective Efficacy
	C1 to C12
	13
	2.83
	5.55
	3.9353
	.67398

	
	Teacher Efficacy
	B1 to B9
	14
	3.00
	5.44
	4.2450
	.76185

	
	TE (teaching efficacy)
	B1, B2, B3, B4 , B9
	14
	2.80
	5.60
	4.0500
	1.05739

	
	TE (personal teaching efficacy)
	B5, B6, B7, B8
	14
	3.25
	6.00
	4.4821
	.76877

	
	Teacher Sense Efficacy
	A1 to A12
	14
	4.75
	8.25
	6.3333
	1.02584

	
	TSE (classroom management)
	A1, A6, A7, A8
	14
	3.50
	8.50
	6.2321
	1.53003

	
	TSE (student engagement)
	A2, A3, A4, A11
	14
	3.50
	7.50
	5.4583
	1.07355

	
	TSE (instructional strategy)
	A5, A9, A10, A12
	14
	5.25
	9.00
	7.3036
	1.04319


Table A9.1. Teacher Efficacy Perceptions Year 2 Whole School (Continued)

	4
	Collective Efficacy
	C1 to C12
	23
	2.08
	5.25
	3.6821
	.81132

	
	Teacher Efficacy
	B1 to B9
	23
	2.11
	5.67
	4.0314
	.91912

	
	TE (teaching efficacy)
	B1, B2, B3, B4 , B9
	23
	1.20
	6.00
	3.8087
	1.24824

	
	TE (personal teaching efficacy)
	B5, B6, B7, B8
	23
	2.75
	5.25
	4.3098
	.71497

	
	Teacher Sense Efficacy
	A1 to A12
	23
	4.08
	8.17
	6.1018
	.97925

	
	TSE (classroom management)
	A1, A6, A7, A8
	23
	4.00
	8.50
	6.0543
	1.23619

	
	TSE (student engagement)
	A2, A3, A4, A11
	23
	3.50
	8.50
	5.5000
	1.23629

	
	TSE (instructional strategy)
	A5, A9, A10, A12
	23
	4.75
	9.00
	6.7500
	1.09233

	5
	Collective Efficacy
	C1 to C12
	13
	3.58
	5.17
	4.3491
	.46427

	
	Teacher Efficacy
	B1 to B9
	13
	3.44
	5.78
	4.4252
	.67759

	
	TE (teaching efficacy)
	B1, B2, B3, B4 , B9
	13
	3.00
	5.60
	4.2192
	.88023

	
	TE (personal teaching efficacy)
	B5, B6, B7, B8
	13
	3.25
	6.00
	4.6731
	.79310

	
	Teacher Sense Efficacy
	A1 to A12
	13
	6.00
	7.92
	6.8094
	.69461

	
	TSE (classroom management)
	A1, A6, A7, A8
	13
	6.25
	9.00
	7.2179
	.82883

	
	TSE (student engagement)
	A2, A3, A4, A11
	13
	5.00
	8.00
	6.1859
	.94352

	
	TSE (instructional strategy)
	A5, A9, A10, A12
	13
	5.25
	8.00
	7.0385
	.76271

	7
	Collective Efficacy
	C1 to C12
	26
	1.83
	4.58
	3.8603
	.62002

	
	Teacher Efficacy
	B1 to B9
	26
	2.67
	5.00
	4.1010
	.61896

	
	TE (teaching efficacy)
	B1, B2, B3, B4 , B9
	26
	2.00
	5.20
	3.8423
	.79406

	
	TE (personal teaching efficacy)
	B5, B6, B7, B8
	26
	3.25
	5.50
	4.4231
	.60320

	
	Teacher Sense Efficacy
	A1 to A12
	26
	4.67
	7.82
	6.3351
	.91960

	
	TSE (classroom management)
	A1, A6, A7, A8
	26
	4.00
	9.00
	6.6442
	1.13396

	
	TSE (student engagement)
	A2, A3, A4, A11
	26
	3.50
	7.75
	5.3269
	1.19115

	
	TSE (instructional strategy)
	A5, A9, A10, A12
	26
	4.50
	9.00
	7.0481
	.95661

	8
	Collective Efficacy
	C1 to C12
	12
	2.82
	4.92
	3.9132
	.69166

	
	Teacher Efficacy
	B1 to B9
	12
	3.00
	5.78
	4.1586
	.74325

	
	TE (teaching efficacy)
	B1, B2, B3, B4 , B9
	12
	3.00
	6.00
	3.9583
	.93562

	
	TE (personal teaching efficacy)
	B5, B6, B7, B8
	12
	3.00
	5.50
	4.4236
	.79173

	
	Teacher Sense Efficacy
	A1 to A12
	12
	5.00
	7.92
	6.6181
	.91042

	
	TSE (classroom management)
	A1, A6, A7, A8
	12
	5.00
	8.50
	6.8333
	1.14977

	
	TSE (student engagement)
	A2, A3, A4, A11
	12
	2.75
	7.50
	5.4167
	1.24924

	
	TSE (instructional strategy)
	A5, A9, A10, A12
	12
	5.00
	9.00
	7.6042
	1.14544


By facility, for subscale collective efficacy, facility 1 has the lowest mean (3.3227) while facility 5 has the highest mean (4.3491). Also, facility 5 has the smallest standard error (.46), and facility 4 has the largest standard error (.81). For subscale teacher efficacy, facility 4 has the lowest mean (4.0314) while facility 5 has the highest mean (4.4252). Facility 1 has the smallest standard error (.61), and facility 4 has the largest standard error (.92). For subscale teacher sense efficacy, facility 1 has the lowest mean (5.8333) while facility 5 has the highest mean (6.8094). Also, facility 5 has the smallest standard error (.69), and facility 2 has the largest standard error (1.15).

Therefore, generally, teachers at facility 5 have the highest efficacy believes on all the three subscales among all the facilities. Teachers at facility 1 have the lowest efficacy believes on the collective efficacy and the teacher sense efficacy. Also, teachers at facility 4 have the lowest efficacy believes on the teacher efficacy. Moreover, teachers’ efficacy believes on collective efficacy are more similar in facility 5, but more different in facility 4. Teachers’ efficacy believes on teacher efficacy are more similar in facility 1, but more different in facility 4. Teachers’ efficacy believes on teacher sense efficacy are more similar in facility 5, but more different in facility 2.

Appendix A10. Whole School Classroom Characteristics by School

Appendix A10 provides means and standard deviations for each question that is recorded using the Traditional Classroom Observation Protocol.  It is divided into Components, with the components of Before, During, and After Reading/Writing practices only recorded if observed; this may be due to the task not being applicable to the classroom environment (i.e., before reading strategies would not be applicable to a wood shop class). Whereas, the remaining components rated all practices within the components including not applicable if the task was not related to the class curriculum.  Not applicable ratings were treated as missing for this descriptive analysis, and largely explain why the number of observations is not the same within a component for a particular Facility.   Perhaps also the evaluator neglected to record a number for that practice.  In general, N’s in this table represent the number of observations witnessed by an evaluator for that component, and conceptually the N’s equal the number of tasks performed by the teacher. 

Table A10. 1. Whole School Observational Characteristics by School and Item

	
	Facility 1
	Facility 2
	Facility 3
	Facility 4
	Facility 5
	Facility 7
	Facility 8

	Component Item
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	CC: other authentic reading materials used in classroom climate/management
	13
	0.2
	0.4
	9
	0.9
	0.3
	15
	0.9
	0.3
	8
	0.6
	0.5
	10
	1
	0
	15
	0.5
	0.5
	18
	0.9
	0.3

	CC: reading area in classroom climate/management
	12
	0.1
	0.3
	11
	0.2
	0.4
	15
	0.5
	0.5
	8
	0.3
	0.5
	13
	0.2
	0.4
	15
	0.4
	0.5
	19
	0.5
	0.5

	CC: small group instruction area
	12
	0.3
	0.5
	11
	0.2
	0.4
	15
	0.6
	0.5
	8
	0
	0
	13
	0.2
	0.4
	15
	0.4
	0.5
	18
	0.4
	0.5

	CC: reinforced effort
	10
	3.5
	1.1
	11
	4
	0.8
	15
	3.8
	0.9
	8
	3.9
	1.2
	12
	3.5
	0.8
	8
	2.9
	1.2
	11
	2.5
	1.4

	CC: social interaction
	12
	3.8
	1.2
	8
	3
	1.4
	15
	3
	1.3
	7
	4.4
	0.5
	11
	2.5
	1.3
	7
	2.7
	1.6
	6
	1.2
	0.4

	CC: reading and writing valued
	8
	3.5
	1.1
	10
	3.7
	1.1
	15
	4
	0.9
	7
	4.1
	0.4
	10
	2.8
	1
	12
	3.8
	0.5
	15
	3.9
	0.6

	CC: The literacy tasks the students were asked to perform during the lesson
	7
	3.4
	1.1
	9
	3.7
	1.1
	15
	3.8
	1.2
	4
	4
	0
	11
	4
	0
	11
	3.5
	0.7
	15
	3.9
	0.4

	CC: area for technological resources
	11
	0.5
	0.5
	10
	0.3
	0.5
	15
	0.2
	0.4
	8
	0.3
	0.5
	13
	0.5
	0.5
	16
	0.1
	0.3
	18
	0.5
	0.5

	CC: is the aid present?
	17
	0.1
	0.2
	13
	0
	0
	17
	0.1
	0.2
	13
	0
	0
	15
	0.2
	0.4
	18
	0.1
	0.2
	22
	0.3
	0.5

	CC The time in one-to-one instruction*
	14
	2.1
	1.3
	12
	1.4
	1
	16
	1.6
	0.8
	13
	1.2
	0.4
	17
	1.1
	0.3
	17
	1.2
	0.6
	21
	1.6
	0.5

	CC: Are students engaged?
	17
	4.6
	1.1
	13
	4.7
	0.6
	17
	4.6
	0.7
	13
	4.5
	0.9
	15
	4.3
	0.6
	19
	4.2
	0.8
	22
	4
	1

	CC: Is there disruptive behavior?
	13
	1
	0
	12
	1.2
	0.6
	14
	1
	0
	11
	1.6
	1.4
	15
	1.8
	1.3
	18
	1.3
	0.8
	22
	1.4
	1

	CC: Were there youth removed?
	13
	0
	0
	10
	0.5
	0.8
	15
	0.1
	0.3
	11
	0.5
	1.2
	14
	0.2
	0.4
	11
	0
	0
	22
	0.1
	0.3

	CC: Do the teachers use cues?
	6
	3.7
	0.8
	8
	3.1
	1.5
	10
	3.7
	0.9
	4
	3.5
	1.7
	11
	1.8
	1.4
	5
	3.2
	0.4
	7
	1.7
	1.3


Table A10.1. Whole School Observational Characteristics by School and Item (Continued)

	
	Facility 1
	Facility 2
	Facility 3
	Facility 4
	Facility 5
	Facility 7
	Facility 8

	Component Item
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	BR: Do the teacher asked students to preview text before reading/writing
	4
	2.8
	1.3
	3
	2.3
	1.2
	5
	4
	0
	3
	2
	1.7
	1
	1
	.
	1
	4
	.
	2
	4
	0

	BR: Are students prompted to activate their background knowledge?
	6
	4.5
	0.5
	8
	2.8
	1.6
	6
	4.3
	0.5
	4
	2.5
	1.7
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	BR: Do the teacher stimulate the students’ curiosity and created interest?
	6
	4.5
	0.5
	8
	4.1
	0.6
	9
	4.3
	0.5
	6
	3.8
	1.5
	2
	4
	0
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	BR: the teacher scaffold understanding of new vocabulary words
	3
	3.7
	0.6
	7
	3.1
	1.6
	2
	4
	0
	2
	1
	0
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	
	2
	4.5
	0.7

	BR: The students were prompted to state or write and to clearly explain predictions or hypotheses related to the topic of the reading selection
	3
	3
	1.7
	6
	3.2
	1.5
	2
	1
	0
	2
	2.5
	2.1
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	BR: Before reading/writing occurred, the teacher helped the students identify the type of text that was to be read/written to determine their purpose for reading/writing it
	2
	3.5
	0.7
	5
	4
	0.7
	3
	4.7
	0.6
	4
	4.3
	0.5
	2
	4
	0
	2
	4
	0
	2
	4
	0

	BR: The instructional objective for the lesson was clearly identified for the student along with how that objective related to previous lessons.
	4
	4.8
	0.5
	6
	4
	0.6
	10
	4.4
	0.5
	6
	3.5
	1.4
	3
	4
	0
	3
	4
	0
	9
	4
	0

	BR: The teacher modeled appropriate step(s) in the writing process.
	1
	4
	.
	5
	3
	1.6
	4
	2.8
	1.3
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	BR: Does the teacher assess adjust students prewriting/pre-reading
	2
	4.5
	0.7
	6
	3.2
	1.5
	5
	4.2
	0.8
	2
	6.5
	3.5
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	BR: students asked to evaluate adjust initial predictions at appropriate points during reading
	1
	4
	.
	5
	3.2
	1.5
	3
	4.7
	0.6
	2
	4.5
	0.7
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	1
	4
	.


Table A10.1. Whole School Observational Characteristics by School and Item (Continued)

	
	Facility 1
	Facility 2
	Facility 3
	Facility 4
	Facility 5
	Facility 7
	Facility 8

	Component Item
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	DR: The students were asked to identify or read aloud portions of the text that confirmed or disproved their predictions or hypotheses.
	1
	1
	.
	5
	3.2
	1.5
	0
	
	
	4
	3.8
	1.9
	0
	
	
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	

	DR: The comprehension discussion focused on the established purposes for reading
	3
	3.7
	0.6
	4
	4.3
	1
	4
	3.5
	0.6
	3
	4.7
	0.6
	1
	4
	.
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	

	DR: An appropriate mix of factual and higher level thinking questions was incorporated into the comprehension discussion.
	2
	3.5
	0.7
	6
	3.7
	1.5
	5
	4.4
	0.5
	6
	4.3
	0.5
	1
	4
	.
	2
	4
	0
	0
	
	

	DR: During the lesson, the teacher modeled fluent reading.
	1
	1
	.
	4
	2.3
	1.5
	3
	4
	0
	6
	2.7
	1.9
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	
	2
	4.5
	0.7

	DR: The teacher prompted the students to adjust their reading rate to fit the material.
	1
	1
	.
	4
	2.3
	1.5
	0
	
	
	2
	3
	2.8
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	DR: The teacher monitored the students and gave proper assistance and feedback during literacy activities.
	2
	4.5
	0.7
	7
	4.3
	0.8
	11
	4.5
	0.5
	5
	4.4
	0.5
	1
	4
	.
	2
	4
	0
	1
	4
	.

	DR: The teacher modeled and prompted the use of new vocabulary.
	2
	3.5
	0.7
	7
	3.4
	1.1
	7
	3
	1.4
	5
	1.6
	1.3
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	
	2
	4
	0

	DR: The students were prompted to use a variety of word study strategies.
	1
	4
	.
	4
	2
	1.2
	4
	1.5
	1
	5
	1
	0
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	
	2
	4
	0

	DR: The students were prompted to use appropriate comprehension monitoring and fix-up strategies during reading 
	1
	4
	.
	5
	3.4
	1.5
	6
	3.8
	1.5
	3
	3
	1.7
	1
	4
	.
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	

	DR: The teacher provided opportunities for students to demonstrate oral reading fluency.
	1
	1
	.
	5
	2
	1.4
	3
	4
	0
	4
	1
	0
	3
	4
	0
	0
	
	
	1
	4
	.

	DR: The teacher periodically assessed the students’ ability to monitor meaning.
	1
	4
	.
	6
	3.2
	1.8
	6
	4.3
	0.5
	4
	4.3
	0.5
	3
	4.3
	0.6
	3
	3.7
	0.6
	1
	4
	.


Table A10.1. Whole School Observational Characteristics by School and Item (Continued)

	
	Facility 1
	Facility 2
	Facility 3
	Facility 4
	Facility 5
	Facility 7
	Facility 8

	Component Item
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	AR: During the post-reading discussion, the students were asked to identify sections of the text that substantiated answers to questions and confirmed or disproved their predictions, hypotheses, or conclusions.
	0
	
	
	4
	3.5
	1
	3
	3.7
	2.3
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	AR: The teacher asked the students to retell or summarize the material they had read, concentrating on major events or concepts.
	2
	4
	0
	6
	2.5
	1.8
	2
	5
	0
	5
	3.4
	1.3
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	AR: The students were asked to explain their opinions and critical judgments.
	1
	4
	.
	6
	3.7
	1.5
	2
	5
	0
	5
	3.6
	1.5
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	AR: The teacher had the students provide a written response to the reading (e.g., written retelling, written summarization, written evaluation).
	1
	4
	.
	5
	3
	2
	4
	4.5
	0.6
	5
	2.2
	1.3
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	AR: Students were prompted to use new vocabulary in written responses by the teacher’s examples and modeling
	1
	4
	.
	3
	2.7
	1.5
	4
	2.3
	1.5
	2
	1
	0
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	
	0
	
	

	AR: Writing was used as a natural extension of reading tasks.
	1
	4
	.
	5
	2.8
	1.8
	2
	5
	0
	3
	2
	1.7
	0
	
	
	1
	4
	.
	1
	4
	.

	AR: The teacher continually monitored students’ comprehension and provided appropriate feedback
	1
	4
	.
	5
	3
	1.2
	4
	3
	2.3
	6
	2.2
	1.3
	1
	1
	.
	2
	4
	0
	1
	4
	.

	AR: The students shared and discussed their writing.
	1
	4
	.
	3
	1.7
	1.2
	4
	4.5
	0.6
	5
	1.6
	1.3
	0
	
	
	0
	
	
	0
	
	


Table A10.1. Whole School Observational Characteristics by School and Item (Continued)

	
	Facility 1
	Facility 2
	Facility 3
	Facility 4
	Facility 5
	Facility 7
	Facility 8

	Component Item
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	SS: The teacher provided a clear explanation about the structure/purpose of the skill or strategy to be learned and described when and how it could be used.
	6
	4.7
	0.5
	7
	3.3
	1.7
	10
	4.2
	0.9
	8
	3.8
	1.3
	8
	3.1
	1.8
	9
	3.7
	0.7
	13
	3.4
	1.4

	SS: The teacher modeled the use of the skill or strategy so students were able to see how it would be used.
	6
	2
	1.5
	7
	2.6
	1.6
	7
	2.9
	1.5
	8
	3.5
	1.2
	8
	2.9
	1.6
	6
	3.2
	1
	9
	3.1
	1.6

	SS: Any direct teaching of phonics or a phonemic element was immediately followed by students using the skill in a meaningful context.
	6
	2.2
	1.3
	5
	3
	2
	2
	4
	0
	7
	2.1
	1.3
	6
	1.3
	0.5
	9
	2.2
	0.8
	8
	1.5
	0.5

	SS: Explicit skill and strategy instruction was provided and applied in the context of reading/writing.
	6
	4
	0.9
	6
	3.5
	1.5
	3
	3.3
	0.6
	4
	3.3
	1.5
	6
	3.3
	1.4
	6
	3
	1.3
	8
	3.4
	1.2

	SS: The students were prompted to use before, during, and after strategies.
	3
	3.3
	0.6
	5
	2.8
	1.8
	4
	4.3
	1
	3
	2.3
	1.5
	3
	1
	0
	3
	2.3
	1.5
	2
	1.5
	0.7

	SS: Scaffolded skill and strategy instruction moved students toward independent use.
	3
	2.7
	1.5
	4
	1.8
	1
	3
	1
	0
	5
	2.8
	1.6
	6
	2.2
	1.3
	8
	3.5
	1.1
	10
	2.8
	1.4

	MT: The selections used for the lesson were appropriate for students of this ability and grade level.
	6
	4.7
	0.5
	8
	3.6
	1.2
	15
	4.3
	0.5
	8
	3.4
	1.5
	8
	4.8
	0.5
	15
	4.1
	0.4
	14
	4.3
	0.5

	MT: The reading materials represented authentic types (literary, informational, persuasive, practical workplace) of texts.
	3
	4.3
	0.6
	4
	3.8
	0.5
	3
	4
	0
	4
	3.8
	0.5
	3
	4
	0
	8
	4.1
	0.6
	8
	4.1
	0.4

	MT: Reading materials and tasks reflected sensitivity to the diverse learning needs of the students.
	3
	4.3
	0.6
	4
	3
	1.4
	11
	4
	0.6
	6
	3.7
	1.5
	10
	4.2
	0.4
	14
	4.1
	0.5
	15
	4.4
	0.5


Table A10.1. Whole School Observational Characteristics by School and Item (Continued)

	
	Facility 1
	Facility 2
	Facility 3
	Facility 4
	Facility 5
	Facility 7
	Facility 8

	Component Item
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	MT: The independent work was of the appropriate amount and type for the students and instructional goals.
	4
	3.5
	0.6
	6
	3.3
	1.4
	12
	4.3
	0.5
	7
	4.4
	0.5
	10
	4.2
	0.4
	11
	4.2
	0.4
	16
	4.4
	0.5

	MT: Homework was assigned either for the purpose of practicing content, skills, or processes …
	0
	
	
	1
	1
	.
	1
	4
	.
	0
	
	
	2
	2.5
	2.1
	0
	
	
	3
	4
	0

	MT: students given opportunity to take and revise notes
	2
	4
	0
	4
	1.5
	1
	5
	4
	0
	4
	4
	0
	6
	2.5
	0.8
	2
	2.5
	2.1
	1
	1
	.

