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Abstract

The United States’ Public Education system shaoederns regarding declining
achievement results across the nation. Numer@esreh studies suggested significant
correlations to various variables, such as, SE8i¢S6conomic Status), LEP (Limited
English Proficiency), IEP (Individualized EducataiPrograms), ethnicity, and student
mobility. The literature suggested these area®otern need continued research to
address specific issues, such as, how to closediheational gaps between students in
these categories and students without these chasiics.

The Primary Investigator completed a case studgssist decision makers with
transient students at a Midwest near-urban elemestéool by specifically focusing on
fifth grade students from the class of 2019. Thlthodology created by the Primary
Investigator differentiated among Persistent, Titeorsal, and Transient mobility
populations who entered a supplemental reading hpsdgram called, Blitz. The
Primary Investigator divided mobility groups infoegific categories to determine if
needs were met for transient student populatiaepepared to non-transient students.
Few studies had addressed programs that spegiffoalised on methods of
measurement tool that allowed for comparisons anmooigile students in settings where
non-mobile students reside.

The Primary Investigator's methods used in thi®sdady allowed decision
makers to continue to develop their program tthit needs of all students at the case
study school and to make decisions as to the eféawtss of their efforts to assist their
Persistent, Transitional, and Transient studentisair large near urban elementary

school.



Results indicated there were improvements in eaalbility group that
participated in the Blitz supplemental reading mMod&tudents in the most transient
group significantly increased achievement and agesaeé variance in scores when
compared to the Persistent population. The Prifrangstigator’s collected data
suggested that students in the Persistent popalatieraged the highest achievement
scores for all data sets. Achievement scoresudesits in the most Persistent
populations who were of Caucasian and African Agaariethnicity and of low SES-
socio-economic status did not have negative impatiscores. Overall, this case study
supported a positive effect of additional readiagistance on a student’s independent
reading ability and Communications Arts achievemenhis large near-urban Midwest

elementary school.
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Chapter One: Introduction

According to previous research studies, studentlmobecame a prominent and
concerning trend in the United States’ public ediooal system. The impact of
transiency in schools affected not only mobile stud, but also non-mobile students in
the schools these students attended. Educatorgréaticoncerns about students moving
in and out of school systems because of negatipadts on student learning and
achievement (Rumberger, 2003; Franke, Isken, &Ra003).

The first section of Chapter One focused on thénggbackground, decreased
achievement, changed socio-economic status, ireneasbility, and demographic
changes that took place in a large public elemgrstenool located in the Midwest. The
second section explained the problem statemerdnede, purpose, the Blitz reading
model, program development, and each hypothesens¢at for the case study. The
third section of Chapter One defined terms, exgléimitations, and gave a short
conclusion of the chapter.

Setting Background

In order to remain in compliance with the distpdiicy of the case study school,
the Primary Investigator titled the school with flatitious name Lakeview Elementary
for privacy and anonymity of the school distridgf§ and students involved in the
research.

Lakeview Elementary struggled with problems afthmobility and low
academic achievement levels in the areas of matiesreand communication arts. For
example, from the years 2006 through 2012, 234 stadents enrolled into the class of

2019, and 122 exited, which yielded an overall 47&asiency rate. Achievement
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declined from an overall average of 53% of studerits scored proficient or advanced
in 2006 on communication arts Missouri Assessmeogiam (MAP) to 38% who scored
proficient or advanced on the MAP in 2012, whicklged a compound percentage
decrease of 28%.

The high mobility rate and declining MAP test ssobecame the focus of the
principal of Lakeview Elementary. From 2006 to 20proficient and advanced scores
for the communication arts portion of the MAP foades three through five declined
from 53% to 44%. The mathematics portion of the®#verage number of students
who performed proficient or advanced declined ftorfo to 51% (Missouri
Comprehensive Data System, 2013).

Problem Statement

Few programs had addressed and studied complisamguired due to
transiency within schools that were useful to ogwrool systems with similar variables.
Since schools with higher transient populationsmftad students with lower
achievement scores than schools that had Pergmsipatations, school leaders needed to
continue to analyze their efforts to help all shddearn and grow through careful
analysis of the effects transiency had on all stteléDunn, Kadane, & Garrow, 2003).

The problem of transiency in schools was not aregeenomenon. As reported
in 2003, educators had great concerns about stanagitity due to the negative impacts
on student learning and achievement (Rumberge3,3200; Franke et al., 2003, p. 150).
One study suggested that although there was #oredaip between poverty and low
achievement, not all students in all schools wailenfy. A Harvard Educational Review

article (McCarthy, 1988) explained some schoolssvgerccessful; therefore, it was



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 3

necessary to note that not all low socio-econottaitus children were performing poorly.
Some socio-economically disadvantaged children wergorming well in otherwise
low-performing schools.

In order to determine causal relationships betvaaademic successes and
failures, educational researchers applied sevédfaleht dependent and independent
variables when they conducted research. As thagwed studies, they often discovered
many assorted variables, which created intricatéias that made it difficult to determine
which variables correlated with other variables anathat order. This made it
challenging to generalize findings even when thegee similar variables presented. For
example, Rumberger (2003) explained, students wdre wsually mobile and low
achieving also have other factors that affectet Hehievement scores. He suggested
that educators must consider alternative reasargefdining achievement as well, such
as poverty and family problems. Rumberger continoeshare, “In other words, mobile
students came from poorer families and had lowadaaic performance before they
were mobile, a finding supported by other studi@s’10; Nelson, Simoni, & Adelman,
1996). However, other researchers determinedaghatobility increased, discipline
issues and crime also increased within the sclamigell, which was another variable
that needed further research (Institute of Edunati&cience [IES], 2010). Many studies
in this literature review were similar in demogragshand were able to determine
possible correlations, however, each environmeertach study was unique, which made
it difficult to draw generalized conclusions duegenerous possibilities of variables that

might have also applied.
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Rationale

Transiency became a prominent and noticeable tretiee educational system.
This trend created an achievement gap for mohilgestts when compared to the
Persistent educational population. Declining ssareated a need for change in
classroom instruction and teacher practice. Rekesarggested that student mobility
adversely affected student achievement. Accorttirige Kids Count in Missouri 2003
data, “Children who move four or more times durihgir childhood are more likely to
drop out than children who remain in the same sE{@610 Missouri Kids Count Data
Book Online, 2010).

As mobility increased and academic achievementedsed at Lakeview
Elementary, the impacts became increasingly critacadministrators, instructional
leaders, and teachers. Staff wanted to deterrhtheir efforts of placing students into
small, flexible, data-driven groups were meeting ieeds of each student individually
regardless of transiency status. It was essdot@étermine growth comparisons in
categorical groups to determine how mobility valeahwere impacting achievement
outcomes. It was also important to determine ifoational gaps between mobility
groups at Lakeview Elementary changed over time.

Purpose of the Study: The Blitz Reading Model

High mobility rates and declining scores becamdabas of the administrative
team, staff, and parents of Lakeview Elementanytially, the head principal solicited
input from parents, teachers, and community memiboswere on the school
improvement team, regarding his plan to addreskniteg achievement concerns. Based

on feedback and student achievement data, theipainoade reading improvement the
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primary focus of the school improvement plan. Heigoned a unique supplemental
reading comprehension model titled, Blitz. ThaBinodel he developed was research
driven, which focused on differentiated direct rastion in small, on-level groups. The
administration team implemented the program anldided the instructional specialist at
Lakeview Elementary.

Prior to the study, the building-level supplemekiz program had not been
formally evaluated as to how well it met studerttinuously changing needs at
Lakeview Elementary, the case study school. Feearh studies addressed issues that
effected transient populations in schools that vedése transferrable to other transient
populations for school administrators to evaludtberefore, this study gave evidence
that guided Lakeview Elementary administratorsstriuctional decision making for the
following years for their transient population fretelementary school. Administrators
wanted to determine how well the Blitz program modereased achievement for
students in three mobility groups: Persistentn$ittonal, and Transient, then make
informed decisions that allowed for adjustments amidancements for their future
instructional practices.

Another purpose for this study included sharingrtre¢hodology with other
researchers with similar concerns regarding traxsi@nd its impact on academic
achievement. It was important to the staff andetis to meet all students' needs at
Lakeview Elementary, by reaching students wherg were through supplemental
reading instruction on their instructional readiegel. Teachers focused on determining
student reading level growth to make informed densregarding student placement

within the Blitz model.
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Program Development Overview

The administration team implemented a new smallygrodel named Blitz to
address low achievement concerns of many studamlieg into the school with
reading difficulties. The Blitz reading model alled supplemental, on-level reading
instruction for all students. Each student rea@®@ minutes of uninterrupted instruction
on their instructional reading level as determibgdAP assessments, Developmental
Reading Assessments (DRA), AIMSweb (Reading CulnioeBased Measurement [R-
CBM)]) fluency checks, and Study Island assessmengsichers continued to instruct
students in communication arts in whole-group andlsgroup settings within their
classrooms, as the district curriculum requiredcfore curriculum. Table 1 illustrates the
components in the Blitz Program Model.
Table 1

Blitz-Lakeview Elementary Supplemental Reading rRmog

Implementation Program base Grouping Lesson focus

2008 to 2013 Collaborative 4 to 7 studenBuency practice

40 minutes daily Research based Differentiated Cehemsion strategies

2 to 4 week sessiondnstructional level Fluid Core curriculum supplement
Supplemental Data driven Leveled Direct instruction

Note: This table represents an overview of th&zBlrogram as it applied to implementation, Program
base, grouping and lesson focus.

Methodology Overview

The Primary Investigator created a methodology rmittde allowed for data
collection to assist in determining how well stutd¢needs were met through their
participation in a supplemental reading intervemtieodel called Blitz. In order to
collect background information regarding the Blivelopment process, the investigator

met with the building level principal and instruwstal specialist in January, 2013. In
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order to display data, the Primary Investigatoraniged collections of personally
communicated information, research-based dataatwites, and statistical data
collections into five parts:
1. Lakeview Elementary School Background: Data CatbecPart .
2. Blitz Supplemental Reading Program Developmenttalzollection Part
.
3. Program Design Researched Based Analysis: Dat&eCain Part Ill.
4. Case Study School vs. Department of Defense schbala Collection
Part IV.
5. Statistical Data Collection: Part V.
Hypotheses Statements
Hypothesis statement 1. Students attending Blitz sessions at Lakeview
Elementary for a longer length of time, characttiby comparison of the Persistent
Group-A population to the Transitional Group-B plgtwn and the Transient Group-C
population, will yield an increase in achievemenscores, as measured by
Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) assesSItemess
Hypothesis statement 2. Students attending Blitz sessions at Lakeview
Elementary for a longer length of time, charactiby comparison of the Persistent
Group-A population to the Transitional Group-B pltion and the Transient Group-C
population, will yield a decrease in variance iores, as measured by AIMSweb R-CBM
assessment scores.
Hypothesis statement 3. Students attending Lakeview Elementary’s Blitz

program for a longer length of time, characteribgadcomparison of the Persistent Group-
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A population to the Transitional Group-B populatemd the Transient Group-C
population, will yield a larger growth rate as maasl by AIMSweb R-CBM scores.

