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Abstract

The purpose of this research study was to investigew school districts, in the
state of Missouri, dispersed funds from the AmeriB&covery Reinvestment Act
(ARRA) of 2009 to help drive educational reformthwiespect to reading achievement
and Response to Intervention strategies. The diffea between the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act and other pieces of legisiadimed at educational accountability
was that states were only given two years to splemanonies associated with this
legislation. This quantitative research study exedi60 school districts in the state of
Missouri to determine if there was a relationshepaeen the stimulus funds provided for
personnel, intervention support and professionatld@ment, and student achievement
as measured by the MAP assessment. The researcidexdddschools into strata of large
and small districts based on enrollment of mora 8,800 students and fewer than 3,000
students respectively. Data collected includeda ®BRA budget codes (1100) for
regular instruction, (2100) for non-instructionapgport, (2210) for professional
development for the 2009-2010 and the 2010-201@dglears, as well as
communication arts data from the MAP assessmemtlildrature review outlined
legislation framed for educational accountabildiyanges in practice for students
identified at-risk, and best practices in readimgjriuction. The researcher examined
patterns in spending in non-instructional suppod professional development to
determine if school districts provided materialsifdervention and professional

development to support teachers in implementingrtesventions. Using multiple



regression data analysis, the researcher did mbtadny significant relationship between
ARRA stimulus funds and student achievement as uned$y the MAP assessment.
Data indicated that additional funding was notahewer to improved student

achievement.
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ARRA Funding and Achievement 1

Chapter One: Introduction

Reading instruction and proficiency were, at thiging, topics discussed at the
local, state and federal level, and outlined asx@ectation in the federal legislation No
Child Left Behind (NCLB). As stated by Fountas &tdnell (2001), if children are to
become proficient readers, they must read evergddyengage with a wide variety of
texts for multiple purposes. When students argermding at grade level proficiency
educators need to provide early intervention thlthelp to close that gap (Clay, 1991).
Historically, when students underachieved in reg@ind were unable to process texts on
grade level they were referred for special edunati2ften those students continued to
struggle with reading, and research indicated\ba little reading comprehension
instruction occurred in the pull-out, special ediarasetting (Hollenbeck, 2013). Reading
instruction continued to be vital for all studeatsClay (1998) indicated, “If we notice
children taking different paths we can interactwitieir different journeys ... and in a
couple of years expect them to arrive at commonaes” (p. 3).

As education shifts to meet the demands of Comnure Gtate Standards and
classrooms across the country grow in their ditgréhis researcher believes educators
need to make necessary pedagogical changes tadhmeawsteds of individual learners.
Many districts and schools have turned to Resptmbgervention (Rtl) as a strategy to
allow them to meet the needs of students identdetht-risk” (Gersten & Dimino, 2006,
p. 101). “Response to intervention (Rtl) is a midted framework designed for early, and
if necessary, sustained intervention for studerts are unsuccessful in the general
education curriculum” (Jenkins, Hudson, & John6Q7, p. 582). Rtl assisted teachers in

their attempts to address the needs of all studetiig their classrooms. “Within RTI, the
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frontline of prevention is Tier I, or the generdueation classroom, where every student,
regardless of ability, is to receive high-qualitgtruction” (Brozo, 2010, p. 147).

Legislation such as No Child Left Behind providéates and school districts a
framework for reading standards and assessmebtsltbaccountability based on
educational results (USDOE, 2004). It was up tddieal institution to find ways to
provide meaningful instruction to all students. tiVa three-level system, any initiative
sponsored at the federal level will need to berpreted and implemented by the state and
local levels to impact the education system” (Wé&nljicotera, 2007, p. 60). In this
researcher’s experience, limited resources reqsicbdol administrators to make critical
decisions in terms of personnel, materials, anfepsional development. A well thought
out and cohesive educational pathway from pre-kupakten to high school could ensure
that students receive college and career ready etmmgies preparing them for a global
workplace. “It takes great effort, leadership, teark, and resources to turn a school or
district in the direction of rich, rigorous, diffantiated instruction” (Fountas & Pinnell,
2012, p. 271). The standards-based movement irmédaodas direct ties t& Nation at
Risk(USDOE, 1983), which highlighted a need for magerous standards and
expectations for teachers and students in termerdent and practice (USDOE, 2008).
The passage of the Outstanding Education Act ir3,19%ted continually monitored and
adjusted standards and expectations so studeritbreaeive the level of instruction that
allowed them to become successful and productivizeos (MODESE, n.d.).

In the state of Missouri, accountability measwwese annually reviewed within
school districts for accreditation purposes. AnrRalficiency Targets were to be met to

indicate enough students within nine pre-determsdafjroups scoring proficient or
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advanced on the state assessments (MODESE, 2Bath year the Target for Proficiency
increased as states worked toward the goal of 1@@%ciency for students in the areas of
Communication Arts, sometimes referred to as Ehdlenguage Arts, and Mathematics,
as outlined by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Lelgition (USDOE, 2008). School
districts adjusted and modified standards, cumicyland pedagogy to meet the rigorous
proficiency rates outlined in NCLB.

The National Governors Association (2011) workegravide a single set of
standards for English Language Arts and Mathematibgh guided states and local
agencies in developing curriculum and expectatibasprepared students for college and
participation in a global workforce. In this resgeer’'s experience, implementing changes
in curriculum and pedagogy required districts taraxe current materials and programs,
and then to adjust as necessary. These changasedigred significant financial
commitment in terms of purchase of materials anvely of professional development.
Many school districts benefitted from stimulus furglprovided in The American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, which waely the greatest single infusion of
federal dollars into education” (Warner, 2009, p). This funding came at a time of
economic down turn and districts had to make clsoistween “the immediate urgency of
saving jobs and applying the stimulus funds towargortant school reform initiatives,
needed improvement measures, or both” (Warner,,20080).

Purpose of the Dissertation

The purpose of this research study was to invedstigew school districts in the

state of Missouri disbursed funds from the ARRA609 to help drive educational

reform. The research targeted the area of readstguction, assessment, and intervention
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at the elementary level. According to the U.S. Depant of Education (2009), the
guiding principles for use of ARRA funds included ‘save and create jobs, ensure
transparency and accountability, thoughtfully invase-time funds, and advance effective
reforms” (p. 3).

ARRA funds were dispersed to states in the forfoohula grants, competitive
grants, basic stabilization funds, and bonds (eh@D09). This study further defined how
school districts in the state of Missouri, speithatus ARRA funds in terms of state
stabilization and funds allocated through Titl®&rt A. Data collection included the
amount of funds spent in each allowable categodyaaralyzed to determine how much of
the ARRA funds were used to support a three-tieretvention model or increased access
to intervention materials for at-risk studentshe tairea of reading. Data was analyzed to
determine if the funds spent had an impact on siiuaehievement as measured by
Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) test scoresearatiea of Communication Arts at the
elementary level over the span of three schoolsy&09, 2010, and 2011).

Rationale

The researcher’s intent was to analyze the methofl&@imulus funds
disbursement in school districts in the state as9duri to determine if there was a
measurable change in student achievement duringctemic years of 2009-2010 and
2010-2011. “For years, consensus had been builtbrnmgs the political spectrum that the
nation’s schools, especially those in urban Amenigare in urgent need of fundamental
change” (Smarick, 2010, p. 15). President Obantadtén a global economy where the
most valuable skill you can sell is your knowledgejood education is no longer just a

pathway to opportunity—it is a pre-requisite” (USB2009, p. 2). The guiding principles
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of the ARRA of 2009 included, “using these fundsnprove schools, raise achievement,
and drive reforms [to] produce better results fuidren and young people for the long
term health of our nation” (USDOE, 2009, p. 3). @efthe funds were distributed to
individual school districts, governors had to sagsurance “statements promising that
their states were taking action to improve teacluality, develop better data systems,
enhance standards and assessments, and addrgssfomming schools” (Smarick, 2010,
p. 16). Within the guidelines of the law, statesewequired to use funds from the
American Recovery Reinvestment Act to address awdgét shortfalls through the funding
formula, so states were not able to reallocateuress (Smarick, 2010). “So it was
difficult to categorize what [was] the ‘best’ usestimulus funds” (Warner, 2009, p. 10).
Funds from the stimulus package provided to sctmticts were intended for educational
reform efforts, yet most districts used the fur@gemporarily protect jobs in a failing
economy (McDonnell & Weatherford, 2011; Smarickl@0Warner, 2009). “The
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRProvide[d] approximately
$100 billion for education” (USDOE, 2009, p. 1)hi¥ legislation provided an
extraordinary amount of money for education andattesident asked educational leaders
to make sure these funds were used to provide tsigleth technologically rich
classrooms (Waters, 2010). “After enactment, the. Department of Education published
a series of guidance documents describing the pheiliypes of federal assistance available
for states and school districts under ARRA ayirlg out expectations for the use of
Recovery Act funds” (Naik, Yorkman, & Casserly, 20p. 4). Given the aforementioned
promises, districts had to make prompt and effictkstisions on how to spend the funds.

However, the very nature of stabilization presemlifficulty, as educators in decision-
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making roles had to balance the disbursement afSamd the implementation of new
initiatives in classrooms (McDonnell & Weatherfof)11).

In this researcher’s opinion, legislation has bienguidepost by which states,
school districts, and teachers gain knowledge abdutational requirements, and plan
effectively for classroom instruction. With the uéaorization of Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act of 2004 (IDEA), Rtl beua the accepted strategy for reducing
the number of referrals to special education amdasteled more focus on research-based
interventions for struggling students (Fuchs & F3j@006). Educators needed to focus
instructional practice to meet the needs of athefstudents in their classrooms, and
effectively address the needs of students who wetracademically performing at grade
level. “If we want to capitalize on the promiseRtl, we must focus on prevention-
instruction models, recognizing the complexityitériacy, its teaching and its learning,
and centralizing the ongoirdgevelopment of teacher expertise” (Johnston, 201329).
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) and thelividuals with Disabilities
Education Act amendments of 2004 (IDEA) have ceafgportunities for all student
needs to be met with improved instruction (Danie]ddoolittle, & Bradley, 2007).
Academic leaders found it imperative that educatgse provided opportunities for
professional growth in meeting and advancing acacpnogress for all students. “The
ARRA legislation ultimately reflected this strategfyusing short-term relief to produce
long-term benefits” (Mead, Vaishnav, Porter, Roth@n, & Bellwether, 2010, p. 5).
ARRA funds were dispersed to school districts dytie 2009-2010 school year and the
2010-2011 school year, which provided decision meakeshort time frame to effectively

utilize the funds. This study was conducted to heitee if school districts were able to
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make decisions for ARRA funds in a two-year timefeaand make progress toward
educational reform.

It is this researcher’s belief that this study ek$he gap within the current
literature by demonstrating that federal legisiatamd funding through the American
Recovery Reinvestment Act, fell short in creating heeded systemic change in
educational systems to increase reading achieveasemeasured by the MAP tests.
Fullan, Hill, and Crevola (2006), concurred statifithis is because in school education,
there is no built-in mechanism that leads to ongamprovement in classroom instruction
(p. 42).

Methodology Overview

This research study was completed as a quantitsiticy as the researcher
“want[ed] to establish generalizations that transicéhe immediate situation or particular
setting” (Fraenkel, Wallen, & Hyun, 2012, p. 11helresearch study was conducted in the
nature of correlational analysis. The researcherstigated “the relationships among two
or more variables . . . without any attempt touefice them” (Fraenkel et al., 2012, p.
331).

School districts were given the opportunity to fitseds from the American Recovery
Reinvestment Act to improve services for studeimis were identified at-risk for not
meeting grade level standards (USDOE, 2009). Resptnintervention is “a rigorous
prevention system provide[d] for the early idetiion of learning and behavioral
challenges and timely intervention for students \where] at risk for long-term learning

problems” (National Center on Response to Interean2010, p. 4). When students are
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not responding to core instruction in the genedaication classroom early intervention
was provided to boost the student’s skills throagHy intervention.

The Title I, Part A funds made available underAlfiRRA provide an

unprecedented opportunity for educators to impldrnmgrovative strategies to

improve education for academically at-risk studemd to close the achievement

gap in Title | schools while stimulating the econofUSDOE, 2009, p. 8).

The researcher worked with the Budget Offichat@epartment of Elementary
and Secondary Education (DESE), in Jefferson GAY, to gather three specific budget
line item amounts from the Final Expenditure ReBER) of those districts identified in
a random sample of Missouri school districts. Budig®rmation from those FER reports
was collected for the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011scyeemis. The budget line items
included were instructional services, non-insttupport services, and regular
instruction. Information from DESE’s website wagddo identify the MAP results for
each school district in the sample for purposescbievement analysis. The secondary
data gathered allowed for data to be collectedaaradlyzed in terms of disbursement of
funds and impact on student achievement.

Resear ch Questions

RQ 1. How have ARRA funds been used in the state of disgo fund
improvement of instruction services, non-instructsmpport services and regular
instruction to advance educational reform efforts?

RQ 2. How have ARRA funds been used in the state of disgo expand or
support the three-tiered model of Response toMatgion with the intent to increase

student achievement?



ARRA Funding and Achievement 9

Hypotheses

Hypothesis # 1. There is a relationship between the percentagdr&A funds
spent on the general improvement of instructionises and the percentage of students
entering a Rtl model of intervention at Tier II'Der 11l as defined by the state of
Missouri.

Hypothesis # 2. There is a relationship between student achievearehthe
percentage of ARRA funds allocated to develop Ritleis of intervention as evidenced
by achievement measured by MAP assessment scoGesnmmunication Arts.

Hypothesis # 3. There is a relationship between student achievearehthe
percentage of ARRA funds allocated to develop ams®uctional materials and practice as
evidenced by achievement measured by MAP assesscmet in Communication Arts.
Limitations

The ARRA of 2009 included budget allocations inenmajor categories including
State Fiscal Stabilization Funds (SFSF), TitledrtA, IDEA Grants, Technology,
Vocational Rehabilitation, Independent Living Sees Funds, McKinney-Vento
Homeless Assistance Funds, Pell Grants, and WaitkyStUSDOE. 2010).

Data Limitation. The researcher analyzed data from part of the Fiatal
Stabilization Funds and from part of Title I, PArtthus limiting the amount of data
reviewed. Relationships examined in this quantiéasitudy will not allow an indication of
the contribution to achievement by the remaininggaries of funding.

Assessment Limitation. The researcher only used MAP data from the area of
English Language Arts and only from the elemenkavgl. There are other potential

assessments used by districts to allow evidena&laénce of spending on reading
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achievement. However, contribution from those it@arsnot be included since the only
assessment the researcher could be sure wasdiblyzall districts in the random sample
data pool was use of the MAP.

Geographic Location Limitation. All data is gathered from the state of Missouri.
And, though randomly sampled, conclusions drawaugh use of the data may not be
able to be generalized to settings in other st&iash state within the nation devised its
own assessment program and system for meeting Atledearly Progress to satisfy
NCLB requirements.

Data from past and current school districts in \white researcher was employed
were excluded from the study. The original desifjthe study was planned as a mixed
methods study including follow-up interviews withose involved in allocating funds from
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. TeBearcher was involved in the
decision making process for allocating ARRA furi®ne school district and consulted
with decision makers in another school distriche Tesearcher used information from
those districts to help develop the questionswmatld be asked in follow-up interviews
and heard opinions from those involved in thosesilmas. The researcher believed it
would be best if that information not be includadhe study.

Definition of Terms

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). Measures of progress based on annual
proficiency results of state assessments, atteredand participation rates of students in
subgroups as outlined in requirements in No Chéét Behind (MODESE, 2011).

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). “The American

Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) (Rubhw 111-5) provide[d] $10
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billion in new funding for programs under TitleRart A of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA)” (USDOE, 2010, p. BYr the purpose of this study,
ARRA funds will also be stated as stimulus funds.
At-Risk Student. Is defined as “a comparison of a given studergi$gsmance
with established criteria to determine if that dis progressing below the expected rate”
(Gersten & Dimino, 2006, p. 101).
Curriculum-Based Measure (CBM). “CBM is an approach for assessing the
growth of students in basic skills” (Deno, 2003184).
Explicit Instruction. Explicit Instruction is defined as “explicit insttion
involves the overt, teacher-directed instructiostodtegies, including direct explanation,
modeling, and guided practice in the applicatiostodtegies” (Manset-Williamson &
Nelson, 2005, p. 61).
Fiscal Cliff. Fiscal Cliff is defined as “when a school distigtunable to sustain
activities or services after stimulus funds arédamger available” (USDOE, 2012, p. v).
Highly Qualified Teacher.
1. Has obtained full State certification as a teadr passed the State teacher
licensing examination and holds a license to téat¢he State, and does not have
certification or licensure requirements waived areanergency, temporary, or
provisional basis; 2. Holds a minimum of a bachsldegree; and 3. Has
demonstrated subject-matter competency in eadiecddademic subjects in which
the teacher teaches, in a manner determined yt#te and in compliance with

Section 9101(23) of ESEA. (MODESE, 2012, para. 1)
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Problem-Solving Approach. “The problem-solving model refers to interventions
that use an inductive approach. This means thatudent characteristic (e.g.,disability
label) dictates a priori what intervention will ikdr(Carney & Stiefel, 2008, p. 62).

Progress Monitoring. Progress Monitoring is defined as “a formativeeassnent
to determine if students are benefiting from instian and whether those benefits are
accruing at an adequate rate” (Mellard, McKnightw®ods, 2009, p. 187). “Progress
monitoring also generates diagnostic informatiaat tielps practitioners make
classification and program placement decisions,(engving a student from Tier | to Tier
)" (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006, p. 94).

Research-Based Interventions. Research-Based Interventions is in referétce

those interventions that are derived from rigonmsearch and have demonstrated a record
of success; there is reliable, trustworthy anddvatiidence to suggest the program is
effective” (MODESE, 2011, p. 2).

Response to Intervention (Rtl). Response to Intervention is defined as “a
framework that uses student performance data grmete if instruction is effective for
most students and to identify students who neegdlsogental interventions to attain
benchmarks” (Vanderheyden, 2011, p. 335). Furtheeni®tl is a schoolwide process
that integrates instruction, intervention and assent” (Johnson & Smith, 2008, p. 46).

Standard Protocol Approach. “The standard protocol model requires the use of
the same empirically validated treatment for albsints with similar problems” (Carney &
Stiefel, 2008, p. 62). Also, “In a standard-proticgeproach, educators are trained in

strategies to address a particular academic skith as reading” (Dunn, 2010, p. 24).
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Tier I Core Instruction. “The first tier of the Rtl model focuse[d] on geak
education classroom instruction” (Dunn, 2010, p. 29

Tier II Intervention. Is defined as “interventions...delivered through geoup
instruction using strategies that directly targek#él deficit” (Buffum, Mattos, & Weber,
2010, p. 15).

Tier I1I Intervention. IS defined aSinstructional support, delivered one-to-one, in
order to meet specific needs in addition to Tiandl Tier Il instruction” (Stuart & Rinaldi,
2009, p. 53).