	MT: independent work contained open ended questions to enhance students work
	3
	3.3
	2.1
	5
	2.8
	1.8
	4
	3.8
	1.9
	8
	3.6
	1.2
	5
	2.4
	1.5
	9
	3.2
	1.3
	9
	3.9
	0.3

	MT: The students identified similarities and differences through comparisons, classifications, metaphors, or analogies.
	2
	4
	0
	5
	2.8
	1.8
	4
	3.5
	0.6
	3
	1
	0
	7
	1.7
	1.1
	6
	3.5
	1.2
	2
	2
	1.4

	MT: The students engaged in various modes of reading during the lesson (e.g., silent, oral, guided, shared).
	2
	4
	0
	4
	3
	1.4
	5
	4.2
	0.4
	5
	2
	1.4
	4
	2
	1.2
	2
	2.5
	2.1
	2
	4
	0

	MT: The teacher provided opportunities for the students to read for enjoyment.
	1
	4
	.
	4
	2.3
	1.5
	2
	4.5
	0.7
	3
	1
	0
	8
	2.4
	1.1
	2
	2.5
	2.1
	5
	3.4
	1.3

	MT: Students were prompted to respond personally or creatively to the reading material.
	2
	2.5
	2.1
	5
	3.4
	1.5
	6
	3.8
	1.5
	3
	3
	1.7
	5
	3.2
	2
	3
	2
	1.7
	8
	2.1
	1.2

	MT: The teacher provided a balance of teacher-initiated and student-initiated activities.
	5
	4.2
	0.8
	7
	3
	1.5
	11
	4.3
	0.5
	5
	3.4
	1.5
	6
	2.7
	1.5
	7
	3.6
	1
	9
	2.2
	1.6

	MT: Reading materials and tasks were organized around themes when appropriate.
	3
	4.3
	0.6
	6
	3.7
	0.5
	4
	4.8
	0.5
	7
	3.7
	1.3
	5
	2.2
	1.6
	6
	2.8
	1.2
	10
	2.4
	1.1

	MT: Models of reflective, transitive, personal expressive, or literary writing were used.
	2
	2.5
	2.1
	5
	3.8
	0.4
	5
	3.8
	1.6
	4
	3.3
	1.5
	3
	1.7
	1.2
	3
	1.7
	1.2
	6
	3
	1.3

	TP: The teacher focused on reading and writing as meaningful processes
	4
	4.5
	0.6
	6
	3.8
	0.8
	10
	4.3
	0.5
	8
	3.4
	1.5
	8
	3.3
	1
	10
	3
	1.2
	14
	2.6
	1.5


Table A10.1. Whole School Observational Characteristics by School and Item (Continued)

	
	Facility 1
	Facility 2
	Facility 3
	Facility 4
	Facility 5
	Facility 7
	Facility 8

	Component Item
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	TP: Strategies reflected an awareness of recommended practices.
	5
	4.6
	0.5
	7
	4.1
	0.7
	9
	4.3
	0.5
	7
	2.7
	1.6
	9
	2.3
	1.6
	15
	2.6
	1.2
	11
	2.3
	1.4

	TP: Students were grouped appropriately 
	2
	4
	0
	4
	3.8
	0.5
	5
	4
	0.7
	4
	2.8
	2.1
	10
	3
	1.2
	11
	2.3
	1.3
	9
	2
	1.5

	TP: The teacher’s management of the lesson provided for active student engagement.
	7
	4.1
	1.5
	10
	4
	0.5
	14
	4.4
	0.5
	8
	3.1
	1.4
	8
	3
	1.7
	13
	2.6
	1.6
	11
	2.5
	1.4

	TP: The pace and flow of the various phases of the reading lesson represented effective use of time.
	2
	4
	0
	9
	4.2
	0.7
	14
	4.4
	0.5
	7
	3.6
	1.1
	6
	3
	1.5
	14
	2.6
	1.5
	11
	2.5
	1.6

	TP: The teacher’s instruction was sensitive to the diversity of students’ experiences and their social, cultural, ethnic, and linguistic needs.
	1
	4
	.
	6
	4.2
	0.8
	8
	4.5
	0.5
	5
	3.2
	1.3
	7
	2.9
	1.3
	14
	2.8
	1.7
	12
	2.8
	1.9

	TP The teacher actively promoted the integration of the language arts in this lesson.
	2
	3.5
	0.7
	5
	3
	1.2
	4
	2.8
	2.1
	4
	1.8
	1.5
	10
	2.8
	1.2
	13
	2.6
	1
	10
	2.5
	1.6

	TP: The teacher encouraged the students to take informed risks and problem-solve.
	2
	2.5
	2.1
	5
	3
	1.2
	5
	3.2
	1.5
	8
	2.1
	1.6
	6
	2
	1.3
	7
	3.7
	1
	7
	2.9
	0.9

	TP: The teacher’s conferences with students were timely, focused, and positive in nature.
	5
	4.6
	0.5
	4
	4.3
	1
	11
	4.4
	0.5
	7
	3.1
	1.5
	2
	2
	0
	9
	2
	0.9
	8
	2.3
	0.7

	TP: Authentic assessment practices were used in this lesson.
	3
	3.7
	0.6
	6
	2.7
	2
	8
	4.4
	0.5
	8
	2.6
	1.8
	8
	3.3
	1.4
	7
	3.4
	1.1
	10
	4.1
	0.9

	TP The teacher provided timely corrective feedback specific to a criterion 
	6
	4
	1.5
	6
	3
	1.7
	12
	4.3
	0.5
	8
	2.8
	1.5
	11
	3.3
	0.9
	10
	3.9
	0.7
	16
	3.9
	0.6

	TP: The students produced non-linguistic representations to elaborate on their knowledge 
	2
	2.5
	2.1
	6
	2.8
	1.6
	4
	3.3
	1.7
	7
	3.3
	1.6
	9
	2.6
	1.9
	10
	3.7
	0.9
	7
	4.4
	0.5

	TP: The teacher’s planned goals, actual instruction, and assessment practices were aligned.
	6
	4.7
	0.5
	5
	4
	1
	11
	4.4
	0.5
	8
	3.1
	1.4
	9
	3.1
	0.9
	11
	3.8
	1
	10
	4.1
	0.6


Appendix A11. Whole School Demographic Characteristics – Supplemental

Table A11. 1. Facility 1 Whole School Demographic Characteristics 

	Variable
	Option
	Ineligible
	Eligible

	
	
	Below basic
	At basic Traditional
	Proficient
	Advanced
	At basic Traditional

	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Race
	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Black
	13
	61.9
	148
	68.5
	62
	51.2
	11
	34.4
	94
	79.7

	
	Hispanic
	2
	9.5
	8
	3.7
	5
	4.1
	2
	6.3
	1
	0.8

	
	Native American/Alaskan
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	White
	5
	23.8
	53
	24.5
	49
	40.5
	19
	59.4
	21
	17.8

	
	Multiracial
	1
	4.8
	7
	3.2
	5
	4.1
	0
	0.0
	2
	1.7

	Gender
	Male
	21
	100.0
	216
	100.0
	121
	100.0
	32
	100.0
	118
	100.0

	
	Female
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Special Ed
	No
	6
	28.6
	113
	52.3
	99
	81.8
	29
	90.6
	71
	60.2

	
	Yes
	15
	71.4
	103
	47.7
	22
	18.2
	3
	9.4
	47
	39.8

	Disability
	Au
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.9
	1
	3.2
	0
	0.0
	1
	2.0

	
	CD(MR)
	7
	43.8
	17
	14.5
	4
	12.9
	0
	0.0
	15
	30.0

	
	Df
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	ED
	5
	31.3
	61
	52.1
	15
	48.4
	8
	66.7
	19
	38.0

	
	MD
	1
	6.3
	2
	1.7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	2.0

	
	O-Min
	0
	0.0
	2
	1.7
	1
	3.2
	1
	8.3
	2
	4.0

	
	O-Maj
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	OI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SL
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SLD
	3
	18.8
	34
	29.1
	10
	32.3
	3
	25.0
	12
	24.0

	
	TBI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Vi
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Age
	12
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	13
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	14
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.8

	
	15
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	16
	0
	0.0
	3
	1.4
	0
	0.0
	1
	3.1
	5
	4.2

	
	17
	1
	4.8
	14
	6.5
	10
	8.3
	1
	3.1
	19
	16.1

	
	18
	8
	38.1
	57
	26.4
	25
	20.7
	8
	25.0
	42
	35.6

	
	19
	6
	28.6
	70
	32.4
	46
	38.0
	9
	28.1
	29
	24.6

	
	20
	4
	19.0
	46
	21.3
	24
	19.8
	7
	21.9
	19
	16.1

	
	21
	2
	9.5
	17
	7.9
	9
	7.4
	2
	6.3
	3
	2.5

	
	22
	0
	0.0
	8
	3.7
	7
	5.8
	4
	12.5
	0
	0.0

	Current grade
	0 (Pre-enrolled)
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.9

	
	9
	6
	40.0
	66
	52.0
	16
	20.3
	5
	22.7
	50
	46.7

	
	10
	7
	46.7
	25
	19.7
	5
	6.3
	1
	4.5
	28
	26.2

	
	11
	1
	6.7
	5
	3.9
	3
	3.8
	0
	0.0
	8
	7.5

	
	12
	1
	6.7
	5
	3.9
	4
	5.1
	2
	9.1
	3
	2.8

	
	Graduated
	0
	0.0
	25
	19.7
	51
	64.6
	14
	63.6
	17
	15.9


Table A11. 2. Facility 2 Whole School Demographic Characteristics
	Variable
	Option
	Ineligible
	Eligible

	
	
	Below basic
	At basic Traditional
	Proficient
	Advanced
	At basic Traditional

	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Race
	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Black
	21
	72.4
	204
	65.2
	79
	51.6
	14
	41.2
	86
	78.9

	
	Hispanic
	3
	10.3
	6
	1.9
	3
	2.0
	0
	0.0
	3
	2.8

	
	Native American/Alaskan
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	White
	4
	13.8
	93
	29.7
	65
	42.5
	18
	52.9
	16
	14.7

	
	Multiracial
	1
	3.4
	10
	3.2
	6
	3.9
	2
	5.9
	4
	3.7

	Gender
	Male
	29
	100.0
	313
	100.0
	153
	100.0
	34
	100.0
	109
	100.0

	
	Female
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Special Ed
	No
	6
	20.7
	160
	51.1
	123
	80.4
	28
	82.4
	69
	63.3

	
	Yes
	23
	79.3
	153
	48.9
	30
	19.6
	6
	17.6
	40
	36.7

	Disability
	Au
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	CD(MR)
	10
	41.7
	18
	11.4
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	14
	32.6

	
	Df
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	ED
	9
	37.5
	82
	51.9
	26
	66.7
	7
	100.0
	15
	34.9

	
	MD
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	O-Min
	0
	0.0
	7
	4.4
	4
	10.3
	0
	0.0
	3
	7.0

	
	O-Maj
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	OI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SL
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	2.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SLD
	5
	20.8
	49
	31.0
	8
	20.5
	0
	0.0
	11
	25.6

	
	TBI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Vi
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Age
	12
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	13
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	14
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	15
	2
	6.9
	8
	2.6
	7
	4.6
	2
	5.9
	7
	6.4

	
	16
	4
	13.8
	44
	14.1
	9
	5.9
	6
	17.6
	16
	14.7

	
	17
	8
	27.6
	74
	23.6
	44
	28.8
	6
	17.6
	31
	28.4

	
	18
	6
	20.7
	78
	24.9
	42
	27.5
	9
	26.5
	27
	24.8

	
	19
	4
	13.8
	80
	25.6
	30
	19.6
	6
	17.6
	18
	16.5

	
	20
	5
	17.2
	24
	7.7
	16
	10.5
	2
	5.9
	9
	8.3

	
	21
	0
	0.0
	4
	1.3
	4
	2.6
	2
	5.9
	1
	0.9

	
	22
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.3
	0
	0.0
	1
	2.9
	0
	0.0

	Current grade
	0 (Pre-enrolled)
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.4
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.9

	
	7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	8
	1
	4.2
	1
	0.4
	1
	0.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	9
	9
	37.5
	137
	56.4
	47
	37.3
	11
	37.9
	44
	41.5

	
	10
	10
	41.7
	59
	24.3
	22
	17.5
	6
	20.7
	26
	24.5

	
	11
	1
	4.2
	19
	7.8
	6
	4.8
	1
	3.4
	5
	4.7

	
	12
	2
	8.3
	5
	2.1
	5
	4.0
	1
	3.4
	6
	5.7

	
	Graduated
	1
	4.2
	21
	8.6
	45
	35.7
	10
	34.5
	24
	22.6


Table A11. 3 Facility 3 Whole School Demographic Characteristics

	Variable
	Option
	Ineligible
	Eligible

	
	
	Below basic
	At basic Traditional
	Proficient
	Advanced
	At basic Traditional

	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Race
	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Black
	2
	33.3
	98
	46.9
	47
	37.0
	5
	18.5
	19
	61.3

	
	Hispanic
	0
	0.0
	8
	3.8
	4
	3.1
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Native American/Alaskan
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	White
	4
	66.7
	92
	44.0
	72
	56.7
	21
	77.8
	10
	32.3

	
	Multiracial
	0
	0.0
	10
	4.8
	4
	3.1
	1
	3.7
	2
	6.5

	Gender
	Male
	6
	100.0
	209
	100.0
	127
	100.0
	27
	100.0
	31
	100.0

	
	Female
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Special Ed
	No
	1
	16.7
	126
	60.3
	113
	89.0
	25
	92.6
	20
	64.5

	
	Yes
	5
	83.3
	83
	39.7
	14
	11.0
	2
	7.4
	11
	35.5

	Disability
	Au
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	CD(MR)
	0
	0.0
	18
	18.9
	2
	7.7
	0
	0.0
	1
	9.1

	
	Df
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	ED
	0
	0.0
	34
	35.8
	13
	50.0
	1
	50.0
	3
	27.3

	
	MD
	2
	40.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	O-Min
	0
	0.0
	4
	4.2
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	9.1

	
	O-Maj
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.1
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	OI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SL
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SLD
	3
	60.0
	38
	40.0
	11
	42.3
	1
	50.0
	6
	54.5

	
	TBI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Vi
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Age
	12
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	13
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	14
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	3.7
	0
	0.0

	
	15
	0
	0.0
	3
	1.4
	2
	1.6
	0
	0.0
	1
	3.2

	
	16
	0
	0.0
	8
	3.8
	2
	1.6
	2
	7.4
	1
	3.2

	
	17
	0
	0.0
	37
	17.7
	22
	17.3
	2
	7.4
	9
	29.0

	
	18
	0
	0.0
	61
	29.2
	29
	22.8
	6
	22.2
	7
	22.6

	
	19
	2
	33.3
	47
	22.5
	41
	32.3
	8
	29.6
	5
	16.1

	
	20
	4
	66.7
	43
	20.6
	24
	18.9
	6
	22.2
	7
	22.6

	
	21
	0
	0.0
	10
	4.8
	6
	4.7
	2
	7.4
	1
	3.2

	
	22
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Current grade
	0 (Pre-enrolled)
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	8
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	9
	2
	50.0
	61
	45.2
	25
	29.4
	3
	15.8
	12
	50.0

	
	10
	1
	25.0
	29
	21.5
	13
	15.3
	1
	5.3
	5
	20.8

	
	11
	0
	0.0
	15
	11.1
	5
	5.9
	2
	10.5
	2
	8.3

	
	12
	0
	0.0
	5
	3.7
	3
	3.5
	1
	5.3
	0
	0.0

	
	Graduated
	1
	25.0
	24
	17.8
	39
	45.9
	12
	63.2
	5
	20.8


Table A11. 4 Facility 4 Whole School Demographic Characteristics

	Variable
	Option
	Ineligible
	Eligible

	
	
	Below basic
	At basic Traditional
	Proficient
	Advanced
	At basic Traditional

	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Race
	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.1

	
	Black
	24
	77.4
	260
	66.5
	92
	46.7
	14
	29.2
	67
	72.0

	
	Hispanic
	2
	6.5
	8
	2.0
	3
	1.5
	2
	4.2
	2
	2.2

	
	Native American/Alaskan
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.3
	1
	0.5
	1
	2.1
	0
	0.0

	
	White
	2
	6.5
	112
	28.6
	91
	46.2
	28
	58.3
	21
	22.6

	
	Multiracial
	3
	9.7
	10
	2.6
	10
	5.1
	3
	6.3
	2
	2.2

	Gender
	Male
	31
	100.0
	391
	100.0
	197
	100.0
	48
	100.0
	93
	100.0

	
	Female
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Special Ed
	No
	7
	22.6
	239
	61.1
	167
	84.8
	39
	81.3
	59
	63.4

	
	Yes
	24
	77.4
	152
	38.9
	30
	15.2
	9
	18.8
	34
	36.6

	Disability
	Au
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	CD(MR)
	7
	26.9
	31
	18.7
	4
	10.8
	0
	0.0
	10
	25.6

	
	Df
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	ED
	13
	50.0
	89
	53.6
	21
	56.8
	7
	77.8
	16
	41.0

	
	MD
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	2.7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	O-Min
	0
	0.0
	8
	4.8
	2
	5.4
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	O-Maj
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	OI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SL
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SLD
	6
	23.1
	36
	21.7
	9
	24.3
	2
	22.2
	12
	30.8

	
	TBI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	2.6

	
	Vi
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Age
	12
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	13
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	14
	1
	3.2
	1
	0.3
	1
	0.5
	1
	2.1
	2
	2.2

	
	15
	2
	6.5
	9
	2.3
	4
	2.0
	1
	2.1
	5
	5.4

	
	16
	3
	9.7
	38
	9.7
	11
	5.6
	6
	12.5
	14
	15.1

	
	17
	7
	22.6
	82
	21.0
	23
	11.7
	10
	20.8
	25
	26.9

	
	18
	7
	22.6
	85
	21.7
	66
	33.5
	11
	22.9
	21
	22.6

	
	19
	6
	19.4
	108
	27.6
	59
	29.9
	11
	22.9
	22
	23.7

	
	20
	5
	16.1
	53
	13.6
	21
	10.7
	6
	12.5
	4
	4.3

	
	21
	0
	0.0
	10
	2.6
	11
	5.6
	2
	4.2
	0
	0.0

	
	22
	0
	0.0
	5
	1.3
	1
	0.5
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Current grade
	0 (Pre-enrolled)
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	2
	1.3
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	8
	1
	3.8
	2
	0.7
	3
	2.0
	1
	2.5
	2
	2.4

	
	9
	17
	65.4
	155
	54.0
	44
	28.9
	9
	22.5
	40
	48.2

	
	10
	5
	19.2
	55
	19.2
	15
	9.9
	8
	20.0
	18
	21.7

	
	11
	1
	3.8
	25
	8.7
	12
	7.9
	2
	5.0
	10
	12.0

	
	12
	2
	7.7
	9
	3.1
	9
	5.9
	4
	10.0
	3
	3.6

	
	Graduated
	0
	0.0
	41
	14.3
	67
	44.1
	16
	40.0
	10
	12.0


Table A11. 5. Facility 5 Whole School Demographic Characteristics

	Variable
	Option
	Ineligible
	Eligible

	
	
	Below basic
	At basic Traditional
	Proficient
	Advanced
	At basic Traditional

	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Race
	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Black
	6
	54.5
	25
	40.3
	17
	22.4
	2
	11.1
	10
	27.8

	
	Hispanic
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.6
	2
	2.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Native American/Alaskan
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.3
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	White
	5
	45.5
	34
	54.8
	55
	72.4
	15
	83.3
	23
	63.9

	
	Multiracial
	0
	0.0
	2
	3.2
	1
	1.3
	1
	5.6
	3
	8.3

	Gender
	Male
	11
	100.0
	62
	100.0
	76
	100.0
	18
	100.0
	36
	100.0

	
	Female
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Special Ed
	No
	2
	18.2
	32
	51.6
	64
	84.2
	16
	88.9
	13
	36.1

	
	Yes
	9
	81.8
	30
	48.4
	12
	15.8
	2
	11.1
	23
	63.9

	Disability
	Au
	0
	0.0
	1
	2.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	CD(MR)
	3
	33.3
	5
	13.2
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	2
	8.3

	
	Df
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	ED
	3
	33.3
	18
	47.4
	16
	66.7
	5
	100.0
	11
	45.8

	
	MD
	0
	0.0
	1
	2.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	O-Min
	0
	0.0
	2
	5.3
	1
	4.2
	0
	0.0
	4
	16.7

	
	O-Maj
	0
	0.0
	2
	5.3
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	OI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SL
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SLD
	3
	33.3
	9
	23.7
	7
	29.2
	0
	0.0
	7
	29.2

	
	TBI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Vi
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Age
	12
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	13
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	14
	1
	9.1
	1
	1.6
	1
	1.3
	1
	5.6
	0
	0.0

	
	15
	0
	0.0
	3
	4.8
	3
	3.9
	1
	5.6
	3
	8.3

	
	16
	0
	0.0
	3
	4.8
	6
	7.9
	1
	5.6
	8
	22.2

	
	17
	2
	18.2
	7
	11.3
	8
	10.5
	4
	22.2
	8
	22.2

	
	18
	3
	27.3
	15
	24.2
	19
	25.0
	2
	11.1
	8
	22.2

	
	19
	1
	9.1
	13
	21.0
	9
	11.8
	3
	16.7
	6
	16.7

	
	20
	3
	27.3
	7
	11.3
	15
	19.7
	3
	16.7
	2
	5.6

	
	21
	1
	9.1
	6
	9.7
	13
	17.1
	2
	11.1
	0
	0.0

	
	22
	0
	0.0
	6
	9.7
	2
	2.6
	1
	5.6
	1
	2.8

	Grade
	7
	1
	11.1
	1
	2.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	8
	0
	0.0
	2
	3.9
	0
	0.0
	1
	5.9
	1
	2.9

	
	9
	3
	33.3
	15
	29.4
	18
	28.6
	3
	17.6
	13
	38.2

	
	10
	3
	33.3
	10
	19.6
	9
	14.3
	2
	11.8
	9
	26.5

	
	11
	1
	11.1
	6
	11.8
	8
	12.7
	2
	11.8
	2
	5.9

	
	12
	1
	11.1
	9
	17.6
	3
	4.8
	2
	11.8
	5
	14.7

	
	Graduated
	0
	0.0
	8
	15.7
	25
	39.7
	7
	41.2
	4
	11.8


Table A11. 6. Facility 7 Whole School Demographic Characteristics 

	Variable
	Option
	Ineligible
	Eligible

	
	
	Below basic
	At basic Traditional
	Proficient
	Advanced
	At basic Traditional

	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Race
	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Black
	21
	70.0
	166
	56.1
	74
	42.3
	11
	19.3
	61
	57.0

	
	Hispanic
	2
	6.7
	5
	1.7
	4
	2.3
	2
	3.5
	2
	1.9

	
	Native American/Alaskan
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.3
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	White
	7
	23.3
	115
	38.9
	87
	49.7
	41
	71.9
	40
	37.4

	
	Multiracial
	0
	0.0
	9
	3.0
	9
	5.1
	3
	5.3
	4
	3.7

	Gender
	Male
	30
	100.0
	296
	100.0
	175
	100.0
	57
	100.0
	107
	100.0

	
	Female
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Special Ed
	No
	4
	13.3
	140
	47.3
	132
	75.4
	47
	82.5
	48
	44.9

	
	Yes
	26
	86.7
	156
	52.7
	43
	24.6
	10
	17.5
	59
	55.1

	Disability
	Au
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	CD(MR)
	6
	23.1
	38
	22.2
	2
	3.4
	0
	0.0
	11
	17.7

	
	Df
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	ED
	13
	50.0
	84
	49.1
	39
	66.1
	15
	83.3
	32
	51.6

	
	MD
	1
	3.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	O-Min
	0
	0.0
	7
	4.1
	3
	5.1
	2
	11.1
	1
	1.6

	
	O-Maj
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	OI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SL
	0
	0.0
	4
	2.3
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SLD
	6
	23.1
	37
	21.6
	15
	25.4
	1
	5.6
	18
	29.0

	
	TBI
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Vi
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Age
	12
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	13
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	14
	3
	10.0
	7
	2.4
	2
	1.1
	2
	3.5
	4
	3.7

	
	15
	1
	3.3
	24
	8.1
	9
	5.1
	4
	7.0
	8
	7.5

	
	16
	7
	23.3
	29
	9.8
	17
	9.7
	6
	10.5
	27
	25.2

	
	17
	3
	10.0
	50
	16.9
	27
	15.4
	13
	22.8
	23
	21.5

	
	18
	7
	23.3
	58
	19.6
	43
	24.6
	7
	12.3
	19
	17.8

	
	19
	4
	13.3
	63
	21.3
	32
	18.3
	10
	17.5
	15
	14.0

	
	20
	3
	10.0
	36
	12.2
	26
	14.9
	9
	15.8
	9
	8.4

	
	21
	2
	6.7
	17
	5.7
	14
	8.0
	5
	8.8
	1
	0.9

	
	22
	0
	0.0
	12
	4.1
	5
	2.9
	1
	1.8
	1
	0.9

	Current grade
	0 (Pre-enrolled)
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	2.4
	1
	1.0

	
	7
	0
	0.0
	2
	0.9
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	8
	1
	4.8
	4
	1.8
	3
	2.2
	0
	0.0
	5
	5.2

	
	9
	12
	57.1
	109
	49.5
	44
	31.9
	13
	31.0
	43
	44.8

	
	10
	4
	19.0
	57
	25.9
	19
	13.8
	4
	9.5
	25
	26.0

	
	11
	4
	19.0
	13
	5.9
	12
	8.7
	1
	2.4
	6
	6.3

	
	12
	0
	0.0
	7
	3.2
	5
	3.6
	0
	0.0
	6
	6.3

	
	Graduated
	0
	0.0
	28
	12.7
	55
	39.9
	23
	54.8
	10
	10.4


Table A11. 7. Facility 8 Whole School Demographic Characteristics 

	Variable
	Option
	Ineligible
	Eligible

	
	