Hypothesis statement 4. For Free and Reduced Lunch Status (FRPL), tisese i
relationship between mobility statuses, charaaterizy samples of the Persistent Group-
A population, the Transitional Group-B populatiand the Transient Group-C
population and achievement for the 2011-2012 ffkde students at Lakeview
Elementary, as measured by MAP scores.

Hypothesis statement 5. For students of African American (AA) ethnicithere
is a relationship between mobility statuses, charaed by samples of the Persistent
population to the Transitional Group-B populatiowdhe Transient Group-C population
and achievement for the 2011-2012 fifth grade sitedat this elementary school, as
measured by MAP (Missouri Assessment Program) siseed scores.

Hypothesis statement 6. For students of Caucasian (C) ethnicity, there is a
relationship between mobility statuses, charaaterizy samples of the Persistent Group-
A population to the Transitional Group-B populatemd the Transient Group-C
population, and achievement for the 2011-2012 fifidide students at this elementary
school, as measured by MAP assessment scores.

Hypothesis statement 7. Students attending Blitz sessions at Lakeview
Elementary for a longer length of time, characttiby comparison of the Persistent
Group-A population to the Transitional Group-B plgtwn and the Transient Group-C
population, will yield an increase in achievemenscores, as measured by Study Island

assessment scores.
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The Primary Investigator useeests to look for differences in mean scores for
the three mobility populations, A, B, and C, clamgpithat the longer students were at this
elementary school, participating in the Blitz mqdké higher their growth in
achievement would be.

Next, the Primary Investigator conductédests on all three groups to determine
comparisons of variances for AIMSweb R-CBM fluemsgessments from fall 2011
through spring 2012 assessments on all three mobibups. This tested the Primary
Investigator’s claim that the longer students atéshthis elementary school’s Blitz
program, the smaller the variance in scores theesits would achieve, which suggested
the Blitz program filled these students’ gaps inkiedge successfully. Finally, the
Primary Investigator used the PPMCC (Pearson’sRtddoment Correlation
Coefficient) statistical test on students’' 2010@tigh 2012 MAP scores. This tested
relationships between mobility statuses, ethniituses, and achievement outcomes
through categorical correlation studies.

Definition of Terms

Following are key terms in the problem or questitat are not clear and need to
be defined:

Achievement. No Child Left Behind (NCLB Act, 2002) required testing
benchmarks in reading and math to try and captteideamic progress. The Primary
Investigator utilized the following assessment $aol measure academic progress and
used the term achievement: Missouri Assessment&ro{MAP), AIMSweb Reading
Curriculum-Based Measure (R-CBM), DevelopmentaldRegg Assessment (DRA), and

Study Island assessments.
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Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). AYP measured requirements of the No Child
Left Behind Act. To meet AYP requirements, schaistricts must have met proficiency
targets that consistently increased with the goaktve all students who performed
proficient levels in math and reading by 2014 (NCA&, 2002).

AIMSweb R-CBM. Lakeview Elementary utilized AIMSweb Reading
Curriculum-Based Measure (R-CBM) formative assesdgsiree times per year, per
grade level and rated students according to nandisated for the case study school’'s
state for that time of the year and grade levdM®web based benchmarks helped
teachers monitor progress through frequent andrognis student assessments.
Lakeview reported results to students and pareigs web-based data management and
reporting system. Results determined placemeatBiitz reading instruction groups
(AIMSweb, 2010, p. 1).

Balanced Literacy. The case study school district had identifie@teo$
instructional strategies designed to meet the asdaseeds of students:

Instruction should be performance-based and dematasesearch-based best

practices. These may include, but are not limiteédcademic reading and

writing in all content areas, hands-on active leagninquiry-oriented learning,
and differentiated instruction. Appropriate stgpés are selected for each
program of instruction to meet the unique needb®ftudent. (Case Study

School District, 2007, p. 7)

Best Practices. According to authors, Hemelman, Daniels, and Ha0®5), “If
a professional is following best practice standahgsor The Primary Investigator is

aware of current research and consistently offeeats the full benefits of the latest
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knowledge, technology, and procedures” (p. v) 48d,that's why we have imported
(and capitalized) the term Best Practice—as a Band emblem of serious, thoughtful,
informed, responsible, state-of-the-art teachimgy. {vi-vii). Best practices in the context
of this study also included practices in professiaevelopment, instructional
implementation, and instructional models (Reev8402Hemelman et al., 2005;
Hemelman, Daniels, & Hyde, 2012).

Blitz. The Blitz program was a research based, buildenwgtprogram developed
by the principal and implemented by the instrucimspecialist of this Midwestern near
urban school. Teachers, paraprofessionals, ammladiges instructed students for 40
minutes each day in a small group setting wherg theused on specific pre-determined
reading comprehension strategies. Students retdivect instruction, which focused on
comprehension skills and reading fluency ratese fitncipal, instructional specialist,
and teachers discussed small group student platemendata team. They evaluated
assessment scores from MAP assessments, AIMSweB\NRaSsessments, DRA
assessments, and Study Island assessments. Teslcherd anecdotal records and
behavior concerns throughout the school year apgstdl students in and out of groups
as needed and agreed upon by everyone (Case SthdglS2006).

Criterion-referenced. Criterion-referenced tests are tests where student
performance is compared to a standard, not toe¢hfenmance of other students. Both
norm-referenced and criterion-referenced tests Ineagtandardized tests. Criterion-
referenced tests use measures that indicate spskiifi strengths and areas needing
improvement. The results may indicate skill areading intervention/instruction

(Schinn, Schinn, & Langell, 2009, p. 3).
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Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA). Lakeview Elementary teachers
used this researched-based formative assessmétd group students into small,
leveled Blitz groups. This tool evaluated eachisti’'s reading ability level, gave
educators tools needed to observe and documemdfideading abilities, and informed
instructional practice. Lakeview’'s school distutilized the DRA on a pre-set schedule
at least three times per year, which tested redtliegcy and comprehension. “DRA is a
criterion-referenced test. No normative data aes@nted. Rubrics are provided for
evaluating story retelling and for oral readingwecy. Most of the passages are
followed by specific comprehension questions” Comiaation Arts Consultant or
Coordinator of Curriculum and Assessment, n.d1,0p.

FRPL (Free and Reduced Price Lunch). Researchers frequently used this term
as a “proxy” to determine poverty levels of schoolfie U.S. Department of Education
used annual FRPL statuses to determine schoaygbitly for Title | funds and also
when they determined whether a subgroup of neediests achieved AYP under No
Child Left Behind ("New America Foundation,” 203&ra. 11).

Formative Assessment. Formative assessments provided information used a
feedback, which led to modified teaching and leagrbased on students’ needs.
Formative assessment is the “process of assedsithgns achievement frequently during
instruction to determine whether an instructionalgoam is effective for individual
students” (Schinn, Schinn, & Langell, 2009, p. 2).

Guided Reading. Lakeview's school district adopted the book autkddoy
Fountas and Pinnell (1996), titleuided reading: Good first teaching for all chilare

Lakeview’s school district gave teachers opportasitor professional development to
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develop small group instruction strategies thdbfeéd these authors’ framework
(Fountas & Pinnell, 1996).

Lakeview Elementary. The Primary Investigator gave this fictitious naton¢he
large, Midwest case study school for privacy anohgmity of the district, staff, and
students involved in the research.

Missouri Assessment Program (MAP).

The Missouri Assessment Program assesses stugengsess toward mastery of

the Show-Me Standards, which are the educatioaatstds in Missouri. The

Grade-Level Assessment is a yearly standards-liasethat measures specific

skills defined for each grade by the state of MissoThe assessment also

includes sections from the TerraNova survey, eonatinorm-referenced test,
which is used to compare how well students areopmifig, compared to their
peers across the country. (Missouri Departmenti@Entary and Secondary

Education [MODESE], 2013, para. 4)

Mobility. For purposes of this study, the Primary Investigplaced students
who enrolled into Lakeview Elementary and partitgoiin Blitz for 40 minutes daily,
according to the primary and elementary Blitz scieslinto the following groups in
Table 2.

Table 2

Mobility Groups

Mobility Group Population
A Persistent
B Transitional

C Transient
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No Child Left Behind (NCLB). In order to make AYP requirements, school
districts had to meet proficiency targets that csirstly increased with the goal to have
all students who performed proficient levels in imand reading by 2014 (NCLB Act,
2002).

Norm Referenced. Norm-referenced tests are tests that are normedanger
group to which test takers may be compared. Botmrreferenced and criterion-
referenced tests may be standardized tests. “ThaN@&va is a norm-referenced test,
standardized in 1996 using over 172,000 studernisnveide. Normative scores reported
include grade equivalents, scaled scores, natgiaalnes, local percentiles, and normal
curve equivalents” (Communication Arts Consultan€oordinator of Curriculum and
Assessment, n.d., p. 35).

Responseto Intervention (RTI). Response To Intervention (RTI) was a
researched-based program that integrated assesanteimtervention within a multilevel
prevention system that maximized student achieveéarahreduced behavior problems.
“RTIl is a structure to enhance instructional effemess through the use of evidence-
based practice, systematic data collection andlztetad decision making” (Missouri
Department of Elementary and Secondary Educatioa.[oE.], 2013, para. 1).

School Improvement Team. “The Drummond School Improvement Team (SIT)
were a group of parents and teachers who workesthegto find researched-based
teaching strategies that had positive impacts wthesit achievement (Case Study SIT,
2007, p. 1).

Standardized Test. Standardized indicates that students take the ssshander

the same testing conditions; it does not refleetdbntent of the test. “ The
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standardization process is conducted under highyralled conditions, including the
time limits (if specified) for each test in the assment’s battery, the materials the
students may use during the assessment (suchaashspaper or calculators), and the
directions for administering” (Zucker, 2004, p. 3).

Study Island. According to the Study Island website, Studyrdlavas a web-
based program that provided instruction, skill pra; and assessments. This program
reported results according to one’s state standardsacademic content, according to
grade level (Study Island, 2011).

Subgroups. Lakeview Elementary had the following subgroupslividualized
Education Program (IEP), Language English Proficfe&P), African American (AA),
Caucasian (C), Asian (A), Hispanic (H), English gaage Learner (ELL), and Free or
Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL). Each subgroup wasuatable to meet AYP unless there
was 30 or fewer students that subgroup at the oinlee MAP. Table 3 lists the common
subgroups defined by the Department of ElementadySecondary Education in the
state of Missouri for reporting assessment scoeasored by MAP (Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education [DESE], 2005).

Table 3

Common MAP Subgroups.

Common MAP Subgroups

Asian & Pacific Islander
African American
Hispanic
American Indian
Caucasian
Free/Reduced lunch
IEP (Special education)

LEP (Limited English proficiency)
Other/Non-response

Note.Source of information: MODESE, 2005.
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Transiency. Transiency indicated the movement of studentlercase study
school district settings. For purposes of thislgfuhe Primary Investigator divided
students into three categories and provided tlestiPersistent, Transitional, and
Transient. The Persistent population group inaiustedents who attended the
elementary school from preschool through gradé&He Transitional population sample
included students who arrived during their secontthiod grade year. The Transient
population sample was the population of students arnived during their fourth or fifth
grade year.