Title I, Part A. The U.S. Department of Education (2010) stateddé made
available under the ARRA provide an unprecedenfgmbdunity for educators to
implement innovative strategies to improve educatay academically at-risk students and
to close the achievement gap” (p.10).

Universal Screening. Universal Screening is defined as “the first stepny
prevention approach is the principal means foreiang students who struggle to learn
when provided a strong evidence-based general #dncaier I) and who require
supplemental (Tier Il) instruction” (Jenkins et @007, p. 582).

Summary

Educators in the United States were at a cross@aadse grappled with mandated
requirements of standards, assessment and fundihg gederal and state levels, while
assuring a viable curriculum for all students. “Teakthrough that we are seeking
involves the education community as a whole esthinig a system of expert data-driven
instruction that will result in daily continuous pmovement for all students in all

classrooms” (Fullan et al., 2006, p. 2). Distrigt&l schools must use the financial
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contributions of the federal, state, and localte#tito develop and support a strong
educational system (Smarick, 2010). The demandifgr academic standards and
assessments can be traced back to the legislamarated byA Nation at RiskWong &
Nicotera, 2007). Accountability measures requipmngficiency in student achievement as
measured by yearly assessment originated with Nl & Jacob, 2010). School
districts in the state of Missouri have been rezgpito meet increasingly rigorous
expectations in Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) éantain accredited status (MODESE,
2011). However, we must also understand that “Holuta#s not about putting in the
outcomes; it is about knowing what inputs, in wbaitexts, give rise to the desired
outcomes” (Clay, 1998, p. 257). In addition, adstirsitors and teachers must be provided
with up-to-date professional development to undediand effectively apply the research
based instructional strategies in their classro@asielson et al., 2007).

The list of terms and definitions, while not exhates was provided to aid the
reader in understanding the educational terminojoggented throughout the research
study. The literature review presented in the fsifgy section outlines the use of federal
funding for educational reform. Legislation suchpasvided byA Nation at RiskNo
Child Left Behind (NCLB), Individuals with Disabiles Education Act (IDEA), and
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Wél discussed showing how
expectations and the standards-based movementeeMealading to the infusion of ARRA
funds to support educational reform. Rtl will belmed in the literature review and shown
as a need in the educational realm to reduce timbauof students being referred for
special education identification. At the time ostetudy states were required to show

annual progress of all students on state assesshoentsed on quality instruction in the
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general education classrooms. Finally, the litesataview highlights research current at
the time of this writing, in terms of best practiga the area of reading instruction. The
reading research presented provides the readeuwttérstanding of effective classroom

reading instruction to meet the needs of all sttglen
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Chapter Two: The Literature Review

Introduction

Educators, at the time of this writing, faced eased demands in their instruction
related to rigorous standards, mandated high stdssssment, and increased amounts of
differentiation to meet the needs of all studeBtucators faced with all these demands
have had to find balance in their learning and ean@ntation of new initiatives. “The near
term reaction tends to focus on raising test scoretandardized tests as a way to meet
NCLB requirements. The longer term challenge, haxglas to enhance the life of the
students’ mind” (Wong & Nicotera, 2007, p. 11). Tiherature review will describe the
application of funds from the federal stimulus pagd granted in the American Recovery
and Investment Act (ARRA) of 2009, to strengthea ithplementation of a three-tiered
intervention model in the state of Missouri. Théseds were to be disbursed to school
districts through established funding programs as&clDEA which supported intervention
for at-risk students via Response to Interventi®ih) (@and Title | which provided funding
for students below grade level in the area of megdbmarick, 2010). The literature will
also outline the Rtl model; assessments used tifgestruggling students, the
implementation of interventions in the general edian classroom as well as, best
practices in the area of reading instruction. Adrinctional practices shifted from a
traditional method of special education referralsstruggling students to an intervention
approach within the general education classrooathter pedagogy changed. “Rtl
represents a paradigm shift in both form of ingtancand educational decision making”
(Sansosti & Noltemeyer, 2008, p. 58). An overvidviederal legislation will be discussed

to describe a paradigm shift in the service dejivaodel for struggling students. This
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review of literature provides the reader with backod knowledge regarding the 1Q
Discrepancy Model as a method of identificatiorspécific learning disabilities as well as
Rtl as an alternative method for assessing andifgieng struggling students. This
information on Rtl will provide background knowlezlépr the reader outlining the need
for federal funding to support the efforts of eartervention for students at-risk.

In addition, the review will provide the readethvinformation on research based
interventions for those students performing beloadg level proficiency in reading in
terms of what research provides for best practitesading instruction. It is the
researcher’s belief that this study will close ¢fag in current literature by demonstrating
that federal legislation and funding ARRA used sieEadly to support the school reform
initiative Rtl, fell short in creating the needgg®mic change in educational systems to
increase student achievement as measured by thet&Ad?

Current Legislation and Funding

Historically, the federal government took a minimade in funding educational
initiatives at the state and local level until @svtime to reauthorize the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, in which the federal goweent took a role in funding
programs for disadvantaged students (Congresedfitiited States, 1993). “The
accountability reality also challenge[d] instruciab practices” (Wong & Nicotera, 2007, p.
11) that raised the question of who is respongdaiénstituting these changes? In a world
of advanced technologies and continued globalimatitassroom communities must be
established where educators are experts at dat@ndnstruction and continuous daily
improvement for all students (Fullan et al., 2006)the researcher’s experience,

legislation at the federal level can be interrupddtkrently at the state and local level.
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First it must be determined what data-driven ingtam is and how it will be carried out at
the classroom level. “Accordingly, educational aguability requires that all attention and
support within the education system be directachptoving instructional practices”
(Wong & Nicotera, 2007, p. 26). Building adminigties must be skilled at recognizing
effective classroom practice as well as, guiding sunpporting staff members to continual
professional growth. “When a learner makes conaestand learning takes place, it is
because of focused teaching” (Fullan et al., 2p084).

ARRA legislation provided financial relief amidst economic crisis, raised
expectations for rigorous standards and alloweda&dus to approach interventions for at-
risk students through a Rtl approach (Jennings220he guiding principles of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 200%dtdiusing these [ARRA] funds to
improve schools, raise achievement, and drive medowill produce better results for
children and young people for the long term heaftbur nation” (USDOE, 2009, p. 3).
ARRA funds provided school districts with temporaglief as “declining revenues
resulted in budget reductions that forced someddtistricts to eliminate jobs and scale
back services and activities” (USDOE, 2012, p®)cisions about how ARRA funds
should be allocated were overshadowed with thetfettdistricts had two fiscal years to
plan and begin implementation of ARRA funds so lfexpenditure reports could be
committed by September 30, 2011 (USDOE, 2012) hasd plans were created districts
paid close attention to the assurances signeddiygbvernors that stated that ARRA
funds would advance effective reforms (USDOE, 20089trict officials had to wrestle
with the notion of maintaining the status quo andi@ing a fiscal cliff while developing

the needed improvement measures (Smarick, 201ak/&009). Administrators in
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Michigan, Georgia, California and Arizona used ARRIAdS to protect jobs and programs
that already were in place in their districts (Sielgr2010). This left very little opportunity
to use the funds to initiate new programming ofggsional development for teachers,
which would create long-term systemic change oreiased student achievement.
Historically, “wave after wave of reform initiatigeconstantly disrupt[ed] the surface life
of schools but rarely penetrate[d] deeply intodlassroom to bring about systemic
improvements in instruction” (Fullan et al., 20Qp642).

Table 1.

US Department of Education Recovery Act: Missounding

ARRA Funding Category Allocated Amount

State Fiscal Stabilization Funds (SFSF) $947,279,41
Title I, Part A $146,140,449
IDEA Grants (Special Education) $242,432,295
Education Technology Grants $8,874,303
Vocational Rehabilitation Funds $11,375,265
Independent Living Services Fund $2,621,697
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance $1,054,392
Pell Grants $265,818,388
Work Study Funds $4,292,369

Note.Adapted from “Recovery Act Funding for Missouri,"&l Department of Education (2010). Retrieved
from: http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/leg/recovergtd-fact-sheets/index.html.

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (AARvided funding in
multiple categories, but for the purposes of thiglg, only two of the nine funding
categories will be discussed (Table 1) includingt&Eiscal Stabilization Funds (SFSF)

and Title I, Part A (USDOE, 2010).
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The U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Inspe General (2009) stated that in
a study of 22 states more than half of the TifRetovery Act funds dispersed were spent
on personnel costs and the other half were usegpand existing programs or activities.
In the researcher’s experience, it appeared th&ARINds were used to more fully fund
programs that were already established and expgelsétier performance results. The
Council of Great City Schools surveyed 65 citied afithe 40 cities that responded the
report showed that State Fiscal Stabilization FY&d#<SF), IDEA and Title | “paid for
49,787 FTE jobs—or 7.9 percent of the entire wartédn these forty city school
systems” (Naik et al., 2010, p. 9). This createdireed message for many districts of
saving jobs and pursuing innovations, but this difscult as 75% of the districts that
responded to the survey indicated flat or decrefssiing allocations in 2009-2010 (Naik
et al., 2010). In terms of funding that includeatststabilization funds and state aid from
2008-2010 ten school districts or 25% had an irsgéa revenue while 16 school districts
or 40% saw a decrease in funding, and fourteenaschstricts or 35% had no change in
their funding (Naik et al., 2010).

Arne Duncan was quoted in a letter to governoi20d9 stating, “States are not
required to demonstrate progress in order to gas@hwo of stabilization funds”
(Smarick, 2010, p. 19). Effective implementatiorstabilization funds may have been
undercut as many school districts had dropped theding to 2006 levels to be eligible
for funds, and the stabilization funds provideddezkto be used in non-education areas
(Naik et al., 2010) leaving some to question whethe&as possible to make the necessary
changes in schools that reflected allowable expereli of ARRA funds at the same time

impacted the future programming at the local IeA&RA funds were dispersed for short-
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term relief to produce long-term benefits (Meadlef010). It did not appear that the
recession ended because of the additional allotofdonds to schools through ARRA yet
the performance expectations were still in placaurivér, 2009).
With the reauthorization of IDEA (2004), it “reqa[d] schools to institute
preventative measures that attempt[ed] to reduE@dimber of students who experience[d]
initial failure” (Brozo, 2010, p. 147). Rtl providdeachers with a method of gathering
data and using that data to plan instruction (@er& Dimino, 2006). “The vast majority
of students classified as SLD (specific learningpdtility) [were] referred for problems in
literacy” (Johnston, 2011, p. 515). Clay (1987pi@neer in early reading intervention,
contended that reading disabilities are manifeitealigh inadequate classroom instruction
rather than genetics a child was born possessiagsf©om teachers must have the
understanding and training to teach reading tthallstudents in their general education
setting. Fullan et al. (2006) concurred, “In an@xinstructional system, the case specific
data consists of information on the previous anderu status of learners” (p. 47). The No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001,
in conjunction with the Individuals With Disabils Education Act amendments of
2004 (IDEA) have created incentives to improve G2 instruction [was]
provided and to improve the achievement of all stug, including those with
disabilities. (Danielson et al., 2007, p. 632)

A Legidative Timeline Leading up to Response to I ntervention

The era of educational accountability can be ttdodhe landmark reforn#

Nation at Riskwhich stated that many high school students vilgerate, standardized

test scores were dropping and students had toghtrtg be successful in higher education
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and thus began the movement of standard-basedr¢thS. Department of Education,
2008; Wong & Nicotera, 2007A Nation at Riskighlighted a group of students who
entered kindergarten in 1988. It should be notatlahly five of those students would
continue through school and achieve a college @dayehe year 2007 (U.S. Department
of Education, 2008). The recommendations outlime8l Nation at Riskncluded attention

to content requirements at the high school levgbrous standards and expectations, time
devoted to core content, and high standards faetlentering the teaching field (Wong &
Nicotera, 2007). While this report set the tonedducational accountability it, “neglected
to propose a design for a system of accountaldignsure the recommendations were put
in place” (Wong & Nicotera, 2007, p. 4) leaving gystate university and school district
to interrupt the recommendations outlinedhifNation at Riskn a unique way.

In 1988, the Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Seaontmprovement
Amendments to the Elementary and Secondary EducAtbmandated coordinated
efforts between Title | programs and regular scloooticulum, but it did not require a
national test so that student achievement couludatored (Wong & Nicotera, 2007).
The reauthorization of the Elementary and SeconBduncation Act in 1994 demanded
that rigorous content standards be developed dsawalkssessments that were aligned to
the standards so that student progress could bsumesba(National Academy of Education,
2009). Each state had autonomy and created assgssmeneasure student progress. This
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondaryc&iln Act gave districts access to
additional resources to meet the needs of highspgvew-achieving students (Wong &
Nicotera, 2007). “The increasing role in the edimrasystem has been accompanied by

increases in federal funding” (Wong & Nicotera, 20p. 62). For example, Title | funding
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was initially used for pull-out services of eliggbstudents generally those of high poverty,
and legislation changes allowed Title | fundindp®used in school-wide initiatives (Wong
& Nicotera, 2007).

“Today's educators are held accountable for pregail students to successfully
meet more rigorous standards and performance oetsanmd to insure that
students are college and career ready by gradidM@DESE, 2013, p. 2). Each state
had assessments developed and administered tontstuded the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) assessment was usedasure student progress at a
national level over time. “NAEP results are basedepresentative samples of students at
grades 4, 8, and 12 for the main assessments’diNdtAssessment of Educational
Progress, n.d., para 4). Although there has beme sacrease in student achievement it
has not been as extensive or dramatic as hopei eaxahot be directly tied back to the
changes in legislation (Dee & Jacob, 2010; Natidwademy of Education, 2009) (see
Figure 1). This graph indicated the reading scofesudents at the elementary level taking
the National Assessment of Educational Progres&EAassessment in reading over the
span of 40 years. The data indicated that smaltorgments were made in reading, and
students in 2012 were reading better than studlerif871, however, the progress was not
significant.

In this researcher’s experience, when a classreacher believed students were
unable to grasp the concepts that were being tanghé general education setting, they
collaborated with colleagues and discussed theatidual, emotional, or social concerns
they had for particular students and brainstormagsihe classroom teacher could

intervene.
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Figure 1.Average long term reading scale scores from th&RAssessment, students age
9.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Institut€ddication Sciences, National Center for Education
Statistics, National Assessment of Educational fassgy(NAEP). (1971; 1975; 1980; 1984; 1988; 1990;
1992; 1994; 1996; 1999; 2004; 2008; 2012).

*Significantly different, (p < .05) from 2012.

Original assessment format

Revised assessment format ------------------

“Student Study Teams typically made interventiecommendations on the basis of the
classroom teacher’s description of the studen&iamic or behavioral performance”
(Gersten & Dimino, 2006, p. 101). Formal and infatimterventions occurred in many
classrooms, if the student was not showing adequatgess, a referral for a special
education evaluation followed. “The act of teachirggteaching and working with

struggling students [was] not a new concept fossi@om teachers” (Martinez & Young,
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2011, p. 44).

Rtl as an alternative method of identifying a stideith a learning disability grew
out of a study of the National Research Council Q)i 1982 (Martinez & Young, 2011).
School psychologists reported that administerimvidual assessments for the purposes
of identifying a student to be eligible for speaalucation services was a major part of
each day (Henley & Furlong, 2006). Many childrenrevielentified with a specific learning
disability (SLD), and pulled from the general edimaclassroom and received services
from a special education teacher in a smaller &rathistudent ratio setting (Johnston,
2011). The Advocacy Institute in 2002 reported,tha 1990s, preceding the initiation of
the law, there was a 34% increase in the numbscladolchildren classified as SLD”
(Johnston, 2011, p. 514).

In 2002, the passage of No Child Left Behind (NCL&lled for highly qualified
teachers in classrooms using evidence-based pratctianeet the needs of all students
(Sansosti & Noltemeyer, 2008, p. 55), and meetmimn targets in reading and math
measured in terms of Adequate Yearly Progress (V\RoNgcotera, 2007). Teachers that
focused only on math and reading and provided lilestopportunities in the classroom
were not making the necessary changes to trulyctrgiadent achievement. “If we truly
hope to attain the goal of ‘no child left behindle must focus on creating a substantially
larger number of effective, expert teachers”(Altmg 2010, p. 29). Not only must it be
assured that we have placed the most expert sitifiowr students, accountability needed
to be established to guide the work of administgteachers and students. “NCLB
dramatically expanded the law's scope by requitiag states introduce school-

accountability systems that applied to all pubtib@ols and students in the state” (Dee &
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Jacob, 2010, p. 54).

Those schools and districts that were not mee#irnggets established by Adequate
Yearly Progress as noted on the school reportward given opportunity the following
school year to make improvements (Wong & Nicot2f§)7). “One concern about NCLB
and most other test-based school accountabilitgipslwas that they may cause schools to
neglect subjects other than math and reading” @é&acob, 2010, p. 59). While the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAE&)Its showed some progress in
math since the inception of NCLB, there has beéle o no improvement in the area of
reading (Dee & Jacob, 2010). “In most cases, NCaB prompted schools to become
more attentive to data for determining which pi@egiare most effective for students”
(Lembke, Garman, Deno, & Stecker, 2010, p. 362js Would allow teachers to use
formative data, progressing monitoring, and diffeiged instruction to meet the needs of
students rather than proceed to a special eduaaierral for those students that were not
making academic progress (Lembke et al., 2010).

President Bush reauthorized the Individuals witeabilities Education
Improvement Act (IDEA) in 2004, and the processdpecial education identification was
forever modified (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). The passddhis legislation allowed educators
to use a traditional 1Q Discrepancy model for spleeducation identification or a Rtl
model to identify at-risk students (Restori, Gresh& Cook, 2008, p. 67). Martinez and
Young (2011) referred to the work of Berkeley, BendPeaster, and Saunders (2009) and
found 37 states implementing some form of Rtl. “NBCand IDEA were intended as
complementary and effective legislation that, whemprehensively implemented, would

substantially augment the efforts made by schaoé&itiress the needs of the entire school
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population” (as cited in Rinaldi, Averill, & Stuai2011, p. 43).
1Q Discrepancy Model for Special Education: Identification

The use of the Discrepancy Model to recommend deatify students with a
specific learning disability has been a widely gted method since its inception in 1977
(Restori et al., 2008). The initial percentagetafients with a specific learning disability
was in the range of 2% of the population, and leyydar 2000 the percentage increased to
6% of the population (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). Asrthenber of students identified with a
specific learning disability increased, the yedunyding school districts allocated for
special education also increased. According to acid Fuchs (2006) the dollar amounts
dedicated to special education were in the billidshswust be determined if the amount of
dollars being allocated to assist students in sgpeducation was impacting their learning
in a positive manner. “IDEA and NCLB contributefd]the developing environment of
uniting general and special education studentsigyhasizing accountability and
improved academic achievement” (Green, 2008, p. Tibunderstand how facilitated
environments can be established among generalpguoths education it important to
understand how special education students arefaasd his classification method began
as a discrepancy between a student’s intellechibii@s and academic performance in the
classroom and defined by Restori et al (2008) as:

a) establishing a significant discrepancy betwatailectual/cognitive ability and

academic achievement; b) identifying the existesfca psychological/cognitive

processing deficit; ¢) determining if the childdugational needs can or cannot be

met without special education and related serviaed;d) exclusionary

considerations. (p. 68)
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The researcher believes that no educator woulytee that struggling students need
to be identified and have intervention(s) in plasesarly as possible. “However, few
schools have systematic ways to screen all stu@episriencing reading difficulties
including those with unidentified learning disatsds” (Henley & Furlong, 2006, p. 87). In
addition, the discrepancy model made early idexatifon difficult, as it was a “wait-to-
fail” method where a student’s discrepancy betwl€eand achievement may not appear
until they are in the third or fourth grade (Res#dral., 2008, p.68). Waiting this long to
determine that there are academic challenges nmadédult for students to make the
necessary gains toward grade level proficiencyr(Stm, 2011).