	Below basic
	At basic Traditional
	Proficient
	Advanced
	At basic Traditional

	
	
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%
	Freq
	%

	Race
	Asian/Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Black
	2
	66.7
	67
	52.8
	22
	25.3
	5
	20.8
	15
	78.9

	
	Hispanic
	0
	0.0
	6
	4.7
	3
	3.4
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Native American/Alaskan
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.1
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	White
	1
	33.3
	44
	34.6
	49
	56.3
	17
	70.8
	4
	21.1

	
	Multiracial
	0
	0.0
	10
	7.9
	12
	13.8
	2
	8.3
	0
	0.0

	Gender
	Male
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Female
	3
	100.0
	127
	100.0
	87
	100.0
	24
	100.0
	19
	100.0

	Special Ed
	No
	0
	0.0
	75
	59.1
	75
	86.2
	21
	87.5
	13
	68.4

	
	Yes
	3
	100.0
	52
	40.9
	12
	13.8
	3
	12.5
	6
	31.6

	Disability
	Au
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	CD(MR)
	1
	33.3
	6
	10.9
	1
	5.9
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Df
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	ED
	1
	33.3
	37
	67.3
	14
	82.4
	4
	100.0
	5
	71.4

	
	MD
	1
	33.3
	1
	1.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	O-Min
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.8
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	O-Maj
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	OI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SL
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.8
	1
	5.9
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	SLD
	0
	0.0
	9
	16.4
	1
	5.9
	0
	0.0
	2
	28.6

	
	TBI
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	Vi
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Age
	12
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	13
	1
	33.3
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	14
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.1
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	15
	0
	0.0
	7
	5.5
	3
	3.4
	1
	4.2
	2
	10.5

	
	16
	0
	0.0
	15
	11.8
	4
	4.6
	1
	4.2
	2
	10.5

	
	17
	0
	0.0
	21
	16.5
	13
	14.9
	5
	20.8
	2
	10.5

	
	18
	2
	66.7
	40
	31.5
	26
	29.9
	10
	41.7
	8
	42.1

	
	19
	0
	0.0
	29
	22.8
	24
	27.6
	3
	12.5
	4
	21.1

	
	20
	0
	0.0
	11
	8.7
	10
	11.5
	4
	16.7
	1
	5.3

	
	21
	0
	0.0
	3
	2.4
	5
	5.7
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	22
	0
	0.0
	1
	0.8
	1
	1.1
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	Current grade
	0 (Pre-enrolled)
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	7
	1
	33.3
	1
	1.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	8
	0
	0.0
	1
	1.0
	1
	1.6
	0
	0.0
	0
	0.0

	
	9
	1
	33.3
	45
	45.0
	18
	29.0
	5
	26.3
	7
	38.9

	
	10
	1
	33.3
	28
	28.0
	9
	14.5
	2
	10.5
	3
	16.7

	
	11
	0
	0.0
	5
	5.0
	6
	9.7
	1
	5.3
	3
	16.7

	
	12
	0
	0.0
	6
	6.0
	5
	8.1
	1
	5.3
	3
	16.7

	
	Graduated
	0
	0.0
	14
	14.0
	23
	37.1
	10
	52.6
	2
	11.1


Appendix A12. Youth Efficacy Perceptions

Table A12. 1. Facility 1 Youth Efficacy Perceptions

	
	Assigned Traditional
	Ineligible

	Reading Efficacy Item
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	10
	4.4
	1.6
	16
	3.3
	1.4

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	14
	4.1
	1.6
	16
	4.1
	1.6

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	14
	3.8
	1.3
	16
	3.5
	1.3

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	14
	3.9
	1.7
	16
	4.0
	1.3

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	14
	4.1
	1.2
	15
	3.5
	1.5

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	14
	4.6
	1.0
	16
	3.9
	1.3

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	13
	4.2
	1.7
	16
	4.3
	1.2

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	14
	3.9
	1.4
	16
	4.1
	1.5

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	13
	3.8
	1.3
	15
	4.6
	1.2

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	13
	3.8
	1.1
	16
	4.1
	1.3

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	14
	3.9
	1.5
	16
	4.1
	1.2

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	13
	3.8
	1.0
	15
	4.3
	1.3

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	14
	4.2
	1.3
	16
	3.9
	1.2

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	13
	4.2
	1.5
	16
	3.9
	1.6

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	12
	4.5
	1.3
	14
	3.9
	1.4

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	12
	4.8
	1.2
	14
	4.2
	1.3

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	14
	4.3
	1.6
	16
	4.1
	1.3

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	14
	4.1
	1.7
	16
	4.8
	1.5

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	13
	4.3
	1.3
	16
	4.6
	1.3

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	14
	4.2
	1.7
	16
	4.8
	1.0

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?*
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	14
	4.2
	1.3
	16
	4.1
	1.2

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	13
	4.5
	1.6
	16
	4.1
	1.2

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	14
	4.6
	1.3
	16
	4.5
	1.3

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	14
	4.1
	1.1
	16
	4.0
	1.0

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	14
	4.1
	1.1
	16
	4.3
	0.8

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	14
	4.3
	1.2
	16
	4.0
	1.0

	Total (Items: All) 
	14
	4.2
	1.0
	16
	4.1
	0.9


*Item not given to youth in this facility.

**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A12. 2. Facility 2 Youth Efficacy Perceptions

	
	Assigned Traditional
	Ineligible

	Reading Efficacy Item
	N
	Mean
	S.D
	N
	Mean
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	25
	3.9
	1.7
	55
	3.9
	1.6

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	25
	4.0
	1.6
	55
	4.1
	1.5

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	25
	3.6
	1.3
	57
	3.8
	1.5

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	25
	4.0
	1.4
	54
	4.1
	1.6

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	24
	3.7
	1.5
	57
	3.7
	1.5

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	25
	4.8
	1.2
	56
	4.7
	1.4

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	25
	5.0
	1.3
	57
	4.8
	1.4

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	25
	3.9
	1.5
	54
	4.0
	1.6

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	25
	4.2
	1.3
	57
	4.0
	1.7

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	25
	3.8
	1.0
	54
	4.3
	1.2

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	25
	4.0
	1.2
	57
	3.9
	1.4

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	24
	3.6
	1.2
	53
	4.2
	1.5

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	25
	3.8
	1.2
	57
	3.9
	1.5

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	24
	3.9
	1.1
	57
	4.3
	1.3

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	25
	3.8
	1.2
	54
	4.2
	1.4

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	25
	4.4
	1.0
	56
	4.6
	1.5

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	25
	4.0
	1.3
	57
	3.8
	1.5

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	25
	3.8
	1.4
	57
	4.3
	1.6

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	25
	3.8
	1.1
	56
	4.2
	1.3

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	25
	3.9
	1.6
	57
	4.1
	1.4

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?*
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	25
	3.5
	1.4
	57
	4.1
	1.5

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	25
	4.3
	1.1
	55
	4.3
	1.2

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	25
	4.2
	1.3
	57
	4.7
	1.3

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	25
	3.9
	0.9
	57
	4.1
	1.0

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	25
	3.9
	0.9
	57
	4.2
	1.1

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	25
	4.4
	1.0
	57
	4.3
	1.1

	Total (Items: All) 
	25
	4.0
	0.8
	57
	4.2
	1.0


*Item not given to youth in this facility.

**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A12. 3. Facility 3 Youth Efficacy Perceptions

	
	Assigned Traditional
	Ineligible

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	6
	3.7
	1.4
	37
	4.1
	1.4

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	6
	3.7
	1.5
	37
	4.3
	1.5

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	5
	3.6
	1.3
	36
	3.5
	1.3

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	6
	3.5
	1.5
	36
	4.2
	1.3

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	6
	3.2
	1.5
	36
	3.8
	1.6

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	6
	3.5
	1.4
	37
	4.6
	1.4

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	6
	4.0
	1.1
	37
	4.5
	1.4

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	6
	4.0
	1.1
	36
	4.2
	1.2

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	6
	3.3
	0.8
	37
	4.2
	1.4

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	6
	3.3
	0.5
	37
	3.8
	1.3

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	6
	2.8
	0.4
	35
	4.1
	1.2

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	6
	4.0
	1.3
	35
	3.8
	1.2

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	6
	3.3
	1.4
	37
	3.6
	1.4

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	6
	3.5
	1.4
	37
	4.2
	1.3

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	6
	3.5
	1.4
	36
	4.0
	1.4

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	6
	3.7
	1.4
	37
	4.3
	1.4

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	6
	3.3
	0.8
	36
	3.9
	1.2

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	6
	3.8
	1.6
	36
	4.2
	1.3

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	6
	4.2
	1.2
	36
	4.1
	1.1

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	6
	3.8
	1.2
	37
	4.1
	1.3

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?*
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	6
	3.7
	1.6
	36
	4.1
	1.3

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	6
	4.5
	1.0
	37
	4.1
	1.3

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	6
	3.8
	1.0
	37
	4.1
	1.6

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	6
	3.6
	0.8
	37
	4.0
	1.0

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	6
	3.7
	1.0
	37
	4.0
	1.0

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	6
	3.6
	1.2
	37
	4.3
	1.2

	Total (Items: All) 
	6
	3.6
	0.9
	37
	4.1
	1.0


*Item not given to youth in this facility.

**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A12. 4. Facility 4 Youth Efficacy Perceptions

	
	Assigned Traditional
	Ineligible

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	14
	3.9
	1.2
	38
	4.2
	1.5

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	14
	4.9
	1.3
	39
	4.7
	1.3

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	13
	4.0
	1.1
	40
	3.8
	1.1

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	15
	4.1
	1.1
	40
	4.2
	1.4

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	15
	4.0
	1.2
	39
	3.7
	1.2

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	15
	4.7
	1.3
	38
	4.9
	1.1

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	15
	4.9
	1.4
	39
	5.1
	1.3

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	15
	4.3
	1.2
	40
	4.4
	1.4

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	13
	4.4
	1.0
	39
	5.0
	1.1

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	15
	4.1
	1.2
	39
	4.2
	1.1

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	15
	3.9
	1.0
	38
	4.1
	1.2

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	14
	4.0
	1.2
	39
	4.1
	1.4

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	15
	4.0
	1.6
	40
	3.8
	1.2

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	14
	4.0
	1.2
	40
	4.1
	1.3

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	14
	4.1
	1.5
	38
	4.1
	1.3

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	15
	4.2
	1.4
	39
	4.9
	1.2

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	15
	4.4
	1.1
	40
	4.1
	1.2

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	15
	3.9
	1.3
	39
	4.2
	1.4

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	14
	4.6
	1.1
	39
	4.0
	1.1

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	14
	3.9
	1.3
	40
	4.3
	1.4

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?*
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	15
	4.1
	1.4
	40
	4.2
	1.3

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	15
	3.9
	1.5
	40
	4.0
	1.2

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	15
	4.1
	1.3
	40
	4.7
	1.1

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	15
	4.0
	0.8
	40
	4.1
	0.8

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	15
	4.2
	1.0
	40
	4.3
	0.8

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	15
	4.4
	0.8
	40
	4.5
	0.9

	Total (Items: All) 
	15
	4.2
	0.8
	40
	4.3
	0.8


*Item not given to youth in this facility.

**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A12. 5. Facility 5 Youth Efficacy Perceptions

	
	Assigned Traditional
	Ineligible

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	9
	2.7
	1.1
	22
	3.7
	1.8

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	9
	3.2
	1.5
	22
	4.1
	1.3

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	9
	3.4
	1.5
	22
	3.9
	1.7

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	9
	3.7
	1.5
	22
	4.1
	1.5

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	9
	3.6
	1.4
	22
	4.2
	1.3

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	9
	3.9
	1.5
	22
	4.2
	1.7

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	9
	4.7
	1.7
	22
	5.0
	1.4

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	9
	4.0
	1.9
	21
	4.4
	1.3

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	8
	3.4
	1.4
	22
	4.5
	1.6

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	9
	3.3
	1.0
	21
	3.7
	1.8

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	9
	3.8
	1.6
	22
	4.0
	1.4

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	9
	2.6
	1.9
	22
	4.4
	1.4

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	9
	3.8
	1.9
	22
	4.0
	1.8

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	9
	3.2
	1.8
	22
	4.4
	1.3

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	9
	3.8
	1.4
	22
	3.7
	1.7

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	9
	4.2
	1.6
	20
	4.4
	1.5

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	9
	3.2
	1.8
	22
	3.9
	1.5

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	9
	4.1
	1.9
	22
	4.7
	1.3

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	9
	4.3
	1.4
	22
	4.3
	1.4

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	9
	3.0
	1.2
	22
	4.3
	1.6

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?
	9
	4.3
	1.4
	22
	4.1
	1.5

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	9
	3.7
	1.7
	22
	4.5
	1.7

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	9
	4.1
	1.9
	22
	4.3
	1.5

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	9
	3.9
	1.2
	22
	4.5
	1.5

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	9
	3.6
	1.0
	22
	4.1
	1.1

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	9
	3.7
	1.0
	22
	4.2
	1.2

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	9
	4.0
	1.0
	22
	4.4
	1.2

	Total (Items: All) 
	9
	3.7
	0.9
	22
	4.2
	1.1


**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A12. 6. Facility 7 Youth Efficacy Perceptions

	
	Assigned Traditional
	Ineligible

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	32
	3.7
	1.8
	112
	4.0
	1.8

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	33
	4.4
	1.5
	114
	4.3
	1.7

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	33
	3.6
	1.6
	113
	4.0
	1.6

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	32
	4.3
	1.3
	112
	4.2
	1.7

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	33
	3.3
	1.5
	113
	3.7
	1.6

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	33
	4.2
	1.4
	113
	4.6
	1.5

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	33
	4.2
	1.6
	113
	4.7
	1.5

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	28
	4.4
	1.5
	112
	4.3
	1.5

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	32
	4.4
	1.5
	114
	4.5
	1.6

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	33
	3.7
	1.4
	113
	4.3
	1.5

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	33
	3.8
	1.5
	112
	4.1
	1.4

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	27
	4.1
	1.2
	111
	4.3
	1.5

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	32
	3.8
	1.7
	111
	4.2
	1.5

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	32
	4.2
	1.4
	112
	4.2
	1.5

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	32
	3.9
	1.7
	108
	4.4
	1.4

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	31
	4.8
	1.2
	114
	4.4
	1.5

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	31
	3.7
	1.4
	113
	4.1
	1.4

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	33
	4.3
	1.4
	113
	4.3
	1.6

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	33
	4.2
	1.4
	113
	4.3
	1.5

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	33
	4.0
	1.6
	113
	4.3
	1.5

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?
	29
	3.9
	1.3
	111
	4.3
	1.5

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	33
	3.9
	1.7
	113
	4.5
	1.5

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	33
	4.2
	1.5
	114
	4.4
	1.4

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	33
	4.4
	1.5
	114
	4.5
	1.6

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	33
	4.0
	1.1
	114
	4.2
	1.1

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	33
	4.1
	1.1
	114
	4.3
	1.2

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	33
	4.2
	1.0
	114
	4.3
	1.3

	Total (Items: All) 
	33
	4.0
	1.0
	114
	4.3
	1.1


**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Table A12. 7. Facility 8 Youth Efficacy Perceptions

	
	Ineligible

	Reading Efficacy Item**
	N
	Mean
	SD

	R1 How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	14
	3.9
	1.5

	R2  How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	15
	4.6
	1.5

	R3 How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	15
	4.1
	1.2

	R4 How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	14
	4.1
	0.9

	R5 How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	15
	3.7
	1.6

	R6 How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly in a sentence?
	15
	4.8
	1.1

	R7 How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	15
	4.9
	1.3

	R8 How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don't know?
	15
	4.6
	1.1

	R9 How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	15
	4.5
	1.5

	R10  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don't know using clues from a paragraph
	15
	4.3
	1.2

	R11  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that's needed to be able to tell a story
	15
	4.7
	1.3

	R12 How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	14
	4.6
	1.6

	R13 How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out its meaning?
	15
	4.2
	1.5

	R14 How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story?
	14
	4.6
	1.3

	R15 How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	15
	4.5
	1.3

	R16 How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn't in a sentence?
	15
	4.6
	1.5

	R17 How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	15
	4.1
	1.5

	R18 How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	15
	4.7
	1.3

	R19 How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	15
	4.4
	1.2

	R20 How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish)?
	15
	4.3
	1.6

	R21 How sure are you that you can figure out the setting of a story?
	15
	4.3
	1.4

	R22 How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less)?
	15
	4.9
	1.3

	R23 How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you?
	15
	4.4
	1.4

	R24 How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?  (An example would be a word that means the same as funny)
	15
	4.5
	1.5

	Comprehension (Items:  R1, R3, R9, R11, R14, R15, R17, R18, R21, R23)
	15
	4.4
	1.0

	Vocabulary (Items: R2, R8, R10 R13, R19, R20, R22, R24)
	15
	4.5
	1.1

	Grammar (Items:   R4, R5, R6, R7, R16, R4, R5, R6, R7, R16)
	15
	4.4
	1.0

	Total (Items: All) 
	15
	4.4
	1.0


**Data are analyzed on a 6 point scale: 1 = Not Sure At All; 6 = Very Very Sure 

Note: Youth who did not have a facility number or assignment status, flat lined, or produced patterned responses (i.e., 1,2,3,4,5,6,5,4,3,2,1) were omitted from any analyses. 

Traditional Eligible’s had a response rate of n = 1; therefore results were omitted here.

Appendix B: Non-Standardized Measures

Appendix B1. Youth Measures

Table B1. 1. Student Measures and Characteristics Collected

	Variable/ Measures
	Definition
	Assessment Administration Timeline
	Category
	Measure-

ment Level
	Data Collected by…

	Race
	 Race
	Intake
	(1)Asian/Pacific Islander                                                  
	Nominal
	ODYS

	 
	 
	 
	(2) Black
	
	

	 
	
	 
	(3)Hispanic
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(4)Native American/Alaskan
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(5)White
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(6)Multiracial
	
	

	Gender
	 Gender
	Intake
	(0)Male
	Nominal
	ODYS

	 
	 
	 
	(1)Female
	
	

	Age
	2007 Minus Date of Birth 
	Intake
	N /A
	Scale
	ODYS

	Grade/Grade Placement Difference
	Students' current grade minus their chronological grade placement
	Annually 
	N /A
	Scale
	ODYS

	Disability
	Students' disability status
	Quarterly
	(1)Au Autism
	Nominal
	ODYS

	 
	 
	 
	(2) Cognitive Disability-Mental Retardation
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(3) Deafness
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(4) Emotional Disturbance
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(5) Mental Retardation
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(6)Not Applicable
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(7) Other Impairment-Minor
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(8) Other Impairment-Major
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(9) Orthopedic Impairment
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(10) Speech or Learning Disability
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(11) Specific Learning Disability
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(12) Traumatic Brain Injury
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(13) Visual Impairment
	
	

	Special Education 
	Whether the students are assigned to special education?
	Quarterly
	(0) Not in Special Education
	Nominal
	ODYS

	 
	
	 
	(1) In Special Education
	
	

	Graduation Plan
	Students' plan to graduate
	 
	(0)GED Track
	Nominal
	ODYS

	 
	 
	 
	(1)High School Diploma Track
	
	


Table B1.1. Student Measures and Characteristics Collected (Continued)

	Variable/ Measures
	Definition
	Assessment Administration Timeline
	Category
	Measure-

ment Level
	Data Collected by…

	School Name
	School Youth is Enrolled in

 
	Quarterly
	(1) HG High School
	Nominal
	ODYS

	 
	
	 
	(2) IR High School
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(3) LB High School
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(4) LEB High School
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(5) RS High School
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(6) SR High School
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(7) T High School 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	(8) WW High School
	
	

	Lexile (SRI)
	Assess reading level
	(1) At intake (pre-test); 

(2) Quarterly, or

(3) within one month of release 
	N/A
	Scale
	ODYS

	Math CAT
	 Assess mathematical ability 
	(1) At intake 

(2) Quarterly, or

(3) within one month of release 
	N/A
	Scale
	ODYS

	Read CAT
	Assess vocabulary and comprehension reading skills
	(1) At intake 

(2) Yearly or

(3) within one month of release
	N/A
	Scale
	ODYS

	OGT
	 5 components assessing reading, math, science, writing and citizenship
	(1)10th Grade 

(2) Semi Annually until all sections passed
	N/A
	Scale
	ODYS

	Student’s self-efficacy**
	Assesses academic self-efficacy
	Two pilot administrations have been conducted. When instrument is finalized it will be administered annually. 
	(1). Strongly Agree                               (6). Strongly Disagree
	Nominal
	OSU Eval Team


** Pilot data only available. 

Students’ Perception of Reading Efficacy. 

Since program intervention began in October, 2006, several studies have been published that give additional insight on the measurement of self efficacy in this at-risk, largely special education classed, fourth-to-sixth-grade-reading-level population.  As pointed out in Using Strategy Instruction to Help Struggling High Schoolers Understand What They Read, there are few rigorous scientifically based studies that would pass the What Works Clearinghouse evidence screen when it comes to studies relating to reading skills for this population.  Out of the 50+ studies reviewed to date that are relevant to academic or reading self-efficacy, roughly one third include meaningful analysis.  Of those, only six actually measured self efficacy, and of those six, only four were conducted on middle-high schoolers.  These four studies (two from 2007) all dealt with academic self efficacy, but none were specific to self efficacy of reading skills.  Only two included an instrument, and only one of the instruments (Muris’  Self Efficacy Questionnaire for Children, 2001)
 was appropriate for use with middle schoolers (Suldo and Shaffer, 2007)
.  The other instrument (Choi, Fuqua, & Griffin 2001)
 was adapted from Bandura’s 1990 Multidimensional Scales of Perceived Self Efficacy, and is written at a Flesh-Kincaid 11-12th grade reading level.  

In Chen & Zimmerman’s (2007)
 study, it was confirmed that accuracy of judgment declines as item difficulty increases; although this study related to math self efficacy, it is consistent with previous literature and affirms the importance of having a self efficacy instrument that is not only geared specifically to middle school reading level, but that is also age-specific when it comes to the self-efficacy of reading constructs.  Recent literature by Klassen (as cited in Bandura, 2006)
 that shows  students with learning disabilities have difficulty analyzing tasks, have difficulty selecting and using strategies, have a tendency to focus more on the lower-order processes of reading and writing, and are less meta-cognitively aware, must also be considered when measuring this at-risk population. Students with learning disabilities, according to Klassen, tend to mis-analyze tasks due to their misconceptions and misunderstandings of tasks and what it takes to learn them, which results in “mis-calibration” of their efficacy beliefs” (Klassen as cited in Bandura, 2006,  p.184) 5. Another relevant study released in 2007 (Magawgwe & Oliver)
 showed that when it comes to middle school students, “fair” and “poor” level readers used fewer strategies than did “good” readers, and that this also impacted efficacious measurement.  

Given the imperative nature of youths’ reading efficacy perceptions, a self-efficacy assessment was central to the evaluation of Read 180. As part of the evaluation agenda several versions of youth self efficacy instruments were constructed and pilot tested. We first address the first and second pilot testing, including survey administration and psychometric property analyses. We then focus more heavily on the final, pilot 3 or 4 survey construction, administration and psychometric property analyses. 