Limitations

Cancelations. Although the Blitz model activities occurred gaithe
administration occasionally cancelled Blitz sessidoe to assemblies, drills, and early
dismissal. Most often, this affected only somézBsessions, but did not impact every
session. This created a limitation in the knowkedgthe actual amount of Blitz sessions
that occurred for each Blitz session all studettended. This variable was not measured
in this study.

Factorsbeyond the scope of thisstudy. Another limitation was the lack of data
available for all students, especially the mostidrant students. The nature of student
transiency limited data collection for transientdsnts, since students without complete
data sets were excluded from the study.

Scattered data. Many of the transient students lacked complete cledlata. For
example, several students entered the school geaahd had no pretest data while

others left the school year early yielding no pasitssessment data. Several students
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entered the school year late and missed tests liffited data collections of the most
transient students in the Blitz reading model.

Unique program. Another limitation was that this school was ¢imy school in
the district that implemented this program modg&iudy findings could not be
generalized as comparative to other schools vkthdemographics and transiency status.

Differentiated data. Teachers placed students in small Blitz grougsming to
their independent reading level and used manyréiftematerials depending on which
instructional level their group required. Teachgsed their own discretion regarding
which materials they chose to instruct their Bjtbup. These variables were not
measured nor included in the study, which couldeHad to a stronger overall
interpretation of the Blitz model.

Limited cohort groups. This case study included data collected from orerto
group of students. Additional achievement datéectéd from other cohort student
groups, who also participated in the Blitz readimgdel achievement, would have helped
to triangulate data to create a stronger evaluarehfurther support conclusions.

Schedules. The administration scheduled Blitz sessions aintive times
throughout the day for each grade level. Thisvadid all grade levels to participate in the
program. Blitz sessions occurred during all avd@dal0-minute time blocks,
which included scheduling around art, music, orgidel education periods. This made it
difficult to begin and end on time for those affatgroups. The Primary Investigator did
not address the variables created by scheduledtBhies in the methodology of the case

study.
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Subjective data. Researchers have argued that DRAs (DevelopmengalifRg
Assessment) are subjective. Feller (2010) cousmntgued, based on this analysis, it is
clear that the DRA screening tool is comparablééoORF screening tool in its
relationship to statewide assessments (p. 71ppposition, Madelaine and Wheldall
(2005) contended, “over-reliance on teacher juddrfmrselecting low-progress readers
for appropriate instruction, or for instruction&aision-making, may be misplaced and
that it may be preferable to employ a more objectquick alternative based on CBM”
(p. 33). Lakeview Elementary utilized AIMSweb DR#see times per year, per grade
level, which research has determined mixed revigits validity and dependability for
older students in elementary grades.

Primary Investigator involvement. The Primary Investigator participated as a
teacher in the supplemental Blitz sessions foii\al years it was implemented. This
may have created unintentional bias in the peroe@nd interpretation of the
development of the program and recommendationgiftver study. The Primary
Investigator also participated in the developmérassessments for the Study Island
assessment pilot, during the 2011-2012 school y&lhough Blitz sessions 2 and 4
were randomly chosen for analysis in testing mddéhe involvement as the
implementer of the pilot study may have providethtentional bias in the selection of
test questions used in the test development process
Conclusion

Chapter One gave a brief overview of the case stetting’s background. The
next section of Chapter One gave an overview ohtbethodology, problem statement

and rationale for the case study, followed by aflekplanation of the case study focus,
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achievement studies of the Blitz reading modele fihal section in Chapter One stated
each hypothesis, definition of terms, and caseydiodtations followed by a conclusion

statement.
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Chapter Two: The Literature Review

Chapter Two focused on the review of literaturatiaf to this study on
educating transient population of students. Thed&hy Investigator portrayed the
literature review through several studies that eraohcorrelations between poverty,
mobility, English Language Learners (ELL), ethrnyaind achievement in the first part of
Chapter Two. Many researchers described how ditfitwas to determine if one
variable created the other variable and in whag¢wordin the second part of Chapter Two,
the investigator describes research definitiores nibgative relationships that poverty and
transiency had on achievement, and the methodsinisedearch studies. In the third
section of Chapter Two, the Primary Investigatgolaixs what researchers considered
effective practices, as a means to reach all stadeithe public education system in an
attempt to close the increasing educational gapdst subgroups, such as minority
ethnicities, low socio-economic statuses, ELL, amability. The final section in Chapter
Two concludes the findings of these studies.
Transiency in Public Schools

Mobility issues became increasingly widespreadughout the nation at the turn
of the 21st century. Several studies across #vdral region states, Louisiana (Engec,
2006), lllinois (Beck & Shoffstall, 2005), the PaciNorthwest (Gruman, Harachi,
Abbott, Catalano, & Fleming, 2008), rural Pennsgiea(Lesisko & Wright, 2009), and
North Carolina (Xu, Hannaway, & D’Souza, 2009) rdpd that students scored lower on
assessments as their mobility increased. Resatsolsuggested that as mobility
increased, discipline issues and crime also ineckasthin the schools, as well (IES,

2010, p. 1). Other studies across the nation tep@bsence and mobility as a problem
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in their geographical region, such as the Pittshirgblic Schools (PPS). According to a
1999-2000 PPS data analysis, student mobility &sdrace had a negative relationship
with academic achievement. The PPS study supptiveediew that mobility and
achievement had negative impacts,

First, mobility and absence are shown to have, hiigh probability, negative

relationships with academic achievement. Secdwdposterior for mobility is

viewed in terms of the equivalent harm done by absechanging schools at
least once in the three year period, 1998-2000ahampact on standardized tests
administered in the spring of 2000 equivalent tm¢p@bsent about 14 days in

1999-2000 or 32 days in 1998-1999. (Dunn et aD32@. 269)

Another research study two years later agreed, ‘®toos studies have examined
the impact of mobility on several aspects of acadethievement: test scores, grades,
retention, and high school completion. As withraBearch studies, there are limitations
to what these studies tell us” (Rumberger, 2002) p.Rumberger (2002) explained that
because students who are usually mobile and loveaaly had other factors that may
have affected achievement scores. He argued tleatnoist consider other alternative
reasons for declining achievement as well, sugboasrty and family problems.
Rumberger (2003) continued to share, “In other wondobile students came from poorer
families and had lower academic performance bdfag were mobile, a finding
supported by other studies” (p. 10; Nelson et1£196).

Public education in Louisiana also had growingossns regarding student
performance and its relative relationship with stutdmobility. Students in this area

performed near the bottom when compared with idtages. One study suggested that
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although there was a relationship between povertyiew achievement, not all students
in all schools were failing. A Harvard EducatioRaview article (McCarthy, 1988)
explained some schools were successful, theratosas important to recognize that not
all low-income and lower socio-economic childremfpemed poorly. Some lower socio-
economic status children performed well in low-periing schools. There were many
variables they may or may not have applied wheearehers evaluated correlations
between academic successes and failures.

According to the Program for International Studéssessment’s (PISA) 2009
report, the United States’ scored at a low lev@imerican students are poorly prepared
to compete in today's knowledge economy,” quoteztedary of Education Duncan
(2009) at The Organisation for Economic Co-operatind Development (OECD).
Duncan also quoted:

Here in the United States, we have looked forwaedigerly to the 2009 PISA

results. But the findings, I'm sorry to reportpghthat the United States needs to

urgently accelerate student learning to remain citiye in the knowledge

economy of the 21st century. (para. 3)

The reports concluded that in reading literacyy&&r old American students
performed in middle of the pack when compared t®©8LCD nations. The U.S.
effectively showed no change in reading skills sia000. Therefore, U.S. students
ranked 14th place in reading literacy among OECftibna. In mathematics, U.S. 15-
year olds performed below average among other O&#&tions (Duncan, 2009, para. 13-

14).
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Research incessantly suggested that poverty ctadeldth student achievement.
The United States had the highest percentage désts who lived in poverty in OECD
countries, as reported by the United Children’sd~=(WNICEF) Innocenti Research
Centre (2007). UNICEF reported its comprehenssaessment of the lives and well-
being of children and adolescents in the econotyiealvanced OECD nations. The
UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre in Florence, Jtagfablished in 1988, strengthened
the research capability of UNICEF and supporteddtgocacy for children worldwide.
UNICEF reported that 21.7% of children reportediasg in poverty, as opposed to the
11.2% average of all OCED countries. The UnitedeStranked 25th out of 25 nations
reported. The Primary Investigator found it valleaio recognize this data when
determining the factors that cause decreased dtadbievement (UNICEF Innocenti
Research Centre, 2007, p. 42).

The United States Government Accountability OffiGA0, 2010) conducted
research collected from education’s national sudegg that suggested that the number
of times a student changes from one school to anddlcorrelated with lower
achievement. These results were consistent wilSKCOUNT in Missouri (2003),
“Children who move four or more times during thelildhood are more likely to drop
out than children who remain in the same schod1(®Missouri Kids Count Data Book
Online, 2010). The GAO’s 2010 report also argued tisproportionate amounts of the
highly mobile population were lower socio-econostiatus, African American, students
from families who did not own their own homes. TBAO (2010) report stated:

According to Education’s national survey data,ghelents who change schools

the most frequently (four or more times) represetigout 13 percent of all
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kindergarten through eighth grade (K-8) studentsthry were
disproportionately poor, African American, and fréamilies that did not own
their homes. About 11.5 percent of schools algbtigh rates of mobility — more
than 10 percent of K-8 students left by the enthefschool year. These schools,
in addition to serving a mobile population, hady&rpercentages of students who
were low-income, received special education sesyiged had limited English
proficiency. Research suggests that mobility is ohseveral interrelated factors,
such as socio-economic status and lack of paredtatation, which have a
negative effect on academic achievement, but relsedrout mobility effect on
student’ social and emotional well-being is limitad inconclusive. (para. 1)
Many educational researchers shared concerns ragdhg outcomes of
transient populations. Specific research, regardchievement effects began to evolve.
These studies allowed researchers to understarabtisequences of the effects of highly
mobile students. Th&ournal of At-Risk Issuepublished a study conducted by
Iserhagan and Bulkin (2011). This study examitedeffects of highly mobile students
and non-mobile students and their academic perfoceavhich determined:
Nebraska schools were employing diverse strategiasging from
administrative procedures to classroom instructibm-address the academic and
social gaps caused by mobility. With the help @ieaible approach and
innovative thinking, schools were able to ensued &l of their students are able
to achieve. (Iserhagen & Bulkin, 2011, p. 22, p8ja
Iserhagen and Bulkin’s (2011) study of Nebraskdipwzhools resulted much

like that of a study conducted one year later.sBtudy encompassed nearly 300
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elementary schools roughly 600 miles away in theesdf Nevada. Parr (2010), of the
University of Nevada Reno, found similar resulBarr’'s study indicated that mobile
students scored significantly lower than non-mosiledents. Both studies noted
correlations of characteristics that highly transgtudents had, such as low SES (Socio
Economic Status), as measured by Free and Redugetdh IStatus (FRLS), an
Individualized Education Program (IEP), or partatgd in a Limited English Proficiency
(LEP) program. According to Parr, Nevada rankeal tige bottom in Reading and
Mathematics proficiency (Iserhagen & Bulkin, 20PHrr, 2010).