Restori et al. (2008) identified several factorghighting challenges with the 1Q
Discrepancy Model, including young students whordildemonstrate enough of a
discrepancy for a SLD qualification. There is &tdmpirical evidence to support this
model, criteria are often inconsistently applieag shose with lower intellectual ability do
not qualify for services (Restori et al., 2008)abfdition, “IQ testing was the province of
school psychologists, and this expertise centrdlihem in the process of identifying
SLD” (Johnston, 2011, p. 513). All of these factled to the need for an alternative
method for identifying students who truly requipesial education services. “Response to
Intervention offer[ed] a new strategy for identifgiand assisting struggling students

without having to assign them to special needsicesV (Demski, 2009, para. 1).

From IQ to Rtl
Educators have used standardized assessmentstmite if students have a

discrepancy between their academic and cognititgied. WWhen those assessments
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revealed a discrepancy, in terms of standard dewiahe student was recommended or
placed in special education services (Restori.eP@08). “Addressing students’ learning
challenges through research-based classroom itistiiand practices and student-focused
intervention programming helped reverse the trdndaseasing numbers of students
placed in special education” (Dunn, 2010, p. 22anWRtl models are presented in the
literature, but ones presented in the literatuvéere focused predominantly on a three-
tiered model of intervention. Bianco (2010), offétaree basic components of a three-
tiered Rtl model including research-based intenog&ist progress monitoring to measure
change, and educational decision-making basedudiest results. Bianco (2010) went on
to say, “Rtl is a system of educational redesigseldaupon a hierarchy of interventions”

(p. 4). It is important to note that the researaldud interventions can be implemented with
students as early as kindergarten (Dunn, 2010)tilarand Young (2011) stated, “The
primary goal of Rtl [was] to provide the interveris a struggling student would need to
become successful in the general education cuancu(p. 44). Restori et al. (2008) also
concurred, describing the need to have intervesta@signed for individual students at the
onset of academic problems.

Demski (2009) wrote that a three-tiered model s developed as a means to
offer multiple levels of intervention support todadss individual students’ academic
needs. This model has been visually representadsagmented triangle where Tier |,
appears on the bottom part of the triangle, amtsgned to address core instruction for
80% of the students in the general education getemski, 2009). The state of Missouri

(Figure 2) also subscribed to a three-tiered mtatdRtl (MODESE, 2013).
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Academic Systems

Tier lll/Tertiary Interventions (1-5%)
*Individual students
*Assessment-based, high intensity

Tier ll/Secondary Interventions (5-1
*Small group, some individualized
*High efficiency, rapid response

Tier I/Universal Interventions (80-90%)—
*All students
*Preventative, proactive

Figure 2.Missouri model for Response to Intervention.
Note Adapted from “About Response to Intervention” p@gment of Elementary and Sedcondary
Education (2013), Retrived from: http://dese.mo/8tegredmodels/rti/.

In many school settings, all students are screané&eer | with curriculum-based
measures (CBM) to determine their levels of preficy in areas of mathematics and
reading, and these short probes allow educatadetiify students who may have
discrepancies in performance levels and requirglaehlevel of intervention (Henley &
Furlong, 2006). Demski (2009) described Tier Itlod Rtl model as, students who did not
make adequate progress in the Tier | core instnaind are moved to “Tier I, where they
receive small-group instruction, two or three timeseek and frequent progress
monitoring for a set duration, typically about niogtwelve weeks” (para. 5). Both Tier |
instruction and Tier Il intervention are characted by the frequent collection of data used
to determine if a student mastered the conceptepted; if the data collected during a
Tier Il intervention revealed that the student hatimade progress toward the goal, then
the student would be provided a Tier Il intervent{Demski, 2009). “Typically, only 1 to
5 percent of students are escalated to Tier lIBr{3ki, 2009, para. 7). In the researcher’s

experience Tier lll supports are implemented withispecial education setting.
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Using this model, teachers would be able to idestruggling students in reading
differentiated instruction would be provided, mon&d progress and data collection would
help a student progress toward a personal goallfjkerat al., 2010). Allington (2010)
identified six T's for classroom teachers to applobieracy instruction through the lens of
Rtl that included time, texts, teaching, talk, &aakd testing. First, students must be
provided time to read. “Extensive time is crititalthe development of reading
proficiency” (Allington, 2010, p.31). Children neg&albe provided with a variety of texts
scaffolded for complexity and introduced with exflinstruction from the teacher
(Allington, 2010). Next, students talked to teash&nd their peers about what they read
through extended higher-leveled thinking tasksi(@tion, 2010). Finally, teachers
understood the reading processes of their stuget€nough that assessment marks were
assigned based on effort and improvement rathergimaply on discrete skills (Allington,
2010). While this practice was embedded under thieralla of Rtl, all students would
benefitted from reading instruction in the geneaucation classroom that allowed them to
become independent consumers of a wide varietyxbs.t
Early Reading Intervention

Improved reading progress was a main tenet of th€hild Left Behind legislation
(Wong & Nicotera, 2007). Intervention in readingtiuction provided at an early age
helped students strengthen their ability to reddrediteracy challenges are internalized
(Bufalino, Wang, Gomez-Bellenge, & Zalud, 2010)r&en and Dimino (2006) suggested
several reasons early intervention in reading veaslways advantageous including lack
of identification of a reading deficit until the @&ief second or beginning of third grade,

identification was often linked to special educatiand no intervention occurred at the
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classroom level. School districts needed to pagnétin not only to the language of the
legislation as a means of expectations for impleatemn and reporting, but also put into
place the professional development necessary&ohees to access and implement the
research based strategies for quality readinguatstm (Danielson et al., 2007). Clay
recognized the need to assist students with reatiffiqulties very early in the learning
process (Dunn, 2010). Johnston (2011) argued @&tdts, used exclusionary factors, to
determine if a child qualified for services, howethas information did not indicate
whether a student would respond to interventioraddition, those students receiving
reading instruction outside of the general educatiassroom were now paired with a
teacher that had less literacy training than tasstbom teacher (Johnston, 2011). Prior to
No Child Left Behind and the Individual with Diséibes Education Act, Reading
Recovery (RR) began to help the most strugglirgg firade students in an intense one-on-
one intervention for twenty weeks (Dunn, 2010). “‘iAtervention programme especially
tailored to the needs of each child...may be neededpplement a classroom
programme” (Clay, 1991, p. 324). Reading Recoveian intervention model
implemented with eligible first grade students vaxdibit reading skill deficits (Clay,
1991). What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) found Readegovery to have positive
effects in alphabetic principles and general regadichievement with additional positive
results for fluency and comprehension (WWC, U.Shd@anent of Education, 2013).

Rtl originated as an approach to intervention basethe individual needs of a
student, and this method required that the indafidlmplementing the intervention have
training and expertise in both administration asseasment (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). Rtl

was designed as a general education initiativadiithte teachers addressing student
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needs in the classroom to avoid special educatemement (Carney & Stiefel, 2008;
Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Gersten & Dimino, 2006; Jobms2011; Lembke et al., 2010).
“RTI's [purpose was]: to provide struggling studemtith early, effective instruction and
to provide a valid means of assessing learner li€edshs & Fuchs, 2006, p. 95).
Curriculum based measurements (CBM) monitor studesgress on a monthly or bi-
monthly basis (Henley & Furlong, 2006). A widelyedsCBM for assessing reading is oral
reading fluency (ORF), which assesses studentsegs¢ad as many words as they can
from a given passage in a one-minute timeframe I@yef Furlong, 2006). “Studies have
repeatedly shown ORF to be a strong indicator nit of word recognition skill, but
reading comprehension as well” (Henley & Furlon@0@&, p. 89). Highlighting the other
side of the issue, Johnston (2011) stated, “Bygomusolely on speed and accuracy and
taking no account of the context of performancéipalarly the relative text difficulty,
CBM can misdirect teachers’ instructional efforfg” 526). Clay (1991) reported that no
reader would approach all texts without having saliffeculty along the way, and the
reader must develop a system of checks and balémgasn the meaning of the text. As
teachers used general screenings to determinéskitstudents, classroom instruction
needed to be adjusted or modified to meet the nefetthe individual students (Dunn,
2010). “The collaborative RTI model afforded papants a greater sense of autonomy
and personal efficacy as educators, and a cleaes#rshared leadership” (Rinaldi et al.,
2011, p. 51). This means that school leaders andators needed to examine current
realities of practice in an effort to determine whas been successful and what needed
adjustment. “To change our practices in an endusiag, we need to change our

understandings” (Fountas & Pinnell, 2012, p. 2T&achers often pushed students from
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one reading level to the next in an effort to shpyagress, but the student had not
commanded the “competencies that enable themn tithin, beyond and about texts at
each level” (Fountas & Pinnell, 2012, p. 273). Assige study was conducted to evaluate
the use of Reading Recovery as a method for intdéiore for first grade students that were
at-risk learners in the area of reading. This sindjuded 15,000 teachers that entered data
on the International Data Center’s website at CBtate University for 115,000 students
who received Reading Recovery as an early readiegviention during the 2004-2005
school year (Bufalino et al., 2010). The study catied that more than 30,000 students
were successful in Reading Recovery and were diseead from the intervention
program mid-year (Bufalino et al., 2010). “The iésof this study illustrate[d] the power
behind the expert scaffolding that occur[ed] in (leg Recovery lessons” (Bufalino et al.,
2010, p. 13). For this type of intervention to becessful in the general education setting,
classroom teachers needed the expertise of scaffaide reading instruction for their
students.
Assessment

Reading instruction is a complex set of skills andcepts that students must learn to
integrate on a subconscious level so they becopnefiient reader. “Reading is a
complex, multifaceted process that begins and asttisneaning” (Fountas & Pinnell,
2001, p. 302). Screening and benchmark assessgieatss a broad picture as to whether
a particular student is likely to read at, abové@ow grade level (Gersten & Dimino,
2006). “Because RTI encourages appropriate useidérece-based instruction across tiers,
it should, in principle decrease the number ofdrieih incorrectly identified as disabled”

(Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006, p. 96). Teachers must wrkdintain a balanced classroom data
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portfolio for students so that they have evidenicgkdls that students have not mastered.
“Assessment elements, particularly screening andrpss monitoring, are vital to an RTI
model” (Mellard et al., 2009, p. 186). Educators tiee data from screening assessments
and progressing monitoring to adjust instructiomooplace a student in a more intensive
intervention to meet their needs (Duhon, Mesmekinst Greguson, & Olinger, 2009;
Mellard et al., 2009; Ysseldyke, Burns, Scholin &lker, 2010). There is a link between
the assessment and the intervention and if thdéaée@annot explain the assessment and
how the information from the assessment will beduseinform instruction there is very
little value to the assessment (Dorn & Henders@i02. “To achieve positive learning
outcomes, instructionally relevant assessment nieelois precise, frequent, and sensitive
to change” (Ysseldyke et al., 2010, p. 56).

Schools implementing a Rtl model must be cognis&hibw they will measure a
student’s response to core instruction and nonerespeness to instruction as well as
definitive assessment measures for interventioaisaie implemented (Fuchs & Fuchs,
2006). “Addressing students’ learning challengesugh research-based classroom
instruction and practices and student-focusedvetdion programming helped reverse the
trend of increasing numbers of students placegacial education” (Dunn, 2010, p. 22).
A study of the long-term results of a Rtl modelealed that teachers and districts were
struggling to balance the needs of students respgnad Tier Il interventions but did not
qualify for special education services, and theas & strong need for professional
development to effectively implement a varietymterventions to meet the need of
individual students (Carney & Stiefel, 2008). Camcabout supporting the Rtl movement

led the U.S. Department of Education to fund anesl assistance center, the National
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Center on Rtl, involving the American Institutes fesearch and researchers from
Vanderbilt University and the University of KangasSDOE, 2008). “The Center’'s
mission [was] to provide technical assistance atestand districts and build the capacity
of states to assist districts in implementing prowedels for RTI/EIS” (National Center
on RTI, n.d.a, para.3).

Even though educators may know which studentdelmv grade level proficiency
in terms of reading, assessment data was necessé#ngt accurate interventions were
implemented. One approach for data collection wasse a common screening tool for all
students that had a benchmark level correlatedtengial for results on state-wide
assessments or graduation expectations (Fuchs BsF2606). Reading curriculum-based
measures (R-CBM) are used as a screening toollfstudents because they are
standardized for comparison of individual perforiggto that of the whole group such as a
grade level (Deno, 2003). The National Center fesfponse to Intervention (n.d.b)
progress monitoring provided data that showed tsadihg Curriculum Based Measure
(R-CBM) as convincing evidence for being sensitwstudent improvement and
correlated to end-of the year benchmarks. Readimicalum-based measures often over
identified students needing additional readingséaaece and didn’t always account for
what reading skills should be assessed and atgvade level that should occur (WWC,
U.S. Department of Education 2009). Teachers astticts must then wrestle with the
wide variety of methods for teaching reading in ge@eral education setting.

Best Practicesfor Reading Instruction
Educators have used the International Reading Aegsmc as a turnkey for

researched practices in reading research. “Thenlatienal Reading Association
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support[ed] and encourage[ed] research that prdadjotdormed decision making by
reading professionals, policymakers, and the pufiternational Reading Association,
n.d., para. 1). The National Reading Panel (20 provided support for reading
research and stated, “The analysis of reading @adimg instruction involve[d] four
interacting factors: students, tasks, materialstaadhers” (p. 387). Using these guiding
institutions and the Best Practices in Literacyringion (2011) provided focus on the
main tenets of reading research.

The general perspectives of reading best prastire targeted for the consumption
of all students and necessary for success in rgadthin and beyond the classroom.
Gambrell, Malloy, and Mazzoni (2011) stated thaidiag instruction should be evidence-
based, further defined as “an instructional practiith a record of success that is both
trustworthy and valid” (p. 17). The validity of tipeactice was evidenced by multiple
forms of data that are collected and analyzedrimgeof the practice and the student
outcomes (Gambrell et al., 2011). Descriptionsvidence-based reading instruction must
be interpreted by the educator through an undetstgrof evidence-based practice.

Some specific practices (Table 2) were widely ptax as evidence-based for
comprehensive literacy instruction (Gambrell et2011). Each one of the practices could
be discussed in detail and were provided as a bésisderstanding of reading practice.
These reading practices on the five factors ofuasion recommended by the National
Reading Panel, addressed the rigorous common tréasds, and rooted in the
intervention approach of Rtl. Recommendations weaele to educators not to gravitate to
one practice without finding a balance of instrofior treating reading as a discrete set of

skills and processes (Gambrell et al., 2011).
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Table 2.

Ten Evidence-Based Best Practices for Comprehehgemacy Instruction

1. Create a classroom culture that fosters literactivation
2. Teach reading for authentic meaning-making purpose

3. Provide students with scaffolded instruction impémic awareness, phonics,
vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension to promudependent reading

4. Give students time for self-selected independeading
5. Provide students with high-quality literature aas@ wide range of genres

6. Use multiple texts that build on prior knowledgiek concepts, and expand
vocabulary

7. Build a whole-class context that emphasizes conityiand collaboration
8. Balance teacher and student led discussions & tex
9. Integrate technologies that link and expand cotscep

10. Differentiate instruction using a variety o$iructionally relevant assessments

Note.Reprinted from: Gambrell, L., Malloy, J., & Mazzoi. (2011). Evidence-based best practices in
Comprehensive literacy instruction. In L. Morrowl& Gambrell (Eds.)BestPractices in literacy
instruction(p. 21). New York: Guiford Press.

In the current research instructional readingi@@davas found framed from three
sources of evidence. Madda, Griffo, Pearson, anph&al (2011) discussed in detail the
balance between context and content (Figures 3 &M} evidence included achievement
levels reflected from the National Assessment afdational Progress (NAEP), broad
ranged research in literacy that suggested skillategies and genres needed in literacy

curriculum, and “balanced literacy” as a historicahstruct (Madda et al., 2011).
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Figure 3 Balancing contextual reading factors.

Note Adapted From: Madda, C., Griffo, V., PearsonDB.& Rapheal, T. (2011). Balance in comprehensive
literacy instruction. In L. Morrow & L. Gambrell (55.),BestPractices in literacy instructio(p. 44). New
York: Guiford Press.

All of these factors must be considered in plagrdaily reading lessons for all
students in the classroom. Successful readinguictsdn was unsuccessful when following
a script from a teacher’'s manual, rather teacltEsp understanding and knowledge of the
aforementioned factors created truly differentiatedruction (Allington, 2010). The factor
of curricular control appeared to be the most diifi for teachers’ to control in that they
must adhere to district mandates. “In short, whemicular control [was] too distant from
the classroom, it [was] difficult for schools améthers to adhere to their basic
professional responsibility to adapt to individdédferences” (Madda et al., 2011, p. 47).

In addition to the context of reading instructiattention must be given to the
content of the reading presented to students. Wgteater emphasis placed on common
core standards and increased ranges of text coityplexall students, balanced
instruction became increasingly more urgent (Maeldal., 2011). In the researcher’s
experience as a curriculum leader, teachers hawalfthe need for more instruction

focused on expository text, the concepts presenitih the text, driven through
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discussion led by students.

Reading Conten
Factors

Skill Text Genres

. Response to
Contextualizatio P

Literature

Skill- Context Narrative Expository Efferent Aesthetic
Driven Driven (practice) (authentic) (text) (reader)

Figure 4 Balancing reading content factors.

Note Adapted From: Madda, C., Griffo, V., PearsonDB.& Rapheal, T. (2011). Balance in comprehensive
literacy instruction. In L. Morrow & L. Gambrell (55.),BestPractices in literacy instructio(p. 48). New
York: Guiford Press.