  Pilots 1 and 2. The first pilot was administered to all available youth that were present in the ODYS Traditional English and Read 180 classrooms. This instrument was a 4 point Self-Efficacy Questionnaire for Reading.  The second pilot was only administered to eligible youth that were on supplied lists of eligible youth for Traditional English and Read 180 classes, and primarily differed in that is used a 6 point scale.  Both pilot questionnaires were modified to fit the restrictions of a correctional facility setting, with items such as “When I read aloud, people in my family think that I am a good reader” and “ I enjoy going to the library and picking out interesting books” being deleted or modified.  An effort was also made to keep the Questionnaire to one page, as the youth are not especially receptive to test taking and were already regularly taking the SRI. The first pilot scale ranged from Strongly Agree (1) to Strongly Disagree (4), and the second scale ranged from Very Strongly Agree (1) to Very Strongly Disagree (6),   

The instruments for both pilot one and pilot two were taken from Scholastic’s Read 180 EE Reader Self Efficacy Scales (Read 180 Motivation and Efficacy Spring/Fall/Growth Scales), which are geared to a Flesch-Kincaid reading level of fifth grade and contain items similar to those used in Henk & Melnick’s 1995 Reader Self Perception Scale (RSPS)
 (see Tables B1.3 for pilot 1 version; the  same tiems were included in pilot 2 but with a 6-poimt scale (1 = Very Strongly Disagree; 6 = Very Strongly Agree). .  Although these supplied self efficacy tools were titled efficaciously, they did not contain self efficacy items; This was found to be a recurring theme in the literature, with examples such as the Self-Efficacy for Learning Form (SELF)-Zimmerman, Kitsantas, & Campillo (2005)
, the Academic Self-Efficacy Scales (ASES)-Ioannou, Lima, Johnson, Brown, Hudson, Niv-Solomon, Urlacher, & Boyer (2002)
, and the Morgan-Jinks Student Efficacy Scale (MJSES)-Jinks and Morgan (1999)
. 

For both pilots, the questionnaires were administered by way of paper and pencil.  Sample Questions and Instructions were supplied to each Literacy Coach and facility, along with an electronic copy of the Questionnaire.  For the first pilot, the Literacy Coaches were asked to personally administer the questionnaire to as many Read 180 and English classes as they were able to do within a 24-hour period, in an effort to minimize duplicates and turnaround time.    (Each facility has between one and four Read 180 classes per day and anywhere from two to twelve English classes per day.) The Literacy Coaches were given approximately three weeks notice for administration of the questionnaire, and the surveys were picked up by the evaluators on weekly site visits, approximately one week after completion.  

Table B1. 2.  Data Entry Protocol for Self Efficacy Pilots

	Rule #1:  
	Questions with some answers missing leave the missing answers blank.

	Rule #2:  

     
	For Questions with multiple answers:

Record the more positive of two negatives 

Record the positive if a negative and a positive

Record the lesser of two positives


Table B1.2. Data Entry Protocol for Self Efficacy Pilots (Continued)

	Rule #3:
	Blank Questionnaires that have DYS numbers, don’t key at all.

	Rule #4:  
	Questionnaires with DYS numbers and flat lined answers treat answers as missing.

	Rule #5:  
	For Duplicate Questionnaires/DYS numbers:  

If one of the questionnaires was blank or flat lined and the other was not, discard the flat lined or blank questionnaire and use the other.  

If both appear to be valid, make one questionnaire with answers derived by evaluating each answer based on Rule #2.


In most cases, the Sample Questionnaire was administered.  This was left to the discretion of the teacher, however, based on the circumstances that existed in the classroom at the time of questionnaire administration; class time is very limited and disruption is the norm in a juvenile corrections setting, so some consistency of administration had to be sacrificed at times in order to get the surveys completed. Surveys were then collected and keyed into Excel, converted to SPSS and checked for duplicates, and matched to the SRI file for demographics.  Duplicate records’ answers were compared and combined in the same manner in which the questionnaires were keyed (See Table B1.2 Data Entry Protocol for Self Efficacy Pilots); if a question had multiple answers then the higher of two negatives or the higher of a positive and a negative was taken, and the lower of two positives was taken.    

The second pilot was keyed in the same manner, but used a slightly different protocol for administration.  Step 1 was to have ODYS Computer Services identify a current list of eligibles for each facility, with a breakdown of Traditional Eligibles vs. R180 Eligibles.  Step 2 was to email electronic copies of the Questionnaire, Instructions, Sample Question, and the list of eligibles to each facility within a week of identification of eligibles.  For Step 3, the evaluators followed up with each facility during weekly visits to address any questions.  Step 4 was for the Literacy Coaches to administer the 6 point SE Questionnaires to the youth over the course of three weeks. The completed questionnaires were collected over the two weeks following, during the evaluator’s regular observational visit to the each facility.

Pilot 1 received 763, of which 696 were valid cases. For pilot 2 266 surveys were collected; 233 were valid. Using the valid responses, psychometric properties for the instruments administered in pilot 1 and 2 were in general found to be reliable but not valid. With respect to pilot 1 administration, Total reliability (Item N = 25) = .84; “Other” subscale (Item N = 10) = .68; “Self” Subscale (Item N = 15) = .78. Two CFA models were estimated. The first was a one factor model with all 25 items loading on one factor and the second was a two factor correlated model where 15 items load on the “self” factor and 10 items load on the “Other” subscale. The one factor model had a RMSEA = .089 while the two factor correlated model had an RMSEA = .92.   With respect to pilot 2, Total reliability (Item N = 25) = .8; “Other” subscale (Item N = 10) = .50; “Self” Subscale (Item N = 15) = .78. Additionally, the same two CFA models were estimated. The onefactor model had a RMSEA = .112, and the one factor correlated model hand an RMSEA = .93. Supplemental confirmatory factor analyses found that while omitting some items improved model fit, the overall construct validation was unsatisfactory. 

A new efficacy instrument was needed. The goal of the  reading self efficacy instrument was to measure specific reading constructs that are not only aligned with age-appropriate Ohio’s Academic Content Standards, but that will accommodate the potential affects of measuring those with learning disabilities and poor-to-fair reading skills, as well as address calibration issues that may result from self efficacy and other potential factors such as overconfidence that is a likely characteristic of these delinquent youth. 

Table B1. 3. Pilot 1 Reading Self Efficacy Perception Survey

FACILITY:_________

        Self-Efficacy Questionnaire

      Reading 

Date: _____    DYS Number:  _______  Teacher:  _______    Class Time:  ________



	
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	  I like to learn things by reading.
	
	
	
	

	  Compared to other activities I do, it is very important to me to be a good reader.                     
	
	
	
	

	2.   I read to learn new information about topics that interest me.
	
	
	
	

	  People in my family think that I am a good reader.
	
	
	
	

	  I understand what I read as well as other kids do.
	
	
	
	

	  I am a good reader.
	
	
	
	

	  Other kids don’t think that I am a very good reader.
	
	
	
	

	  Reading is easier for me than it used to be.
	
	
	
	

	  During my free time there are a lot of other things that I’d rather do than read.
	
	
	
	

	  I read better now than I could before.
	
	
	
	

	  Knowing how to read well is not very important to me.
	
	
	
	

	  I go to the library as often as I can.
	
	
	
	

	  I talk to my friends about what I am reading.
	
	
	
	

	  I read to improve my grades.
	
	
	
	

	  It is very important to me to be a good reader.
	
	
	
	

	  I don’t really care if I read better than my friends.
	
	
	
	

	  I am not getting any better at reading.
	
	
	
	

	  I am willing to work hard to read better than my friends.
	
	
	
	

	  I like to finish my reading before other students.
	
	
	
	

	  I know that I will do well in reading next year.
	
	
	
	

	  It is important for me to see my name on a list of good readers.
	
	
	
	

	  My teacher thinks that my reading is fine.
	
	
	
	

	  I often spend my free time reading.
	
	
	
	

	  Most of the other kids in my class read better than I do.
	
	
	
	

	  I rarely read just for fun.
	
	
	
	


   Pilots 3 and 4.  The development progression for Pilot 3 is as follows.  First, items were selected from available instruments whenever possible, researched for theory and use, and then aligned with content standards.  Next, the draft instrument was examined by experts from a variety of backgrounds.  Cognitive interviews were then held with ten of the youth, and finally, a small pilot study was conducted with one of the facilities.  The one-facility pilot was successful, and the instrument was used for the other two facilities, thus completing the three-facility sample used for Pilot 3. 

Items for the reading self efficacy portion of the instrument were developed by first consulting literacy coaches, Title I teachers, language arts and special education teachers, and several professors of educational research (one of which has expertise in the area of reading) regarding their knowledge of existing instruments that measured self efficacy for reading.  No instruments were found.  A literature search was also conducted, and while several instruments were found that professed to measure self efficacy, few truly measured the concept and even fewer were found to measure academic self efficacy in adolescents. Of these, none were found to measure self efficacy for specific reading skills or for academic self efficacy in incarcerated populations. (Edington, 2008)

The decision was made at that point to use READ 180’s rSkills’ Scope and Sequence of Tested Skills (Scholastic, Inc., 2005b, p. 11)
 as the driver skill set for measuring reading self efficacy, and to word these skills efficaciously for creation of the RSE+.  Many of the rSkills (e.g., correcting run on sentences, summarization, and correcting sentence fragments) could not be written without a reference paragraph and so were excluded.  Other skills (e.g., avoiding double negatives, using adjectives that compare, and subject-verb agreement) could not be efficaciously worded in a sentence or two, and were therefore omitted due to space limitations, with the goal being to keep the reading self efficacy portion to one page.
Newly-written items were then checked against published samples of rSkills Tests (Scholastic, Inc. 2005b), Department of Education’s Academic Content Standards (Ohio Department of Education, 2004)
 for fourth-sixth grade, and the Department of Youth Services English Language Arts (Ohio Department of Youth Services, 2002)
 critical objectives for fourth-sixth grade. Items were then aligned with the California Achievement Test (CAT) (California Achievement Tests, 1993)
 items, as each youth is given this test when they enter the care of DYS.  Last, the items were checked for readability using Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level scoring within Microsoft Word, with the goal to have the items readable at the fourth- to sixth-grade reading level. 

For the Other Factors portion of the RSE+, items known through research to affect reading self efficacy were pulled from three existing instruments:  the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990)
, the Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey (Midgely et al., 2000)
, and the Multidimensional Scales of Perceived Self efficacy (Bandura, 1990, as cited in Choi et al., 2001)
.  Duplicate items from these three instruments were eliminated first, then items were eliminated that were best not asked of incarcerated youth, and last, items were eliminated that were not relevant to the prison environment as homework is not assigned and there are no “home” study habits.  Last, the items were checked for fourth- to sixth-grade level readability using Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level scoring.

The next step in this instrument development was to have the draft items reviewed by available Title I, language arts, and special education teachers, as well as READ 180 literacy coaches, at the sample facilities.  These reading experts were asked to review the efficaciously worded items to confirm that they had not seen anything similar, and for any additional feedback they might have.  The survey was then reviewed by several professors--one with expertise in the area of adolescent reading skills, and two others with expertise in self efficacy measurement—as well as a panel of PhD. students who were familiar with the nuances of the population. 

Two cognitive interviews were subsequently conducted for each facility.  After each set of interviews, modifications were made to the instrument where needed, and the revised instrument was used for the next set of interviews.  Each set of interviews resulted in fewer revisions and took less and less time to complete.  The survey was finalized and a one-facility pilot was conducted.  This pilot was successful, two additionally facilities were given the survey, making up the three-facility sample consisting of Pilot 3.

For Pilot 4, a page of efficaciously-worded High Yield Strategy items was reviewed and added, several subscales were removed from the Other Factors portion of the Survey, one low-performing question was removed from the Reading Self-Efficacy items, and one additional Reading Self-Efficacy item was reworded.  The protocol for survey administration for Pilot 4 was the same as for Pilot 3, and was sent to the literacy coach at the pilot facilities, along with the instrument and a recommended timeline for administration and data collection.  The survey administration was described to those who gave the surveys to the youth. This information is presented here. 

PROTOCOL FOR SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

Attached is the Reading Self Efficacy Survey, to be administered to all eligible and ineligible youth.  The survey is 2 pages and should take about 20 minutes to complete. For past youth SE surveys, the LC's have given the needed number of copies to the teachers, the teachers have administered to their classes, and then the LC's collected.

Protocol #1:  It works best if the surveys are given as close together as possible on the same day. (For example: give to all classes occurring during first period on Tuesday at your facility); this not only minimizes duplication, but it catches as many youth as possible during that day.  However, you know what will work most smoothly at your facility.

Protocol #2:  Whoever administers the survey (either LC's or Teachers) should:

     (PLEASE MAKE SURE THAT THE YOUTH START WITH THE SURVEY/SIDE

           THAT  HAS “Reading+ SE Survey” AT THE TOP

      (Describe the scale on Page 1 as a 1-6 point scale, with 1 being

         "Not SURE At All" and 6 being "Very Very SURE"

      (Describe the scale on Page 2 as a 1-6 point scale, with 1 being

         "Not TRUE At All" and 6 being "Very Very TRUE" 

     (Instruct the youth to put a "checkmark" in the appropriate box

          when answering the question

You will be contacted during the second week of the quarter to arrange pick up of the completed surveys, and in the meantime, please call if you have questions. 
Thank you again, for your cooperation and legwork on this.  

The RSE+ instrument administered in Pilot 3 (with footnoted changes in Pilot 4) is presented in Table B1.5. 

Reliability and confirmatory factor analyses were performed separately for youth in pilot 3 and 4. Since no major differences were found the aggregate data are presented here. Internal consistency (measured with Cronbach’s alpha) was assessed for the three major sections that comprised the RSE+ instrument – reading, other factors, and Marzano strategies. Reading is comprised of three factors – comprehension, vocabulary and grammar while other factors includes performance approach and avoidance and meeting others expectations (note: all remaining “other” factor items stand alone and therefore do not make up a scale, per se) and Marzano was a scale of its own. Table B1.4 presents reliably estimates by subscale. 

Table B1. 4. Pilot 3 and 4 Cronbach’s Alpha Estimates by Survey Section and Subscale. 

	Survey Section
	Subscale
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	N of Items

	Reading Self Efficacy
	Comprehension
	.911
	11

	
	Vocabulary
	.882
	8

	
	Grammar
	.830
	5

	Other Factors  Known to Related to Self Efficacy
	Prefer Approach/Avoid
	.719
	4

	
	Meet others Expectation
	.724
	4

	Marzano Strategies
	Marzano Strategies
	.937
	24


Table reads: under the reading self efficacy section of the RSE+ survey self efficacy related for comprehension had an internal consistency value of .911 and included 11 items in this subscale. 

Note: only those subscales found to be reliable and valid are presented here

These scales appear to be relatively reliable, since all have a Cronbach’s alpha of .7 or higher. Reading comprehension (
[image: image224.wmf]a

 = .911) and Marzano’s strategies (
[image: image225.wmf]a

 = .937) are the most reliable, perhaps because of the large number of items associated with these scales. Self-efficacy for Vocabulary (
[image: image226.wmf]a

 = .882) and Grammar (
[image: image227.wmf]a

 = .83) were also pretty stable with eight and five items respectively. The “Other” factors associated with youths’ self efficacy perceptions were the least consistent (
[image: image228.wmf]a

= .719 for performance approach and avoidance and .724 for meeting others expectations) but still relatively reliable. 

To assess construct validity, a series of confirmatory factor analysis models were estimated. For the reading self efficacy section of the survey five models were estimated: (1) a total model where all items loaded on one factor, (2) a three factor correlated model where the items associated with comprehension, vocabulary, and grammar loaded on the respected factor, (3-5) each reading efficacy factor was estimated separately.  The results suggest that total reading fit the construct reasonable well (RMSEA = 0.079), Reading with covariance’s fit reasonably well to the data (RMSEA = 0.064), reading comprehension fit reasonably well to the data (RMSEA = .081), and vocabulary fit reasonably well to the data (RMSEA = 0.062) as did the grammar one factor model (RMSEA = .040).

With respect to the other factors, two separate models were estimated and confirmed. A one factor Meeting Others Expectations (RMSEA = .070) model and a one factor Prefer Approach/Avoidance (RMSEA = .0001) model.  Additional models not confirmed valid included measures of intrinsic value, cognitive dissonance, and self regulation. Marzano strategies items were also unconfirmed. 

Table B1. 5. Reading SE+ Survey Pilot 3 and 4

	DYS Number: _____________

 Facility:  _____________             Date:  _______________

 Period:    _____________             Teacher:  ____________
	1-Not Sure at All
	2-Not Too Sure
	3-Some

what Sure
	4-Pretty Sure
	5-Really  Sure
	6-Very Very Sure

	1.   How sure are you that you can pick out the topic or subject of a story?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.   How sure are you that you can use words that sound the same but  have different meanings like to, two, and too, correctly in a sentence?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.   How sure are you that you can sum up text by remembering the main idea and important details?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.   How sure are you that you can use the correct form of a verb, like have, has, or had, in a sentence?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.   How sure are you that you can add commas wherever they are needed in a sentence?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.   How sure are you that you can use words like he, it, or they correctly

       in a sentence?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.    How sure are you that you can capitalize whatever letters need to be capitalized in a sentence?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.   How sure are you that you can sound out words that you don’t know?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.  How sure are you that you can decide if a story is fiction or non-fiction?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.  How sure are you that you can figure out a word that you don’t know using clues from the paragraph?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11.  How sure are you that you can put sentences in the order that’s needed to be able to tell a story?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12.  How sure are you that you can figure out the main idea and details in a story?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13.  How sure are you that you can use the beginning syllable of a word (like un- or pre-) to figure out it’s meaning?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14.  How sure are you that you can identify the important events that helped to solve the problem in a story? 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15.  How sure are you that you can correctly pick out information from a graph?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16.  How sure are you that you can properly use words like won't or wouldn’t in a sentence?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17.  How sure are you that you can tell whether a list of instructions is in the correct order?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18.  How sure are you that you can look back through a text to get answers, if the text does not make sense to you?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19.  How sure are you that you can figure out a word, using clues from the sentence?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20.  How sure are you that you can pick out the opposite of words?  (An example would be a word that means the opposite of foolish.) 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21  How sure are you that you can use the ending syllable of a word (like  -ful, -less or –est) to figure out it’s meaning?
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22.  How sure are you that you can answer questions about a text that is read to you? 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23.  How sure are you that you can pick out words that mean the same?   (An example would be a word that means the same as funny.)
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: item 21 is only in the pilot 3 survey. 

Subscales: 1. reading comprehension: item 1, 3, 9, 11, 14, 15, 17, 18, 21, 23; 2, reading vocabulary: item 2, 8, 10, 13, 19, 20, 22, 24; 3. reading grammar: item 4, 5, 6, 7, and16

Table B1.5. Reading SE+ Survey Pilot 3 and 4 (continued)

Other Factors

	DYS Number:_____________
 Facility:  _____________             

Date:  _______________

Period:    _____________             Teacher:  ____________

How true is this of you:
	1-Not True At All
	2-Not Too True
	3-Somewhat True
	4- Pretty True
	5-Really True
	6-Very Very True

	1. I prefer class work that is challenging so that I can learn new things.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Even when I do poorly on a test I try to learn from my mistakes.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. Knowing how to read is important to me.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. It’s important to me that I don’t look stupid in class.   
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.  When I study for a test, I try to put together the  information from class and from the book.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. When I do homework, I try to remember what the teacher said in class so I can answer the questions correctly.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7. I ask myself questions to make sure I know the material I’ve been studying.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8. When work is hard, I either give up or just study the easy parts.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9. When I study, I put important ideas into my own words.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.  Even when study materials are boring or not interesting, I keep working until I finish.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11. One of my goals is to show others that class work is easy for me.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12. I can live up to what my parents expect of me.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13.  When I study for a test I practice saying the important facts over and over to myself.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14. I am able to live up to what my teachers expect of me.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15. I can live up to what my peers expect of me.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16. I enjoy reading.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17. I am able to live up to what I expect of myself.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18. I find that when the teacher is talking, I think of other things and don’t really listen to what’s being said.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19. When I’m studying a topic, I try to make everything fit together.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20. It’s important to me that I look smart, compared to others in my class.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21. When I'm reading, I stop once in a while to go over what I’ve read.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22. When I read material for this class, I say the words over and over to myself to help me remember.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23. I work hard to get a good grade, even when I don’t like the teacher.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	24. One of my goals in class is to avoid looking like I have trouble doing the work.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	25. When reading, I try to connect the things I am  reading about to what I already know.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	26.  I think that being a good reader will help me in other classes.   
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: item 3, 5, 6, 8, 11, 15, 22, 26 are only in pilot 3 survey, not in pilot 4 survey. 

Subscales: 1. Meet others’ expectations: item 18, 20, 21, 24; 2. Prefer approach/avoid: item 32, 28, 17, and 7.

Table B1.5. Reading SE+ Survey Pilot 3 and 4 (continued)

Marzano Strategies

	                    DYS Number:_____________

 

         Facility:  _____________             Date:  _______________

         Period:    _____________             Teacher:  ____________

How true is this of you:
	1-Not True At All
	2-Not Too True
	3-Somewhat True
	4- Pretty True
	5-Really True
	6-Very Very True

	1.    I can pick out things that are the same for two groups, like how life is the same today as it was in pioneer days.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2.    I can group things together that are different, like tools that are used by a mechanic and tools that are used by a painter.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3.    I think taking notes helps me to learn a topic.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4.    It is difficult for me to pick out what’s important when I try to take notes about a topic.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5.    I think that the more effort I put into reading, the better I will be at reading.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6.    I don’t think that the effort I put into reading has much effect on my test scores.  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	7.    I try hard when I know the teacher will give me recognition for reaching a goal that I have set..
	
	
	
	
	
	

	8.    I try hard when I know the teacher will praise me for doing well.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	9.    I try hard when I know I will get a reward for doing well.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	10.  I think that doing homework outside of class helps me to learn the topic.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	11.  I think that I must practice something if I want to be good at it.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	12.  Seeing a picture of what I’m trying to learn helps me to remember it.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13.  Drawing a picture of what I’m trying to learn helps me to understand it
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14.  I learn the most about a subject when I’m working as part of a group on an assignment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15.  I learn the most about a subject when I work by myself on an assignment.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16.  It helps me to learn about a topic if I set goals for myself before learning.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	17.  It helps me learn about a topic if the teacher sets goals for me before 

       learning.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	18.  It helps me learn if I keep trying until I get the right answer.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	19.  I’m good at figuring out how a story will end.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	20.  Even if I can figure out how a story will end, I usually can’t explain why I thought the story would end that way.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	21.  It helps me if the teacher gives me clues about the topic before I try to learn it.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	22.  It helps me if the teacher asks me questions about the topic before I try to learn it.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	23.  I can pick out things that are different betweens two groups, like how life is different today than it was in pioneer days.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	24.  I can group things together that are similar, like tools that are used by a mechanic and tools that are used by a painter.
	
	
	
	
	
	


Note: Marzano strategies items are only in the pilot 4 survey, not in the pilot 3 survey. All items compose one subscale. 