Hattie (2009) also conducted a meta-analysis on&@tfiSachievement. Hattie
examined hundreds of studies, which resulted inédtetts that yielded an overall effect
of (d = 0.57). Hattie mentioned numerous metayaes studies included in his 2009
publication,Visible Learning: A Synthesis of Over 800 Meta-gsa$ Relating to
Achievement Hattie mentioned:

In the meta-analysis of 58 studies by Sirin (200%,effect size between

achievement and parental education was d = 0.@0n{zd occupation was

d=0.56, and parental income was d= 0.58; very ainmideed. Further there was
an effect size of d= 0.50 with neighborhood resesrand d =0.66 with free or
reduced cost lunches (a common measure of SE® d$). There was very
little variability in the relation between SES aratious types of achievement

(verbal d=0.64; mathematics d=0.70, science d=)0(%4in, 2005; Hattie, 2009,

pg. 62, para. 2)

Hattie also argued that exposure resources, whimived for rich language acquisition,

allowed for higher achievement. He contended:
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It is likely that the effects from socio-economésources are more influential
during the preschool and early years of schoolirgr example, Hart and Risley
(1995) showed that when students from lower SE8pgatart school, they have,
on average, spoken about 2.5 million words, whetlease from higher groups
have spoken 4.5 million words; this demonstratesn@arkable difference in what
students bring to school. The lack of resourdes)dwer levels of involvement
in teaching and schooling, the lesser facilitiesstize higher expectations and
encouragement, and the lack of knowledge abouatiguage of learning may
mean that students from lower SES groups stadc¢heoling process behind

others. (Hart & Risley, 1995; Hattie, 2009, p. 62)

Hattie also reviewed a few hundred studies reggrdinbility, which ranked as 138 out

of 138analyses that yielded a negative effect of (d 34. This review studied 540

effects that encompassed over 150,000 participatdstie conveyed Galton and

Willcocks’ (1983) analysis that followed studentsai longitudinal study. Hattie (2009)

cited:

The reasons for this decline may be many, but & mgsrtant clause relates to
peer effects. Galton and Willcocks (1983) follovatddents longitudinally and
every change of school caused negative effectey mhted that typically there
were adjustment issues including problems witmfighip patterns, particularly
friendships to support learning. Whenever theiensajor transition in school,
then the key success factor is whether a child sxakkeend in the first month (cf.
Galton, 1995; Pratt & George, 2005). It is incumtb¢herefore, for schools to

attend to student friendships and ensure the otakes newcomers welcomed, if
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this marked decline from mobility is to be reducg8alton & Willcocks, 1983;

Galton, 1995; Pratt & George, 2005; Hattie, p.@&a. 2)

Yet another study conducted by Wright (1999), mh#d in theJournal of
Educational Resear¢lstudied the effect of student mobility on achreeat test scores.
This review also confirmed a connection of low SE8 introduces a connection of
ethnic minority status and how this status infllehstudent mobility (Wright, 1999).

Previous research titled, “A Revolving Door: Chaties and Solutions to
Educating Mobile Students,” prepared through therfkeCenter for Education Research
and Policy (2011), examined causes of student myhbihd how different types of
mobility challenged schools, districts, and thedstits in Massachusetts. The Primary
Investigators discovered housing instability, imraigon, employment changes, and
family instability were common reasons students thed families moved.
Massachusetts’ schools and districts faced chalemgth academic gaps due to students
faced with unaligned curriculum across and witluhool districts, as well as, periods of
time students were not in school, and family crisgaother challenge schools and
districts faced were students who arrived withaatdeemic records, which made it
difficult for staff to determine classroom placemeifihe students faced changes in and
out of school due to the recent move. Many stiuglgrd to adapt to leaving friends and
family and learning new routines and rules. Thadyfear and had high stress levels
while they tried to adjust to their new environmeit addition, school district staff
talked of how difficult it was to meet the needdlwir mobile students. Many schools

needed an academic specialist to assist studethisewere social or family issues. They
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lacked the appropriate staff to meet their studertsds, which made it challenging to
meet accountability targets. One principal expdin
I know | need to make a 3-point gain in ELA and Imiiiis year. So, we've
identified students who are on the cusp, of gomtié next level, so we can
really target them with interventions. So I've gogame plan, and mid-year, |
look at the students and, 40 of them are gone| hade 60 new ones. So now
I've got to re-invent and change my plan. (Rer@aémter for Education Research
& Policy, 2011, p. 13, para. 8)
The research conducted by the Rennie Center focdfidm and Research also quoted a
school superintendent:
We have students coming and going on a regulas basd you say that the
expectation is that we run the race as far andstsa a community where student
mobility is almost non-existent? Why is it thae thystem expects the same
results in the same period of time-when a wholeigraf students are carrying a
ton of additional burden on their backs? This peeme all the time. (p. 14, para.
8)
Transiency in the Department of Defense (DOD) Schools
An alternative setting that included high transieiscthat of the Army base
school setting. According to the literature revéeMby the Rennie Center for Education
Research and Policy (2011) the DOD school systeauseén100,000 students in the
United States and overseas with 40% of the totplifadion being minority students.
Despite the high turnover rate that averaged 37&hynstudents continued to achieve at

high levels on the National Assessment of Educati®nogress (NAEP) in both African
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American and Hispanic Ethnic groups. Their redeens suggested, “While no causal
claims can be made research on DoDEA schools haghtsto shed light on some of the
other factors that might contribute to these outesihtRennie Center for Education
Research & Policy, 2011, p. 28). Smrekar and Gw2003) suggested successful
interventions in DoDEA schools included:
1. “Sufficient staffing,
2. Individual attention,
3. Expectations of parental involvement in school,
4. Experienced and stable teaching force,
5. High expectations, use of standardized test scores,
6. Small schools, a robust sense of community,
7. Social capital, and
8. Racial diversity and integration” (p. 28, para. 2).
Effective Practices
Mobility, poverty, and declining scores continueccteate necessities for change
in practice in school districts across the nati&ducators needed to conduct research
that reviewed educational “best-practices.” Beatfpces in the context of this study
included effective practices in professional depaient, instructional implementation,
and instructional models. According to Reevesl(@Oesearched conclusions, there
were four essential implications that transformechvision of best practices:
First, test scores alone are not a sufficient céfl@ of student learning, but we
must base our conclusions on the evidence of stiegess...Second, the

fundamental purpose of assessment is not mer@yalnate students but to teach



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 30

them...Third, assessment is most effective as a ptatree rather than a
remediating, punitive strategyourth, the purpose of assessment in a standards-
based environment is not only to provide feedbacktudents for improvement,

but also improve the performance of teachers aadkles. (p. 57-58, para. 1)

Reeves (2010) focused his research around thos@ffiogiples. He believed that
providing feedback to professionals who assesssdghesent competence levels that
were designed for growth through continuous leaygjoals, allowed teachers to grow,
just as it did for students. He also proposedphatiding, “low-risk, frequent, and
constructive feedback that is designed to be faumadtallowed professionals to grow, as
well (Reeves, 2010, p. 59). He explained thatggsiest scores for students should not
be used as evidence for proficiency, the same muadar teachers. He suggested the
creation of a “Pre-flight Checklist” (pg. 59) thatllected information and planned
support for students prior to making decisions twatld end up with a negative impact
on achievement, are important to implement. Hgesstgd that educators should make
conclusions based on evidence of accomplishmeanmansform innovative plans of
success and achievement into reality.

According to authors dBest Practice: Today’s Standards for Teaching and
Learning in America’s Schoql$hird Edition Hemelman et al. (2005), best practices are
explained as, “the newest scientific evidence dectéie teaching practices, show how
the standard of proficient teaching is evolvinguery major teaching field, and added
new classroom stories from several different stgtdemelman et al., 2005, p. v). The
views of Hemelman et al. (2012) continued to evalver time. A fourth edition was

written in 2012 that focused questions on answeahegjuestion, “What is best



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 31

practice?” The fourth edition changed the focudedffning best practices with a bigger
picture in mind. Then, they defined educationatlpgactices as, “the single most
powerful variable in student achievement—more thacioeconomic status or school
funding—is the quality of the teaching learnerseree. But what doeguality mean?”
(Hemelman et al., 2012, p. x). In 2012, thesedlangthors revealed that teaching is
minute-to-minute, student-to student, teacher-tiolant, and unique in every student-
teacher relationship and in every classroom enwient; therefore they recognized that
best practice is defined differently for each edwcel setting. The fourth edition
explained the concept through stories that incluu®as teachers uniquely worked with
their students utilizing best practices (Berman &Ldughlin, 1978; Crandall &
Associates, 1982). They agreed that the educafietdcould not be compared to other
professional fields. Hemelman et al. (2012) cledf

Some people insist that education as a field doesmjoy the clear-cut

evolution of medicine, law, or architecture. Btill sf educators are people who

take ideas seriously, who believe in inquiry, arftbwubscribe to the possibility

of human progress, then our professional languags fabel and respect practice

that is at the leading edge of the field. So thathy we have imported (and

capitalized) the term Best Practice—as a shortleamolem of serious, thoughtful,

informed, responsible, state-of-the-art teachifm.2, para. 1)

Researchers Marzano (2007), Hattie (2009), ancaGladir (2009) also believed to
increase the impact of effective teaching it regghia clear focus on practice. This type

of practice required having a concrete goal in miGallagher (2009) stated that
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professionals should focus on one area. He offdratplacing focus in too many areas
created a need for shuffling choices that ultinyalied to ineffective practice.

Reeves (2009) suggested that when professionalsddoon curriculum alone,
insufficient results appeared. Reeves’ researshitex in the understanding that it took
time to receive continuous positive results. Redeas Borman, Hewes, Overman and
Brown (2002) agreed. The research suggestedtttakieis five years or more to show
effective results. These four researchers exantBestudies that related to
comprehensive school reform models. This resaadibated that direct instruction was
an effective best practice. Borman et al. (20@2gdnined direct instruction to have the
largest average effect size (+0.21) and to begit heliability in 49 studies containing a
total of 182 comparisons. This research advodhi@ddirect instruction was a reliable
instructional practice. Additional research sugges variety of instructional practices
that were effective for educational school reforinese researchers focused on
Comprehensive School Reform (CSR). Borman etaled:

Schools implementing CSR models for five years orarshowed particularly

strong effects, but the models benefited equalpsts of higher- and lower-

poverty levels...A long-term commitment to researcbvpn educational reform
is needed to establish a strong marketplace ofsitoally based models capable
of bringing comprehensive reform to the nationsasws. (p. 1, para.l)
Various researchers determined that several stad@seviews of CSR and the process
of school change had “identified several commobstantive factors that have a bearing
on the success or failure of externally develogfdrms” (Borman et al., 2002, p. 6).

They also argued that program implementation, pnogdesign, and continuous staff
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development and training, as well as, “buy-in’;leelping to co-construct”, indicated
how well Comprehensive School Reform would take@laAs stated by Borman et al.,
“A number of researchers have demonstrated a stedagjonship between reform
implementation and positive effects—both quali@@nd quantitative—across a variety
of reforms (e.g., Berman & McLaughlin, 1978; Cralh@aal., 1982; Datnow, Borman, &
Stringfield, 2000; Stringfield et al., 1997)” (p. para.l).