Given the best circumstances and balanced ingtrucot all children acquired
literacy competencies (Allington, 2011). These stud required the quality instruction in
their general education classroom, and additiomattinstruction provided outside of the
classroom. Districts have turned to the three-tié&td model to intervene with these
struggling readers (Forbes, Swenson, Person, & R&dd). “Title | and Reading
Recovery were life preservers, keeping childremfdrowning while receiving services”
(Forbes et al., 2010, p. 175). While frustratiorsted around some Title | services
because often paraprofessionals were often hiratk with the most struggling students
in the area of reading (Allington, 2011). ReadirgcBvery trained teachers reached out to
the lowest readers and provided specific, targetedon-one instruction in reading
(Forbes et al., 2010). Whether the instruction fas a balanced approach in the general
education classroom, small group support from agrafessional, or the intensive one-on-

one intervention of Reading Recovery teacher kndgdeand professional development
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was paramount.
Professional Development

As educational research and instructional pra@roend best practices in reading
instruction continued to evolve and change, edusdtoned to professional development
opportunities to stay current. “Never before in iigory of education has greater
importance been attached to the professional denedat of educators” (Guskey, 2000, p.
3). As the Rtl model gained momentum at the statel@cal level, it was imperative that
school leaders and classroom teachers were trannegplementation of these practices.
As educators turned to research for Rtl they didfind specific professional development
discussed in terms of the new model. Professiaeahture was limited in the area of
professional development and Rtl (Kratochwill, alpsky, Clements, & Ball, 2007).
Instead educational leaders turned to the reseadiprofessional development work of
researchers that were already focused on earlyvarigon. One such researcher, Clay, had
developed training to focus on at-risk readersiearly intervention model, “before
claiming that some hal[d] a learning disability vim@sld rule out the possibility of
inadequate instruction” (Johnston, 2010, p. 3).

“There is a growing body of research that showsetations between aspects of
formal teacher preparations and quality of teacloingtudent outcomes” (National
Reading Panel, 2000, p. 387). Many researchersiatee the correlation of high quality
instructors and increased student achievementiigadammond, 2000; Haycock, 2001,
Marzano, 2003). Educators need to have the suppprovide high quality instruction and
intervention as clearly stated by Howard (2009jf&dentiated professional development

is a key part of this process. Long-term suppamlirges around practices, not packages, as
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we learn to think more critically and reflectivedpout our instruction” (p. 53). It was
critical that educators paid attention to the congras of intervention in Rtl, but also the
characteristics of classroom instruction that woeldluce the need of students who
required additional intervention to be successfukiading (Scanlon, Gelzheiser,
Vellutino, Schatschneider, & Sweeney, 2010). Saaeloal. (2010) also stated “We
reasoned that PD for classroom teachers, basdteantervention approach, could be
equally or perhaps more effective in reducing tiedence of early reading difficulties”
(p. 259).

“Research has shown that isolated training igfficsent. Educators need on-going
support and training to maintain a high degreergdflementation” (Kratochwill et al.,
2007, p. 627). It would be beneficial for teacherbe able to learn the skill through
professional development and then have time toempht the new skill in their
classrooms. Teachers need to be afforded oppbesitd process the new information
and adjust instruction based on their new learriifigaching and learning are reciprocal
processes, and any change within a school begthscivange within the teacher” (Dorn &
Henderson, 2010, p. 92). Besides the many inteim@nthat schools are putting in place
to assist students in becoming better readers adoliscneed support in the implementation
of these interventions through on-going profesdideaelopment (Sansosti & Noltemeyer,
2008). These professional development trainingsed& be more than the teacher
learning the component skills of the interventi@ther it “must result in changes in
student outcomes” (Kratochwill et al., 2007, p. 622

Wong and Nicotera (2007) suggested that profeabugvelopment has not been

positive or productive because educators were gigghg through the motions of sit and
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get workshops rather than linked learning that ioctea their instructional practice. When
teachers were required to complete professionaldpment hours through their school or
district they did not always have choice on thentres. Given numerous teacher
constraints such as time and relevance of topey‘flvere] seldom able to put into
practice the new strategies covered in professidealopment when the practices [were]
not part of the comprehensive improvement plan” (&/& Nicotera, 2007, p. 177).

More than the ‘sit and get’ professional developtveorkshop was needed for
teachers to internalize and implement the dis@kitts that were taught in the seminar.
“Traditional professional-development strategiegehaot demonstrated that they are
consistent, coherent, or relevant strategies thlgt lbring about necessary changes in the
processes of teaching and learning” (Wong & Nicaat@007, p. 177). Shifting from
professional development seminars to learning rated at the classroom level, DuFour
(2011) and his work in Professional Learning Comities (PLC) led the way. PLCs “had
been used by education researchers since the 1t@6@escribe a more collaborative and
collegial approach to teaching than the traditiosallated, closed-classroom-door model”
(McLester, 2012, p. 65). DuFour (2011) claimed trg@anizations and their structures
have not supported or encouraged colleagues tabarkhte around instruction and
practice. “There [was] abundant research linkirghkr levels of student achievement to
educators who work[ed] in the collaborative cultafe professional learning community”
(DuFour, 2011, p. 60).

Administrators and teachers were making a stofnfthe traditional professional
development seminar to conversations steeped fegmional learning communities, but a

disconnect still existed. “The missing piece in huzses [was] a manageable system for
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going from data to instruction” (Fullan et al., B)®. 20). How were teachers going to
take all of this information so that it could beedgo impact their instruction and
ultimately the learning of the students in the staem? “More and more, school districts
[were] looking toward school-based coaching as thatkto directly influence student
learning” (Sweeney, 2007, p. 39).

Literacy coaching opened the potential for teag@engage in conversations about
data directly linked to the work in their classrganaching conversations seemed to
provide the most authentic, job-embedded professidevelopment (Hunt & Handsfield,
2013). “Many authors and current publications prtefd the use of literacy coaches for
professional development and reading reform” (RetgrTaylor, Burnham, & Schock,
2009, p. 296). Implementation of the coaching fraori found that teachers were
reluctant to invite coaches into their classrooamsl coaches had to balance their role of
colleague and trainer (Hunt & Handsfield, 2013;eP&in et al, 2009; Sweeney, 2007).
Districts wanted to see instructional practiceeetd in the success of students in and out
of the classroom as well as on high stakes assessnse a variety of professional
development opportunities were available for teesH&eflection, collaboration, and
conversations focused on instruction can empowaetlis be even more effective in
teaching our students to read” (Peterson et &0920. 311).

Summary

At the time of this writing, the ever-changingdiseape of legislation was a key
factor in evolving policies on educational accowbiitey. Educators turned to the No Child
Left Behind Legislation of 2001 for educational agntability expectations, but policy

mandates and increased awareness of rigorous stianzin be traced backAoNation at
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Risk(Wong & Nicotera, 2007). The challenge to eduateas how to impact instruction
and achievement given the changes in policy. Tiddlenge was compounded by the
number of students not making grade level progf&sdicymakers and the public often
assumeld] that raising educational and performataedards would be sufficient for
improving schools and student performance” (Wonlji€otera, 2007, p. 14).

The IQ Discrepancy model, used for many years duatational psychologists
administering a large number of individual intefiice tests, and succeeded only in
identifying a large percentage of students as lgpaiapecific learning disability (Henley
& Furlong, 2006). The premise held that a studettt e high 1Q performed at a high
academic level, and a student with a low 1Q pertmrat a low level (Scanlon & Sweeney,
2010). However, it was demonstrated that was littleo relationship among students who
had difficulty in reading acquisition and their rsaeed 1Qs (Scanlon & Sweeney, 2010).
The importance of early identification of studestisiggling in reading demonstrated the
need for screening tools and diagnostic assessntedétermine which students needed an
intense intervention in the form of Reading Recgwarspecial education services (Dunn,
2010).

As use of the strategy Rtl continued to expandistricts, the need for studies to
assess the effectiveness of different approachstsnadels continued to be a prevalent
discussion in the research literature. While curresearch provided a basis of
understanding “the bottom line in Rtl [has] optifed] instruction for particular students
in particular contexts” (Johnston, 2010, p. 8). Aiddal research will be needed to
determine the effectiveness of implementation cddkiered intervention models under

the umbrella of Rtl.
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Balance of context and content was needed foitguahding instruction in the
general education classroom (Madda et al., 201heMétudents were not successful with
this interplay of skills and concepts in the classn, additional reading support was
required in the form of intervention provided byatjfied individuals (Allington, 2011;
Johnston, 2010; Scanlon & Sweeney, 2010). Readstauiction inside and outside of the
classroom was monitored with informal and formaessment to be assured that students
were making progress, and if no progress was ruiagtam changes were made (Scanlon
& Sweeney, 2010).

Professional Development of teachers was criticiiie woven fabric of policy,
instruction, assessment and intervention for sugcicestudent achievement. “Over the past
decade, it [had] become a given that any majormefaitiative must be accompanied by
investments in professional development” (Fullaalgt2006, p. 22). As educational
leaders strove to strike a balance between acdailitytand school improvement they
needed to create a collaborative environment canddior professional development
(Wong & Nicotera, 2007). “Effective professionaiveéopment activities [were] complex
and dynamic interactions between educators, coktewledge, curriculum, instructional
strategies, and student assessment” (Wong & N@o®@07, p. 179). The interactions
among colleagues, reflection of instructional prastand analysis of data were the critical
components of professional development that alloflsedontinuous improvement and
success (Peterson et al., 2010).

Chapter Three will describe the methodology ofdtugly completed as an analysis
of data from suburban school districts in the stételissouri. This study provided the

researcher with information as to how school ditdrin the state of Missouri dispersed
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funds from the American Reinvestment and RecovextyoA2009 to help drive
educational reform or increased access to inteikmematerials for at-risk students in the
area of reading. The researcher detailed how tlty stas designed and amendments

needed to complete the study.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
I ntroduction

Rigorous standards in education were traced iation at Riskn 1983 when a
presidential commission set forth recommendations¢hool improvement (Wong &
Nicotera, 2007). This landmark piece of legislatimgan a series of policy changes
focused on a standards-based movement in edudaticec@untability. The reauthorization
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 65618a the Hawkins-Stafford
Amendments (1988) included funding for Title | coatum (Wong & Nicotera, 2007).
Next in line was the Improving America’s Act (IASAj 1994, which added adequate
yearly progress for all students (Wong & Nicot&?@07). The reauthorization of the
Individual with Disabilities Act (IDEA) of 2004 bragyht the new assessment model of Rtl
to the forefront (Dunn, 2010). A more current pie€éegislation that educational leaders
frequently referred to, No Child Left Behind (NCLBJ) 2001, provided for a continued
close monitoring of accountability standards (W@&nbjicotera, 2007). “NCLB clearly
signals the increase[ed] reliance on the theotggdl accountability for school
improvement” (Wong & Nicotera, 2007, p. 9).

In an era of educational accountability and insegbstandards, educators paid
particular attention to the growing numbers of stutd identified with specific learning
disabilities, many of them in the area of litergdghnston, 2011). In a more traditional
model students were caught in a wait-to-fail modet,having their delay in reading
acquisition recognized until the end of third grgdenn, 2010). Clay (1991) realized that
waiting for students to fail was not the best pa#im earlier offer of effective help to the

child might [have] reduce[d] the magnitude of remdproblems in later schooling” (p.13).
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Intervention for students who were not making pesg in the general education
classroom was necessary. Clay recognized the oedlid early intervention and created
Reading Recovery in the 1970s to address the lawaders in first grade (Dunn, 2010).
Clay (1991) believed that intervention must be enpénted very early as “the first two
years of instruction may be critical for learnimmgread” (p. 313). Rtl began a widely
accepted strategy of identifying students who wetemeeting grade level expectations
(Scanlon & Sweeney, 2010) and provided a threedienodel for assessment and
intervention. Tier | was identified as classroorstiaction for all students, and tiers Il and
lIl were created as additional support for studewisresponding to tier one instruction
(Brozo, 2010). “One goal of RTI [was] to developma®alid procedures for assessing and
identifying students who [were] at risk of readfiagure” (Dorn & Henderson, 2010,
p.133).

As Rtl took center stage in districts and classrsomore attention was placed on
student assessment and intervention than on ttrectisn (Scanlon et al., 2010). Studies
have documented the relationship between effet¢i@ehing and student achievement
(Darling-Hammond, 2003 Haycock, 2001; Marzano, 2@x&nlon et al., 2010). If Rtl
was to be successful in reducing the number ofestisdwho required additional support in
reading instruction, teachers must be provideduess to help them become more
effective practitioners in the classroom (Scanlbalg 2010).

The purpose of this research study was to investigew school districts, in the
state of Missouri, dispersed funds from the ARRAR009 to help drive educational
reform or increased access to intervention magefaalat-risk students in the area of

reading. According to the U.S. Department of Ediocat2009), the guiding principles for
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use of ARRA funds included “spend quickly to sawd areate jobs, ensure transparency
and accountability, thoughtfully invest one-timads, and advance effective reforms” (p.
3).

The ARRA of 2009 was enacted as a means to stremgithucation and improve
student achievement from early learning to posbsséary education, as well as drive
reform efforts (U.S. Department of Education, 200%e state of Missouri received
funding via this act, which was funneled into nmaejor budget categories including State
Fiscal Stabilization Funds (SFSF), Title |, PartBDA Grants, Educational Technology
Grants, Vocational Rehabilitation Funds, Independenng Services Fund, McKinney-
Vento Homeless Assistance Funds, Pell Grants, amdk Wtudy Grants (U.S. Department
of Education, 2010). “The overall goals of ARRA j@gto stimulate the economy in the
short term and invest in education and other esdqnuiblic services to ensure the long-
term economic health of our nation” (USDOE, 20091 ) The researcher focused on
allocations for small parts of SFSF and Title IitFFa Examining expenditures in these
budget categories allowed the researcher to deaterihithere was connection between
funds allocated for non-instructional support anafgssional development. “Highly
supported teacher professional development foniegmew ways of teaching reading
may be an especially critical factor for childreréading progress” (Amendum &
Fitzgerald, 2013, p. 469).

The state of Missouri received approximately $90llion in SFSF to address the
four following areas:

First, these funds were used to stabilize statd@rad government budgets in order

to minimize and avoid reductions in education atietoessential public services.
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They helped ensure that local educational ageiicieas) and public institutions

of higher education (IHEs) have the resources &tauts and retain educational

personnel and staff. They also supported the madron, renovation, and repair

of school and college facilities. Finally, they adeed early learning through post-
secondary education reforms to benefit studentdandies. (USDOE, 2010, para.

1)

Much of this funding allocation filled gaps thatmeereated by the economic crisis (Mead
et al., 2010). Although under the law of the atztes had to document how they would
use SFSF to help drive educational reform (Meaa.e2010).

The state of Missouri received approximately $tdiion in Title I, Part A to
“improve teaching and learning for students mosistof failing to meet state academic
achievement standards” (USDOE, 2010, para. 2).rRédellars tied to Title | grants
initially started as pull-out services for targestddents, but evolved to serve at-risk
students not meeting academic expectations, amddiedollars allocated for this grant
increased every year since 1994 (Wong & Nicoted@,72 School districts received Title
I, Part A funds so that low income students nottmgestandards for reading instruction
were targeted for additional support and instruc{idSDOE, n.d.a). With more students
eligible for services than Title | funds availablistricts were faced with decisions about
who would be served (Wong & Nicotera, 2007). Thdiohal ARRA funds allowed
school districts to serve more eligible student$ @mhance the quality of services provided

using evidence-based strategies for instructiorOBE, 2010).
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Population

The researched population included a random saofifl® schools districts across
the state of Missouri. The state of Missouri wdeaed as the research site since this is
where the researcher was familiar with educatipnattices at the state and district level.
Initial contact was sent to superintendents andfdimancial officers in the Missouri
public school district system with the intentioncollecting data from the Final
Expenditure Report of fiscal year 2009-2010 andi2PQ11.

The researcher divided districts in the state @ltog to student enrollment. Large
districts with enrollment more than 3,000 studemd small districts with enrollment
fewer than 3,000 students were included in the |atijon for the study. The researcher
created a spreadsheet with all 522 school distndise state of Missouri and their current
enrollments. School districts were then categoringallarge districts. A simple random
sample was generated that consisted of thirty langkthirty small school districts. “The
advantage of random sampling is that, if large ghott is very likely to produce a
representative sample” (Fraenkel et al., 20125p. 9
Developing the M ethodol ogy

The researcher began with a list of all the scliggiricts in the state of Missouri.
When current enrollment numbers were associatddeath school district, the researcher
divided the list into large and small school dedsi The researcher conducted a random
sample that included a total of 60 school distndt® received funds from the ARRA, as
noted on MODESE's website (2010). Each of the sktistricts chosen was assigned a
number to maintain anonymity in reporting resultise first strata included districts with a

total student population of fewer than 3,000 stusleand the second strata included
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districts having a total student population of mitv@& 3,000 students. These strata were
determined after reviewing district information BI'ODESE’s website (2007), showing
more school districts with total student populasiaf fewer than 3,000 students. Within
each stratum, data was divided by percentage of ARIRds allocated to improvement of
instruction services, non-instruction support seegiand regular instruction as coded in
the Final Expenditure Report submitted to the state

The researcher planned the study around budgegétbos in two of the nine
category codes of the ARRA of 2009 including s&#bilization funds and Title I, Part A.
Specifically, the researcher collected data froredtbudget line items including: ARRA
Regular Instruction (budget code: 1100); ARRA Nostiuctional Support Services
(2100); and ARRA Improvement of Intervention See&¢221). These budget amounts
were analyzed against Missouri Assessment Progvéhir] scores in Communication
Arts at the elementary level, for the 2009-2010 #red2010-2011 school years to
determine if a correlation existed between studehtevement and the use of these
additional funds.

Information from the budget records of ARRA expiéunes were requested from
specific school district(s) superintendents andctief financial officers via email,
throughout the state of Missouri. In the initialdy design, a cover letter that introduced
the researcher and described the nature of thg §ygbendix A) was sent to the school
districts. The cover letter served as consent toggaate through submission of budget
information and agreement to a follow-up phoneringv. Follow-up interviews were to
be conducted with the individual in the school ritstwho oversees the spending for

Federal Programs, as reported on the Final ExpsedReport. The interview questions
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(Appendix B) were designed to assist the reseatoh@éetermine which products were
purchased with ARRA funding. The researcher wagtastning to conduct interviews to
determine specific polices for making decisionswlpurchases, rather a list of products,
services or programs that were purchased comptteehformation sought.

After several failed attempts at data collectiom @mail request, the researcher
attempted to reach out to school districts thropgtsonal phone calls to superintendents
and financial officers. Even though the researghanned to keep all school district
information anonymous, this attempt at data calbectvas also futile, as many school
districts were wary about sharing budget informatias well as the follow-up interviews.
It was clear to the researcher that gathering emaagp to create an effective sample was
not going to occur through the school districts.

The researcher prepared an amendment to the dregudy design, for submission
to the Institutional Review Board (IRB), so thatméssion could be secured and data
could be requested directly from the Missouri Dépant of Elementary and Secondary
Education (MODESE), thus bypassing data colledtiom individual school districts. It
was clear that this would also negate the origmmaled methods study design, since no
follow-up conversations would occur. When apprdealthe new study design was
granted, the researcher made contact with the Buoiflee at MODESE. The researcher
provided the Budget Office with a cover letter resfing the necessary budget information
for the selected school districts, as well as yadpghe approved IRB protocol from the
university outlining the study design.

In an attempt to have a representative samplehafadalistricts’ financial

information, the researcher worked with the Budgiice at MODESE to acquire
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financial data for the 60 school districts in tlkgnesentative sample. The Budget Office
agreed to provide data from the three requesteddidithes from the ARRA allocations
for the 60 school districts identified in the resder’'s stratified sample.