Appendix B2: Classroom and Teacher Measures

Table B2. 1. Read180 Observation Measures Collected

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	Quarter
	numeric
	Observed quarter started from Fall 2006
	1
	Fall 2006 (Oct. 2, 2006-Dec.8, 2006)
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	
	2
	Winter 2007 (Jan. 2, 2007-Mar. 9, 2007)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	3
	Spring 2007 (Apr. 2, 2007-June 1, 2007)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	4
	Summer 2007 (July 5, 2007- Aug. 31, 2007)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	5
	Fall 2007 (Oct. 1, 2007-Dec. 12, 2007)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	
	6
	Winter 2008 (Jan. 3, 2008-Mar. 12, 2008)
	 
	 

	Class
	numeric
	R180 class or traditional class
	0
	Traditional 
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	R180 
	 
	 

	Facility
	numeric
	The facility which the observed class is located in
	1
	School 1
	Scale
	No observation should be coded for facility 6

	 
	 
	 
	2
	School 2
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	School 3
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	School 4
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	5
	School 5
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	6
	School 6
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	7
	School 7
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	8
	School 8
	 
	 

	Teacher
	numeric 
	The teacher who teaches the class
	1
	Teacher 1
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Teacher 2
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	Teacher 3
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	Teacher 4
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	5
	Teacher 5
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	6
	Teacher 6
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	7
	Teacher 7
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	8
	Teacher 8
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	9
	Teacher 9
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	10
	Teacher 10
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	11
	Teacher 11
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	12
	Teacher 12
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	13
	Teacher 13
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	14
	Teacher 14
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	15
	Teacher 15
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	16
	Teacher 16
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	17
	Teacher 17
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	18
	Teacher 18
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	19
	Tearcher19
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	20
	Teacher 20
	 
	 

	ClassDate
	mm/dd/yyyy
	Date of the observation
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	ObsvDuration
	numeric
	Duration of observation
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	1-3 qrts


Table B2.1. Read180 Observation Measures Collected (Continued) 

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	Observer
	numeric
	Observer
	1
	Observer 1
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Observer 2
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	Observer 3
	 
	 

	SpecialEd
	numeric
	How many students are in special education 
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 2 and quarter 3

	Enrolled
	numeric
	Number of students who enrolled in the class
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 1

	Actual
	numeric
	Number of students who actually come to the class
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for first three quarters

	Tardy
	numeric
	Number of students who is late to the class
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for first three quarters

	StuNOclass
	numeric
	Number of student when the class starts
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	StuNOr180
	numeric
	Number of student when the R180 starts
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	StuNOtotal
	numeric
	Total number of student
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	Block
	numeric 
	The block of class
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	STsche
	hh:mm
	Time when the class is scheduled to start
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for the first three quarters

	STactual
	hh:mm
	Time when the class is actually start
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for the first three quarters

	STdiff
	numeric
	Difference between the scheduled time and actual start time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for the first three quarters

	InstructTime
	numeric
	The class instruction time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	STmatch
	numeric
	Does the observed start time math with the reported start time
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	STr180start
	hh:mm
	Time when R180 is started
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	STr180end
	hh:mm
	Time when R180 is end
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	STrespon
	hh:mm
	Time when the teacher begins to take responsibility for class
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on


Table B2.1. Read180 Observation Measures Collected (Continued) 

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	ST1starrive
	hh:mm
	Time when the first student arrives 
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	STlastarrive
	hh:mm
	Time when the last student arrives
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	ST1stleave
	hh:mm
	Time when the first student leaves
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	STlastleave
	hh:mm
	Time when the last student leaves
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	Materialdiff
	string
	Materials used to fill the difference between class start/end & R180 start/end
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	ClassMaterial 
	numeric
	Are all classroom materials there?
	0
	No
	Scale
	only available for the first three quarters

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	ClassMaterialMiss
	string
	The missing classroom materials 
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	only available for the first three quarters

	ClassMaterialComm
	string
	Comments on the classroom materials
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	only available for the first three quarters

	WGst
	hh:mm
	Time that the whole group instruction starts 
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	WGend
	hh:mm
	Time that the whole group instruction ends
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on 

	WGinst
	numeric
	Whole group instruction time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on 

	WGr180wkshp
	numeric
	Is R180 workshop included in the instruction?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGwkshp
	numeric
	Which R180 workshop is instructed? 
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	WGwkshpOff
	numeric
	Is the workshop off?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGwkshpWhy
	string
	Why the workshop is off?
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	WGhaveRBK
	numeric
	Do students have rBOOK?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Some Have
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGuseRBK
	numeric 
	Do students use rBOOK in class?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 


Table B2.1. Read180 Observation Measures Collected (Continued) 

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	WGuseElse
	string
	What else materials used in class?
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	WGuseRR
	numeric
	Does the teacher use Red Routine? 
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGrrtype
	string
	What Red Routine is used?
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	WGpurpose
	numeric 
	Are the purpose and expectation clearly stated?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGfollow
	numeric
	Do students follow the teacher?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGstrat
	string
	Other strategies besides the Red Routine
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	WGengage
	numeric
	Does the teacher engage all students?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGfeedback
	numeric
	Does the teacher provide feedbacks?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGrdi 
	numeric
	Is RDIs used?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGrditype
	string
	Which RDIs is used?
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	WGnonR180
	numeric
	Is there any non R180 materials used?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGconndetail
	string
	How does the teacher explicit connections 
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	WGconnSG
	numeric
	Does the teacher make explicit connections to small group
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGconnAssign
	numeric
	Does the teacher explicit connections to the assignment?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WGcomm
	string
	Comments on the whole group instruction
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 


Table B2.1. Read180 Observation Measures Collected (Continued) 

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	SGst 
	hh:mm
	Time that the small group instruction starts
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	SGend
	hh:mm
	Time that the small group instruction ends
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	SGinst
	numeric
	Small group instruction time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	SG1on1
	numeric
	Is there 1-on-1 instruction?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	SG1on1min
	numeric
	How much time does the 1-on-1 instruction last?
	1
	<5
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	5 to 10
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	10 to 20
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	>20
	 
	 

	SGstrategy
	string
	What strategies  used?
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	SGconnWG
	numeric 
	Does the teacher explicit connections to whole group?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	SGconnAssign
	numeric
	Does the teacher explicit connections to assignment?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	SGsamefocus
	numeric
	Is there same focus across small groups?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	SGsamestrat
	numeric
	Are there same strategies used across small groups?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	SGsamemateria
	numeric
	Are there same materials used across small groups?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	SGcomm
	string
	Comments on the small group instruction
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	IRst
	hh:mm
	Time that the independent reading starts
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	IRend
	hh:mm
	Time that the independent reading ends
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on


Table B2.1. Read180 Observation Measures Collected (Continued) 

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	IRinst
	numeric
	Independent reading instruction time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	IRfollow
	numeric
	Are students following audio?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Not Using
	 
	 

	IRengage
	numeric
	Are all students engaged?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Some Are
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Yes
	 
	 

	IRlog
	numeric
	Are students writing in logs?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Some Are
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Yes
	 
	 

	IRcomm
	string
	Comments on independent reading
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	CRst
	hh:mm
	Time that the computer rotation starts
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	CRend
	hh:mm
	Time that the computer rotation ends
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on 

	CRinst
	numeric
	Computer rotation instruction time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on 

	CRontask
	numeric
	Are students on task?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Some Are
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Yes
	 
	 

	CRtrouble
	numeric
	Do students have any troubles with computers?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	CRhelp
	numeric
	Do students receive help quickly?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	CR1zone
	numeric
	Are students working in more than one zone?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Some Are
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Yes
	 
	 

	CRcomm
	string
	Comments on computer rotation
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	WUst
	hh:mm
	Time that wrap up starts
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	WUend
	hh:mm
	Time that wrap up ends
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	WUinst
	numeric
	Wrap up instruction time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on


Table B2.1. Read180 Observation Measures Collected (Continued) 

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	WUreview
	numeric
	Does the teacher review points
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WUreflect
	numeric
	Does the teacher reflect on literacy?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	WUcomm
	string
	Comments on wrap up
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	CMaide
	numeric
	Is there an aide present?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	CMaideDescrib
	string
	Description of the aide activity
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	CMexpClear
	numeric
	Is the classroom expectation clear?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	CMteachClear
	numeric
	Is the teacher clear?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	CMpostClear
	numeric
	Are the postings clear?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	CMdisrBehav
	numeric
	Are there disruptive behaviors?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	CMcomm
	string
	Comments on classroom management
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	CMyouthremov
	numeric
	Number of youth removed 
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	IQexplanOffsch
	string
	Explanation of why workshop is off schedule
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	IQsam
	numeric
	Are all students on SAM?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQsri
	numeric
	Do all students take SRI?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Some Have
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQsrifreq
	string
	Frequency of the SRI
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	IQrskill 
	numeric
	Do students take rSkills?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQrskillfreq
	string
	Frequency of rSkills?
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 


Table B2.1. Read180 Observation Measures Collected (Continued) 

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	IQlvl
	numeric
	What is the level?
	1
	Automatic
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Combination
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	All teacher assigned
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	At GL
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	5
	Below GL
	 
	 

	IQcommSAM
	string
	Comments on students achievement manager
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	IQr180Read
	numeric
	Are they using R180 reading progress report?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQr180Comp
	numeric
	Are they using R180 comprehension skill report? 
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQr180Part
	numeric
	Are they using R180 participation report?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQr180Phon
	numeric
	Are they using R180 phonics and word study grouping report?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQread
	numeric
	Are they using student reading report?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQr180Spell
	numeric
	Are they using R180 student spelling zone report?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQrskillprog
	numeric
	Are they using rSkills tests student progress report?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQr180Grad
	numeric
	Are they using R180 grading report?
	0
	No
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	IQway
	string
	2-3 ways of using reports 
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 


Table B2.1. Read180 Observation Measures Collected (Continued) 

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	IQreportShare
	numeric
	Who will the reports be shared with?
	1
	Students
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	School administrators
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	Teachers/aide
	 
	 

	IQwhen
	string
	When and how often are the reports shared?
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	IQcommrepo
	string
	Comments on report
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 


Table B2. 2. Traditional Classroom Observation Measures Collected

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	Quarter
	numeric
	Observed quarter started from Fall 2006
	1
	Fall 2006 (Oct. 2, 2006-Dec.8, 2006)
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Winter 2007 (Jan. 2, 2007-Mar. 9, 2007)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	Spring 2007 (Apr. 2, 2007-June 1, 2007)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	Summer 2007 (July 5, 2007- Aug. 31, 2007)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	5
	Fall 2007 (Oct. 1, 2007-Dec. 12, 2007)
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	6
	Winter 2008 (Jan. 3, 2008-Mar. 12, 2008)
	 
	 

	Class
	numeric
	R180 class or traditional class?
	0
	Traditional class
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	R180 class
	 
	 

	Facility
	numeric
	The facility in
	1
	School 1
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 Which the
	2
	School 2
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 Observed class
	3
	School 3
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 Is located 
	4
	School 4
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	5
	School 5
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	6
	School 6
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	7
	School 7
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	8
	School 8
	 
	 

	Teacher
	numeric 
	The teacher
	1
	Teacher 1
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	Who taught the
	2
	Teacher 2
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 class
	3
	Teacher 3
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	Teacher 4
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	5
	Teacher 5
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	6
	Teacher 6
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	7
	Teacher 7
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	8
	Teacher 8
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	9
	Teacher 9
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	10
	Teacher 10
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	11
	Teacher 11
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	12
	Teacher 12
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	13
	Teacher 13
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	14
	Teacher 14
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	15
	Teacher 15
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	16
	Teacher 16
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	17
	Teacher 17
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	18
	Teacher 18
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	19
	Teacher 19
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	20
	Teacher 20
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	21
	Teacher 21
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	22
	Teacher 22
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	23
	Teacher 23
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	24
	Teacher 24
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	25
	Teacher 25
	 
	 


Table B2.2. Traditional Classroom Observation Measures Collected (Continued)

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	 
	 
	 
	26
	Teacher 26
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	27
	Teacher 27
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	28
	Teacher 28
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	29
	Teacher 29
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	30
	Teacher 30
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	31
	Teacher 31
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	32
	Teacher 32
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	33
	Teacher 33
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	34
	Teacher 34
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	35
	Teacher 35
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	36
	Teacher 36
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	37
	Teacher 37
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	38
	Teacher 38
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	39
	Teacher 39
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	40
	Teacher 40
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	41
	Teacher 41
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	42
	Teacher 42
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	43
	Tearcher43
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	44
	Teacher 44
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	45
	Teacher 45
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	46
	Tearcher46
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	47
	Tearcher47
	 
	 

	ClassDate
	mm/dd/yyyy
	Date of the observation
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	Observer
	numeric
	Observer
	1
	Observer 1
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Observer 2
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	Observer 3
	 
	 

	R180block
	numeric
	The equivalent R180 block
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	STsched
	hh:mm
	The scheduled class start time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for the first three quarters

	STactual
	hh:mm
	The actual class start time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for the first three quarters

	STdiff
	numeric
	The difference between the actual start time and scheduled start time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for the first three quarters

	ST1starrive
	hh:mm
	Time when the first student arrives
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	STlastarrive
	hh:mm
	Time when the last student arrives
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	GroupST
	hh:mm
	Time when group instruction starts
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	GroupEND
	hh:mm
	Time when group instruction ends
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on


Table B2.2. Traditional Classroom Observation Measures Collected (Continued)

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	ST1stleave
	hh:mm
	Time when the first student leaves
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	STlastleave
	hh:mm
	Time when the last student leaves
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	GroupInstruc
	numeric
	The group instruction time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	 

	Subject
	numeric
	The subject taught in the class
	1
	AOT
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Art
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	Biology
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	English
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	5
	GED English
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	6
	Graphic Arts
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	7
	Health
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	8
	History
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	9
	Library
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	10
	Math
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	11
	Personal Development
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	12
	Phys Ed. 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	13
	Physical Science, GED science
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	14
	Science
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	15
	Science/Library
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	16
	Special Ed.
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	17
	SS
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	18
	Vocational
	 
	 

	SpecialSub
	string
	The specialization of subject
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	Aids
	numeric
	The number of aids presented in the class
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for the first three quarters

	Aidpresent
	numeric
	Does the aid present?
	0
	No
	Scale
	only available for the fourth quarter and on

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	SpecEd
	numeric
	The number of students in Special Ed. 
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 2 and quarter 3

	Enrolled
	numeric
	The number of students enrolled in the traditional class
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 1

	Sched
	numeric
	The number of students present at the scheduled class start time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for the first three quarters


Table B2.2. Traditional Classroom Observation Measures Collected (Continued)

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label 
	Values
	Value Labels
	Measure
	Note

	Actual
	numeric
	The number of students present at the actual class start time
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for the first three quarters

	StuNOclass
	numeric
	Student number when the class starts
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	StuNOtotal
	numeric
	Total student number
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on

	ReadAssess
	string
	Reading assessment used in the class
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	only available for the first three quarters

	Min1on1
	numeric
	The time of the one-one instruction last
	1
	less than 5 minutes
	Scale
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	5-10 minutes
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	10-15 minutes
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	 20 minutes
	 
	 

	Standards
	string
	Standards guidelines used in the class
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	Tool
	string
	Special tools used in the class
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	StuEngage
	numeric
	How do students engaged?
	1
	all engaged
	Scale
	For the first quarter, there are only Yes, Some, and No.

	 
	 
	 
	2
	most engaged
	 
	Yes was coded as 1, Some was coded as 3, No was coded as 5

	 
	 
	 
	3
	some engaged
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	few engaged
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	5
	no one engaged
	 
	 

	Equip
	string
	Equipments used in the class
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 

	DisrBehav
	numeric
	Is there any disruptive behavior?
	0
	No
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Yes
	 
	 

	YouthRemov
	numeric
	Number of youth remove
	n/a
	n/a
	Scale
	only available for quarter 4 and on 

	Comm
	string
	Comments
	n/a
	n/a
	Nominal
	 


Table B2. 3. Year 2 Observation Protocol Changes

	Field
	Possible Values

	Component
	Component I.  Classroom Climate/Management

	
	Component II. Before Reading/Writing

	
	Component III.  During Reading/Writing

	
	Component IV.  After Reading/Writing

	
	Component V.  Skill & Strategy Info

	
	Component VI.  Materials & Tasks of Lesson

	
	Component VII.  Teacher Practices

	Task/Strategy
	Refer to Traditional Classroom Observation Protocol, 79 tasks/strategies possible

	Degree
	1-Minimally Used

	
	2

	
	3-Somewhat Used

	
	4

	
	5-Heavily Used

	
	99-N/A

	Rotation
	Whole Group

	
	Small Group

	
	Independent Reading

	
	Computer Rotation

	
	Wrap Up

	
	Fill 


Components I. Classroom Climate, V. Skill & Strategy Info, VI.Materials & Practices of the Lesson, and Component VII. Teacher Practices are recorded for every observation, with a value of  99 being recorded if the practice was Not Applicable to the class being observed.  For example, Meaningful literacy practices? is not an applicable question in a vocational class that teaches brick laying, horticulture, or auto tech.  Another example of Not Applicable would be to ask the question Modeling for Writing? when observing a class where no group instruction was conducted.   

For Components II-IV, Before, During, and After Reading/Writing, if practices within those categories were observed, a degree of use from 1 to 5 was recorded.  Otherwise, the practices for Components II-IV were left blank.  Gradations of 1-Minimally Used, 2, 3-Somewhat Used, 4, and 5-Heavily Used were recorded for most practices when the practice was observed; however, some questions that were asked, primarily for Component I. Classroom Climate, were only recorded as 1-Yes or 0-No.  For example, Other Authentic Reading Materials?, Reading Area?, Small Group Instruction Area?, Area for Technological Resources?, and Aide Present? were answered either “yes” there were other authentic reading materials, “yes” there was a separate reading area, “yes” there was a small group instruction area, “yes” there were technological resources, and “yes” there was an aide present, or “no” there was not.  practice

In the case of Disruptive Behaviors? and were the Students Engaged?, gradations of 1-Minimal, 2, 3-Somewhat, 4, and 5-Heavy were used, but these gradations were not included in the Component average.  Corresponding questions regarding the students can be found on the Read 180 Observation Protocol.  Amount of 1-on-1 Instruction? was also not included in the Component Average;  the values for this field sync with the Read 180 Observation Protocol and are:   “<5 minutes”, “5-10 minutes”, “10-15 minutes”, and “15-20 minutes”.  (A value greater than 20 minutes was not practical to include in this environment.)   The rest of the Components and Practices are recorded as gradations 1 through 5 and 99 as described above, with values for all Practices within Components I, V, VI, and VII being recorded on every visit/classroom observation, and values for Practices within Components II-IV being recorded (as gradations 1-5) only if observed. 

Table B2. 4. Whole School Observation Descriptions by Component

	Component/Category
	Practice Observed
	Description of Practice

	Component I. Classroom Climate

/Management
	Other Authentic Reading Materials?
	Different types of reading materials such as magazines, newspapers on display/available for independent reading and modeled writing

	
	Reading area ?
	Classroom has a reading area such as a corner or library where youth go to read for enjoyment

	
	Small Grp Instruc area?
	Is there an area set aside for small group instruction 

	
	Reinforced Effort?
	Teacher reinforced effort and provided recognition for attainment of specific goals

	
	Social Interaction?
	Active participation and social interaction are integral parts of instruction

	
	Reading and Writing valued?
	Classroom indicates that reading/writing are actively promoted and valued (purposeful writing displayed, journals maintained)

	
	Meaningful literacy practices?
	Literacy tasks students were asked to perform were relevant and meaningful 

	
	 Area for Technological Resources?
	An area is available for technological resources such as computer, Internet

	
	 Aide Present?
	Aide, inclusion specialist, JCO, to assist with classroom management

	
	 Amt 1-on1 Instruction?
	Amount of time spent with 1-1 instruction 

	
	Students Engaged?
	To what degree are the students engaged in the lesson

	
	 Disruptive Behavior?
	To what degree was there disruptive behavior

	
	# of youth removed
	How many youth were removed as a result

	
	 Cues & higher order questions?
	Teacher uses higher order questions and organizers to focus students and establish a mental set for learning

	Component II.  Before Reading/Writing 
	Preview Text?
	During prereading discussion, teacher previewed text headings, illustrations, text

	
	Background Knowledge
	Students prompted to use KWL charts and other organizers to build background knowledge 

	
	 Create Interest?
	Teacher stimulated interest by generating discussion

	
	 Vocabulary Words?
	Teacher scaffolded understanding of new words

	
	 Predictions/Hypothesis
	Students were prompted to state or write predictions/hypothesis

	
	 Type and Purpose?
	Before reading/writing teacher helped youth identify type of text to identify type of read/write

	
	 Instructional objective?
	Instructional objective was clearly identified along with how it related to previous lessons

	
	 Modeling for Writing
	Teacher modeled appropriate steps in writing process

	
	 Assess & Adjust
	Teacher continually assessed pre-reading discussion and adjusted where needed


Table B2.4, Whole School Observation Descriptions by Component (continued)

	Component/Category
	Practice Observed
	Description of Practice

	Component III  During Reading/Writing 
	 Evaluate Initial Predictions
	Students asked to evaluate at appropriate points of discussion.

	
	 Confirm/Disprove Predictions
	Students asked to identify portions of text which confirmed/disproved predictions.

	
	 Comprehension Discussion
	Comprehension discussion focused on established purposes for reading.

	
	 Higher Level thinking questions
	Appropriate mix of factual/higher level thinking questions was incorporated into  comprehension  discussion.

	
	 Modeled Fluent Reading
	During the lesson, the teacher modeled fluent reading.

	
	 Adjust Their Reading Rate
	The teacher prompted the students to adjust their reading rate to fit material.

	
	 Teacher Monitored Students
	The teacher monitored the students and gave proper assistance and feedback during literacy activities.

	
	 New Vocabulary?
	The teacher modeled and prompted the use of new vocabulary.

	
	 Word Study Strategies
	The students were prompted to use word study strategies (e.g., words within words, context, syllabication) to decode unknown words and get their meaning.

	
	 Comprehension Monitoring/Fix-Up
	Students prompted to use appropriate comp monitoring/ fix-up strategies during reading (e.g., paraphrasing, rereading, using context, asking for help).

	
	 Oral Reading Fluency
	Teacher provided opportunities for students to demonstrate oral reading .

	
	 Teacher assessed meaning
	The teacher periodically assessed the students’ ability to monitor meaning.

	Component IV.  After Reading/Writing 
	 Substantiated Answers
	During postreading discussion, students were asked to identify text that substantiated answers to questions/ confirmed or disproved their predictions, hypotheses, or conclusions.

	
	 Retell or Summarize
	Teacher asked students to retell/ summarize the material they had read, concentrating on major events/concepts.

	
	 Opinions & Critical Judgments
	Students were asked to explain their opinions and critical judgments

	
	 Written Response
	The teacher had the students provide a written response to the reading 

(e.g., written retelling, written summarization, written evaluation).

	
	 Use New Vocabulary
	Students were prompted to use new vocabulary in written responses by 

the teacher’s examples and modeling.

	
	  Writing as Natural extension
	Writing was used as a natural extension of reading tasks.

	
	 Monitored Comprehension
	The teacher continually monitored students’ comprehension and 

provided appropriate feedback.

	
	 Shared and Discussed Writing
	The teacher continually monitored students’ comprehension and 

provided appropriate feedback


Table B2.4 Whole School Observation Descriptions by Component (continued)

	Component/Category
	Practice Observed
	Description of Practice

	Component V.  Skill & Strategy Info
	 Explanation of Purpose
	Teacher provided a clear explanation of structure/purpose of skill/strategy to be learned, and described when/how it could be used.

	
	 Teacher Modeled
	The teacher modeled the use of the skill or strategy so students were able to see how it would be used.

	
	 Used Skill Meaningfully
	Any direct teaching of phonics/phonemic element was immediately followed by students using skill in meaningful context

	
	 Skill & Strategy Instruction
	Explicit skill/strategy instruction was provided/applied in context of reading/ 

writing.

	
	 Before/During/After
	Students were prompted to use before, during, and after strategies.

	
	 Scaffold Skill/Strategy Instruction
	Scaffolded skill/strategy instruction moved students toward independent use

	Component VI.  Materials and Practices of the Lesson
	 Selections
	The selections used for the lesson were appropriate for students …

	
	 Authentic Types
	The reading materials represented authentic types (literary, informational, 

persuasive, practical workplace) of texts.

	
	 Diverse Learning Needs
	Reading materials and tasks reflected sensitivity to the diverse learning 

needs of the students.

	
	 Independent Work
	The independent work was of the appropriate amount and type for the 

students and instructional goals.