Direct instruction. Many behaviorist researchers argued that dinsttuction
was a powerful use of best practice. Table 4tilaiss a collection of several
researchers’ results that included the use of tdinstruction as a scripted model, such as
a basal series, as well as, direction instructsoit gelated to instructional practice
(Borman et al., 2002; Stockard, 2010; Hattie, 2009)

Florida’s Center for Research and Innovation defidieect instruction as, “Direct
Instruction:The teacher defines and teaches a concept, guidknss through its
application, and arranges for extended guided jgeantil mastery is achieved”
(Florida’s Center for Reading Research, 2006, @@raAnother definition, as explained
by Rosenshine (2008), from Collins, Newman, andaBre (1990) study stated,
“instructional procedures for teaching cognitiveastgies that involved providing
students with scaffolds, or temporary supportsybith they couldirely during initial
learning” (Rosenshine, 2008, p. 3). Rosenshineudsed the importance of knowing the
different meanings of direct instruction accordind@orman et al. (2002):

the models meeting the highest standard of evidddicect Instruction, the

School Development Program, and Success for Adlitze only CSR models to

have clearly established, across varying contexdsvarying study designs, that



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 34

their effects are relatively robust and that theleis, in general, can be expected
to improve students’ test scores. (Rosenshine, , 20087, para. 5)
Table 4

Direct Instruction Research

Researcher(s) Research Results

Examined studies pertaining to 29 comprehensivedaiform models
Direct Instruction (DI) was found to have the lsaverage effect
size and to be grounded in the greatest numberuafies, 49
studies containing a total of 182 comparisons waitheffect size =
(0.21)
(Hattie, 2009, p. 205; Borman et al., 2002, p.f28a. 4)

Examined changes from first to fifth grade for &ot$ in a large urban
school system with a high proportion of economicdlsadvantaged
Stockard  students.
(2010) By fifth grade, DI students had the highest vocabuhnd
comprehension averages that exceeded the fifttegrational
average.

Borman et al.
(2002)

Conducted 4 meta-analyses’ with 304 studies, 426d48ple and 597
Hattie effects
(2009) Overall meta-analysis resulted in an effect size (d59)
Regular education students resulted in an effeet(si = 0.99)
(Hattie, 2009, p. 205)

Adams & Determined that 32 of the 34 studies' effect-sa@es were positive, with
Englemann .

1996 a mean effect size of 0.87

( ) Special education students resulted in an effeet(si = 0.86)

Reading education students resulted in an effeet(si =0.89)
(Hattie, 2009, p. 206; Adams & Engelmann, 1996.3).

Note.The Primary Investigator created this table tcsillate research outcomes for previous
research.

Borman et al. (2002) referred to a scripted progtiaan utilized ready-made
materials, not the practice of direct instructiereavay to teach, although the lessons
within the program did use the direct instructiscaffolding approach.

Small-group instruction. Table 5 illustrates results from research studias t

examined small group instruction-models.
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Table 5

Small Group Instruction Research

Researcher(s) Research Results

Extracted 486 independent findings from 122 studies
involving 11,317 learners comparing individual ardup
learning with computer technology

Lou et al. Group learning had significantly more positive
(2001) effects than individual learning

Individual achievement mean effect size = (0.16)

Group task performance effect size = (0.31)
(Lou et al., 2001, table 3)

Studied small groups of six to seven students

Hiebert et al. Comparisons showed that the group receiving the
(1992) small group intervention did better than the
comparison group.

Studied whole group versus small group
K: Whole group effect size (r = -0.38)
K: Small group effect size (r = 0.38)
4-6: Small group effect size (r = 0.16)
Emphasized small group instruction

Taylor et al. (2000) . _ _ .
60 minutes, effect size (r = +0.30) in addition to

whole class instruction
Provided an extra edge in opportunity for indepande
reading

28 minutes/day, effect size (r =+0 .32)
(Taylor et al., 2000, p. 121-165)

Studied small groups of students in guided reading

Comparisons showed that the group receiving the
small group intervention did better then the

Fountas & Pinnell (2001) comparison group.
Small groups are better used to help intermediate

grade readers’ work collectively to comprehend
and respond to texts

Examined 2 meta-analysis', 78 studies, 155 effagths,

Hattie (2009) 3,472 people
Small group learning correlated to achievement

Effect size (d=0.49)
(Hattie, 2009, p. 95)

Note.The Primary Investigator created this table tcsillate research outcomes for previous
research.
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These researchers’ studies suggested that smaf grstruction was an effective
practice for increased achievement (Hiebert, @adtto, & Gury, 1992; Taylor, Pearson,
Clark, & Walpole, 2000; Lou, Ambrami, & D’Apollonj&2001; Fountas & Pinnell, 1996;
Hattie, 2009).

Researcher, Taylor (2007) stated:

Not surprisingly, having almost all whole groupatmost all small group

instruction has not been found to be beneficiagttoents’ overall reading

growth. Too much whole group instruction tend$etd to high levels of passive
student responding. Often, students are “tunirtyasithe teacher is talking or
another student is either reading aloud or answexiquestion the teacher has
posed. On the flip side, too much small grouprutdion leads to large amounts
of independent “seatwork” time for students thaympamarily be “busywork”.

(p. 13, para 2)

Professional development. Several researchers reported that on-going
professional development was necessary for all&dus These researchers’ studies
suggested that professional development was a fpuviest practice for increased
achievement. The repetitive message researchesated was that it was that teachers
made the difference, not programs or materialserm@ational Reading Association (IRA,
2007) also expressed the view that only well-pregpdeachers effectively differentiated
reading instruction for students (IRA, 2007). Amartresearcher, Schmoker (2006),
argued, “Instruction itself has the largest infloeron achievement (a fact still dimly
acknowledged)” and “Most (though not all) instroctj despite our best intentions is not

effective but could improve significantly amongdbars and administrators” (p. 10).
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Formative assessment. Table 6 illustrates results from research studias t
examined formative assessment models (Fuchs & Fa&8§; Hattie, 2009). These
researchers’ studies suggested that formative sreees$ was a powerful best practice for
increased achievement.

Table 6

Formative Assessment Research

Researcher(s) Research Results

Examined the effects of systematic formative assens
Displaying results graphically with Students with a

Fuchs & Fuchs mild learning disability effect size (d = 0.70)
(1986) Evaluation (interpretation) by a set of rules (d =
0.91)

(Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986, p. 199-208)

Examined 2 meta-analysis’, 30 studies, 78 eff&;835
people
Providing formative evaluation effect size (d 8).9
(Hattie, 2009, p. 181)

Hattie (2009)

Note.The Primary Investigator created this table tcsillate research outcomes for previous
research.

Popham (2008) defined formative assessment asiid&tore assessment is a
planned process in which assessment-elicited ev@ehstudents’ status is used by
teachers to adjust their ongoing instructional ptagces or by students to adjust their
current learning-tactics” (p. 6). Black and Withg1998) reported their review of 700
results that regarded formative assessment uge iddassroom as highly effective. They
stated, “The research reported here shows conelydivat formative assessment does
improve learning” (Black & William, 1998, p. 615chmoker (2006) agreed. He
believed that working with formative assessmentltesllowed teams of teachers and

principals to guide their instructions. He stat@&tjncipals need to look at evidence that
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teams are crafting and improving lessons and tmggsther, adjusting their instruction on
the basis of formative assessment results” (Schmake6, p. 143).

Summative assessment. Table 7 illustrates results from research studias t
examined summative assessment models. Thesedeseaistudies suggested that
summative assessment was a powerful best practicecreased achievement
(Invernizzi, Meier, & Juel, 2003; Feller, 2010).

Table 7

Summative Assessment Research

Researcher(s) Research Results

Studied correlation (Pearsom)sbetween ORF and statewide
accountability assessments in grades three thrijugh
Feller (2010) ORF: 0.61to0 0.80(p < .001)
DRA: 0.62to 0.79 (p <. 001)
(Feller, 2010, p. 71)

Validity study with 197 students in Grades 1 thio@greported in
the Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening—Graee (Form
B)

Invernizziet al.
(2003)

DRA instructional level was highly correlated witte
spring 2001 PALS summed score (a combination ofiwor
list reading and spelling) (r = .82, p <.01)

For a subsample of 96 students DRA independent &g
PALS summed score were also strongly related .1¥
(Invernizzi et al., 2003, form B)

Note The Primary Investigator created this table tcsillate research outcomes for previous
research.

Feller's 2010 research determined the DRA (DevelapinReading Assessment)
to be a successful predictor of year-end standeddizst accomplishment. He concluded,
“The research conducted for this dissertation legsanhstrated the strength of the DRA
as an interim assessment that is compatible withridad Literacy and also robust
enough to become an essential component of a chemse assessment system”

(Feller, 2010, p. 96, para. 2).
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Author and assistant clinical professor at Georgeshihgton University,
Rathoven (2006) reviewed the DRA. Although Dr.lRaen was in opposition to
Feller's (2010) conclusion, her review of the DRAdeI included research that claimed
there was a high correlation between a combinatfamord list reading and spelling.
Rathoven claimed the DRA was ambiguous becausé&atiron teacher judgment and
was not an effective measurement tool for oldedestts in the elementary school setting.
Rathoven indicated DRA allows for educators to mteftiture reading achievement and
responsiveness for lower level readers. Howewarrdsearch also suggested there is
very little evidence of predictability of highenvel readers. The higher-level test
administration has more criterion-related validitiygich allows for subjective scoring
procedures due to inconsistencies.

Also in opposition, Madelaine and Wheldall (2006htended, “over-reliance on
teacher judgment for selecting low-progress reafigrappropriate instruction, or for
instructional decision-making, may be misplaced tad it may be preferable to employ
a more objective, quick alternative based on CBM"33). CBM stands for curriculum-
bases measurement procedure.

An example is the AIMSweb R-CBM fluency assessmesed in Lakeview
Elementary’s case study and defined in Chapter One.

Data analysisand collaboration. Table 8 illustrates results from research
studies that examined data analysis and collalboratiodels. Several researchers argued
that there is no end to data collection. As stteletores fluctuated, teachers continued

to adjust instruction for continued growth (Reeax10).
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Table 8

Data Analysis and Collaboration

Researcher Research Results

Teachers are given time to learn about their stisdesfore

Khattri & Kane setting up structures. This allowed teachers tbditer able to

(1995) adapt, modify, or create structures for independemnk for a
specific group of students.

Taylor et al. It is only through assessment that teaching dewistan be

(2000) made. Assessment provides data that informs gwicuction.
IRA (2007): The recurring message from research is that ltagéacher,

' not the programs or materials that make the diffeze

Taylor et al. heref | I d h fiebi

(2000) therefore, only a well-prepared teacher can effebi

differentiate reading instruction for students.