The researcher was able to gather additional irdtion about the ARRA budget
codes, but not the specific purchases made byratyidual school district. The ARRA
regular instruction (1100) was the budget code Wwkacgeted regular instruction as funds
from this code were used to support personnel uthéetenet of state stabilization or
materials for classrooms (J. Jordan, personal camuation, September 19, 2013). The
budget codes for ARRA Non-instructional Supportv&=s (2100), and ARRA
Improvement of Intervention Services (2210) wereagged under the Title |, Part A
allocation of the budget and referred to additianaticular materials supports and
professional development activities respectively)@idan, personal communication,
September 19, 2013).

With the budget data collected the researcher Wigsta collect assessment data
from the Communication Arts MAP tests at the eletagnlevel for the school years 2009-
2010 and 2010-2011, for each school district. Hsearcher then accessed the percentage
of students who scored at the proficient and ade@hevels on this assessment from
MODESE'’s website. The researcher created indivithlaks that indicated the percentage
scores for students at grades three, four, anddivihe aforementioned school years.
These tables showed the threshold percentage de&sfiny the state and how students at
each grade level performed in relation to thatghodd.

After all data had been collected, SPSS statisticalysis software was used to run

multiple regressions of the data. “Regressionstatistical method used to describe the
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nature of the relationship between variables” (Bann2010, p. 530). First, descriptive
statistics was created of the data to show thergetrends of how the budget amounts
were allocated in the three budget codes studidcdhaw MAP data for the three grade
levels was dispersed (Tables 3 & 4). Once the reBeahad descriptive data collected,

multiple regressions were run to account for outle&ta and to control for enrollment.

Table 3.
Descriptive Data for ARRA Budget Codes FY 2009+iDRY 2010-11
Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
FY 09-10 1100 $0.00 $8,025,103.00 $1,635,223.37 $1,834,343.61
FY 10-11 1100 $0.00 $2,718,784.00 $580,215.31 $690,441.66
FY 09-10 2100 $0.00 $4,763,958.00 $113,386.62 $620,551.31
FY 10-11 2100 $0.00 $567,043.00 $32,127.33 $96,914.18
FY 09-10 2210 $0.00 $930,202.58 $69,062.03 $172,807.14
FY 10-11 2210 $0.00 $1,334,540.17 $57,052.33 $181,100.77

Note. N = 60;1100 = ARRA Regular Instruction; 2108RRA Non-Instructional Support; 2210 = ARRA
Professional Development.

More than 10 million dollars was allocated in budgede 1100 in the State Fiscal
Stabilization Fund over the course of the two figears to address necessary budget holes
and to hire and maintain personnel. This amouneeds the 5.2 million dollars allocated
in budget code 2100 for non-instructional suppaatarials and the 2.2 million dollars
allocated in budget code 2210 earmarked for prafeakdevelopment. This table
indicated that professional development servicesived the least amount of funding
support from ARRA while personnel received the tgsamount of funding. This data
supported the research as much of the “fundingheasy used to protect jobs and

programs” (Smarick, 2010, p. 16).
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Descriptive Data for MAP Scores Grades 3-5, Schar 2010-2011

Minimum Maximum Mean Std.
Deviation
2010 Prf/Adv Gr. 3 20.0000 76.5000 44.958333 12/652
2010 Prf/Adv Gr. 4 20.0000 85.7000 53.180000 119933
2010 Prf/Adv Gr. 5 30.3000 75.0000 51.946667 9.%5361
2011 Prf/Adv Gr. 3 .0000 46.2000 50.493333 55.58361
2011 Prf/Adv Gr.4 25.0000 100.0000 55.085000 103689
2011 Prf/Adv Gr. 5 25.0000 75.0000 51.615000 9.%881

Note.n = 60

The data for the MAP scores revealed that studergeades three and four slightly
increased the mean score for students scoringegpritficient and advanced levels from
the 2010-2011 school year. Students in grade faceahvery slight decrease in mean score
of students scoring at the proficient and advareeéls from the 2010 school year to the
2011 school year. This data table indicated torésearcher that the number of students
scoring in the proficient and advanced range reethithat during the two school years
indicated.
Resear ch Questions

RQ 1. How have ARRA funds been used in the state of Miggo fund
improvement of instruction services, non-instructsmpport services and regular
instruction to advance educational reform efforts?

RQ 2. How have ARRA funds been used in the state of Miggo expand or

support the three-tiered model of Rtl with the mt® increase student achievement?
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Null Hypotheses

Null Hypothesis # 1. There is no relationship between the percentagedRitA
funds spent on general improvement of instructiath the percentage of students entering
a Rtl model of intervention at Tier Il or Tier ks defined by the state of Missouri.

Null Hypothesis # 2. There is no relationship between student achievearah
the percentage of ARRA funds allocated to develtdp®dels of intervention as
evidenced by achievement measured by MAP assesscmet in Communication Arts.

Null Hypothesis # 3. There is no relationship between student achievearah
the percentage of ARRA funds allocated to develme instructional materials and
practice as evidenced by achievement measured by 88&essment scores in
Communication Arts.
Data Collection and Analysis Procedures

This study investigated how school districts sgtimulus funding in terms of
formula grants, competitive grants, basic stabilrafunds, and bonds (Schulte, 2009).
Data collection was analyzed by calculating the@etage of dollars spent in each
allowable category to determine funds used to éstah three-tiered intervention model,
increase access to intervention materials forsktstudents, and determine if the funds
spent had an impact on student achievement as neddsyithe Missouri Assessment
Program (MAP) test scores in the area of Commuioicairts at the elementary level. The
researcher investigated possible connections battieepercentage of funds used for
materials and resources and the percentage of Bpedg on professional development to
support teachers understanding of the use of thaugts effectively in their classrooms by

examining allotments in the three state budgetdategories of 1100, 2100, and 2210.
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Additional Limitationsin the Revised Study Design

The researcher noted several additional limitatauréng the data collection of the
study. In the initial study design, the researgiianned to interview a random sample of
school districts to learn more about the produntsservices that were purchased under
the budget categories ARRA Non-instructional Supfervices (2100), and ARRA
Improvement of Intervention Services (2210). Thi®rmation would have allowed the
researcher to determine if there were any cormlatbetween monies spent for
intervention supports and the professional devetygmrovided to teachers to effectively
implement said interventions.

Category Restriction. Due to the change in study design, the reseaothad not
determine how much of the funds allocated withimtitivee budget codes was used to
directly impact the three-tiered intervention moodeRtl, or other interventions since the
information cannot be identified with the data teeearcher obtained from the state
Budget Office.

Rollback of Funding Amounts through Federal Agreement. Another limitation
was in the budget allocations in the budget categbi 100 targeted for regular
instruction under the State Fiscal Stabilizationdsi In order for states to be eligible for
these funds, governors were required to sign assesahat the funds would be used to
address teacher effectiveness, longitudinal dagtesys, rigorous standards, and low
performing schools (Mead et al., 2010). Howevemynstate proposals written to acquire
these funds required them to reduce state suppeduzation back to levels of FY 2006
that hindered their ability to use the stabilizatfands to drive any new reform (USDOE

Office of Inspector General, 2009). The researgbees limited in discovering if these
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funds were used to allocate personnel to implemgntiterventions in a three-tiered
model of Rtl or rather to preserve positions thatld have been eliminated due to
reduction in state support and prevailing econarnsis.
Participants

The initial study design required the researcheetouit participants from the
Missouri School Directory provided from MODESE. Bleeparticipants would have been
determined based on those that responded to tired email request sent to school
districts throughout the state. The researchenddd to receive responses and study thirty
small schools districts and thirty large schootrdits, based on student enroliment, so that
data collected and analyzed could be generalizetth Mé change in design, the researcher
created the random sample of thirty small andyth@tge school districts and sent this
information to the Budget Office in Jefferson CiWQ, to collect the necessary data.
I nstrumentation

The Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) was ori¢ynaiplemented to measure
student progress on the Show-Me Standards and Isascbeen realigned to Grade Level
Expectations as outlined in requirements of No €héft Behind, and scores are reported
in overall scaled scores and achievement level8(MEtGraw-Hill, 2007). “The MAP
scale scores and achievement levels provide[d] amevidence of student achievement
in Communication Arts or Mathematics. Classrooncheas use[d] these scores as
evidence of student achievement in these conteasa(CTB McGraw-Hill, 2007, p. 6).
Teachers and administrators have used this infeomé&t plan and write curriculum
aligned to the standards. “District and school miktrators may compare their aggregate

results with the state mean to better understagid skrengths and weaknesses within a
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content area” (CTB McGraw-Hill, 2007, p. 6). TheAM assessments have gone through
stages of reliability including multiple versionktbe assessment, field tests, content bias
review, pilots and inter-rater. “To assess thedjyent validity of the MAP tests,
correlations were computed between the Math andamcation Arts scale scores for
students who took both of the MAP subject areates2007” (CTB McGraw-Hill, 2007,

p. 71).

Conclusion

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 200%ed a great deal of
financial assistance to school districts funneledugh their state funding formulas. While
there were assurances signed by state governocs, ofithe decision making for how to
allocate the monies was left to individual schasetritts. Each school district had to
submit a plan for use of allocated money withiwa-year fiscal period (U. S. Department
of Education, 2009). While there were nine budgéegories through which money could
be dispersed, the researcher focused on Statd Bistalization Funds and Title |, Part A
to determine if these additional funds were useslfgport three-tiered intervention models
and if they impacted student achievement as medsyréhe Communication Arts scores
on the MAP tests for the fiscal years in which fineds were allocated.

The researcher discovered that many school distrere not willing to voluntarily
participate in the study by responding to initiadael requests sent out by the researcher.
The researcher did attempt several times to mak&cbwith the school districts to no
avail. The Missouri Department of Elementary andddelary Education was willing to
assist by gathering the necessary budget inform&bi@complete the proposed study

design.
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Descriptive statistics data indicated that mucthefallocated money was placed in
a fund that allowed school districts to maintairhive staff, which was a consistent finding
based on the literature of ARRA fund allocationse Tescriptive data for state-wide MAP
scores for grades three, four, and five indicagadyfflat improvement rates for the two
years that ARRA funding was available for schoatritts. One of the tenets for this
increased funding was to initiate reform, which Vdomcrease student achievement for
students from preschool to post-secondary educétl&OE, 2009).

The following chapter will highlight the collectethta in more detail to show how
the ARRA funding was dispersed and allocated. Esibkes will show results of regression
data run through the SPSS statistical analysisvaodt This regression data allowed for
controls of enrollment, outlier data, and MAP seoiResults are discussed in terms of how
the data was related to the stated hypothese®to Isbw ARRA funding was dispersed
and used to increase student achievement resutteeddommunication Arts MAP

assessments at the elementary levels.
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Chapter Four: Results
Observable Trends

The purpose of this research study was to investigew school districts, in the
state of Missouri, dispersed funds from the ARRAR009 to help drive educational
reform or increased access to intervention magefaalat-risk students in the area of
reading. This chapter presents an overview ofittential data collected from MODESE
and the Communication Arts assessment results tinenvlissouri Assessment Program at
the elementary level. The financial data was derivem the Final Expenditure Reports
(FER) of 60 school districts across the state afdduri. The districts were divided into
large and small districts based on enroliment ofentban 3,000 and fewer than 3,000
students respectively. Three line items from th& kéere collected including 1100 for
regular instruction under the State Fiscal Stadiion Funds, 2100 non-instructional
support services, and 2210 for professional devedy from Title I, Part A of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act.

The researcher completed this study to determisehool districts placed funds in
the 2100 funding code to make purchases that weauggort curriculum, and then to
determine if matching or exceeding funds were mlanghe 2210 funding code that would
have indicated that professional development sesweere being used to support
additional purchases. The researcher believegtirahases were made at the school
district level without the matching professionaldl®pment support or that professional
development was planned that did not match theocuar materials were being

implemented in the classroom.
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Table 5.

ARRA Funding Allocations: Large Schools; 2009-28t@ool Year

School ARRA 1100 ARRA 2100 ARRA 2210

District FY 09-10 FY 09-10 FY 09-10
Code
1001 $760,087.38  $4,763,958.00 $30,656.10
1002 $6,654,547.00 $139,182.00 $113,203.78
1003 $1,606,996.35 $129,972.99 $0.00
1004 $2,898,659.52 $0.00 $0.00
1005 $3,290,501.00 $0.00 $30,800.00
1006 $1,984,123.00 $0.00 $0.00
1007 $976,272.00 $23,480.93 $0.00
1008 $375,783.39 $0.00 $15,283.69
1009 $2,269,150.00 $0.00 $341,094.48
1010 $6,123,228.00 $0.00 $439,610.08
1011 $6,872,616.00 $80,700.00 $1,600.00
1012 $4,248,126.72 $0.00 $309,524.47
1013 $4,843,302.00 $22,542.00 $91,641.00
1014 $8,025,103.00 $550,111.00 $0.00
1015 $1,792,639.00 $0.00 $0.00
1016 $2,226,371.00 $0.00 $254,770.67
1017 $2,069,473.00 $0.00 $0.00
1018 $1,642,284.00 $0.00 $0.00
1019 $1,858,100.00 $0.00 $64,907.00
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1020 $2,906,382.00 $114,075.00 $0.00
1021 $634,518.25 $618,813.45 $0.00
1022 $2,022,289.00 $0.00 $0.00
1023 $748,945.00 $0.00 $0.00
1024 $3,639,447.01 $0.00 $0.00
1025 $0.00 $0.00 $44,509.00
1026 $1,443,505.18 $44,791.52 $0.00
1027 $3,581,336.99 $223,501.91 $930,202.58
1028 $2,959,208.00 $0.00 $310,151.99
1029 $789,853.21 $0.00 $190,629.60
1030 $1,941,849.40 $0.00 $0.00

Note: Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and SeapnEducation Budget Office.

“The problems that have arisen with traditionalfpssional-development activities
originate[d] to some extent from disconnect betwaetvities at the district and school
levels” (Wong & Nicotera, 2007, p. 180). Since saldistricts only had two fiscal years
to make expenditures from the ARRA, purchases aadimng professional development
needed to be decided upon efficiently.

Resear ch Question 1.

How have ARRA funds been used in the state of Misgo fund improvement of
instruction services, non-instruction support sg¥giand regular instruction to advance
educational reform efforts?

The funds for the American Recovery and ReinvestrAehwere dispersed to
states and school districts to be used over thesemf two fiscal years (USDOE, 2009).

The data collected was from a representative saaipégge and small school districts
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based on student enrollment. The data from thelachool districts indicated that more
funds were dispersed to the budget code allocateshdintaining personnel than the codes

for curricular support and professional developn{éables 5 & 6).

Table 6.

ARRA Funding Allocations: Large Schools; 2010-28thool Year
School ARRA 110 ARRA 2100 ARRA 2210
District FY 10-11 FY 10-11 FY 10-11

Code

1001 $2,425,460.43 $35,026.71 $182,064.50
1002 $2,537,620.00 $0.00 $0.00
1003 $712,142.34 $109,514.51 $0.00
1004 $1,367,568.00 $0.00 $0.00
1005 $803,704.09 $59,636.35 $172,627.41
1006 $723,762.00 $0.00 $0.00
1007 $0.00 $26,910.84 $64,216.50
1008 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
1009 $902,800.00 $0.00 $144,766.49
1010 $2,718,784.00 $0.00 $255,377.26
1011 $2,133,109.00 $0.00 $0.00
1012 $1,060,572.35 $0.00 $87,086.52
1013 $293,624.55 $183,849.52 $225,537.65
1014 $0.00 $567,043.00 $80,599.00
1015 $679,024.00 $0.00 $0.00

1016 $631,636.00 $0.00 $1,334,540.17
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1017

1018

1019

1020

1021

1022

1023

1024

1025

1026

1027

1028

1029

1030

$591,387.00
$731,392.00
$1,113,451.00
$2,142,989.00
$316,882.03
$611,909.78
$255,140.00
$1,474,212.00
$0.00

$633,726.38
$1,753,716.00
$1,250,211.78
$94,359.00

$668,655.76

$0.00

$0.00
$253,940.00
$383,953.00
$147,113.97
$9,717.11
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$90,314.99
$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$175,845.65

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00

$0.00
$180,246.06
$235,717.29
$19,147.87

$0.00

Note: Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and SeapnEducation Budget Office.

School district 1008 and 1025 allocated all ofrtBRRA funds in the first year of

funding availability and no funds in the secondry@mth of these school districts were in

the large school district strata. Additional inf@ation was not available to determine the

reason for the funds to be allocated in the fiestryother than the spending timeline was

determined by each participating school district.

During the two fiscal years that funds were avadddb school districts, eight of the

30, or 26%, of the large districts in the studpedited no funds to non-instructional

support materials (2100), or professional develapn(2210) services.
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ARRA Funding Allocations: Small Schools; 2009-28thBool Year

School AARA 1100 ARRA 2100 ARRA 2210
District FY 09-10 FY 09-10 FY 09-10

Code

2001 $194,047.00 $1,800.00 $0.00
2002 $0.00 $0.00 $17,500.00
2003 $29,573.00 $0.00 $0.00
2004 $70,898.00 $23,931.00 $0.00
2005 $163,665.00 $3,000.00 $0.00
2006 $452,002.00 $5,300.00 $0.00
2007 $1,281,885.00 $0.00 $0.00
2008 $909,001.76 $23,721.96 $0.00
2009 $990,565.00 $0.00 $0.00
2010 $102,073.77 $0.00 $0.00
2011 $276,165.00 $0.00 $6,552.00
2012 $1,504,777.33 $0.00 $26,960.93
2013 $1,418,300.33 $19,723.93 $728,101.13
2014 $228,276.00 $0.00 $0.00
2015 $979,023.00 $0.00 $0.00
2016 $384,547.00 $0.00 $0.00
2017 $855,700.00 $0.00 $0.00
2018 $364,595.00 $0.00 $1,667.00
2019 $349,714.00 $0.00 $6,000.00
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2020 $1,031,238.22 $0.00 $0.00
2021 $285,897.00 $0.00 $48,804.00
2022 $386,506.00 $0.00 $950.00
2023 $228,971.00 $0.00 $0.00
2024 $75,780.00 $0.00 $0.00
2025 $153,829.98 $10,091.76 $3,585.04
2026 $134,036.00 $0.00 $0.00
2027 $252,730.00 $0.00 $0.00
2028 $283,629.00 $4,500.00 $0.00
2029 $1,663,956.00 $0.00 $129,294.85
2030 $1,877,325.00 $0.00 $5,722.54

Note: Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and SeapnEducation Budget Office.

This data indicated to the researcher that ovecoliese of the two fiscal years, 19 of the
30, or 63%, of the school districts placed minimaho money in the funding code for
professional development (2210). The data als@atdd that 22, or 73%, of the large
school districts in the sample placed minimal onmaney in the funding code for non-
instructional support services (2100) that wouldehsupported a three-tiered intervention
model for reading. In the original design of thedst, the researcher would have had the
opportunity to follow-up with districts to detern@measons for these choices. One outlier
district in the data indicated that one schoolritisplaced no money in the funding code
for regular instruction (1100), which would haveparted maintaining personnel.There
was also one outlier district in the small schadkgory, which also did not place funds in
the regular instruction (1100) funding code whiobuwd have supported and maintained

personnel (Tables 7 & 8).
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Table 8.