	
	 Homework
	Homework assigned either for purpose of practicing content, skills, or processes with a high degree of …

	
	 Take Notes/Review/Revise
	The teacher systematically provided opportunities for students to take notes and time for students ...

	
	 Open-Ended Questions
	Independent work contained open-ended questions that enhanced/extended the students’ understanding of the selection.

	
	 Similarities/Diff
	Students identified similarities and differences through comparisons, classifications, metaphors, or analogies.

	
	 Modes of Reading
	The students engaged in various modes of reading during the lesson 

	
	 Read for Enjoyment
	The teacher provided opportunities for the students to read for enjoyment.

	
	 Respond Personally/Creatively
	Students were prompted to respond personally/creatively to reading material

	
	 Balance of activities
	The teacher provided a balance of teacher-initiated &student-initiated activities.

	
	 Themes
	Reading materials/tasks were organized around themes when appropriate.

	
	 Models Used?
	Models of reflective, transactive, personal expressive, or literary 

writing were used.


Table B2.4 Whole School Observation Descriptions by Component (continued)

	Component/Category
	Practice Observed
	Description of Practice

	Component VII.  Teacher Practices
	 Meaningful Processes
	The teacher focused on reading and writing as meaningful processes.

	
	 Recommended Practices
	The instructional techniques used by the teacher and the ways the techniques  were executed reflected an awareness of recommended practices.

	
	 Grouped Appropriately
	Students were grouped appropriately and flexibly based on data.

	
	 Actively Engaged
	The teacher’s management of the lesson provided for active student engagement.

	
	 Effective Use of Time
	The pace and flow of the various phases of the reading lesson represented effective use of time.

	
	 Diversity
	The teacher’s instruction was sensitive to diversity of students’ experiences and social, cultural, ethnic, linguistic needs.

	
	 Integration
	The teacher actively promoted the integration of language arts in lesson.

	
	 Informed Risks/Problem Solve
	The teacher encouraged the students to take informed risks and problem-solve

	
	 Conferences
	The teacher’s conferences with students were timely, focused, positive in nature.

	
	 Authentic Assessment
	Authentic assessment practices were used in this lesson.

	
	 Feedback/Progress
	The teacher provided timely corrective feedback specific to a criterion or rubric and prompted students to monitor own progress toward an identified standard.

	
	 Non-Linguistic Representations
	The students produced non-linguistic representations to elaborate on 

their knowledge (e.g., creating graphic representations, making physical 

models, generating mental pictures, drawing pictures and pictographs, or engaging in kinesthetic activity).

	
	 Goals Aligned
	Teacher’s planned goals, actual instruction, and assessment practices 

were aligned.


Table B2. 5. Literacy Coach Read 180 Implementation Log Measures Collected

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label
	Values
	Value Labels
	Notes

	Quarter
	Numeric
	Quarter based on time project started
	1
	Quarter 1 - Fall 06
	 

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Quarter 2 - Winter 07
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	Quarter 3 - Spring 07
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	Quarter 4 - Summer 07
	 

	 
	 
	 
	5
	Quarter 5 - Fall 07
	 

	 
	 
	 
	6
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	7
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	8
	 
	 

	Facility
	Numeric
	 Facility where R180 block/Date combo occurred
	1
	Facility 1
	First Format, used through all quarters of project

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Facility 2
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	Facility 3
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	Facility 4
	 

	 
	 
	 
	5
	Facility 5
	 

	 
	 
	 
	6
	Facility 6
	 

	 
	 
	 
	7
	Facility 7
	 

	 
	 
	 
	8
	Facility 8
	 

	Date
	mm/dd/yyyy
	 Date of R180 Block/Facility Combo
	N/A
	N/A
	First Format, used through all quarters of project

	Block
	Numeric
	 R180 Block identifier for that Date/Facility
	1
	First R180 Block for Facility
	First Format, used through all quarters of project

	 
	 
	 
	2
	Second R180 Block for Facility
	 

	 
	 
	 
	3
	Third R180 Block for Facility
	 

	 
	 
	 
	4
	Fourth R180 Block for Facility
	 

	Bldg
	Numeric
	No Instruction possibly because of building calendar
	1
	No instruction date reported by LC
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Missing
	Amount of instruction unknown
	 


Table B2.5. Literacy Coach Read 180 Implementation Log Measures Collected (Continued)

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label
	Values
	Value Labels
	Notes

	ReportedInstruc
	Numeric
	LC Reported R180 Instruction Time
	N/A
	N/A
	Used through all quarters of project; Calculated: Qrt1-3 90 min - stat time difference Qtr 4 and on is end time - start time

	ObservedInstruc
	Numeric
	Observer R180 Instruction Time
	N/A
	N/A
	Used through all quarters of project; Calculated: Qrt1-3 90 min - stat time difference Qtr 4 and on is end time - start time

	Lcstarttimediff
	Numeric
	Difference Between R180 Scheduled and Actual Start
	N/A
	N/A
	First and Second Formats only.  Used for Quarters 1 2 and 3 of project only

	Obsstarttimediff
	Numeric
	Observer Difference Between R180 Scheduled and Actual Start
	N/A
	N/A
	Added from OSU evaluation team observations, if that class was observed-->used for Quarters 1,2,3 only

	Reason
	String
	Reason, if class less than 90
	N/A
	N/A
	Second Format, fields added in Quarter 2 of project (1Q07)-->so blank for Quarter 1 of project; data collected for first rotation only


Table B2.5. Literacy Coach Read 180 Implementation Log Measures Collected (Continued)

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label
	Values
	Value Labels
	Notes

	WG
	Numeric
	Actual Whole Group Rotation Length
	N/A
	N/A
	Second Format, fields added in Quarter 2 of project (1Q07)-->so blank for Quarter 1 of project; data collected for first rotation only

	WU
	Numeric
	Actual Wrap Up Length
	N/A
	N/A
	Second Format, fields added in Quarter 2 of project (1Q07)-->so blank for Quarter 1 of project; data collected for first rotation only

	SG
	Numeric
	Actual 1st Small Group Rotation Length
	N/A
	N/A
	Second Format, fields added in Quarter 2 of project (1Q07)-->so blank for Quarter 1 of project; data collected for first rotation only

	Individual
	Numeric
	Actual 1st Independent Reading Rotation Length
	N/A
	N/A
	Second Format, fields added in Quarter 2 of project (1Q07)-->so blank for Quarter 1 of project; data collected for first rotation only


Table B2.5. Literacy Coach Read 180 Implementation Log Measures Collected (Continued)

	Variable Name
	Type
	Variable Label
	Values
	Value Labels
	Notes

	Computer
	Numeric
	Actual 1st Computer Rotation Length
	N/A
	N/A
	Second Format, fields added in Quarter 2 of project (1Q07)-->so blank for Quarter 1 of project; data collected for first rotation only

	Total
	Numeric
	Total Time in Rotations
	N/A
	N/A
	Second Format, fields added in Quarter 2 of project (1Q07)-->so blank for Quarter 1 of project; data collected for first rotation only

	Split
	Numeric
	Split block?
	0
	Not split
	 

	 
	 
	 
	1
	Split
	 


Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Instrument 

After years of study, three kinds of efficacy beliefs were found to be more attributive to student achievement—the self-efficacy judgments of students, teachers’ beliefs in their own instructional efficacy, and teachers’ beliefs about the collective efficacy of their school (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000
).  In addition, the most important characteristic determining the effectiveness of change-agent projects was teachers’ sense of efficacy meaning a belief that teachers can help even the most difficult or unmotivated students (Berman & McLaughlin, 1977
). 

According to the literature review, three types of teacher self-efficacy instruments are repeatedly highlighted: Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001
), Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) (Gibson & Dembo, 1984
), and Collective Efficacy Scale (CES) (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000).  Three subscales were defined in the TSES: classroom management, student engagement, and instructional strategy.  In the TES, researchers provided support for two dimensions: 1)teaching efficacy—a teacher’s belief that teaching can influence student learning despite family background, socioeconomic status, and school factors; 2) personal teaching efficacy—a teacher’s conviction that he or she can personally be effective as a change agent (Ashton & Webb, 1986
).  The most recent development in efficacy is Collective efficacy which emphasizes that teachers have not only self-referent efficacy perceptions but also beliefs about the overall capability for school faculty to successfully educate students (Goddard, Hoy & Woolfolk Hoy, 2000).  Like teachers’ sense of efficacy and teacher efficacy, collective efficacy is also based on social cognitive theory (Goddard, 2002
).  Social cognitive theory was developed based on the social learning theory proposed by Miller and Dollard in 1941 (Miller, & Dollard, 1941
).  It is a theory of human behavior composed of personal, behavioral and environmental factors that interact and influence each other (Bandura, 1997
). 

Although teacher efficacy has been developed for at least two decades, most of the research focused on traditional K-12 teachers and students; limited attention has been paid to the teachers who teach at-risk students.  Compared to traditional students, at-risk students are more likely to be categorized as disabled, live in maladaptive environments thus developing ineffective study habits, and typically they tend to be less self-motivated.  Wehlage pointed out that teachers and administrators could develop ways to retain at-risk youth and involve them in learning (Wehlage, 1983
).  In order to increase the academic achievement of the at-risk students, teachers may face bigger challenges.  At-risk students tend to have more behavioral problems in the classroom, but teachers need to know that students with behavioral problems require help, not punishment.  Teachers are advised that at-risk students’ difficult behavior is amenable to change through socialization, improvements in the quality of instruction, counseling, use of positive reinforcement schemes, and instruction in meta-cognitive strategies (Gordon, 2001
).  Teacher efficacy is as essential for at-risk students as for traditional students not only because higher teacher efficacy will result in higher student achievement generally, but also because teachers with higher efficacy beliefs tend to be more responsive, flexible, have caring attitudes and view themselves as difference-makers (Calabrese, Goodvin & Niles, 2005
).  Also, studies suggest that student characteristics will also influence teachers’ efficacy development, and students’ behavior in the classroom may even shift teachers’ efficacy beliefs across the course of a day (Moore, 2007
). 

  Sampling. The participants for the teacher efficacy survey are 139 teachers spanning across the seven facilities.  Teachers were asked to complete the survey anonymously and individually.  After they finished the survey, they were asked to seal the survey in the given envelope and return them to the OSU evaluation team.  

Teacher efficacy survey.  In the survey, three instruments containing 33 items were used to measure teachers’ sense of their own efficacy and teachers’ sense of collective efficacy.  Instrument 1, including three subscales: classroom management (CM), student engagement (SE), and instructional strategy (IS), was designed to measure teachers’ sense of efficacy (TSES) with 12 items utilizing a 9-point Likert-type scale (1= Nothing; 9 = A Great Deal).  Instrument 2, including two subscales: teaching efficacy (TE), and personal teaching efficacy (PTE), measured teachers’ teaching efficacy (TES) with 9 items utilizing a 6-point Likert-type scale (1= Disagree Strongly; 6= Agree Strongly).  Instrument 3 was designed to measure teachers’ sense of collective efficacy (CES) of the whole facility with 12 items utilizing a 6-point Likert-type scale (1= Disagree Strongly; 6= Agree Strongly).

  Data Analysis. After the data were collected, SPSS 15.0 was used to analyze the reliability of the instrument by subscales.  AMOS 7.0 was used to validate the construct to ensure that the measure is actually measuring the various components of teacher efficacy.  Finally, Rasch modeling using Winsteps (full version) was used to generate the item difficulty level and teachers’ efficacy belief level within each subscale.  The reliability analysis, confirmatory factor analysis and Rasch modeling are presented to explain the various components of teachers’ sense of efficacy. 

  Reliability. The results of the reliability test and validity test indicated most of the survey instrument was reliable and valid.  By running the reliability test in SPSS 15.0, all the three instruments were found to be reliable.  For the instrument of teachers’ sense of efficacy, 
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=0.878; for the instrument of teacher efficacy, 
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=0.747; for the instrument of collective efficacy  
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=0.773.  

  Confirmatory Factor Analysis. After checking the reliability of the instrument, we could begin to test whether the theoretical model fit the collected data.  Three models were constructed to test the validity of the three instruments by using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).  Table B2.6 shows the latent variables and observed variables for the three models. 

Table B2. 6. Observed and latent variables in the model

	Latent Variable
	Observed Variable

	Teachers’ sense of efficacy scale (TSES)
	Classroom management (CM)
	A1, A6, A7, A8

	
	Student engagement (SE)
	A2, A3, A4, A11

	
	Instructional strategy (IS)
	A5, A9, A10, A12

	Teacher efficacy scale (TES)
	Teaching efficacy (TE)
	B1, B2, B3, B4, B9

	
	Personal teaching efficacy (PTE)
	B5, B6, B7, B8

	Collective efficacy scale (CES)
	Collective efficacy (CES)
	C1, C2, C3, C4, C5, C6, C7, C8, C9, C10, C11, C12


Table B2. 7. Factor loadings and path coefficient results

	Latent Variable
	Observed variable
	Factor loading (standardized solution)

	Teachers’ sense of efficacy scale (TSES)
	Classroom management
	A1
	.810

	
	
	A6
	.817

	
	
	A7
	.777

	
	
	A8
	.788

	
	Student Engagement
	A2
	.798

	
	
	A3
	.746

	
	
	A4
	.825

	
	
	A11
	.267

	
	Instructional Strategy
	A5
	.691

	
	
	A9
	.753

	
	
	A10
	.689

	
	
	A12
	.690

	Teacher efficacy scale (TES)
	Teaching Efficacy
	B1
	.589

	
	
	B2
	.574

	
	
	B3
	.737

	
	
	B4
	.568

	
	
	B9
	.716

	
	Personal Teaching Efficacy
	B5
	.315

	
	
	B6
	.779

	
	
	B7
	.497

	
	
	B8
	.544


Table 2.7. Factor loadings and path coefficient results (Continued)

	Collective efficacy scale (CES)
	Collective Efficacy 
	C1
	.632

	
	
	C2
	.886

	
	
	C3
	.580

	
	
	C4
	.270

	
	
	C5
	.474

	
	
	C6
	.588

	
	
	C7
	.256

	
	
	C8
	.440

	
	
	C9
	.339

	
	
	C10
	.503

	
	
	C11
	.376

	
	
	C12
	.230


In model 1, RMSEA=.076; in model 2, RMSEA=.080, indicating the two models were statistically acceptable.  It implied that the teachers’ sense of efficacy and teaching efficacy were accurately measured by the corresponding items in the survey.  However, in model 3, RMSEA=.114, which showed that model 3 was invalid and further investigation was needed to find out which item was a problematic item in the survey as well as how to improve this instrument. Table B2.6 presents the factor loadings for the three estimated models

  Rasch Modeling, Using Rasch modeling, we evaluated how well the three instruments performed in measuring each instrument (scale).  Before running the analysis, the three instruments were proved to be one-dimensional. 

According to the Rasch model, teachers’ sense of efficacy showed a high person reliability (0.85) and very high item reliability (0.98).  The results suggest that seven of twelve items were underperforming.  By underperforming we mean that response categories showed logit scores out of numerical order.  Examining the average measure (logit) results for item A11 (see Table B2.7), we see that response categories 3 and 4 are out of order (asterisk) because the logit score of response category 4=.55 and for response category 3 the logit score equals .72; to be correct they need to be reversed.  Similar behavior occurs with items A1, A2, A4, A5, A6, and A9.  

The possible reason might be that that nine response categories gave the respondent too many choices.  Looking at the data count column we see that for response categories 5 through 7 (which are out of order) only have a total of 22 (11%) respondents.  Collapsing the number of categories may decrease the misfits. Also, the response categories 3 (very little) through response category 5 (influence some) may be difficult for the respondent to discern a qualitative difference.  This might also be a reason for the high number of misfits.

Table B2. 8. Details of Response for Item A11 

	Entry number
	Response Category
	Data Count
	Relative Frequency
	Average Measure (logit)

	A11
	1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8
	61

13

26

10

7

8

7

2
	.46

.10

.19

.07

.05

.06

.05

.01
	0.23

0.31

0.72

0.55*

1.14

0.82*

1.01*

1.22


Item A11 was found to be misfit also because of the wording of the question “How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?” did not belong in the survey because the nature of the research setting is incarceration.  This wording is typical for traditional teaching settings, however because the students were incarcerated, and because the teachers had little or no contact with the students parents, we determined that this may be, in part, a reason this question is underperforming.  We intended to change this question to address the teachers having contact with the student’s counselors, or the students Unit Administrator (UA) rather than the student’s parent(s).  Incidentally, the unit administrator is a correctional officer on the ‘Unit” otherwise known as ‘home’ to the youth.  Overall the measure for teachers’ sense of efficacy is performing marginally well.  We believe that by removing a couple of the response categories that this scale will perform much better.  

According to the Rasch modeling, Teacher Efficacy Scale showed a moderate person reliability (0.69) and very high item reliability (0.94).  The results suggested that three of nine questions were underperforming.  For example, item B5 results were presented below.  Examining the average measure (logit) results we saw that response categories 2 through 6 were out of order (asterisk).  If the logit score for response category 1 were recorded at response category 6 and the rest moved down, the order would be correct.   As the data were reported it is clear that all the response categories were misfit.  Similar behavior occurred with item B8 and B9.  For item B5 (Table B2.8) there was no clear indication for what was causing the misfit.  We hypothesize that if we collapse the data into a 4 or 5 point Likert scale, items B8, B9 and B11 would perform better.   

Table B2. 9. Details of response for item B5 

	Entry number
	Response Category
	Data Count
	Relative Frequency
	Average Measure (logit)

	B5
	1

2

3

4

5

6
	4

2

28

51

40

12
	.03

.01

.20

.37

.29

.09
	0.89

-.29*

0.07*

0.30*

0.55*

0.84*


Overall the Teacher Efficacy Scale was performing the best of the three scales.  A 4-5 point Likert scale for teacher efficacy would be tested in the next year’s survey. 

Collective efficacy showed a moderate person reliability (0.75) and very high item reliability (0.99).  The results suggest that six of twelve items were underperforming and that three of the items, C4, C7 and C12, need to be removed because they have logit scores beyond the absolute value of 1.5.  Examining the average measure (logit) results we see that response category 4 is out of order (asterisk).  If the logit score for response category 4 were recorded at response category 6 the order would be correct.  Similar behavior occurred with items C3, C6, C7, C10 and C12.  Three of these items, C4, C7 and C12 need to be addressed (below) regarding their performance because the analysis suggests that they should be removed from the assessment.  Item C4 results were presented in Table B2.8.  

Table B2. 10. Details of response for item C4

	Entry number
	Response Category
	Data Count
	Relative Frequency
	Average Measure (logit)

	C4
	1

2

3

4

5

6
	3

4

9

14

35

70
	.02

.03

.07

.10

.26

.52
	-.37

-.23

-.12

-.47*

0.02

0.37


Item C4 (logit score = 1.59) was underperforming because the wording, “Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to produce meaningful learning”, might be confusing to the respondent.  It might be possible that when the respondents answered item C4 that they did not understand the question correctly thus making mistakes choosing the correct response.  

Item C7 (logit score = 1.56), “The students’ dorm provides so many advantages that students here are bound to learn” might be underperforming for three reasons.  First, this question implied that learning occurs in the student’s dorm.  This was not the case at any of the seven institutions.  Students were not allowed to take school work back to the dorms except for special consideration.  In other words, there is no homework.  Second, the part that says “so many advantages” can be open to interpretation, thus each teacher might give a different qualitative interpretation to the question before answering.  Third, each of the seven facilities had different dorm situations.  In one facility there might be 25 youth in a room, double bunk beds and no separate rooms, whereas in another facility there might be at most two youth in a private cell.  Hence, it was inappropriate to expect consistent responses from teachers at different facilities regarding dorm questions.  

We believe that item C12, “Drug and alcohol usage in the facility make learning difficulty for students here”, has two problems.  First, drugs and alcohol were not allowed in the incarceration setting so this question might be receiving a logit score of 1.51 because teachers knew that drugs and alcohol were not allowed.  Second, a certain percentage of the youth in each facility were on prescribed medication for behavioral problems.  By combining both drugs and alcohol into a single item creates a ‘double barrel’ question and this makes answering the question difficult.  For example, some teachers may want to answer the question based on the pharmaceutical drug and not the contraband drug.  Removing or re-writing this question might be the only solution. 

For the remaining item that showed misfit, we hypothesize that if we collapse the data into a 4 or 5 point Likert scale, item C3, C6, and C10 would perform better.   

  Summary. The results indicated that the three instruments in the survey had high reliability.  In the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) output, two of three instruments were confirmed except the instrument of collective efficacy.  Also, in the Rasch modeling analysis, it was also found that the instrument of collective efficacy had the most misfit items.  Therefore, the Rasch analysis had illuminated why CFA had difficulty confirming the collective efficacy and which item in this instrument was problematic. 

Overall it was clear that adjustments were needed for this survey, and reducing the number of response variables to a 4 or 5 point Likert scale might resolve several concerns.  However, the two instruments—teachers’ sense of efficacy and teacher efficacy—were performing well overall.  With a few minor adjustments these two sections would produce very strong results regarding efficacy.  For collective efficacy, it was clear from the CFA that there were problems getting the items to factor load.  Examining the data with Rasch modeling gives a clearer indication about where the problems exist.  Half of the questions produced results suggesting that the measure was underperforming.  Also three of the questions had enough construct validity problems that they need to be removed. A modified survey will be distributed to teachers next year with all the possible modifications which were found in this analysis.  Further analysis will be conducted to test the modified survey.  Table B2.9 presents the instrument in its entirety. 

Table B2. 11. Teacher Beliefs Survey

Directions: This questionnaire is designed to help us gain a better understanding of the kinds of things that affect teachers in their school activities. On a 9 point scale where 1 is "nothing" and 9 is "a great deal," please circle the option corresponding to your opinion about each of the statements below.

	Question
	NOTHING

	
	VERY LITTLE

	
	INFLUENCE

SOME

	
	QUITE A BIT

	
	A GREAT DEAL


	A1. How much can you do to control disruptive behavior in the classroom?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A2. How much can you do to motivate students who show low interest in school work?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A3. How much can you do to get students to believe they can do well in school work?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A4. How much can you do to help your students value learning?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A5. To what extent can you craft good questions for your students?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A6. How much can you do to get students to follow classroom rules?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A7. How much can you do to calm a student who is disruptive or noisy?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A8. How well can you establish a classroom management system with each group of students?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A9. How much can you use a variety of assessment strategies?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A10. To what extent can you provide an alternative explanation or example when students are confused?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A11. How much can you assist families in helping their children do well in school?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	A12. How well can you implement alternative strategies in your classroom?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9


Directions: Please indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each item by circling the option that most closely reflects your belief

	Question
	DISAGREE

STRONGLY
	
	
	
	
	AGREE

STRONGLY



	B1. The amount a student can learn is primarily related to family background.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	B2. If students aren’t disciplined at home, they aren’t likely to accept any discipline.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	B3. Teachers can do very little to overcome the effects of poverty on student learning.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	B4. If parents would do more for their children, I could do more.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	B5. If a student did not remember information I gave in a previous lesson, I would know how to increase his/her retention in the next lesson.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	B6. If a student in my class becomes disruptive and noisy, I feel assured that I know some techniques to redirect him/her quickly.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	B7. If one of my students couldn’t do a class assignment, I would be able to accurately assess whether the assignment was at the correct level of difficulty.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	B8. If I really try hard, I can get through to even the most difficult or unmotivated students.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	B9. When it comes right down to it, a teacher really can’t do much because most of a student’s motivation and performance depends on his or her home environment.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6


Directions: Indicate your level of agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements about your school. 