Data gathered from schools in United States and@afrom
2005 through 2007:

Specific goals and reading achievement'frggade: %
proficient gains were 4.4%, 18.4%, and 24.2% (Reeve
2010, figure A.10)

Monitored plan and reading achievement in grad@o4:
gains were 6.8%, 1.9%, and 17.6% (Reeves, 2010,
figure A.18)

Targeted Research-Based strategies and reading
achievement in'Bgrade (2005-2007): % proficient
gains were 4.4%, 1.7% and 10.4% (Reeves, 2010,
figure A.19)

Reeves (2010)

Note.The Primary Investigator created this table tcsillate research outcomes for previous
research.

Teachers adapted, modified, and created diffetextjandependent work for specific
groups of students. They utilized appropriate amwof time and learned as much as
they could learn about their students (Khattri &€a1995; Taylor et al., 2000; Taylor,

2007; IRA, 2007; Reeves, 2010).
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Fluency. Table 9 illustrates results from research studiaséxamined fluency
practice models. These researchers’ studies sigggéet utilizing summative
assessment was a powerful best practice for inedeashievement (Taylor et al., 2000;
Therrien, 2004).

Table 9

Fluency Practice Research

Researcher Research Results

Evaluated fluency practice
Grade 1: effect sizer =-0.32 (telling & insttional
reading level)
Grade 1: effect size r = +0.28 (active respondesagling

Taylor et al fluency)
' Grade 2-3: effect size r = +0.19 (modeling & liegd
(2000) f
uency
Grade 2-3: effect size r = +0.18 (coaching & regd
fluency)
Grade 2-3: effect size r = - 0.17 (telling & reagli
fluency)
(Taylor et al., 2000, p. 121-165)
T(g%gf)n Evaluated repeated reading
Immediate comprehension and fluency: effect siZe &
.76)
Far transfer of comprehension and fluency: eféext of
(d =.50)

(Therrien, 2004, p. 252-260)

Note.The Primary Investigator created this table tcsillate research outcomes for previous
research.

Comprehension. Table 10 illustrates results from research stuttiasexamined
comprehension instruction models. These resea’cstendies suggested that
comprehension instruction was a powerful best prador increased achievement

(Rowe, 1985; Guthrie, McRae, & Klauda, 2007; Seacgdh, 2005; Hattie, 2009).
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Table 10

Comprehension Strategies Research
Researcher Research Results

Conducted a large meta-analysis
Vocabulary effects effect size (d = 1.77)
Reading comprehension effect size (d = 1.28)
Measures using words effect size (d = 1.28)
Rowe (1985) Measures using whole texts effect size (d =
(as reported by Hattie, 2009) 0.82)
Poor readers effect size (d = (0.80)
Good readers effect size (d = 0.74)
Processing strategies effect size (d = 1.04)
Repetition effect size (d = 0.77)
(Hattie, 2009, p. 136)

Evaluated a concept oriented program (12 week
program: inference, asking questions, during,
summarizing, comprehension monitoring)
Test comprehension effect size (d = 0.93)
Fluency effect size (d = 0.73)
Story comprehension effect size (d = 0.65)
Motivation: curiosity effect size (d = 0.47)
Motivation: Engage effect size (d = 0.31)
Self-Efficacy effect size (d = 0.49)
(Hattie, 2009, p. 136)

Guthrie et al. (2007)
(as reported by Hattie, 2009)

Tested visual dependent strategies, auditory, or
Sencibaugh (2005) language
(as reported by Hattie, 2009) Pre-reading effect size (d = 0.94)
Post reading effect size (d = 1.18)
(Hattie, 2009, p. 136)

Conducted 9 meta-analysis, 415 studies, 2,653tsffec
11, 585 participants

Effect size (d = 0.58)

(Hattie, 2009, p. 136)

Note.The Primary Investigator created this table tcstllate research outcomes for previous
research.

Hattie (2009)
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Early intervention. Hattie (2009) examined 16 meta-analyses regardiny e
intervention. His meta-analysis included 1,704l&ts, 88,047 participants with 9,369
effects, which resulted in an effect size of (d.4A). Hattie’s study suggested that early
intervention was a powerful best practice for ilasiag achievement.

Reading exposure. Hattie (2009) also examined six meta-analyse$,stddies,
and 293 effects with 118,593 participants. Thislgthad an effect size of (d = 0.36).
This researcher’s study on reading exposure suggdjésat instruction frequency was a

powerful best practice for increased achievemeatt{é] 2009).

Differentiation of instruction. Taylor et al.’s (2000) research suggested that
differentiating instruction was a powerful bestgiiee for increased achievement they
studied primary level reading instruction in loveame schools. Taylor et al.’s research
suggested:

We do know that exemplary teachers of literacy vedrgerved teaching more

often in small groups based on the instructionatlireg level of the students

which involved prompting children to use a variefystrategies as they were
engaged in reading during small-group instructionree-on- one reading time.

(p. 136)

Timeon task. Table 11 illustrates results from research stuttiasexamined
time on task. These researchers’ studies suggegstetime on task was a powerful best
practice for increased achievement (Frederick, 198§lor et al., 2000; Donovan &

Radosevich, 1998; Hattie, 2009).
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Table 11
Time on Task Research
Researcher Research Results
Frederick Studied the relationship between “engaged” insiouel time
(1?%% Hatt and outcomes from 35 studies.
B e ) e Effect size (d = .34)
(Hattie, 2009, p. 185)
Taylor et al. Effective schools
(2000) Devoted 60 minutes to small group reading instauncti

Donovan & Spaced time on task vs. mass time on task
Radosevich Effect size spaced time (d = 0.46)
(1998) Effect size spaced time acquisition (d = .045)
Effect size spaced time retention (d = 0.51)
(Donovan & Radosevich, 1998, p. 308-315)

4 meta-analysis’, 100 studies, 136 effects
Hattie (2009) Effect size (d = 0.38)
(Hattie, 2009, p. 184)

Note.The Primary Investigator created this table tcsillate research outcomes for previous

research.
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Behavior management. According to a 2002 study, “In adolescence, deleru

behavior was a significant predictor of underactraent, even when attention problems

were controlled” (Barriga, Dorran, Newell, Morrisata Robbins, 2002, p. 237).

Feedback. Table 12 illustrates results from research stuttiasexamined

feedback. These researchers’ studies suggestegithy feedback was a powerful best

practice for increased achievement (Kluger & DeNiS9O6; Marzano, 2007; Hattie,

2009).
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Table 12

Feedback Research

Researcher Research Results

Addressed feedback through a systematic studystigiies, 470

Kluger & effect sizes, 12, 652 participants
DeNisi Effect size (d = 0.38; 2 % negative)
(1996) Better when feedback provided on correct answéerat

(as reported by

Hattie, 2009) than not correct answer

(Hattie, 2009, p. 175)

Evaluated scoring and feedback A Meta-analysis $€ffool

I\/I(g(r)zoa7r;o District, 209 teachers, 16 schools, grade 3,
P = 0; effect size = 3.66
(Marzano Research Laboratory, 2013)
23 meta-analysis’, 1,287 studies, 2050 effect987,
Hattie participants
(2009) Effect size (d = 0.73)

(Hattie, 2009, p. 173)

Note.The Primary Investigator created this table tcsillate research outcomes for previous
research.

Definitions

The National Center for Homeless Education pubtisheroject titled, Project
Hope, through the College of William and Mary inlWdmsburg, Virginia, which
defined the term “highly mobile” as, “Students wiove six or more times in the course
of their K-12 career” (National Center for Homel&stucation, 2003, p. 12). This
publication clearly defined the term associatedhwighly mobile youth and gave a
checklist of interventions and strategies to supbighly mobile students. According to
Rumberger (2003), mobility is “students making momotional school changes” (p. 6).
Yet another study defined the term “more-mobile™atudents who changed four or

more times” and “less mobile” as, “students whongje school two or fewer times”
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(GAO, 2010, p. 4). Each study defined the term bitiky” differently within the
methodology of their research.
Impact

Mobility impacted education, which affected studachievement. This created
an academic achievement gap between mobile stuttetiitat of the Persistent student
population. Declining scores prompted educatohtmge instructional methods and
teacher practice. Researchers who reviewed literdtom 2003, discussed negative
impacts of highly mobile students on other highlghite students, non-mobile students,
teachers, and schools overall (Franke et al., 200B50). Two years later, researchers
Kaase and Dulaney (2005) also supported argumeaitstated that the impact of
moving from residence to residence played a rofgior school performance and
heightened levels of anxiety. They found significeorrelations between mobility and
achievement. Further, according to Iserhagan ankirBs (2011) recent study titled,
“The Impact of Mobility on Student Performance drehcher Practice,” there continued
to be connections between academic achievemenhahdity. They too, found similar
results, six years later that argued, “Much ofrdsearch conducted on mobility and
achievement concludes that mobility is a largeahte academic achievement and the
school environment” (Iserhagan & Bulkin, 2011, p).1

Immigration continued to create an increasing neabifity movement in the
United States. The Rennie Center for Educatiore&es and Policy’'s 2011 study,
sought to understand the impact mobility had on9dekusetts’ students and teachers.
Researchers interviewed teachers and collecteé@msisidirawings regarding their

feelings about student coming and going. Thereahers collected and analyzed both
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the interviews and student drawings to determkenkesses. They found students’ and
teachers’ perceptions aligned.

As reported by Kieffer (2008), according to unpsbéd projections by the PEW
Hispanic Center’s Senior Demographer, Passel (200@)ant children are predicted to
increase profoundly by the year 2020. Passel ateleccthe number of school age children
will increase by a five and half million studentsieffer also reported Passel’s projection
that one out of every five of those students wealldbmigrant child with limited English
speaking abilities.

ELL and poverty researcher Frazier (2013) examthedmpact of ELL
graduation rates in relationship to poverty usiclgo®| reported data collected by DESE.
Her findings supported findings within her literegueview from Payne (2003), Frye
(2008) and Kieffer (2008). According Frazier'seasch, ELL students living in poverty
have lower graduation rates from a sample Eightyg-sichool buildings in the state of
Missouri were selected (Frazier, 2013, p. 17-18).

Methodology

Each researcher the Primary Investigator discusstt literature review
focused on creating measurement tools that detedhdifferences in academic
performance between students that were highly ra@itl students who stayed in the
same educational system throughout their elemeeptiugation. Wright's (1999) study
noted a study performed by Nelson et al. (1996Isbh et al. conducted a three- year
study that collected achievement and behavior ety in their study then followed the

students for three years. The study discoveredlieanost mobile students rated lower
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in the area of behavior and school adjustment.y Biteo noted that findings also
suggested influences such as being an at-risk yamil

Wright's (1999) study examined the effects of sitdaobility on achievement
test scores. Wright defined mobility categoricahd examined those categories within
the district he labeled as internal mobility, adlwae outside the district, which he called
external mobility. Wright also categorized studeoy ethnicity and family income.
Students who completed state and national tesisgltire 1996-1997 school year and in
third and fourth grade from one of 33 elementahosts in a large Midwest urban
school district became his studied population (W;ig999).