ARRA Funding Allocations: Small Schools; 2010-28thool Year
School ARRA 1100 ARRA 2100 ARRA 2210
District FY 10-11 FY 10-11 FY 10-11

Code

2001 $68,038.00 $0.00 $0.00
2002 $0.00 $0.00 $15,000.00
2003 $18,504.00 $0.00 $0.00
2004 $24,986.08 $11,015.36 $0.00
2005 $33,144.00 $0.00 $0.00
2006 $104,808.00 $0.00 $0.00
2007 $456,846.00 $0.00 $0.00
2008 $538,031.39 $4,000.00 $0.00
2009 $400,514.00 $0.00 $0.00
2010 $35,116.00 $0.00 $0.00
2011 $105,772.00 $0.00 $0.00
2012 $538,968.63 $0.00 $71,660.11
2013 $649,168.00 $0.00 $14,374.00
2014 $70,796.00 $0.00 $0.00
2015 $212,996.00 $11,328.95 $16,410.18
2016 $141,680.00 $0.00 $793.00
2017 $281,250.00 $0.00 $0.00
2018 $72,532.21 $0.00 $19,495.68
2019 $117,928.66 $0.00 $5,067.00
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2020 $411,804.00 $0.00 $4,143.00
2021 $0.00 $0.00 $37,390.50
2022 $145,212.00 $0.00 $0.00
2023 $107,074.00 $0.00 $0.00
2024 $18,536.00 $0.00 $0.00
2025 $77,753.16 $0.00 $0.00
2026 $57,802.00 $0.00 $0.00
2027 $56,064.00 $34,276.00 $0.00
2028 $100,660.00 $0.00 $189.00
2029 $598,976.00 $0.00 $61,560.07
2030 $740,120.00 $0.00 $19,285.30

Note: Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and SeapnEducation Budget Office.

During the two fiscal years in which funds weraiéable to school districts, eight
of the 30, or 26%, of the small districts in thedst allocated no funds to non-instructional
support materials (2100), or professional develapn(2210) services. This data indicated
to the researcher that over the course of the iswalfyears, 18 of the 20, or 60%, of the
small school districts placed minimal or no moneyhe funding code for professional
development (2210). The data also indicated thabd 83%, of the small school districts
in the sample placed minimal or no money in thedfing code for non-instructional
support services (2100), which would have suppaatddee-tiered intervention model for
reading. In the original design of the study, theearcher would have had the opportunity
to follow-up with districts to determine reasons tieese choices.

The data in Tables 5 through 8 indicated that 14,686, of the large districts and

10, or 33%, of the small districts allocated mofa@ynon-instructional support services
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(2100), which was allocated for support of a thiieeed intervention model for reading.
The data also indicated that 17, or 56%, of boghldhge and small school districts
allocated money for professional development (224@upport teacher learning and
growth. “The most effective strategy for improvitige performance of educators and
students is professional learning” (Hirsh, 20121 . The data indicated that a little more
than half of the districts placed funds in the gatg, which allowed for expenditures for

professional development.

Resear ch Question 2:

How have ARRA funds been used in the state of Misgo expand or support the
three-tiered model of Rtl with the intent to incseastudent achievement?

In addition to the financial data, the researcludlected assessment data from the
Communication Arts MAP test for the 2009-2010 afd@®2011 school years from the
MODESE website. This data was collected to detegrnfimcreased funds available to
school districts through the ARRA was used to nampersonnel through the State Fiscal
Stabilization Funds, increased support for a thiexed model of intervention through
curricular supports, or professional developmeaihing provided to teachers made an

impact on student achievement scores (Tables 9-14).
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Table 9.

Percentage of Third Grade Students in Large Scbastricts Scoring
Proficient or Advanced on the Communication ArtsFMA

School 2010 2011 School 2010 2011
District  Prf/Adv Prf/Adv District  Prf/Adv Prf/Adv
Code Gr.3 Gr.3 Code Gr. 3 Gr. 3
Thieshold Threshold 439 445
1001 45.3 43.3 1016 47.4 41.3
1002 384 45.7 1017 51.7 47.9
1003 42.7 49.7 1018 46.4 60.5
1004 46.1 52.6 1019 44.5 46.8
1005 61.3 55.2 1020 40.9 36.2
1006 50.9 50 1021 42.2 38.7
1007 45.5 42.6 1022 35.5 43.0
1008 54.3 45.8 1023 58.7 54.7
1009 52.3 48.2 1024 43.4 45.7
1010 45.0 40.9 1025 54.7 49.0
1011 58.6 58.6 1026 53.3 51.4
1012 52.1 49.1 1027 29.2 29.7
1013 31.8 30.2 1028 29.9 24.8
1014 39.0 38.1 1029 41.1 43.0
1015 56.0 48.8 1030 27.0 37.9

Note: Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and SeéapnEducation.
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Table 10.

Percentage of Third Grade Students in Small ScBesiticts Scoring
Proficient or Advanced on the Communication ArtsFMA

School 2010 2011 School 2010 2011

District Prf/Adv Prf/Adv District Prf/Adv Prf/Adv

Code Gr. 3 Gr. 3 Code Gr.3 Gr.3

State 43.9 44.5 State 43.9 44.5

Threshold Threshold

2001 30.4 28.6 2016 23.4 40.5
2002 45.1 43.5 2017 46.6 49.3
2003 20.0 25.0 2018 51.8 42.7
2004 41.7 30.0 2019 55.3 56.5
2005 61.1 50.0 2020 42.6 52.5
2006 37.5 25.7 2021 60.9 36.8
2007 30.8 33.3 2022 76.5 47.1
2008 37.6 50.6 2023 22.0 25.0
2009 36.6 466.2 2024 60.0 0.0
2010 70.0 50.0 2025 70.6 48.3
2011 44.1 50.0 2026 45.2 39.5
2012 31.7 34.0 2027 29.2 50
2013 38.4 41.7 2028 40.0 52.9
2014 55.3 50.9 2029 46.8 50.3
2015 324 55.8 2030 48.7 53.5

Note: Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and SeéapnEducation.



ARRA Funding and Achievement 75

Third grade data indicated minimum growth betwden2010 and 2011 school
years in Communication Arts scores. In the samplarge school districts, 18 of the 30
districts, or 60%, scored above the state threstilthe Communication Arts MAP test in
2010, and 17 of 30 districts, or 56%, scored alibeestate threshold in 2011. In the
sample of small school districts, 15 of the 30rditt, or 50%, scored above the state
threshold in 2010, and 16 of the 30 districts, 35 scored above the state threshold in
2011. The data showed that large districts expee@ slight decline between the 2010
and 2011 school years, but generally, the scorpdapd to be flat.

Fourth grade MAP data indicated a decline of scbet¢ween the 2010 and
2011school years in Communication Arts scoreshénsample of large school districts, 16
of the 30 districts, or 53%, scored above statestiwld on the Communication Arts MAP
test in 2010, and 18 of 30 districts, or 60%, sda@ieove the state threshold in 2011. In the
sample of small school districts, 15 of the 30rditt, or 50%, scored above the state
threshold in 2010, and 18 of the 30 districts, @6 scored above the state threshold in

2011.
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Table 11.

Percentage of Fourth Grade Students in Large Scbasificts Scoring
Proficient or Advanced on the Communication ArtsFMA

School 2010 2011 School 2010 2011
District  Prf/Adv Prf/Adv District  Prf/Adv Prf/Adv
Code Gr. 4 Gr.4 Code Gr. 4 Gr.4
State State

Threshold 51.7 52.7 Threshold 51.7 52.7
1001 52.9 51.2 1016 534 54.6
1002 51.0 49.9 1017 55.7 61.2
1003 60.3 56.0 1018 68.1 65.8
1004 55.2 63.0 1019 51.5 54.6
1005 67.2 69.6 1020 43.1 47.9
1006 63.6 63.1 1021 45.8 46.9
1007 53.1 53.9 1022 49.6 46.0
1008 47.6 51.0 1023 60.9 65.5
1009 61.1 63.2 1024 52.5 55.1
1010 50.5 52.8 1025 56.5 60.1
1011 64.7 65.7 1026 50.4 59.4
1012 64.4 64.9 1027 38 37.6
1013 34.7 39.8 1028 36.6 43.3
1014 45.8 48.3 1029 49.6 48.6
1015 53.0 58.5 1030 38.5 45.6

Note: Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and SeapnEducation.
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Table 12.

Percentage of Fourth Grade Students in Small ScbBeiticts Scoring
Proficient or Advanced on the Communication ArtsAMA

School 2010 2011 School 2010 2011
District  Prf/Adv Prf/Adv District ~ Prf/Adv Prf/Adv
Code Gr. 4 Gr.4 Code Gr. 4 Gr.4
Threahold 517 527 Threahold 517 527
2001 66.7 50.0 2016 48.8 39.5
2002 45.6 53.9 2017 41.8 63.8
2003 20.0 25.0 2018 59.1 58.7
2004 73.3 54.5 2019 57.8 51.5
2005 50.0 76.5 2020 52.2 50.4
2006 61.9 51.0 2021 85.7 71.4
2007 35.6 46.1 2022 50.0 53.1
2008 65.6 51.5 2023 36.0 53.1
2009 47.7 50.6 2024 75.0 50.0
2010 45.5 100.0 2025 40.5 55.3
2011 45.9 68.6 2026 74.6 61.2
2012 42.5 48.5 2027 55.6 56.5
2013 51.7 51.4 2028 80.4 55.8
2014 43.1 42.2 2029 57.4 59.5
2015 50.4 59.0 2030 55.1 53.4

Note: Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and SeapnEducation.
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Table 13.

Percentage of Fifth Grade Students in Large Scbhuostricts Scoring
Proficient or Advanced on the Communication ArtsAMA

School 2010 2011 School 2010 2011
District Prf/Adv Prf/Adv District Prf/Adv Prf/Adv
Code Gr.5 Gr.5 Code Gr.5 Gr.5
State 51.8 52 State 51.8 52
Threshold Threshold
1001 51.1 52.6 1016 54.4 50.4
1002 51.2 53.2 1017 49.8 59.8
1003 59.3 64.6 1018 54.8 61.6
1004 58.7 60.9 1019 52.0 61.3
1005 67.7 64.7 1020 52.1 48.4
1006 58.3 61.3 1021 48.2 48.9
1007 56.2 53.6 1022 41.8 44.3
1008 47.8 52.8 1023 64.9 66.3
1009 57.4 57.1 1024 50.0 53.5
1010 55.0 53.8 1025 53.2 44.8
1011 66.2 64.4 1026 56.6 49.2
1012 65.1 63.9 1027 40.8 36.5
1013 42.3 36.2 1028 41.1 39.7
1014 51.9 47.1 1029 41.7 49.6
1015 54.8 521 1030 35.3 32.8

Note: Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and SgapnEducation
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Table 14.

Percentage of Fifth Grade Students in Small Scbastricts Scoring
Proficient or Advanced on the Communication ArtsAMA

School 2010 2011 School 2010 2011
District Prf/Adv Prf/Adv District Prf/Adv Prf/Adv
Code Gr.5 Gr.5 Code Gr.5 Gr.5
State 51.8 52 State 51.8 52
Threshold Threshold
2001 47.1 43.8 2016 43.8 40
2002 44.2 49.3 2017 41.7 43.2
2003 33.3 25 2018 46.3 47.8
2004 75 52.9 2019 40.4 59.1
2005 55.6 43.8 2020 51.5 48.7
2006 51 58.5 2021 71.9 66.7
2007 54.7 43.3 2022 57.1 42.2
2008 66.3 52.1 2023 47.4 40.7
2009 56.3 40.5 2024 66.7 75
2010 60 63.6 2025 50 42.1
2011 30.3 39.5 2026 61.7 69.6
2012 39.1 50.6 2027 42.9 50
2013 42.1 57.3 2028 69.2 52.2
2014 38.7 46.6 2029 52.5 57.9
2015 49.2 56.4 2030 51.1 53.1

Note: Source: Missouri Department of Elementary and SeapnEducation.

Fifth grade MAP data indicated minimum growth betdwéhe 2010 and

2011school years in Communication Arts scoreshénsample of large school districts, 17
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of the 30 districts, or 56%, scored above statestiwld on the Communication Arts MAP
test in 2010, and 18 of 30 districts, or 60%, sda@eove the state threshold in 2011. In the
sample of small school districts, 12 of the 30rditt, or 40%, scored above the state
threshold in 2010, and 12 of the 30 districts, @4 scored above the state threshold in
2011. The data showed that small districts hadhamge between the 2010 and 2011
school years, and generally, the scores appeaisel ftat.

Resear ch Question 3. (Hypothesis 1):

What is the observable relationship between funthngugh Title I, Part A
allocations and student achievement on Communic#its MAP? [Null Hypothesis:
There is no relationship between the percentagdR&A funds spent on the general
improvement of instruction services and the pergabf students entering a Rtl model of
intervention at Tier Il or Tier Il as defined blyet state of Missouri.]

The researcher was unable to gather specific data$chool districts about the
percentage of students that were placed in Tiandl Tier Ill interventions for reading due
to the change in the study design. Since no dasaawailable to allow analysis for this
hypothesis, the hypothesis is treated as a resgaestion. Financial data from the 2100
budget code of non-instructional support matefias the Title I, Part A allocations
indicated that there were minimal amounts of fusatlsnarked for the general
improvement of instructional services (Tables 5)&Funds placed in this budget code
supported interventions under the umbrella of Rike researcher wanted to determine
how school districts were using those funds to supgr expand interventions for students

who were at-risk for not meeting grade level exataons.



ARRA Funding and Achievement 81

The most recent data included in State Consolid&®erformance Report issued by
the U.S. Department of Education (2011) indicated schools receiving Title I, Part A
funding had only a small percentage make the Adeqgdearly Progress target (Table 15).
Title | services were provided to students who Haeten identified as at-risk for not
meeting state standards (USDOE, 2010). As defin€thapter One, Adequate Yearly
Progress is the yearly percentage of proficiencgtate assessments and other measures
required under No Child Left Behind legislation 8JDepartment of Elementary and
Secondary Education, 2011). Adequate Yearly Pregsas a combination of criteria
which included proficiency targets set, and adgistearly, for state assessment results,
attendance and graduation rates, and testing ipatimn of students in pre-determined
subgroup categories, such as Title | funds eligibl&. Department of Elementary and
Secondary Education, 2011).
Table 15.

Title 1 School Accountability

Title 1 Schools # Title 1 Schools # Title | Schools Percentage of Title |
that Made AYP in  Schools That Made
SY 2010-2011 AYP in SY 2010-

2011
All Title | Schools 1,167 278 23.8
Schoolwide (SWP) 684 138 20.2
Title | Schools
Targeted Assistance 483 140 29.0
(TAS) Title |
Schools

Note.Reprinted from: “Consolidated State PerformancedReparts | and II,” U. S. Department of
Education, 2011 p.29. Retrieved from: http://desegov/dsm/documents/SY10-11CSPRPartlandll.pdf.

This data along with the data that indicated miriamounts of funds allocated to

the general improvement of instructional servieesthe researcher to decide there is no
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relationship between the percentage of ARRA fupdnson the general improvement of
instruction services and the percentage of studsriesing a Rtl model of intervention at
Tier 1l or Tier Ill as defined by the state of Msi.

Hypothesis 2:

Null Hypothesis: There is no relationship betwerment achievement and the
percentage of ARRA funds allocated to develop Ritleis of intervention as evidenced
by achievement measured by MAP assessment scoGesnmmunication Arts.

The American Recovery and Reinvestment allocatedguo be spent during the
2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school years. Regressalgsamwas applied to data to
determine if there were correlations between tingl$wused to support personnel, Rtl,
professional development and MAP scores. Hypottesias addressed with the following
regression data showing funding from the 2009-284ol year and assessment data
from the 2010 school year (Tables 16-18). The mebea examined data from the non-
instructional support (2100) budget code and comaation arts data from the MAP
assessment to determine if there was a relatiotstipeen funds allocated and student
achievement results. The funds that were allocatéae (2100) budget code were used to

provide support for intervention under the umbrefi&tl.
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Table 16.
Regression Data for 2009-2010 ARRA Funding PreticB010 MAP Scores, Grade 3
2010 ARRA ARRA ARRA
Prf/Adv 1100 2100 2210
Gr. 3
Pearson 2010 Prf/Adv Gr. 1.000 -.088 -.017 -.159
Correlation 3
ARRA 1100 -.088 1.000 .006 .307
ARRA 2100 -.017 .006 1.000 -.013
ARRA 2210 -.159 .307 -.013 1.000

Note.Critical Value = .250

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the first
year of funding in non-instructional support (2100gget category of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act and student achieneameMAP assessments for Grade
3. The test values (-.017), as shown in Table 16 veéween the critical values of +0.250.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected,there is no significant relationship
between funding category 2100, and student achiemeon the 2010 Communication
Arts MAP. In addition, all test values (0.088, -70&nd -0.159), as shown in Table 16
were between the critical values of £0.250. Thewefthe null hypothesis was not rejected
in each case, and there is no significant relatignisetween funding categories 1100,
2100, and 2210 and student achievement on the @0@rimunication Arts MAP,

respectively.
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Table 17.

Regression Data for 2009-2010 ARRA Funding PreticB010 MAP Scores, Grade 4

2011 Prf/Adv. ARRA ARRA ARRA

Gr4 1100 2100 2210
Pearson 2011 Prf/Adv 1.000 -.085 -.082 -.178
Correlation Gr.4
ARRA 1100 -.085 1.000 .006 307
ARRA 2100 -.082 .006 1.000 -.013
ARRA 2210 -.178 .307 -.013 1.000

Note.Critical Value = .250

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the first
year of funding in non-instructional support (2100gget category of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act and student achieneameMAP assessments for Grade
4. The test values (-.082), as shown in Table 15 lvedween the critical values of +0.250.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected,thrre is no significant relationship
between funding category 2100, and student achiemeon the 2010 Communication
Arts MAP. In addition, all test values (-0.085,824) and -0.178), as shown in Table 17
were between the critical values of £0.250. Thewefthe null hypothesis was not rejected
in each case, and there is no significant relatignisetween funding categories 1100,
2100, and 2210 and student achievement on the Q0@rimunication Arts MAP,

respectively.
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Table 18.

Regression Data for 2009-2010 ARRA Funding PraaycB010 MAP Scores, Grade 5

2011 ARRA ARRA ARRA
Prf/Adv Gr. 1100 2100 2210
5
Pearson 2011 Prf/Adv Gr. 1.000 .072 -.002 -.067
Correlation 5
ARRA 1100 .072 1.000 .006 307
ARRA 2100 -.002 .006 1.000 -.013
ARRA 2210 -.067 .307 -.013 1.000

Note.Critical Value = .250.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the first
year of funding in non-instructional support (2100gget category of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act and student achieneameMAP assessments for Grade
5. The test values (-.002), as shown in Table 18 lveiween the critical values of +0.250.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected,there is no significant relationship
between funding category 2100, and student achiemeon the 2010 Communication
Arts MAP. In addition, all test values (0.072, -20@nd -0.067), as shown in Table 18
were between the critical values of £0.250. Theeefthe null hypothesis was not rejected
in each case, and there is no significant relalignetween funding categories 1100,
2100, and 2210 and student achievement on the @6finunication Arts MAP,
respectively.