	Question
	DISAGREE

STRONGLY
	
	
	
	
	AGREE
STRONGLY



	C1. Teachers in this school are able to get through to the most difficult students.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C2. Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate their students.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C3. If a student doesn’t want to learn, teachers here give up
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C4. Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to produce meaningful learning.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C5. Teachers in this school believe that every child can learn.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C6. These students come to class ready to learn.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C7. The students’ dorm provides so many advantages that students here are bound to learn.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C8. Students here just aren’t motivated to learn.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C9. Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with students’ disciplinary problems. 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C10. There are opportunities in this facility to help ensure that these students will learn.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C11. Learning is more difficult at this school because students are worried about their safety.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	C12. Drug and alcohol usage in the facility make learning difficulty for students here.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6


Please tell us a little about you…

1.   Are you a…

·    R180 Literacy Coach

·    R180 Teacher

·    R180 Aide

·    Regular Classroom Teacher

2.    If you answered “Regular Classroom Teacher”, what Subject do you teach?

·    Art

·    AOT

·    Biology

·    English

·    GED English

·    GED Science

·    Graphic Arts

·    Health

·    History

·    Library

·    Math

·    Personal Development

·    Science

·    Social Studies

·    Special Education

·    Vocational

·    Other

3. In which high school do you work?

	· 
	Hickory Grove High School

	· 
	Indian River High School

	· 
	Louis Bromfield High School

	· 
	Luther E. Ball High School

	· 
	Ralph C. Starkey High School

	· 
	Scioto River High School

	· 
	Tecumseh High School 

	· 
	William K. Willis High School


4. What is today’s date __________________________

Appendix C. Analyses Syntax

Appendix C1. SPSS Syntax for the Treatment of the Treated Analyses

**conduct pre to post test supposed treatment 2+*

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(SupposedTRT >= 2 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'SupposedTRT >= 2 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$  0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE .

GLM

 Lexile1 Lexile3 BY TRTGroupY1Y2  WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR = Lexile 2 Polynomial

  /METHOD = SSTYPE(3)

  /PLOT = PROFILE( TRTGroupY1Y2*Lexile Lexile*TRTGroupY1Y2 )

  /PRINT = DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER HOMOGENEITY

  /CRITERIA = ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN = Lexile

  /DESIGN = MathCATcov TRTGroupY1Y2 .

**conduct pre to post test supposed treatment 3+*

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(SupposedTRT >= 3 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'SupposedTRT >= 3 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$  0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE .

GLM

 Lexile1 Lexile4 BY TRTGroupY1Y2  WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR = Lexile 2 Polynomial

  /METHOD = SSTYPE(3)

  /PLOT = PROFILE( TRTGroupY1Y2*Lexile Lexile*TRTGroupY1Y2 )

  /PRINT = DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER HOMOGENEITY

  /CRITERIA = ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN = Lexile

  /DESIGN = MathCATcov TRTGroupY1Y2 .

**conduct pre to post test supposed treatment 4+*

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(SupposedTRT >= 4 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'SupposedTRT >= 4 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$  0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE .

GLM

 Lexile1 Lexile5 BY TRTGroupY1Y2  WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR = Lexile 2 Polynomial

  /METHOD = SSTYPE(3)

  /PLOT = PROFILE( TRTGroupY1Y2*Lexile Lexile*TRTGroupY1Y2 )

  /PRINT = DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER HOMOGENEITY

  /CRITERIA = ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN = Lexile

  /DESIGN = MathCATcov TRTGroupY1Y2 .

**conduct pre to post test supposed treatment 5+*

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(SupposedTRT >= 5 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'SupposedTRT >= 5 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$  0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE .

GLM

 Lexile1 Lexile6 BY TRTGroupY1Y2  WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR = Lexile 2 Polynomial

  /METHOD = SSTYPE(3)

  /PLOT = PROFILE( TRTGroupY1Y2*Lexile Lexile*TRTGroupY1Y2 )

  /PRINT = DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER HOMOGENEITY

  /CRITERIA = ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN = Lexile

  /DESIGN = MathCATcov TRTGroupY1Y2 .

**conduct pre to post test supposed treatment 6+*

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(SupposedTRT >= 6 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'SupposedTRT >= 6 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$  0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE .

GLM

 Lexile1 Lexile7 BY TRTGroupY1Y2  WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR = Lexile 2 Polynomial

  /METHOD = SSTYPE(3)

  /PLOT = PROFILE( TRTGroupY1Y2*Lexile Lexile*TRTGroupY1Y2 )

  /PRINT = DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER HOMOGENEITY

  /CRITERIA = ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN = Lexile

  /DESIGN = MathCATcov TRTGroupY1Y2 .

**conduct pre to post test supposed treatment 7+*

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(SupposedTRT >= 7 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'SupposedTRT >= 7 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$  0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE .

GLM

 Lexile1 Lexile8 BY TRTGroupY1Y2  WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR = Lexile 2 Polynomial

  /METHOD = SSTYPE(3)

  /PLOT = PROFILE( TRTGroupY1Y2*Lexile Lexile*TRTGroupY1Y2 )

  /PRINT = DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER HOMOGENEITY

  /CRITERIA = ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN = Lexile

  /DESIGN = MathCATcov TRTGroupY1Y2 .

**conduct pre to post test supposed treatment 8+*

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(SupposedTRT >= 8 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'SupposedTRT >= 8 & TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$  0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE .

GLM

 Lexile1 Lexile9 BY TRTGroupY1Y2  WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR = Lexile 2 Polynomial

  /METHOD = SSTYPE(3)

  /PLOT = PROFILE( TRTGroupY1Y2*Lexile Lexile*TRTGroupY1Y2 )

  /PRINT = DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER HOMOGENEITY

  /CRITERIA = ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN = Lexile

  /DESIGN = MathCATcov TRTGroupY1Y2 .

**Anyone who was assigned to Read180 or traditional and eligible regardless of treatment received or supposed trt received. only first and 3rd scores utilized*

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter_$=(TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1).

VARIABLE LABEL filter_$ 'TRTGroupY1Y2 <= 1 (FILTER)'.

VALUE LABELS filter_$  0 'Not Selected' 1 'Selected'.

FORMAT filter_$ (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter_$.

EXECUTE .

GLM

  Lexile1 Lexile3 BY TRTGroupY1Y2  WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR = Lexile 2 Polynomial

  /METHOD = SSTYPE(3)

  /PLOT = PROFILE( TRTGroupY1Y2*Lexile Lexile*TRTGroupY1Y2 )

  /PRINT = DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER HOMOGENEITY

  /CRITERIA = ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN = Lexile

  /DESIGN = MathCATcov TRTGroupY1Y2 .

Appendix C2. SAS Code for Treatment Amount Analyses

data READ180;

    input Ndys Time Time2 Score White Age MathCat ReadCat Disb Inst GrdLvl TRTGroup Mobl;

    Timeclass = Time;

        datalines;

/*data here*/

;

PROC MIXED data=READ180 method=reml asycov asycorr covtest ic;

    class Inst Timeclass;

    model Score = Time

                  White Age MathCat ReadCat Disb GrdLvl Inst Mobl

                  White*Time Age*Time MathCat*Time ReadCat*Time Disb*Time GrdLvl*Time Inst*Time Mobl*Time TRTGroup*Time

                  / solution ddfm=satterth covb chisq;

    random intercept Time /type=un sub=Ndys g gcorr v vcorr solution;

    repeated timeclass / type=simple subject = Ndys r rcorr;

    ods output tests3=t3;

run;

data f_power1;


set t3;


Alpha = 0.001;


Noncen = NumDF*FValue;


FCrit = finv(1-Alpha, NumDF, DenDF, 0);


Power = 1 - probf(FCrit, NumDF, DenDF, Noncen);

proc print data=f_power1;

run;

data f_power2;


set t3;


Alpha = 0.005;


Noncen = NumDF*FValue;


FCrit = finv(1-Alpha, NumDF, DenDF, 0);


Power = 1 - probf(FCrit, NumDF, DenDF, Noncen);

proc print data=f_power2;

run;

data f_power3;


set t3;


Alpha = 0.01;


Noncen = NumDF*FValue;


FCrit = finv(1-Alpha, NumDF, DenDF, 0);


Power = 1 - probf(FCrit, NumDF, DenDF, Noncen);

proc print data=f_power3;

run;

data f_power4;


set t3;


Alpha = 0.025;


Noncen = NumDF*FValue;


FCrit = finv(1-Alpha, NumDF, DenDF, 0);


Power = 1 - probf(FCrit, NumDF, DenDF, Noncen);

proc print data=f_power4;

run;

data f_power5;


set t3;


Alpha = 0.05;


Noncen = NumDF*FValue;


FCrit = finv(1-Alpha, NumDF, DenDF, 0);


Power = 1 - probf(FCrit, NumDF, DenDF, Noncen);

proc print data=f_power5;

run;

data f_power6;


set t3;


Alpha = 0.10;


Noncen = NumDF*FValue;


FCrit = finv(1-Alpha, NumDF, DenDF, 0);


Power = 1 - probf(FCrit, NumDF, DenDF, Noncen);

proc print data=f_power6;

run;

Appendix C3. SPSS Code for Whole School Analyses

***at least 2 quarters**.

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter1=(TRTAmountY1Y2  >=  2 & TRTAmountY1Y2 < 90).

FORMAT filter1 (f1.0).

FILTER BY filter1.

EXECUTE .

GLM Lexile1 Lexile3 BY School WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR=lexile 2 Polynomial 

  /METHOD=SSTYPE(3)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(School) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)COMPARE ADJ(LSD)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(lexile) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)COMPARE ADJ(LSD)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(School*lexile) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)

  /PRINT=DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER PARAMETER HOMOGENEITY 

  /PLOT=PROFILE(Lexile*School School*Lexile)

  /CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN=lexile 

  /DESIGN=MathCATcov School.

***at least 3 quarters**.

filter off. 

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter2=(TRTAmountY1Y2  >=  3 & TRTAmountY1Y2 < 90).

FILTER BY filter2.

EXECUTE .

GLM Lexile1 Lexile4 BY School WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR=lexile 2 Polynomial 

  /METHOD=SSTYPE(3)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(School) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)COMPARE ADJ(LSD)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(lexile) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)COMPARE ADJ(LSD)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(School*lexile) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)

  /PRINT=DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER PARAMETER HOMOGENEITY 

  /PLOT=PROFILE(Lexile*School School*Lexile)

  /CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN=lexile 

  /DESIGN=MathCATcov School.

***at least 4 quarters**.

filter off. 

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter3=(TRTAmountY1Y2  >=  4 & TRTAmountY1Y2 < 90).

FILTER BY filter3.

EXECUTE .

GLM Lexile1 Lexile5 BY School WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR=lexile 2 Polynomial 

  /METHOD=SSTYPE(3)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(School) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)COMPARE ADJ(LSD)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(lexile) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)COMPARE ADJ(LSD)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(School*lexile) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)

  /PRINT=DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER PARAMETER HOMOGENEITY 

  /PLOT=PROFILE(Lexile*School School*Lexile)

  /CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN=lexile 

  /DESIGN=MathCATcov School.

***at least 5 quarters**.

filter off. 

USE ALL.

COMPUTE filter4=(TRTAmountY1Y2  >=  5 & TRTAmountY1Y2 < 90).

FILTER BY filter4.

EXECUTE .

GLM Lexile1 Lexile6 BY School WITH MathCATcov

  /WSFACTOR=lexile 2 Polynomial 

  /METHOD=SSTYPE(3)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(School) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)COMPARE ADJ(LSD)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(lexile) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)COMPARE ADJ(LSD)

  /EMMEANS=TABLES(School*lexile) WITH(MathCATcov=MEAN)

  /PRINT=DESCRIPTIVE ETASQ OPOWER PARAMETER HOMOGENEITY 

  /PLOT=PROFILE(Lexile*School School*Lexile)

  /CRITERIA=ALPHA(.05)

  /WSDESIGN=lexile 

  /DESIGN=MathCATcov School.
Appendix D. Supplemental Analyses high encouraged by Abt Associates and IES 

It came to our attention after submitting the Year 2 DYS Striving Readers report that Abt Associates needed additional analyses from the OSU external evaluators to conduct their cross-site Striving Readers synthesis analyses. This appendix presents four additional requests including: (1) cross sectional and longitudinal HLM estimated model using the ITT sample, (2) a flow chart explaining the reduced sample size in the ANCOVA ITT analyses from the initially randomized targeted sample, (3) base line equivalency tests to ensure that the sample utilized in the ANCOVA ITT are not statistically different from the initially randomized targeted sample, and (4) psychometric properties of the SRI. 

Appendix D1. Longitudinal and Cross Sectional HLM Estimated ITT Models

This section is organized into four sections all of which address the ITT HLM estimated model. These sections include a: (a) longitudinal full HLM model, (b) cross sectional full HLM model, (c) longitudinal reduced HLM model, (d) cross sectional reduced HLM model. It is recommended by the external evaluators that the longitudinal models be used for interpreting the impact Read 180 has on improving reading performance given the robustness of longitudinal data. However cross sectional results are presented here to serve the needs of Abt Associates cross-sight analyses. All analyses include those youth who had at least two quarters of intended treatment. It should be understood that the sample sizes vary across analyses depending upon which variables are included in which model and what model is being tested.  Slight variations in the sample sizes have minimal impact on the overall findings and interpretations.  

Section 1:  Full Longitudinal Linear Model for ITT Analysis 
Level 1: 
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Table D1. 1. Fit Indices for the Full Longitudinal Linear Model
	
	-2 (log-likelihood)
	AIC
	BIC

	Final Linear Model
	48075.0
	48147.0
	48311.3


Table D1. 2. Estimates for the Fixed Effects in the Full Longitudinal Linear Model 

	Fixed Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	t-ratio
	p-value
	Effect Size


	Intercept
	α0
	833.97
	36.7445
	22.7
	<.0001
	--

	White
	α1
	-18.468
	17.0593
	-1.08
	0.2794
	0.00

	Age
	α2
	16.3356
	5.6547
	2.89
	0.004
	0.01

	MathCAT
	α3
	10.6273
	3.6583
	2.91
	0.0038
	0.01

	ReadCAT
	α4
	37.3307
	3.4882
	10.7
	<.0001
	0.15

	Disbility
	α5
	-38.2854
	14.7351
	-2.6
	0.0096
	0.01

	GradeLevel
	α6
	9.0742
	5.6789
	1.6
	0.1105
	0.00

	Inst_1
	α7
	-13.4189
	38.7226
	-0.35
	0.729
	0.00

	Inst_2
	
	-24.1632
	38.3639
	-0.63
	0.529
	

	Inst_3
	
	-29.1794
	45.2405
	-0.64
	0.5191
	

	Inst_4
	
	-39.9966
	39.8672
	-1
	0.3161
	


Table D1. 3. Estimates for the Fixed Effects in the Full Longitudinal Linear Model (continued)

	Fixed Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	t-ratio
	p-value
	Effect Size


	Inst_5
	α7
	-22.8315
	41.8718
	-0.55
	0.5857
	0.00

	Inst_6
	
	-34.9145
	64.0001
	-0.55
	0.5855
	

	Inst_7
	
	-17.8564
	38.5793
	-0.46
	0.6436
	

	Mobility
	α8
	-1.151
	13.5234
	-0.09
	0.9322
	0.00

	TRTGroup
	α9
	-10.1323
	13.0773
	-0.77
	0.4387
	0.00

	Time
	β0
	3.1044
	14.4287
	0.22
	0.8297
	0.01

	White*Time
	β1
	-1.6608
	6.345
	-0.26
	0.7936
	0.00

	Age*Time
	β2
	-3.9793
	2.123
	-1.87
	0.0615
	0.01

	MathCAT*Time
	β3
	-0.3611
	1.3652
	-0.26
	0.7915
	0.00

	ReadCAT*Time
	β4
	3.8526
	1.3107
	2.94
	0.0034
	0.02

	Disbility*Time
	β5
	9.0201
	5.3774
	1.68
	0.0941
	0.01

	GradeLevel*Time
	β6
	-0.1094
	2.132
	-0.05
	0.9591
	0.00

	Inst_1*Time
	β7
	-39.6917
	15.0873
	-2.63
	0.0087
	0.06

	Inst_2*Time
	
	-18.6763
	14.9668
	-1.25
	0.2126
	

	Inst_3*Time
	
	-3.8956
	17.6633
	-0.22
	0.8255
	

	Inst_4*Time
	
	-8.7474
	15.7215
	-0.56
	0.5781
	

	Inst_5*Time
	
	2.3468
	15.822
	0.15
	0.8821
	

	Inst_6*Time
	
	-25.981
	24.7166
	-1.05
	0.2936
	

	Inst_7*Time
	
	-10.3185
	15.0613
	-0.69
	0.4935
	

	Mobility*Time
	β8
	13.254
	4.8902
	2.71
	0.007
	0.02

	TRTGroup*Time
	β9
	22.0153
	4.7881
	4.6
	<.0001
	0.05


Table D1. 4. Estimated Covariance Matrix for the Random Effects in the Full Longitudinal Linear Model 

	Random Effect
	b0
	b1

	b0
	17301*
	

	b1
	-56.7029
	1651.80*

	(
	21059*


Note. * p-value < .05

Tables D1.2 and D1.3 present the results for this estimated model. The results based on the final linear model showed that the Read 180 program had a significantly positive impact on the reading proficiency of low-performing incarcerated youth, with a constant growth rate over time.  Specifically, compared to subjects in the comparison group, the students in the Read 180 program on average gained 26.75 more Lexile points after each term, while controlling for other factors.  
Facility 1 by time was also significant indicating that those youth who were identified as being housed in Facility 1 did not improve across time in reading performance relative to the other facilities. However, given that 25% of the youth identified as being housed in Facility 1 actually moved out of that facility during the first two years of the project, using “facility” as an accurate measure of students nested in school is problematic. Further, there was a significant incident in facility one that resulted in the teacher being absent from the classroom for more than two months due to having her jaw broken by one of the youths in the class by being hit in the face with a flower pot.  The class aide assumed responsibility for the class during her absence and the position of the aide was filed by temporary personnel.  We think this explains the differential performance in school 1 from the performances across the other institutions.  We therefore omit facility in the final, reduced model and decided to adopt and interpret a more parsimonious model. 
Regarding mixed-effects models, the effect size index f 2 (Cohen, 1988) can be used to measure the size of a fixed effect in a model, which is defined as:
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where PVs is the proportion of Y variance accounted for by the effect, and PVe is the proportion of error or residual variance. The effect size in mixed-effects models can be calculated by (Verbeke & Molenberghs, 2000):


[image: image236.wmf]v

u

F

f

=

=

e

s

2

PV

PV


(2)

where F, u, and v are the F value, numerator and denominator degrees of freedom for the noncentral F distribution of the approximate F-test of the fixed-effects. The approximate F-test is conducted in SAS during model fitting and those values are also generated by SAS (Littell et al., 2006).  See below for a standard SAS output example for mixed-effects models:  

Type 3 Tests of Fixed Effects

                           Num     Den

         Effect             DF      DF    Chi-Square    F Value      Pr > ChiSq    Pr > F

         Time                1     875          0.37       0.37          0.5434    0.5436

         Age                 1     402          2.68       2.68          0.1019    0.1027

         MathCat             1     404          5.25       5.25          0.0219    0.0225

         ReadCat             1     404         70.68      70.68          <.0001    <.0001

         Disb                1     398          7.11       7.11          0.0077    0.0080

         Time*Age            1     339          0.00       0.00          0.9653    0.9653

         Time*MathCat        1     338          0.59       0.59          0.4422    0.4427

         Time*ReadCat        1     340          7.43       7.43          0.0064    0.0067

         Time*Disb           1     316          6.99       6.99          0.0082    0.0086

         Time*TRTGroup       1     326         17.26      17.26          <.0001    <.0001
The partial squared correlation ratio R2 is implied by any given value of f 2
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and represents the portion of the Y variance accounted for by the effect.

Small effect size: f 2 = 0.02.  According to Cohen (1988), a small effect size index f 2 is set to be 0.02.  Translated into a partial squared correlation, it gives 
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.  Thus a small effect accounts for 2% of the Y variance as defined here.

Medium effect size: f 2 = 0.15.  Similarly, an effect that accounts for 
[image: image239.wmf]%

13

15

.

0

1

15

.

0

=

+

 of the Y variance is defined as a medium effect. 

Large effect size: f 2 = 0.35.  An effect that accounts for 
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 of the Y variance is defined as a large effect. 
With this said, although Read 180 youth are improving over and above their traditional counterparts the effect size is relatively small at 5% as is Facility  *time at 6%. The small effect size for treatment effect might be due to the large standard deviations produced from the SRI. 

Section 2:  Full Cross-Sectional Model for ITT Analysis 

For student i in institution j,
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Table D1. 5. Fit Indices for the Full Cross-Sectional Model 

	
	-2 (log-likelihood)
	AIC
	BIC

	Final Linear Model
	9646.8
	9670.8
	9671.8


Table D1. 6. Estimates for the Fixed Effects in the Full Cross-Sectional Model 

	Fixed Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	t-ratio
	p-value
	Effect Size
	Glass’s (

	Intercept
	α0
	763.49
	19.0818
	40.01
	<.0001
	--
	2.66

	Lexile0
	α1
	0.5494
	0.05398
	10.18
	<.0001
	0.15
	0.00

	White
	α2
	-4.9206
	21.3061
	-0.23
	0.8174
	0.00
	-0.02

	Age
	α3
	-7.6035
	7.0948
	-1.07
	0.2843
	0.00
	-0.03

	MathCAT
	α4
	8.6433
	4.6865
	1.84
	0.0656
	0.00
	0.03

	ReadCAT
	α5
	30.6152
	4.7863
	6.40
	<.0001
	0.06
	0.11

	Disability
	α6
	18.9096
	18.9354
	1.00
	0.3183
	0.00
	0.07

	GradeLevel
	α7
	1.8311
	7.2241
	0.25
	0.8
	0.00
	0.01

	Mobility
	α8
	25.0942
	17.3155
	1.45
	0.1477
	0.00
	0.09

	TRTGroup
	α9
	48.1012
	16.7544
	2.87
	0.0042
	0.01
	0.17


Table D1. 7. Estimated Random Effects in the Full Cross-Sectional Model 

	Variance Component
	Estimate
	SE
	z-value
	p-value

	σ2
	48102
	2570.34
	18.71
	<.0001

	τ00
	469.88
	557.83
	0.84
	0.1998


A cross sectional model was estimated for the purposes of Abt Associates cross-site synthesis, the OSU evaluation team however encourages readers to avoid interpreting these results and instead focus on the longitudinal results as the cross sectional results are less precise than the longitudinal analyses; and, the longitudinal analyses are more consistent with the research design applied in this study. Fortunately, the results from both sets of analyses yield consistent results. Tables D1.6 and D1.7 present the results for the cross sectional estimated model. Compared to subjects in the comparison group, the students in the Read 180 program on average gained 48 more Lexile points after two quarters of treatment, while controlling for other factors.  
Effect sizes were calculated using Glass’s Delta as well as using a procedure produced by Cohen (1988), Verbeke & Molenberghs (2000), Littell, Milliken, Stroup, Wolfinger & Schabenberger (2006) explained above. The former calculation of effect sizes was encouraged by Abt Associates for their purposes of cross-site synthesis.  Calculating Glass’ Delta is straightforward, but not very rigorous. there fore we also provided a more rigorous effect size estimation.. With Glass’s Delta estimate, treatment group is accounting for 17% of the SRI scores variance but the latter method suggested only 1% of the SRI’s variance is accounted for by treatment group.  This discrepancy is cause for concern as reflected by the lack of agreement in the literature regarding the calculation of effect sizes.