Parr (2010) titled his study, “A Quantitative Stuofythe Characteristics of
Transient and Non-transient students in the Ne¥edmentary Schools.” Parr’'s research
purpose was similar to Wright’s study. Parr stddige relationship between highly-
mobile populations and non-mobile, or less mobdpations. Parr also studied the
relationship of test scores (achievement scoregavbility statuses. However, Parr
tried to identify the characteristics that distirglied transient (mobile) students from
non-transient (non-mobile) students. Parr deteethims methodology through the use of
criterion-referenced individual data in the Nev&atdool District study. Parr also
provided definitions and parameters for the stsdygh as SES, |IEP status, and LEP
program participation. The quantitative reseanctlifgs in Parr’s study suggested
patterns were Persistent with lower achievementescand mobility statuses on
criterion-referenced assessments, when he compaoees to their more non-mobile
classmates. Qualitative data collected includéshuews from schools that had high

mobility rates and high school performance, as agkchools with students who had
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high mobility rates and low school performance.isBtudy suggested that successful
schools addressed mobility issues when they prdvadsolid transition program, utilized
administrative procedures that increased the ovguality of the school, utilized flexible
classroom strategies, and used collaborative stippdreffective communication (Parr,
2010).

Isernhagan and Bulkin (2011) conducted their stuglgg a mixed method. They
collected data from Nebraska public schools forsttigools years 2007-2008 and 2008-
2009 school years. These researchers collectadrdat the Nebraska Department of
Education, which resembled Wright's (1999) stutserhagen and Bulkin also utilized
criterion-referenced test data for assessment messumath, reading, science and
writing, as well as, a quantitative measure to nthk& conclusions regarding their
study.

The Rennie Center for Education Research and P®(i2§11) study was a
gualitative study which included descriptive mdyiliate data, as well as, an analysis of
interview questions, in order to gain insight ittte challenges highly mobile schools
faced. This study determined many challenges &eded promising strategies for
overcoming those challenges. The final portiothefresearch methodology included
sharing considerations with policy makers to prareuttion to create policies that would
prevent many challenges faced by students, scharadsschool districts with highly
mobile populations.

Conclusion of Studies
Each mobility study in the literature review hachgar outcomes, which

conceded that students with a higher mobility rataged lower on proficiency tests and
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criterion-referenced based exams. Researchergmeeal several other factors appeared
consistent among the highly mobile student popateti such as, lower SES ethnicity,
language barriers, and an overall disconnectioh sghool. As a result of these studies,
researchers recognized the need for continued fattise educational problem of highly
mobile students and their correlation to lower azhiment.

Past and present researchers recommended prodrainasded students to adjust
to mobility, such as, transition programs and aibento curriculum and school
processes. Researchers also recognized the biogueations beyond student
achievement, such as, avoiding the “pitfall” as §lti(1999) states, “the pitfall that one
needs to avoid is that student mobility seems ta pkausible explanation for poor
performance, although the observed effects aréyliitributable more directly to
poverty” (p. 350). These conclusions allowed res®a's to recognize common threads
between impoverished students and mobility, as agllower student achievement
outcome trends. The Rennie Center for Educatise&eh and Policy’s (2011) study
recommended improving intake and placement prosdalseugh implementation of a
statewide electronic records transfer system, icrgat mechanism for sharing effective
and promising practices, such as an annual statevaidference, professional
development for teachers regarding differentiabbmstruction practices, flexible
funding for schools or districts that have high ntioh additional support staff, and a
changed accountability system that takes mobitity consideration. The study also
recommended creating increased access to comnamdtgchool based services to aid
students and also to gain assistance from the (Ratenie Center for Education Research

& Policy, 2011, p. 21).
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The Rennie Center for Education Research and P@i@i/1) concluded:
If the Commonwealth is truly committed to closing Persistent achievement
gaps, additional attention and support must beigeavto mobile students and the
schools who serve the largest populations of teas#ents. As the study revealed,
schools are limited in their capacity to servertdege of academic, social and
emotional needs of mobile students. In additiotheoefforts taking place inside
public schools, attention must be paid to the ndesl factors (such as housing,
employment and family instability) that cause mibpias well as the range of
factors (such as lack of food, proper clothing,tdeand health care) that impact
students’ readiness to learn. In order for Masssetts public schools to achieve
the goal of “all students college- and career-réathe Commonwealth must
prioritize addressing non-school factors so alleiis come to school ready to
learn and are provided with every opportunity thiaee their fullest potential. (p.
30, para. 4)
This statement aligned with Fraizer's (2013) cosus, which reported ELL students in
89 Missouri schools have lower graduation rates thair non-poverty stricken peers.
Frazier recommended further research to be conductine area of ELL and
immigration growth. Considering immigrants who arggrant and poverty stricken, and
the projection of Passel (2008), future researeteiganted.
Researchers conducted many studies that suggekiedters should use
researched-based methods that have proven sudaassassroom settings. These
effective practices repeated common themes, sudtirast instruction, small group

settings for differentiation, formative assessmsaimmative assessment, data collection
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and collaboration, comprehension strategies, e@atdyvention, reading exposure,
differentiation of instruction, time on task, belmvynanagement, feedback, and
professional development (in the areas of besttipes; working with students of high
mobility, high poverty, limited English, and crisisThe reviewed literature concurred
that effective teaching through promised, effectimebest practices is key to gaining

academic success.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

In the first section of Chapter Three, the Primamestigator explained the
research problem statement, methodology, the ¢tadg Background, development of
the supplemental reading model, best practiceppaged to the Blitz program design,
and a comparison of the case study school to enNEatolina Department of Defense
school system. The next section included a desmnippf the statistical analysis,
collection of assessment data, the methodologygse;pand eligible case study
participants. The final section of Chapter Threduded seven hypotheses and a
thorough description of each data model, as weHlaah statistical test chosen for
hypotheses analysis, which allowed the investigat@rovide a quantitative analysis.
Chapter Three ended with a brief conclusion.
Problem Statement

Few programs have addressed and studied comphisadimjuired due to
transiency within schools that were useful to ogwrool systems with similar variables.
Since schools with higher transient populationsmfiad students with lower
achievement scores when compared to those witlisRarspopulations, school leaders
needed to continue to analyze efforts to helptatlents learn and grow, through careful
analysis of the effects transiency had on all sttgl@Dunn et al., 2003). As a result,
many educators had concerns about student modiléyto the perceived negative
impacts on student learning and achievement (Ruyebe?2003, p. 6; Franke et al., 2003,
p. 150). One study suggested that although tasea relationship between poverty and
low achievement, not all students in all schoolsenfailing. A Harvard Educational

Review article (McCarthy, 1988) explained some sthavere successful; therefore, it
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was necessary to note that not all low-income anet socio-economic status children
were performing poorly. Some socio-economicalgadvantaged children were
performing well in low-performing schools.

Methodology

In order to display data, the Primary Investigatayanized collections of
personally communicated information, research-bds¢al collections, and statistical
data collections into five parts, titled:

1. “Lakeview Elementary School Background: Data Gzl Part I

2. “Blitz Supplemental Reading Program Developmen#teDCollection Part
"

3. “Program Design Researched Based Analysis: Dallac@ion Part III”

4. “Case Study School vs. Department of Defense sehddata Collection
Part IV”

5. “Statistical Data Collection: Part V”

The Primary Investigator cross-referenced the pnogdesign analysis against
past and current research as it applied to eattuat®nal practice incorporated into the
Blitz design. This allowed the Primary Investigdaim evaluate the Blitz program design
as it related to past and current action reseandsdts.

Next, the Primary Investigator compared collectiedidardized data and Terra
Nova scores from the case study school to the Nexra scores from a Department of
Defense (DOD) school located in North Carolina.isTdata comparison helped the
Primary Investigator to determine similarities atiiflerences noted from a school system

that had student demographics that were similarhge different achievement outcomes.
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The final part of the methodology described theppse of the methods, eligible
participants, and statistical data collection pduees, which included the development of
four testing models that allowed the investigatopitovide a quantitative analysis of
seven hypotheses statements. The statistical a@thgy of this case study allowed the
Primary Investigator to examine the differences lédqehesses in academic achievement
of three mobility groups, and their subgroups. @helysis of hypotheses results allowed
for greater accountability for students and teaxhdihe methodology also permitted the
Primary Investigator to inform the staff at Lakevi&lementary of the improvement in
achievement of their Persistent, Transitional, @rathsient populations and the suggested
causal relationships between their socio-econotaias (SES) as measured by Free and
Reduced Lunch Status (FRLS), mobility, ethnicitg achievement. The Primary
Investigator believed this to be an influential gmment to closing the educational gap
between students categorized transient, low samoamic status, and of minority
ethnicity at this large Midwest near-urban elemgnsahool.

Population Determined. The Primary Investigator divided students intieeéh
sample population groups, defined by the schoalsyieey enrolled into specific grade
levels. The Primary Investigator titled these gi®the Persistent, Transitional, and
Transient populations and labeled them: Persigteptilation Group-A, Transitional
Population Group-B, and Transient Population Gr@up¥he Persistent population
group included students who entered the elemestdryol from preschool through grade
1. The Transitional population sample includedistus who arrived during their second
or third grade year. The Transient population damas the population of students who

arrived during their fourth or fifth grade yearorRhe purpose of the case study, the
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Primary Investigator analyzed achievement accortbrmgobility statuses, as indicated in
Table 13.
Table 10

Population Determination

Mobility Group Population Entered Lakeview
A Persistent PK/1
B Transitional 2/3
C Transient 4/5

The Primary Investigator explored whether the anhofitime students attended Blitz
sessions at this large elementary school affeatb@d@ement scores. The Primary
Investigator compared achievement data of the @ipul of fifth grade students, from
the 2011-2012 school year, who had attended theo$slBlitz reading comprehension
model for different combinations of time.

Quantitative Methodology. The Primary Investigator chose a quantitative
methodology. Descriptive data was analyzed to @mpverage means of pre- and
posttest data of each mobility group. The Primawmestigator analyzed hypotheses 1, 2,
and 7 using-tests for difference in means that measured studgmnevement and
academic growth. These tests compared the TranaitPopulation Group-B and the
Transient Population Group-C to the Persistent Rdipan Group-A. The Primary
Investigator also applied @&ntest for difference in variance for hypothesisThese tests
were conducted to compare Group-B and group-C tufA. Next, The Primary
Investigator determined relationships between irddpnt and dependent variables with
the application of a Pearson Product Moment CdroglaCoefficient (PPMCC) for

hypotheses 4, 5, and 6. These tests categorizadadmeasure achievement correlations
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between mobility groups and socio-economic stasumeasured by FRLS and ethnicity
of the two largest, changing ethnicities, Africamérican and Caucasian. All test
models included descriptive data, which includeshparisons of the two more mobile
populations (Transitional Group-B and Transientpr&) mean assessment scores.

The final part of the methodology described theppse of the methods, eligible
participants, and statistical data collection pdures. These procedures included the
development of four testing models that alloweditivestigator to provide a quantitative
analysis of seven hypotheses statements.

The Primary Investigator. During this study, the Primary Investigator was the
District Technology Specialist (DTS) for two sch®ah the school district. Prior to this
position, the Primary Investigator worked at LaksviElementary as a third grade
teacher. While in this position, the Primary Invgstor participated in the Blitz model
for four years as a third grade teacher and oneagethe leader in the fifth grade Study
Island pilot. The Blitz model and the analysidofv it met the needs of students through
meeting students where they were in reading allag the focus of this case study.
Purpose of Methodology

Purpose 1. In order to provide staff members at Lakeviewnidatary an
analysis of achievement within the supplementalirepmodel, it was important for the
Primary Investigator to consider variables consistdth current research that suggested
the use of Best Practices in instruction. Curreséarchers’ conclusions suggested, as
mobility and poverty increased, achievement deecésngec, 2006; Beck & Shoffstall,
2005; Gruman et al., 2008; Lesisko & Wright, 2088; Hannaway, & D’Souza, 2009).