This was the first year that funds were availabbetthe American Recovery and

Reinvestment Act, so districts may not have spemfinds given the two-year timeframe.
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The researcher also examined regression datagoaat if there was a
relationship between funds that were spent duhieg2009-2010 school year and student
achievement scores on the 2011 MAP assessmerd ar¢la of Communication Arts
(Tables 19-21).

Table 19.

Regression Data for 2009-2010 ARRA Funding PredicB011 MAP Scores, Grade 3

2011 Prf/Adv  ARRA ARRA ARRA
Gr.3 1100 2100 2210
Pearson 2011 Prf/Adv Gr.
Correlation 3 1.000 -.032 -.028 -.083
ARRA 1100 -.032 1.000 .006 .307
ARRA 2100 -.028 .006 1.000 -.013
ARRA 2210 -.083 .307 -.013 1.000

Note.Critical Value = .250.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the first
year of funding in non-instructional support (2100gget category of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act and student achieneameMAP assessments for Grade
3. The test values (-.028), as shown in Table 19 veiween the critical values of +0.250.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected,there is no significant relationship
between funding category 2100, and student achiemeon the 2011 Communication
Arts MAP. In addition, all test values (-0.032,28) and -0.083), as shown in Table 19
were between the critical values of £0.250. Thewefthe null hypothesis was not rejected

in each case, and there is no significant relatignisetween funding categories 1100,
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2100, and 2210 and student achievement on the Q0diimunication Arts MAP,
respectively.

Table 20.

Regression Data for 2009-2010 ARRA Funding Prettici011 MAP Scores, Grade 4

2011 ARRA ARRA 2100 ARRA
Prf/Adv 1100 2210
Gr.4
Pearson 2011 Prf/Adv 1.000 -.085 -.082 -.178
Correlation Gr.4
ARRA 1100 -.085 1.000 .006 .307
ARRA 2100 -.082 .006 1.000 -.013
ARRA 2210 -.178 .307 -.013 1.000

Note.Critical Value = .250

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the first
year of funding in non-instructional support (2100gget category of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act and student achieneameMAP assessments for Grade
4. The test values (-.082), as shown in Table 20 lvedween the critical values of +0.250.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected,there is no significant relationship
between funding category 2100, and student achiemeon the 2011 Communication
Arts MAP. In addition, all test values (-0.085,824) and -0.178), as shown in Table 20
were between the critical values of £0.250. Thewefthe null hypothesis was not rejected
in each case, and there is no significant relatignisetween funding categories 1100,
2100, and 2210 and student achievement on the @0frimunication Arts MAP,

respectively.
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Table 21.

Regression Data for 2009-2010 ARRA Funding PredicB011 MAP Scores, Grade 5

2011 ARRA ARRA 2100 ARRA 2210
Prf/Adv 1100
Gr.5
Pearson 2011 Prf/Adv 1.000 .072 -.002 -.067
Correlation Gr. 5
ARRA 1100 .072 1.000 .006 307
ARRA 2100 -.002 .006 1.000 -.013
ARRA 2210 -.067 .307 -.013 1.000

Note.Critical Value = .250

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the first
year of funding in non-instructional support (2100gget category of the American
Recovery and Reinvestment Act and student achieneameMAP assessments for Grade
5. The test values (-.002), as shown in Table 24 lveween the critical values of +0.250.
Therefore, the null hypothesis was not rejected,there is no significant relationship
between funding category 2100, and student achiemeon the 2011 Communication
Arts MAP. In addition, all test values (0.072, -20@nd -0.067), as shown in Table 21
were between the critical values of £0.250. Thewefthe null hypothesis was not rejected
in each case, and there is no significant relatignisetween funding categories 1100,
2100, and 2210 and student achievement on the @0frimunication Arts MAP,
respectively.

Based on data analysis, there was no significdatioaship in student achievement
on the MAP assessment during the 2011 school yamUse of the allocation of funds that

were spent during the 2009-2010 school year.
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The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act allat&iads for the 2010-2011
school year, so regression data was run againtéordime if there was a relationship in the
amount of funds used from the non-instructionalpsup(2100) budget category in the
stimulus package and student achievement for ttnsleyear of the allocation (Tables 22-
24). These tables represent how funds spent dthrend010-2011 school year were related
to the Communication Arts MAP scores for the 20dlo®| year which allowed the
researcher to determine if there was a relationséiween funds allocated and spent
during the second year of the American RecoveryReidvestment Act and the student

achievement results on the MAP assessment.

Table 22.
Regression Data for 2010-2011 ARRA Funding PredicB011 MAP Scores, Grade 3
2011 ARRA ARRA 2100 ARRA
Prf/Adv Gr. 1100 2210
3
Pearson 2011 Prf/Adv 1.000 -.015 -.061 -.058
Correlation Gr. 3
ARRA 1100 -.015 1.000 .093 181
ARRA 2100 -.061 .093 1.000 .039
ARRA 2210 -.058 .181 .039 1.000

Note. Critical Value = .250

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifredationship between the
second year of funding in non-instructional sup@t00) budget category of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and studemevement on MAP assessments
for Grade 3. The test values (-.061), as showralld 22 was between the critical values
of £0.250. Therefore, the null hypothesis was egated, and there is no significant

relationship between funding category 2100, andestiachievement on the 2011
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Communication Arts MAP. In addition, all test vadue0.015, -.061, and -0.058), as
shown in Table 22 were between the critical vahfeg).250. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was not rejected in each case, and ihacesignificant relationship between
funding categories 1100, 2100, and 2210 and stuatdévement on the 2011
Communication Arts MAP, respectively.

Table 23.

Regression Data for 2010-2011 ARRA Funding Prettici011 MAP Scores, Grade 4

2011 ARRA ARRA  ARRA 2210
Prf/Adv 1100 2100
Gr.4
Pearson 2011 Prf/Adv 1.000 -.085 -.082 -.178
Correlation Gr.4
ARRA 1100 -.085 1.000 .006 .307
ARRA 2100 -.082 .006 1.000 -.013
ARRA 2210 -.178 .307 -.013 1.000

Note.Critical Value = .250.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the
second year of funding in non-instructional sup@t00) budget category of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and studemevement on MAP assessments
for Grade 4. The test values (-.082), as showrainld 23 was between the critical values
of £0.250. Therefore, the null hypothesis was egated, and there is no significant
relationship between funding category 2100, andestiachievement on the 2011
Communication Arts MAP. In addition, all test vasug0.085, -.082, and -0.178), as
shown in Table 23 were between the critical valfes).250. Therefore, the null

hypothesis was not rejected in each case, and ihacesignificant relationship between
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funding categories 1100, 2100, and 2210 and stuadévement on the 2011
Communication Arts MAP, respectively.

Table 24.

Regression Data for 2010-2011 ARRA Funding PredicB011 MAP Scores, Grade 5

2011 Prf/Adv ARRA ARRA ARRA
Gr.5 1100 2100 2210
Pearson 2011 Prf/Adv 1.000 .072 -.002 -.067
Correlation Gr.5
ARRA 1100 .072 1.000 .006 .307
ARRA 2100 -.002 .006 1.000 -.013
ARRA 2210 -.067 .307 -.013 1.000

Note: Critical Value = .250.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the
second year of funding in non-instructional sup@t00) budget category of the
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and studemevement on MAP assessments
for Grade 5. The test values (-.002), as showrainld 24 was between the critical values
of £0.250. Therefore, the null hypothesis was egated, and there is no significant
relationship between funding category 2100, andestiachievement on the 2011
Communication Arts MAP. In addition, all test vasug0.072, -.002, and -0.067), as
shown in Table 24 were between the critical valfes).250. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was not rejected in each case, and ihacesignificant relationship between
funding categories 1100, 2100, and 2210 and stuadmévement on the 2011

Communication Arts MAP, respectively.
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Based on the data analysis, there was no signifdd@nge in student achievement
due to the allocated and spent funds during th@-2W1l1school year. While this data
provided the researcher with a base of informatiloa statistics were run again to remove
all outlier data and then to control for enrollmant the researcher found no significance.

Given this information, the researcher did noteefhe Null Hypothesis 2: There is
no relationship between student achievement angeteentage of ARRA funds allocated
to develop Rtl models of intervention as evidenlog@chievement measured by MAP
assessment scores in Communication Arts.

Hypothesis 3:

Null Hypothesis: There is no relationship betwetrent achievement and the
percentage of ARRA funds allocated to develop amsguctional materials and practice as
evidenced by achievement measured by MAP assesscmet in Communication Arts.

The researcher examined data from the regulawuictstn (1100) budget code, the
professional development (2210) budget code andraomcation arts data from the MAP
assessment to determine if there was a relatiotstipeen funds allocated and student
achievement results. The funds allocated in th@@Lbudget code were used to provide
support for regular instruction include personmed ¢he (2210) budget code was used to
support professional development. Hypotheses 3addeessed with regression data
showing funding from the 2009-2010 school year asgessment data from the 2010
school year (Tables16-18).

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifredattionship between the first
year of funding in regular instruction (1100) andfpssional development (2210) budget

categories of the American Recovery and Reinvedtieinand student achievement on
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MAP assessments for Grade 3. The test values (@8880.159), as shown in Table 16
were between the critical values of £0.250. Theeefthe null hypothesis was not rejected
in each case, and there is no significant relalignisetween funding categories 1100 and
2210 and student achievement on the 2010 Commuomncatts MAP, respectively.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifredattionship between the first
year of funding in regular instruction (1100) andfpssional development (2210) budget
categories of the American Recovery and Reinvedtieinand student achievement on
MAP assessments for Grade 4. The test (-0.085@ad8), as shown in Table 17 were
between the critical values of +0.250. Therefdne, riull hypothesis was not rejected in
each case, and there is no significant relationséipveen funding categories 1100 and
2210 and student achievement on the 2010 Commuomncatts MAP, respectively.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifredattionship between the first
year of funding in regular instruction (1100) andfpssional development (2210) budget
categories of the American Recovery and Reinvedtieinand student achievement on
MAP assessments for Grade 5. The test values (@8d20.067), as shown in Table 18
were between the critical values of £0.250. Thewefthe null hypothesis was not rejected
in each case, and there is no significant relalignisetween funding categories 1100 and
2210 and student achievement on the 2010 Commuomncatts MAP, respectively.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the first
year of funding in regular instruction (2100) oe ghrofessional development (2210)
budget categories of the American Recovery andwsiment Act and student

achievement on MAP assessments.
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The researcher also examined regression datagoaat if there was a
relationship between funds that spent during tH#22010 school year and student
achievement scores on the 2011 MAP assessmerd ar¢la of Communication Arts
(Tables 19-21).

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the first
year of funding in regular instruction (1100) andfpssional development (2210) budget
categories of the American Recovery and Reinvedtieinand student achievement on
MAP assessments for Grade 3. The test values @08 -0.083), as shown in Table 19
were between the critical values of £0.250. Theeefthe null hypothesis was not rejected
in each case, and there is no significant relabignetween funding categories 1100 and
2210 and student achievement on the 2011 Commuomncatts MAP, respectively.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the first
year of funding in regular instruction (1100) andfpssional development (2210) budget
categories of the American Recovery and Reinvedtieinand student achievement on
MAP assessments for Grade 4. The test values @08 -0.178), as shown in Table 20
were between the critical values of £0.250. Thewefthe null hypothesis was not rejected
in each case, and there is no significant relalignetween funding categories 1100 and
2210 and student achievement on the 2011 Commuomncatts MAP, respectively.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifregationship between the first
year of funding in regular instruction (1100) andfpssional development (2210) budget
categories of the American Recovery and Reinvedtieinand student achievement on
MAP assessments for Grade 5. The test values (@8d20.067), as shown in Table 21

were between the critical values of £0.250. Theeefthe null hypothesis was not rejected
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in each case, and there is no significant relalignisetween funding categories 1100 and
2210 and student achievement on the 2011 Commuomncatts MAP, respectively.

Based on data analysis, there was no significdatioaship in student achievement
on the MAP assessment during the 2011 school yeatathe allocated and spent funds
during the 2009-2010 school year.

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act allat&iads for the 2010-2011
school year, so regression data was run againtéordime if there was a relationship in the
amount of funds used from the regular instructibt0Q) and professional development
(2210) budget categories in the stimulus packagesaudent achievement for the second
year of the allocation (Tables 22-24).

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifreationship between the
second year of funding in regular instruction (1)180d professional development (2210)
budget categories of the American Recovery andwsiment Act and student
achievement on MAP assessments for Grade 3. Thedles (-0.015 and -0.058), as
shown in Table 22 were between the critical valfes0.250. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was not rejected in each case, and ihacesignificant relationship between
funding categories 1100 and 2210 and student aetmert on the 2011 Communication
Arts MAP, respectively.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifredationship between the
second year of funding in regular instruction (1)180d professional development (2210)
budget categories of the American Recovery andwsiment Act and student
achievement on MAP assessments for Grade 4. Thede®s (-0.085 and -0.178), as

shown in Table 23 were between the critical vahfes).250. Therefore, the null
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hypothesis was not rejected in each case, and ihacesignificant relationship between
funding categories 1100 and 2210 and student aetmert on the 2011 Communication
Arts MAP, respectively.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifredattionship between the
second year of funding in regular instruction (1180d professional development (2210)
budget categories of the American Recovery andwsiment Act and student
achievement on MAP assessments for Grade 5. Thede®s (-0.072 and -0.067), as
shown in Table 24 were between the critical valfes0.250. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was not rejected in each case, and ihacesignificant relationship between
funding categories 1100 and 2210 and student aetmert on the 2011 Communication
Arts MAP, respectively.

Based on the data analysis, there was no signifataange in student achievement
because of the funds allocated and spent during@he-2011school year. While this data
provided the researcher with a base of informatiloa statistics were run again to remove
all outlier data and then to control for enrollmant the researcher found no significance.

Given this information, the researcher did noteefhe Null Hypothesis 3: There is
no relationship between student achievement angdteentage of ARRA funds allocated
to develop Rtl models of intervention as evidenog@dchievement measured by MAP
assessment scores in Communication Arts.

When data was analyzed for all 60 school distfmtshe 2010 MAP scores third
grade had 55% of the districts, fourth grade heb 51 the districts, and fifth grade had

48% of the districts that scored better than theesietermined threshold. On the 2011
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MAP 55% of the third, 60% of the fourth, and 50%lwé fifth grade in the 60 districts
scored above the state threshold.
Conclusion

The data results presented in this chapter wegeally to be collected via
superintendents and financial officers at the sediyool districts in the random sample.
The researcher reached out to school districtewiail and provided a cover letter that
detailed the parameters of the study. After se\atditional email attempts and personal
phone calls to school districts it was clear tr@tenough schools were willing to
participate by providing financial data and agrgdm follow-up interviews. Since the
researcher was unsuccessful in this method ofatdiection, following IRB approval for
an amended research design, the data was prowdibe IBudget Office at MODESE. The
MAP data presented in the chapter was secondaaycdéiected from the MODESE
website.

This chapter began with an overview of the fundafigcation from three budget
codes of the American Recovery and Reinvestmentus legislation had nine budget
allocations categories, but the researcher focasdtiree, including State Fiscal
Stabilization Fund code (1100) for regular instimuct Title I, Part A budget codes (2100)
for non-instructional support and (2210) for preiesal development. Data was included
to show how a random sample of 60 school distactsss the state of Missouri dispersed
these funds among these three codes. Fifty-eigiieo0, or 96%, of the school districts
in the study allocated funds to the regular ingtomc(1100) budget code that allowed for
maintaining or hiring additional personnel. In then-instructional support (2100) budget

code under Title I, Part A, 24 of the 60, or 40%¢the districts allocated funds to this
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budget code that allowed purchases for readinguatgion. Finally, for the (2210) budget
code for professional development 34 of the 6@&aG810, of the districts allocated funds to
this budget code.

The researcher presented data from the MODESEahMissouri Assessment
Program (MAP) for the area of Communication Artsheat elementary level. Data was
summarized for both small and large school distrartd displayed by grade level for the
2010 and 2011 school years. The researcher preseatz on the percentage of students in
each district who scored proficient or advancednenCommunication Arts assessment.
This indicated to the researcher that even withthél funds available a little more than
half of the students in the districts studied sdatthe top levels of the state assessment.

The original study design indicated that the reges would follow up with school
districts to interview about what products wereghased with the allocated funds. The
redesigned study did not allow for interviews, Ise tesearcher used data from the
Consolidated Performance Report to indicate howynsahool districts were identified as
Title |1 districts. This filled the data gap for hatudents in intervention are performing as
Title | services were provided to those studentameeting grade level expectations
(Wong & Nicotera, 2007). The data indicated thaslthan 25% of those districts made
Adequate Yearly Progress in 2010-2011.

Additionally, the researcher presented regressata to determine if there was a
relationship between funds allocated for personngdrvention and professional
development and student achievement as demonstnatihe state assessment. The
regression data confirmed that there was no sgmfirelationship between funds

allocated from the American Recovery and Reinvestret and student achievement as
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measured by the Communication Arts scores on th® M#sessment. All of the data
presented allowed the researcher to not rejeaudlhypotheses presented in this research.
In Chapter Five, the researcher will highlight tesearch questions and hypotheses
that guided this study and an overview of the madhmgy used to complete the study.
Limitations and the study design were revisited sigdificant data and results will be
discussed. Connections to current research were amdell as recommendations for
future studies. The researcher will present pelgeflactions related to the content of the

study.
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Chapter Five: Discussion and Reflection
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to determine if thregis a relationship between the
stimulus funds allocated to school districts in skege of Missouri through the American
Recovery and Reinvestmeamd student achievement in reading as measureddiy M
results in Communication Arts at the elementargleWhile one of the main tenets of
ARRA was to stabilize education with additionalfstand programmatic cutbacks, it also
meant to bring about systemic change in schoolwateability (McDonnell &

Weatherford, 2011). This piece of legislation was iong line of policies aimed at school
accountability includingd Nation at RiskIindividuals with Disabilities Education Act, and
No Child Left Behind Act. The ARRA provided schabstricts with additional funds that
were allocated and spent over the course of tvealfigears (USDOE, 2009). There were
four assurances that governors were required tepato receive the additional funding at
the state level; including address teacher effentgs, create longitudinal data systems,
implement rigorous standards, and address low peifig schools (USDOE, 2009).