Section 3:  Final Longitudinal Linear Model for ITT Analysis 

Level 1:
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Table D1. 8. Fit Indices for the Final Longitudinal Linear Model

	
	-2 (log-likelihood)
	AIC
	BIC

	Final Linear Model
	48092.2
	48100.2
	48118.4


Table D1. 9. Estimates for the Fixed Effects in the Final Longitudinal Linear Model 

	Fixed Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	t-ratio
	p-value
	Effect Size

	Intercept
	α0
	792.40
	8.8813
	89.22
	<.0001
	--

	Age
	α1
	22.0061
	4.6684
	4.71
	<.0001
	0.03

	MathCAT
	α2
	11.5954
	3.2766
	3.54
	0.0004
	0.02

	ReadCAT
	α3
	37.5806
	3.2396
	11.6
	<.0001
	0.17

	Disbility
	α4
	-28.9203
	13.2028
	-2.19
	0.0288
	0.01

	Age*Time
	β1
	-6.5967
	1.803
	-3.66
	0.0003
	0.03

	ReadCAT*Time
	β2
	3.3487
	1.0137
	3.3
	0.001
	0.02

	Mobility*Time
	β3
	8.3732
	4.1509
	2.02
	0.0443
	0.01

	TRTGroup*Time
	β4
	16.0102
	3.4722
	4.61
	<.0001
	0.05


Table D1. 10. Estimated Covariance Matrix for the Random Effects in the Final Longitudinal Linear Model 

	Random Effect
	b0
	b1

	b0
	17703*
	

	b1
	-171.76
	1968.41*

	(
	21024*


Note. * p-value < .05

Tables D1.9 and D.10 present the results the reduced, final longitudinal model. The results based on the final linear model showed that the Read 180 program had a significantly positive impact on the reading proficiency of low-performing incarcerated youth, with a constant growth rate over time.  Specifically, compared to subjects in the comparison group, the students in the Read 180 program on average gained 16 more Lexile points after each term, while controlling for other factors.  However a small effect size is present (.05).
Section 4:  Final Cross-Sectional Model for ITT Analysis 
For student i in institution j, 
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Table D1. 11. Fit Indices for the Final Cross-Sectional Model

	
	-2 (log-likelihood)
	AIC
	BIC


	Final Linear Model
	9651.0
	9665.0
	9665.6


Table D1. 12. Estimates for the Fixed Effects in the Final Cross-Sectional Model 

	Fixed Effect
	Estimate
	SE
	t-ratio
	p-value
	Effect Size
	Glass’s (

	Intercept
	α0
	782.83
	16.0105
	48.9
	<.0001
	--
	2.73

	Lexile0
	α1
	0.5366
	0.05234
	10.25
	<.0001
	0.15
	0.00

	MathCAT
	α2
	8.0791
	4.4723
	1.81
	0.0713
	0.00
	0.03

	ReadCAT
	α3
	30.0447
	4.6124
	6.51
	<.0001
	0.06
	0.10

	TRTGroup
	α4
	45.8669
	16.6811
	2.75
	0.0061
	0.01
	0.16


Table D1. 13. Estimated Random Effects in the Final Cross-Sectional Model 

	Variance Component
	Estimate
	SE
	z-value
	p-value

	σ2
	48303
	2579.61
	18.72
	<.0001

	τ00
	664.58
	636.01
	1.04
	0.148


Tables D1.12 and D1.13 present the results for the reduced, final cross sectional model. Compared to subjects in the comparison group, the students in the Read 180 program on average gained 46 more Lexile points after two quarters treatment, while controlling for other factors.  With Glass’ Delta the effect size is .16 while with Cohen et al.’s method it is .01. 
Appendix D2. Sample Flow Chart 

Appendix D2 presents the flow chart specific to the ITT ANCOVA models estimated. In the summer of 2008 OSU received a summer quarter data file that included 4,456 youth. Of these, 52 had no data but a de-identified unique number. These youth were excluded from any analyses. Of the remaining youth, 1149 were randomly assigned to the targeted intervention and therefore were classified as “eligible” based on 3 criteria: (a) Youth are assigned to the care of ODYS for a planned release date of 6 months or longer after incarceration, (b) Have a below grade level and above “below basic” level reading scores (200<Lexile score<1000) at baseline SRI test, and (c) The youth is a non-high school graduate. 3,255 youth did not fit that description and therefore were not included in the targeted intervention analyses. Of the 1149 eligible youth 756 (Read 180 = 409; Traditional = 347) were included in the ANCOVA ITT analyses because they had a pre and post test assessment, they had a covariate Math CAT score, and were identified as intending to receive two or more quarters of treatment. 134 Read 180 and 193 traditional randomly assigned youth did not meet these qualifications and were therefore excluded from the ANCOVA results. Tests of equivalency are presented in Appendix D3 to illustrate that the youth included in the analyses are not statistically different on the Baseline SRI, Math CAT Covariate, and Read CAT covariate. Additional descriptive statistics are also presented.
The Striving Reader Project

Construction of the Year 1 & Year 2 (Autumn 2006-Summer 2008) Impact Sample from the Population
Youth with 2 or more quarters of intended treatment (ITT analysis)



  


Appendix D3. Tests of Equivalency 

Three sets of analysis of variance models (ANOVA) were estimated to ensure that those youth who were included in the ANCOVA ITT analyses were not statically different from those youth who were omitted from the analyses because of either missing scores (post SRI and/or Math CAT) or there was no intention of treating youth for two or more quarters. Each model was a 2x2 ANOVA where treatment group (0=Read 180; 1= Traditional) and status (1= in the ANCOVA ITT analyses, 0= out of the ANCOVA ITT analyses) are the independent variables. The three models differ in the dependent measure under investigation. Model 1 tests for differences on the Baseline SRI, Model 2 tests for differences on the Math CAT covariate while Model 3 tests for statistical differences on the Read CAT covariate. Below are the results with the interpreted results. 

Model 1: SRI Baseline as Dependent Variable

Table D3. 1. Descriptive Statistics by Status and Treatment Group for Baseline SRI 
	Treatment Group
	status
	Mean
	S.D.
	N

	R180
	Out of analyses
	770.26
	203.862
	200

	
	Included in analyses
	771.91
	190.486
	409

	
	Total
	771.37
	194.814
	609

	Traditional
	Out of analyses
	775.53
	199.053
	193

	
	Included in analyses
	787.18
	193.281
	347

	
	Total
	783.02
	195.259
	540

	Total
	Out of analyses
	772.85
	201.275
	393

	
	Included in analyses
	778.92
	191.798
	756

	
	Total
	776.84
	195.025
	1149


Table D3. 2. ANOVA Baseline equivalency for SRI 

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	Corrected Model
	56032.210a
	3
	18677.403
	.689
	.001
	.150

	Intercept
	6.216E8
	1
	6.216E8
	.000
	.934
	1.000

	TRTGroupY1Y2
	27213.079
	1
	27213.079
	.398
	.001
	.135

	status1
	11405.995
	1
	11405.995
	.584
	.000
	.085

	TRTGroupY1Y2 * status1
	6442.920
	1
	6442.920
	.681
	.000
	.070

	Error
	4.361E7
	1145
	38085.477
	
	
	

	Total
	7.371E8
	1149
	
	
	
	


The ANOVA results presented in Table D3.2 and the associated descriptive statistics in Table D3.1 show that those youth who were excluded from the ANCOVA ITT analyses did not statistically differ on the Baseline SRI and this was true for both the Read 180 and traditionally assigned youth. 

Model 2. Math CAT as the Dependent Variable

Table D3. 3. Descriptive Statistics by Status and Treatment Group for Baseline Math CAT 
	Status
	Treatment Group 
	Mean
	S.D.
	N

	Out of Analysis 
	Read 180
	6.0708
	2.46945
	144

	
	Traditional
	6.1787
	2.84002
	141

	
	Total
	6.1242
	2.65509
	285

	Included in analyses
	Read 180
	5.8966
	2.36591
	409

	
	Traditional
	5.9395
	2.48916
	347

	
	Total
	5.9163
	2.42174
	756

	Total 
	Read 180
	5.9420
	2.39227
	553

	
	Traditional
	6.0086
	2.59470
	488

	
	Total
	5.9732
	2.48823
	1041


Table D3. 4. ANOVA Baseline equivalency for Math CAT  

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Powerb

	Corrected Model
	10.124a
	3
	3.375
	.544
	.652
	.002
	.163

	Intercept
	29959.336
	1
	29959.336
	4832.588
	.000
	.823
	1.000

	status1
	8.830
	1
	8.830
	1.424
	.233
	.001
	.222

	TRTGroupY1Y2
	1.174
	1
	1.174
	.189
	.663
	.000
	.072

	status1 * TRTGroupY1Y2
	.218
	1
	.218
	.035
	.851
	.000
	.054

	Error
	6428.818
	1037
	6.199
	
	
	
	

	Total
	43580.890
	1041
	
	
	
	
	


There are no statistically significant differences; the Math CAT covariate; the scores are similar across traditional and Read 180 youth regardless of whether youth are included or excluded from the ANCOVA ITT model. 

Table D3. 5. Descriptive Statistics by Status and Treatment Group for Baseline Read CAT 

	TRTGroupY1Y2
	status
	Mean
	S.D.
	N

	Read 180
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	6.2943
	2.71555
	150

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	5.7758
	2.46263
	407

	
	Total
	5.9154
	2.54119
	557

	Traditional
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	6.1048
	2.77815
	147

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	6.1509
	2.57161
	346

	
	Total
	6.1371
	2.63212
	493

	Total
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	6.2005
	2.74371
	297

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	5.9481
	2.51857
	753

	
	Total
	6.0195
	2.58541
	1050


Table D3. 6. ANOVA Baseline equivalency for Read CAT  

	Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	Sig.
	Partial Eta Squared
	Observed Power

	Corrected Model
	42.542a
	3
	14.181
	.095
	.006
	.545

	Intercept
	31447.965
	1
	31447.965
	.000
	.819
	1.000

	TRTGroupY1Y2
	1.829
	1
	1.829
	.600
	.000
	.082

	status1
	11.861
	1
	11.861
	.182
	.002
	.266

	TRTGroupY1Y2 * status1
	16.943
	1
	16.943
	.111
	.002
	.357

	Error
	6969.363
	1046
	6.663
	
	
	

	Total
	45058.305
	1050
	
	
	
	


The Read 180 and traditional youth in and out of the analyses are not statistically significant. Baseline comparability has been met for all measures assessed.

Finally, frequency distributions are presented for the major demographic variables used in this report to ascertain whether those in the analysis are demographically different from those who were excluded from the ANCOVA ITT analyses. From visual inspection, the frequencies and proportions appear to be very similar across variables.  No inferential analyses were conducted. 

Demographic Information
Table D3. 7. Demographic Information by Status and Treatment Group   

	Race

	Treatment Group 
	status
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Read 180
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	Black
	142
	71.0
	71.0
	71.0

	
	
	Hispanic
	6
	3.0
	3.0
	74.0

	
	
	White
	50
	25.0
	25.0
	99.0

	
	
	Multiracial
	2
	1.0
	1.0
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	200
	100.0
	100.0
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	Black
	285
	69.7
	69.7
	69.7

	
	
	Hispanic
	11
	2.7
	2.7
	72.4

	
	
	White
	96
	23.5
	23.5
	95.8

	
	
	Multiracial
	17
	4.2
	4.2
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	409
	100.0
	100.0
	

	Traditional
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	Asian/Pacific Islander
	1
	.5
	.5
	.5

	
	
	Black
	126
	65.3
	65.3
	65.8

	
	
	Hispanic
	3
	1.6
	1.6
	67.4

	
	
	White
	56
	29.0
	29.0
	96.4

	
	
	Multiracial
	7
	3.6
	3.6
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	193
	100.0
	100.0
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	Black
	243
	70.0
	70.0
	70.0

	
	
	Hispanic
	6
	1.7
	1.7
	71.8

	
	
	White
	85
	24.5
	24.5
	96.3

	
	
	Multiracial
	13
	3.7
	3.7
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	347
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table D3.7. Demographic Information by Status and Treatment Group   (continued)

	Gender

	Treatment Group 
	status
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Read 180
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	Valid
	Male
	184
	92.0
	92.0
	92.0

	
	
	
	Female
	16
	8.0
	8.0
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	200
	100.0
	100.0
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	Valid
	Male
	396
	96.8
	96.8
	96.8

	
	
	
	Female
	13
	3.2
	3.2
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	409
	100.0
	100.0
	

	Traditional
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	Valid
	Male
	185
	95.9
	95.9
	95.9

	
	
	
	Female
	8
	4.1
	4.1
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	193
	100.0
	100.0
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	Valid
	Male
	336
	96.8
	96.8
	96.8

	
	
	
	Female
	11
	3.2
	3.2
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	347
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table D3.7. Demographic Information by Status and Treatment Group (continued)

	Age as of Dec 2008

	Treatment Group 
	status
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Read 180

	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason


	14.00
	4
	2.0
	2.0
	2.0

	
	
	15.00
	7
	3.5
	3.5
	5.5

	
	
	16.00
	31
	15.5
	15.5
	21.0

	
	
	17.00
	48
	24.0
	24.0
	45.0

	
	
	18.00
	50
	25.0
	25.0
	70.0

	
	
	19.00
	34
	17.0
	17.0
	87.0

	
	
	20.00
	19
	9.5
	9.5
	96.5

	
	
	21.00
	3
	1.5
	1.5
	98.0

	
	
	22.00
	4
	2.0
	2.0
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	200
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table D3.7. Demographic Information by Status and Treatment Group (continued)

	Age as of Dec 2008

	Treatment Group 
	status
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Read 180

	In 2+ ITT analysis
	14.00
	2
	.5
	.5
	.5

	
	
	15.00
	10
	2.4
	2.4
	2.9

	
	
	16.00
	49
	12.0
	12.0
	14.9

	
	
	17.00
	80
	19.6
	19.6
	34.5

	
	
	18.00
	95
	23.2
	23.2
	57.7

	
	
	19.00
	102
	24.9
	24.9
	82.6

	
	
	20.00
	58
	14.2
	14.2
	96.8

	
	
	21.00
	11
	2.7
	2.7
	99.5

	
	
	22.00
	2
	.5
	.5
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	409
	100.0
	100.0
	

	Traditional


	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	14.00
	6
	3.1
	3.1
	3.1

	
	
	15.00
	13
	6.7
	6.7
	9.8

	
	
	16.00
	34
	17.6
	17.6
	27.5

	
	
	17.00
	45
	23.3
	23.3
	50.8

	
	
	18.00
	46
	23.8
	23.8
	74.6

	
	
	19.00
	28
	14.5
	14.5
	89.1

	
	
	20.00
	17
	8.8
	8.8
	97.9

	
	
	21.00
	3
	1.6
	1.6
	99.5

	
	
	22.00
	1
	.5
	.5
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	193
	100.0
	100.0
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	14.00
	1
	.3
	.3
	.3

	
	
	15.00
	14
	4.0
	4.0
	4.3

	
	
	16.00
	46
	13.3
	13.3
	17.6

	
	
	17.00
	80
	23.1
	23.1
	40.6

	
	
	18.00
	94
	27.1
	27.1
	67.7

	
	
	19.00
	74
	21.3
	21.3
	89.0

	
	
	20.00
	34
	9.8
	9.8
	98.8

	
	
	21.00
	3
	.9
	.9
	99.7

	
	
	22.00
	1
	.3
	.3
	100.0

	
	
	Total
	347
	100.0
	100.0
	


Table D3.7. Demographic Information by Status and Treatment Group (continued)

	Currentgrade_8

	Treatment Group 
	status
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Read 180

	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	
	Not yet determined
	3
	1.5
	1.8
	1.8

	
	
	
	8
	3
	1.5
	1.8
	3.7

	
	
	
	9
	85
	42.5
	51.8
	55.5

	
	
	
	10
	33
	16.5
	20.1
	75.6

	
	
	
	11
	10
	5.0
	6.1
	81.7

	
	
	
	12
	13
	6.5
	7.9
	89.6

	
	
	
	Graduated
	17
	8.5
	10.4
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	164
	82.0
	100.0
	

	
	
	Missing
	System
	36
	18.0
	
	

	
	
	Total
	200
	100.0
	
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	Valid
	8
	3
	.7
	.8
	.8

	
	
	
	9
	143
	35.0
	37.3
	38.1

	
	
	
	10
	121
	29.6
	31.6
	69.7

	
	
	
	11
	41
	10.0
	10.7
	80.4

	
	
	
	12
	12
	2.9
	3.1
	83.6

	
	
	
	Graduated
	63
	15.4
	16.4
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	383
	93.6
	100.0
	

	
	
	Missing
	System
	26
	6.4
	
	

	
	
	Total
	409
	100.0
	
	

	Traditional
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	Valid
	Not yet determined
	2
	1.0
	1.2
	1.2

	
	
	
	8
	7
	3.6
	4.3
	5.5

	
	
	
	9
	88
	45.6
	54.0
	59.5

	
	
	
	10
	21
	10.9
	12.9
	72.4

	
	
	
	11
	18
	9.3
	11.0
	83.4

	
	
	
	12
	9
	4.7
	5.5
	89.0

	
	
	
	Graduated
	18
	9.3
	11.0
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	163
	84.5
	100.0
	

	
	
	Missing
	System
	30
	15.5
	
	

	
	
	Total
	193
	100.0
	
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	Valid
	8
	2
	.6
	.6
	.6

	
	
	
	9
	137
	39.5
	41.8
	42.4

	
	
	
	10
	98
	28.2
	29.9
	72.3

	
	
	
	11
	18
	5.2
	5.5
	77.7

	
	
	
	12
	17
	4.9
	5.2
	82.9

	
	
	
	Graduated
	56
	16.1
	17.1
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	328
	94.5
	100.0
	

	
	
	Missing
	System
	19
	5.5
	
	

	
	
	Total
	347
	100.0
	
	


Table D3.7. Demographic Information by Status and Treatment Group (continued)

	Disability_8

	TRTGroupY1Y2
	status1
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Read 180
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	Valid
	2
	21
	10.5
	21.0
	21.0

	
	
	
	3
	1
	.5
	1.0
	22.0

	
	
	
	4
	38
	19.0
	38.0
	60.0

	
	
	
	5
	1
	.5
	1.0
	61.0

	
	
	
	7
	4
	2.0
	4.0
	65.0

	
	
	
	10
	1
	.5
	1.0
	66.0

	
	
	
	11
	34
	17.0
	34.0
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	100
	50.0
	100.0
	

	
	
	Missing
	System
	100
	50.0
	
	

	
	
	Total
	200
	100.0
	
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	Valid
	1
	1
	.2
	.5
	.5

	
	
	
	2
	31
	7.6
	15.3
	15.8

	
	
	
	4
	94
	23.0
	46.5
	62.4

	
	
	
	5
	2
	.5
	1.0
	63.4

	
	
	
	7
	11
	2.7
	5.4
	68.8

	
	
	
	8
	1
	.2
	.5
	69.3

	
	
	
	9
	1
	.2
	.5
	69.8

	
	
	
	10
	2
	.5
	1.0
	70.8

	
	
	
	11
	57
	13.9
	28.2
	99.0

	
	
	
	12
	1
	.2
	.5
	99.5

	
	
	
	13
	1
	.2
	.5
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	202
	49.4
	100.0
	

	
	
	Missing
	System
	207
	50.6
	
	

	
	
	Total
	409
	100.0
	
	


Table D3.7. Demographic Information by Status and Treatment Group (continued)

	Disability_8

	TRTGroupY1Y2
	status1
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Traditional 
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	Valid
	2
	23
	11.9
	26.4
	26.4

	
	
	
	4
	32
	16.6
	36.8
	63.2

	
	
	
	5
	2
	1.0
	2.3
	65.5

	
	
	
	7
	2
	1.0
	2.3
	67.8

	
	
	
	11
	27
	14.0
	31.0
	98.9

	
	
	
	12
	1
	.5
	1.1
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	87
	45.1
	100.0
	

	
	
	Missing
	System
	106
	54.9
	
	

	
	
	Total
	193
	100.0
	
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	Valid
	1
	1
	.3
	.6
	.6

	
	
	
	2
	32
	9.2
	20.4
	21.0

	
	
	
	4
	71
	20.5
	45.2
	66.2

	
	
	
	7
	9
	2.6
	5.7
	72.0

	
	
	
	11
	44
	12.7
	28.0
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	157
	45.2
	100.0
	

	
	
	Missing
	System
	190
	54.8
	
	

	
	
	Total
	347
	100.0
	
	


Table D3.7. Demographic Information by Status and Treatment Group (continued)

	SpecialEd_8

	Treatment Group
	status
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Read 180
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	Valid
	0
	107
	53.5
	53.5
	53.5

	
	
	
	1
	93
	46.5
	46.5
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	200
	100.0
	100.0
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	Valid
	0
	228
	55.7
	55.7
	55.7

	
	
	
	1
	181
	44.3
	44.3
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	409
	100.0
	100.0
	

	Traditional
	out of 2+ ITT analysis for any reason
	Valid
	0
	110
	57.0
	57.0
	57.0

	
	
	
	1
	83
	43.0
	43.0
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	193
	100.0
	100.0
	

	
	In 2+ ITT analysis
	Valid
	0
	202
	58.2
	58.2
	58.2

	
	
	
	1
	145
	41.8
	41.8
	100.0

	
	
	
	Total
	347
	100.0
	100.0
	


No differences appear between Read 180 and traditional youth in and out of the ANCOVA ITT analysis. 

Appendix D4. Psychometric Properties of the SRI

No information is available from Scholastic, despite repeated requests for this information, except for non-refereed studies reported in the IES What Works Clearinghouse on the psychometric properties (reliability and validity) of SRI scores.  Given that we were not provided with item level responses to the instrument (the OSU evaluation team only receives the final, scaled score) it made it difficult for the current research team to assess the validity and reliably of the SRI scores for our population. We made repeated requests to Scholastic to obtain this information, but were denied access to the raw data.  We offered to sign a non-disclosure agreement with Scholastic but this offer was not accepted by Scholastic.  This is particularly troubling given the large standard deviations associated with the SRI scores. We however used two pieces of evidence: (1) a report by Renaissance learning and (2) correlations of the baseline SRI with the Math and Read CAT covariate using the DYS population.  

The first piece of evidence was a non-peer reviewed report put out by Renaissance learning, producers of the STAR assessing for reading. In their three page summary the authors compare simple characteristics of the STAR assessment and the SRI. They conclude that the STAR assessment takes less time to complete and is more reliable than the SRI (SRI test-retest reliability =.89; STAR test-retest reliability =.94) . The OSU evaluation team however believes that because the company that produces the STAR wrote the report and the analyses conducted were weak, that such conclusions should be taken with extreme caution. 

The second piece of evidence is the best estimate of concurrent, criterion related validity the OSU evaluation team had available; the correlation of the SRI and CAT scores – Math and Read. Table D4.1 presents these results. 

Table D4. 1. Bivariate Correlation Coefficients between SRI, Math CAT covariate, and Read CAT covariate

	
	
	Lexile1
	MathCATcov
	ReadCATcov

	Lexile1
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.433**
	.562**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.000
	.000

	
	N
	1149
	1041
	1050

	MathCATcov
	Pearson Correlation
	.433**
	1
	.629**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	
	.000

	
	N
	1041
	1041
	1037

	ReadCATcov
	Pearson Correlation
	.562**
	.629**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	.000
	

	
	N
	1050
	1037
	1050

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).


Results show that SRI scores are related significantly to both Read (r=.56) and Math (r=.43) CAT covariate scores and that the SRI is more correlated with the Read CAT. Assuming that the Read CAT is a valid measure of reading, the moderate correlation with SRI might indicate that SRI too is measuring some aspects of reading ability. However given the limited information on the psychometric properties available to us,  some caution should be exercised when interpreting the results of this study. 
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