The researcher wanted to investigate the potamli@ionship between student
achievement and the amount of ARRA funds disthets available to spend on
intervention and professional development. “Thengeaprocess is about establishing the
condition for continuous improvement in order togie and overcome inevitable barriers
to reform” (Fullan, Cuttress, & Kilcher, 2005, ®)mnd involves time and energy from all
that are involved in the process. Fully implemegtall the initiatives made available from

ARRA funding seemed a daunting task. There are rfetygrs that may inhibit full
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implementation of any initiative including but rohited to vague or multiple goals,
administrative fragmentation, and weak implemeata{Wong & Nicotera, 2007).
Review of M ethodology and Design

The two research questions that guided this stuelg WwHow have ARRA funds
been used in the state of Missouri to fund generptovement of instruction services,
non-instruction support services and regular iston to advance educational reform
efforts?” The second question was, “How have ARRAds been used in the state of
Missouri to expand or support the three-tiered rhotiRtl with the intent to increase
student achievement?” The original design of thuslg was to gather financial data about
ARRA funding from a random sample of school digsriacross the state of Missouri. The
researcher created a cover letter that servedrsgobto participate and emailed to
superintendents and chief financial officers. Whemer than 10 school districts returned
consent the researcher resent the email sinceithiral research design designated 60
school districts were necessary for the sample déasecond attempt for consent
garnered 12 school districts that were willing &otigipate. The researcher started to make
personal calls to school districts in an attemmgdther more data.

After several failed attempts at gathering suéintidata for the sample of the study
the researcher was given permission to contact MEBIREThe Budget Office in Jefferson
City provided the researcher with the ARRA finahdata for the 60 school districts in the
study sample. Along with the ARRA data the researcollected Communication Arts
MAP scores from the DESE website. This data wileced and analyzed to determine if
there was a relationship between the additional ARIRds provided to school districts to

drive reform and student achievement results.
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As a result of the changed research design, thmal Hypothesis 1 became a
Research Question 3. The new question was, “Whheisbservable relationship between
funding through Title I, Part A allocations andd#at achievement on Communication
Arts MAP?”.

Data Analysisand Implications

Research Question 2 and Hypothesis 1 could nahbeered after the change in
research design became necessary. However, agtescaxamination of the allocation of
funds for the two random samples of Missouri sclbslricts indicated some noticeable
trends.

Observable trends noted in the data were that 96#echool districts placed
large amounts of ARRA funds in the State Fiscabfration Fund code (1100) for
regular instruction. This budget code allowed stladgiricts to retain staff that might have
otherwise been cut due to the economic downtuto bire additional positions. When
states agreed to these funds governors had tasgymances that they would adhere to the
guiding principles one of which was to save andiggobs (U.S. Department of
Education, 2009). However, it appeared that SFa8BEdwvere being used to “protect the
status quo ...these formula dollars had to be usedpoove student learning and
innovate, not merely fund more of the same” (Snka2010, p. 16).

The researcher found that 40% of the school distplaced ARRA funds in the
Title 1, Part A budget code (2100) non-instructiosigpport that would have allowed for
purchases for interventions. The ARRA funds prodidader Title |, Part A were meant to
help address districts and schools with “high cotregions of students from families that

live in poverty in order to help improve teachinmgldearning” (U.S. Department of
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Education, 2010, p. 10). The third ARRA budget cstglied was (2210) for professional
development under Title I, Part A, and the researfbund that 56% of the school districts
allocated funds to this account. When new initedgiwere introduced teachers required
professional development so that the initiative idae fully implemented. Weak
implementation occurs when not all members of tigawization buy-in to the reform
changes (Wong & Nicotera, 2007). In addition to ¢dhservable trends, the researcher ran
multiple regressions to determine if there wadatimnship between the ARRA funds
allocated and student achievement. After runniggassions with MAP scores aggregated
by grade level and the three ARRA budget codesabearcher found no significance.
Additional regressions were run to control for artata and enrollment and still no
significance was noted in relationships betweerothserved variables.

The researcher was unable to follow-up with schitticts to determine the
products and services that were used for genemmbwement of instruction or the
percentage of students served in Tier Il and tknventions of Rtl. However, with the
collected data from budget code (2100) non-insioaed support and additional data from
MODESE, the researcher did not reject the null liypsis: there is no relationship
between the percentage of ARRA funds spent on¢hergl improvement of instruction
services and the percentage of students enteiirtgraodel of intervention at Tier Il or
Tier Il as defined by the state of Missouri.

To address Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3, datgsisahowed there was no
relationship between the amounts of ARRA fundscalled and spent by school districts in
the state of Missouri and student achievement tesuasured by the MAP assessment for

Grades 3, 4, and 5. Analysis was applied to a ransimple of large districts and a
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random sample of small districts for each of the sgparate school years examined in the
study, for each of the grade levels three throuxggh Given the data results from the
ARRA budget code (2100) and MAP scores, the rekeawid not reject the null
hypothesis: there is no relationship between stugemevement and the percentage of
ARRA funds allocated to develop Rtl models of imt@ition as evidenced by achievement
measured by MAP assessment scores in CommunicatisnGiven the data results from
the ARRA budget codes (1100), (2210), and MAP s;dhee researcher did not reject the
null hypothesis: there is no relationship betweedent achievement and the percentage of
ARRA funds allocated to develop core instructiomalterials and practice as evidenced by
achievement measured by MAP assessment scoresrim@aication Arts. There were no
significant relationships found between allocatdriederal funds in budgets codes 1100,
2100, and 2210 and student achievement in readingeasured by Communication Arts
MAP.
A Redesign of This Study

The study presented the researcher the opportianéyamine the allocation of
funding from a significant piece of legislation amolw school districts allocated those
funds across several budget categories. If therelser had the opportunity to complete
this study again more time would have been spenking with the MODESE Budget
Office to learn about the forms that were usedéporting budget information. The
researcher would put together a more comprehengiggluction letter to school district
explaining the nature of the study so that schagitidt administrators would have

understood more clearly how the data would have lised. Instead of requesting
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information only via email, the researcher woulgdarovided opportunities to meet with
administrators face to face.

An interesting data component may have come frompgortunity to have
conversations with teachers that were implementew initiatives or using new materials
that were purchased with ARRA. Classroom teachadgrgerventionists would have been
able to provide perspective to this study in teaihlsow the materials were being used and
how they were impacting students in reading instoauc

The researcher learned through this study thatachstrict administrators are
faced with significant pressures to raise testesto meet the minimum requirements of
No Child Left Behind and state standards. Findinddet information for a graduate study
of someone that had no personal relationship weigmtor their school district did not
appear to be a priority.

Personal Reflection and Conclusions

Given that this was not a longitudinal study, iswerd to determine if the funds
allocated through the American Recovery and Reitnvexst Act would impact educational
reform and increase student achievement resulstate standardized assessments over
time. In the short term, it was clear that the sndm of funds made little to no impact on
the improvement of instructional services, profesal development for teachers and
student achievement. The researcher believedHbet tvould be a relationship between
the amount of funds allocated to the (2100) budgde for non-instructional support and
the (2210) budget code for professional developrardtstudent achievement.

With the original design plan the researcher hdpdthd school districts that

placed comparative amounts of money in these caahelsthen planned to follow-up with
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an interview to determine how funds were actugbgrg and thus, how they were related.
The researcher hoped to highlight opportunitie®sttistricts used ARRA funding to
provide additional intervention supports and madctiese purchases with the necessary
professional development for teachers to fully iempént the interventions.

Instead, the researcher found school districketolosed-lipped about their
expenditures from ARRA. This was puzzling givenythed to submit the Final
Expenditure Reports to MODESE. The two-year timeggkefor fund expenditures seemed
to be a short time to make decisions, which wondgact the system on the long-term
basis. One of the main tenets of this act wasdggnt job loss in the current economic
recession (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).1&\that seemed noble on the surface,
the researcher questioned the use of soft monkydamr maintain positions that may not
be sustained when the funding was not availableariydistricts in Missouri, for instance,
used special education and Title | stimulus ailite temporary tutors and strengthen
those programs in other ways, Deputy CommissiohBdacation Ron Lankford said”
(Cavanaugh & Hollingsworth, 2011, para. 28). In tbgearcher’s experience, teacher’s
aids and other tutors were brought in to work onesne with students to provide
additional support. The students often chosen tdwath tutors are the most struggling
students in the classroom, yet those tutoring dichave the same expertise as the
classroom teacher. Allington (2011) cited sevetadiies about the use of
paraprofessionals in working with struggling readéHowever, there [was] substantial
evidence that students gain[ed] little academiebewhen paraprofessionals deliver[ed]
intervention instruction” (p. 99). Classroom teashigave taken the time to build

relationships with their students, and know whatytheed to progress. “Instruction is
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powerful only when it is precise and focused tdddirectly on what students already
know to take them to the next level” (Fullan et 2006, p. 33).

Instead of bringing in additional personnel, whigais where most school districts
placed the largest amounts of the stimulus furdsresearcher believed that a better use
of the funds would have been to provide intensinagssional development for teachers
that were implementing these new initiatives inrtbassrooms. Educators had to balance
many initiatives prior to the American Recovery &einvestment Act including, but not
limited to Rtl, Common Core State Standards, dataed instruction and assessment and
any new programs at the district level. In the aesleer’s opinion, it seemed unrealistic
that we would expect teachers to embrace even anamreges as a result of ARRA and
believe that we would get overnight success in seofrstudent achievement. “Over the
past decade, it [had] become a given that any mneform initiative must be accompanied
by investments in professional development” (Fuaal., 2006, p. 22). The data from this
study indicated that school districts did not irvfesids in the (2210) professional
development funding code. Yet the National Staff&epment Council (n.d.) stated “For
most educators working in schools, professionahieg is the singular most accessible
means they have to develop the new knowledgesshitid practices necessary to better
meet students' learning needs” (para 3).

Educational accountability legislation such as@wold Left Behind influenced a
change in educational standards to increase rigbtlee state of Missouri agreed to adopt
the common core state standards to guide curricwititing and instructional practice.

On the Common Core State Standards, Brozo (20a®dstit appear[ed] inevitable that in

the coming years they will impact how reading isgfat in the elementary grades and
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beyond” (p. 147). Not only did educators have t@pgte with how to incorporate common
core standards in curriculum and practice, motginies were brought to educators with
the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act. “Tlaadards [were] designed to be
robust and relevant to the real world, reflecting knowledge and skills that our young
people need for success in college and careershif@m Core State Standards Initiative,
2012, para. 1). The researcher questioned whetedwb year timeframe for planning and
spending ARRA monies provided districts with adegugpportunity to plan effectively

for the use of these funds so that they would deferm beyond the two year time period.
In the researcher’s experience, when new initigtivere introduced at the district or
school level professional development to suppa@iitiative lacked development or on-
going support. “Where traditional professional depenent lacked a coherent or results-
driven purpose and relevant knowledge, effectivdgasional development provides
educators with the proper tools to work togethdsring about important changes” (Wong
& Nicotera, 2007, p. 178).

Rtl grew out of the need to change the way stigdare identified for special
education services. As outlined in the Missouri glddr the three-tiered intervention
system, classroom teachers were to ensure theastt80% of the students were finding
success in the classroom (MODESE, 2013), and dfy @f students should require
intervention beyond the general classroom instoactiwWith Rtl, the need for reading
specialists may have increased since more studdhtse served through intervention
rather than be identified for special educatiowises via the IQ Discrepancy Model
(Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). The paradigm shift for ditsdrand teachers for identifying

students at-risk for failure from 1Q to Rtl couls@be a reason districts chose not to
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participate in this study. Districts were stillitig to revamp practices and implementation
for Rtl and also faced making decisions for largeants of money in a very short time
frame with accountability for improvement resting & high-stakes test.

“Whereas organizational trust and collegiality dioated the educational sector a
generation ago, measurable results for all studesisbecomes the driving force in
today’s schools” (Wong & Nicotera, 2007, p. 2). Teesearcher also believed that school
districts were reticent in sharing financial dateWwing that it would be tied to
achievement on the MAP. Even though state asses$saseiits were available to the
general public via the MODESE website, posted aalpapers, and used as criteria for
district accreditation, pressure associated witwéiig continual progress on the MAP
assessments loomed over educational leaders. Mé&Pssm this study showed minimal or
no progress during the time period that ARRA funese available to districts for
spending on additional personnel, intervention, prdessional development.

In order for systemic change to occur there must stamework for school
improvement that involved all stakeholders (Wongli&otera, 2007) (Figure 5). This
visual display provides a framework for distriadspian for accountability. All schools, but
especially low performing schools needed this fraor&, but also the necessary support
to affect systemic change (Wong & Nicotera, 200he American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act did not take all of the abovedexinto consideration as money was
funneled through the already established fundimgnédas or Title programs that were in
place so that new reforms were not necessary anfiitiding seemed doomed in creating

necessary long-term improvements (Smarick, 2010).
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Educational Accountabili
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School Level
Flexibility
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Valid and System of
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Assessments
aligned with Pressure and
standards Support

\

;S

Improve Instructional Practiceg

A

y

Improve Student Learning

Figure 5 Educational accountability theory of action.
Note.Reprinted from: Wong, K. & Nicotera, A. (2008uccessful Schools and Educational Accountability
(p- 26). Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Educational Accountability was the root of The Aman Recovery and

Reinvestment Act and other standard-based piedegisfation. ARRA afforded districts

the hope of true accountability that might increstsglent learning. It provided flexibility

to school districts by allowing them to make deansi of how to disperse and spend

stimulus funds as noted in Figure 5 as School LEietibility. The state of Missouri

agreed to use the Common Core State Standardglagumlity standards tied to a rigorous

new generation academic and performance assessatigned to the standards as can be

seen in Figure 5 as High Quality Standards andl\zaid reliable assessments. Educators

have pressure and support to raise their levagof in terms of engaging curriculum, high

guality assessments and data driven instructiore\dtl of these components are
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implemented, instructional practice by high qualegchers will yield improved student
learning.

While ARRA was intended to provide support to sdhaistricts during a difficult
economic period, it also placed undue pressuresarsidn makers. In the researcher’s
opinion, the downside to the American Recovery Rathvestment Act was that it did not
outline how instructional practices should be inya so that student learning might
increase as seen in Figure 5. This study showerktigarcher that providing additional
funding to address student achievement through mpensonnel, support materials and
professional development did not significantly irapstudent achievement in the area of
reading.

Next Steps

The United States Department of Education (2022gdly published its strategic
plan for fiscal years 2011-2014 focused on reacthedresident’s 2020 goal of having
the highest proportion of college graduates invtbed. Arne Duncan’s message stated
that in order for the United States to be backagnwith the highest number of college
graduates, widespread reform must be implementsd &arly learning, starting at birth, to
post-secondary education (U.S. Department of Eduta2012). This small study, with a
narrow focus, has shown that the most recent edunedtreform, the American Recovery
and Reinvestment Act has done little to impact tiosvstudents in the state of Missouri
performed on state assessments such as the MARe3&@ cher believes having an
ambitious goal was a great first step, but an gffedramework and long-term plan must
be in place to ensure the intended outcomes. Isiciglg, the state played an integral part

in accountability but the focus remained on exteacaountability and the researcher
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believes accountability must be shifted to inteamdountability where schools are
capacity-building and effective entities (Fullarakét 2006).

“There was little research on how teachers casuipported over the long term to
ensure sustained implementation of new methodsta@nt achievement” (National
Reading Panel, 2000, p. 386). The researcher leslignat this study shed light on the fact
that additional money fell short of a significamtgact on the overall student achievement
in the area of Communication Arts in the state addduri during the school years 2009-
2010 and 2010-2011. However, given the compleXiyeep learning, understanding and
transfer of knowledge, the researcher believeswieatannot reduce the success of our
students to the score on a high-stakes assessiwlitional research is needed to
determine how teaching and learning are linkecctoewement. Educational leaders need
to understand how to balance the demands handeul thoaugh legislation and build
internal capacity to grow and learn at the classré®vel. Teachers need to possess a
desire and willingness to examine their practiog make adjustments as necessary.
“When you don’t know what you don’t know, it is fidult to see what needs to be done”

(Fullan et al., 2006, p. 6).
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Appendix A

Laura M. Grayson
2819 Kings Crossing
Barnhart, MO 63012
314-520-5045
LMGO55@lindenwood.edu
September xx, 2012

Doctor [Name]

Superintendent of Schools

Address

Dear Dr. [Name]:

I am currently an educational doctoral studentiatiéenwood University, located in St. Charles, Mig$o
conducting amnvestigation of the American Recovery and Reinwesit Act of 2009. The purpose of this
study is to add to the current body of knowleddateel to the use of ARRA funds and the establistirota
three-tiered Response to Intervention model andntipact on student achievement in school disto€the
state of Missouri.

| will collect information related to the percentagf ARRA funds allocated for core instructionaltevéls
and supplemental intervention materials. | widcagather MAP data from the Department of Elemegntar
and Secondary Education’s website to analyze aehmewt results. Once | evaluate data of the 6@Gadich
district sample, | will code the results to maintdistrict confidentiality.

If you are willing to complete the attached surveypuld be appreciative. The link is includedts
bottom of this email. Thank you for your time arahsideration. Please feel free to contact me at52D4
5045, or LMGO55@lindenwood.edu.

Sincerely,

Liwrs Graspaon

Laura Grayson

cc: Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum
Chief Financial Officer
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Appendix B

Possible Follow-up Interview Questions

What specific interventions are in place for Tieand Tier 111?

What additional interventions for Tier Il and Tiérwere put in place due to ARRA
funding?

How were those decisions made to purchase thosesénttions?

Describe in detail how ARRA funds supported cowsgrunction in your school district.

Describe in detail how ARRA funds were used to exjgour existing Rtl model.
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Laura Grayson is from St. Louis, Missouri. She thedicated her career as a
learner and practitioner of education. She gradimaith a B.S. in Education from the
University of Missouri-St. Louis in 1995. After ghaation she took a position as a
classroom teacher in the Mehlville School Districiura honed her craft of elementary
education by teaching both primary and intermedjateles. She continued her education
and completed her Master of Arts in Education atlehwood University in 2000. Laura
also holds special education and English Languagerier certificates.

As a passionate learner, Laura was accepted Hydgpartment of Elementary and
Secondary Education as a STARR (Select Teachd&®sgsnal Resources) in 2006. This
two-year, intensive professional development pnogwaas organized to identify master
teachers in the state of Missouri to study and @amant best practices in authentic
learning. Laura collaborated with educators fromadbross the state and national
educational researchers to deepen her understaoingtructional practice and to
implement those practices in her classroom. Thergkgear of the program afforded her
sabbatical from teaching in the classroom to preyibfessional development to metro
school districts.

The STARR program opened the door for Laura te takthe role of Curriculum
Director in the Mehlville School District where shvas able to use her knowledge to reach
out to administrators and classroom teachers. &rgyprofessional development and
leading curriculum committees allowed her to furttieepen her knowledge of teaching

and learning. Laura has presented many local ceméess at the National Staff
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Development Conference as well as contributed naatgublished in Jan Chappuis’s
Seven Strategies for Assessment for Learbouk.

Laura is currently teaching in the Kirkwood SchBadtrict where she also serves
on the school and district level English LanguageQurriculum Committee. Laura is
currently participating with the Department of Elemary and Secondary Education on a
Best Practices Video Series. The teaching and imgxi¢ation of Reciprocal Teaching is
being videotaped in her classroom to be used &mitrg purposes across the state. She
completed her doctorate in Instructional Leadershipindenwood University in May of

2014.
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