. Therefore, the Primary Investigator determirteglas critical to establish what
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instructional practices teachers used when adagéseir highly mobile student
population.

Purpose 2. The creation of the mobility groups also alloviled Primary
Investigator to provide a statistical analysisde@uately determine achievement through
the use of-testsF tests, and (PPMCC) analyses. This methodologyvalll the
Primary Investigator to examine differences andrsses of these different ethnic
groups and subgroups. This allowed for greateowat@bility of students and teachers
for the administrators of this elementary school.

Purpose 3. In order to provide a methodology that allows ashterstudy student
achievement in similar schools with similar dem@idpias, the Primary Investigator
collected background data that described the sopgltal model created. The collection
of background data allowed for the possibility lné implementation of this program and
its research methods to be replicated. The Prinmamgstigator believed this to be an
important component to closing the educationallgstpveen students who were
categorized transient and/or low SES for currentfature students at this large Midwest
elementary school.

The Data Collection and Analysis Procedures

Data Collection and analysis procedures beganavittmal meeting with the
superintendent of the school district where the cisdy school resided. The Primary
Investigator gained official approval to begin #tedy and included an approval letter in
the submission to the Institutional Review BoaRIB). Next, the Primary Investigator
created a visual figure to illustrate the methodglprocedures (Figure 1), as well as a

table to illustrate each hypothesis, dependeniratebendent variables, and statistical
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tests (Table 21). Then the Primary Investigator with the principal of the case study
setting. He also granted the Primary Investigagymission to access records and
personal communication regarding the supplemeriia Brogram’s vision, goals, and
procedures

Lakeview Elementary School Background: Data Collection Part I

The Primary Investigator created a methodology rmittde allowed for data
collection that helped her to determine how weltlsints’ needs were met through their
participation in a supplemental reading intervemtieodel called Blitz. In order to
collect background information regarding the Btivelopment process, the Primary
Investigator met with the building level princigaid instructional specialist. To remain
in compliance with the district policy of the casady school, the Primary Investigator
titled the school with the fictitious name Lakevi&@hkementary. Changing the school
name allowed for privacy and anonymity of the sdhtigtrict, staff, and students
involved in the research.

Through personal communication with the buildinghadstrator, the Primary
Investigator learned the Midwestern, near urbametdary school opened its doors in
August 2002. The large 95,389 square foot buildiogommodated students from two
schools that closed due to a nearby airport exparnmioject. The airport expansion
closed two smaller neighborhood schools, both &xtat the Midwest. Engineers
constructed the school on a 14-acre campus, whatbhded 33 general education
classrooms. Each classroom had indirect lightamgamplification system, a Promethean
interactive board, and wireless networking. Mdshe building had carpeted floors,

with the exception of the sink area in each classrahe two gyms, art rooms, and
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restrooms. The building contained five kindergam@oms and two preschool
classrooms, each with 1,200 square feet. Kindergand preschool students had access
to an enclosed courtyard providing an outside, annplayground with rubberized
cushioned flooring. The 900 square foot first-tlghb-fifth grade classrooms included
sinks and walk-in closets. All students within §uhool had access to a large exterior
playground, which included four basketball coutts) tetherball posts, a large football
field and track, and an outdoor playground syst&tudents had access to three
computer labs with approximately 300 laptops in atwe carts, as well as a large open
library with partial glass walls approximately 2630 feet tall. The library housed one
of the computer labs in a KIVA, which was a roonthwiounded walls and stadium
seating. The KIVA allowed students to enjoy splgaiasentations, plays, and other
productions. The library exited to a fenced-ineeixir garden that faced the front of the
building. The students at Lakeview Elementary &eckess to two gyms, located near the
east wing totaling approximately 4,000 square fddte entire school had a computer
controlled climate system and a four pipe systenihé&ating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (Principal, personal communicatiomuary, 2013).

Demographics changed. The Primary Investigator noted that the demograph
of Lakeview Elementary changed over a period ofysia&rs. Table 14 represents
demographical changes from 2006 through 2012, deavby the DESE (2013) website.

African American (AA) student ethnicity increasedrh approximately 26% in
2006, to approximately 48% in 2012. The Hispahirgtudent ethnicity increased
slightly from approximately 8% in 2006 to roughl2% in 2010, then decreased slightly

again to approximately 10% in 2012, while Cauca$iznstudent ethnicity decreased
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from approximately 60% in 2006, to approximately@ih 2012. The two most notable
changes in ethnicity were African American and Getan students. The net difference
over six years of 22.7%, from 25.6% to 48.3%, neshin close to 89% growth in the
African American population, while the net diffecenof 22.8% over six years, from
60.3% to 37.5%, resulted in a decrease of 38%drCiwicasian population (Missouri
Comprehensive Data System, 2013).

Table 11

Changing Demographics

Year % Asian % African % Hispanic 9% Indian % Caucasian
(A) American (AA) (H) (1) ©
2006 6.1 25.6 08.0 0.0 60.3
2007 4.8 26.8 10.2 0.2 58.0
2008 4.6 32.5 12.4 0.2 50.4
2009 5.2 34.8 11.9 0.4 47.8
2010 2.9 41.8 10.6 0.2 44.5
2011 2.9 44.2 10.0 0.3 42.3
2012 2.5 48.3 09.6 0.0 37.5

Note. The Primary Investigator noted the demographicstwdents for each year reflected in the table
from the Missouri Comprehensive Data System onkinbsite:
http://mcds.dese.mo.gov/Pages/default.aspx

Changed SES/Increased Percentages FRLS. During the 2006-2007 school
year, 57% of the student population qualified f&LFstatus. Students who were 130%
below the annual income poverty level, establidhethe U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, were entitled to free breakfastislamches.

The qualifying amount in 2012 was $21,756 for aifgwf four. The U.S.
Census Bureau updated this number annually. Stsitieimg in homes that received

food stamps or cash assistance through the Tenypasaistance for Needy Families

block grant, as well as, runaway, homeless, andanighildren, also qualified for free
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meals ("New America Foundation,” 2013, para. 6e Ppercentage of FRLS entitled
students in 2012, at Lakeview Elementary, was Agétding a difference of 15% from
2006 through 2012, which is a net percentage isered26%, as reflected in Table 15.
Table 12

Net Percentage Change in Free and Reduced Lun¢hsSfaRLS)

Year Percent Difference
2006 57% N/A
2007 56% -1%
2008 61% +5%
2009 61% +0%
2010 65% +4%
2011 69% +4%
2012 2% +3%
Overall Net % Difference 15% difference
Overall Net % Increase 26% Growth

Note.The Primary Investigator noted the percentagéumfents who were entitled to Free and Reduced
Priced Lunch from the Missouri Comprehensive Datst&n online website and then calculated the %
difference from one year to the next, as well asaberall net % increase.
http://mcds.dese.mo.gov/Pages/default.aspx

Student mobility increased. Between the 2006-2007 school year and the 2011-
2012 school year, the transiency rate increasedteview Elementary had 133 students
enrolled in kindergarten 2006-2007; however, 238 aiis exited prior to the end of the
school year, which left 110 students enrolled imdgrone the following year. During the

2007-2008 school year, 24 new students enrollepldade one and 21 exited prior to
grade 2, leaving 113 students who completed the y@aring 2008-2009, 24 new

students enrolled in grade 2 and 11 exited prigrémle 3, leaving 126 students who



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 63

completed the year. During 2009-2010, nine newesits enrolled in grade 3 and 15
exited prior to grade 4, leaving 120 students whmgleted the year. During 2010-2011,
17 new students enrolled in grade four and 25 éxyiteor to grade 5, leaving 112
students who completed the year. During 2011-2012ew students enrolled into
grade 5 then 17 exited prior to grade 6, which1@f2 students who completed the year
and were eligible to be one of the three mobilibpplations represented in this case
study.

The potential population of students for this catstudy was 234. However,
student mobility lowered the final number of pagants. Several new students enrolled
and exited, which left a total of 122 studentsiblggfor this study, as a cohort group of
students. Of those students, 41 students werakaview Elementary 2006-2007, the
school year they enrolled into kindergarten (Casel\sDistrict PowerSchool Data,
2013). Table 16 illustrates the transiency ofdage study’s cohort group of students
from the class of 2019. This table representsestisdwho entered and exited from 2006
through 2012. The net lowered difference of stagepulation over six years was 112
students, dropping from 234 students to 122 stgdertich resulted in a cumulative
transiency rate of 48%, as indicated in Table 16.

Achievement declined. Lakeview Elementary had approximately 608 stuslent
enrolled during the 2011-2012 school year. THwodrth, and fifth grade students
accounted for 285 students of the district who esd@n average of 38% proficient or
above proficiency, in the area of communicatios,aats measured by the annual MAP

scores. The two largest ethnic groups were Afrigarerican, with 24% who scored
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proficient or higher and Caucasian; with 57% whared proficient or higher (Missouri
Comprehensive Data System, 2013).
Table 13

Study Population Transiency Rate

vear Grade Carry New Moved End Transiency
Level Over Out Year Rate

2006-07 Kindergarten 0 133 23 110 17%
2007-08 Grade 1 110 24 21 113 16%
2008-09 Grade 2 113 24 11 126 8%
2009-10 Grade 3 126 9 15 120 11%
2010-11 Grade 4 120 17 25 112 18%
2011-12 Grade 5 112 27 17 122 12%
Total Movement 234 112 122 +48%

Total Difference = 112 Students

Total % transiency Rate = 48% Change

Note.The Primary Investigator collected data from tbieo®l districts PowerSchool database. Numbers
calculated based on entry data enroliment datee(Sagly District PowerSchool Data: Enroliment
Version 7.7.1, 2005-2013)

Table 14

MAP Net Change of Percentage Proficient or Advar(@el Averages)

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
53% 44% 44% 41% 44% 40% 38%
Net % Difference 15%
Net % Decrease from 2006 28%

Note.Data collected from the Missouri Comprehensive Btstem [Database record] (2013).
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Blitz Supplemental Reading Model Development: Data Collection Part I1

Personal communication with the head principal iasttuctional specialist on
January 31, 2013 allowed the Primary Investigaiaydther additional data regarding the
development of the Blitz supplemental reading mo&tldent achievement declined
from an overall average of 53% of students whoext@roficient or higher in 2006 on
the MAP assessment to 38% who scored proficiehtghrer on the MAP assessment in
2012, which yielded an overall net difference o¥%d&nd an overall percentage decrease
of 28%, as indicated in Table 17. The high mopil#te and declining scores became the
focus of the principal of Lakeview Elementary. tialy, the principal solicited input
from parents, teachers, and community members vdre an his school improvement
team, regarding his plan to address declining scoBased on feedback and student
achievement data, he made reading improvementrimauy focus of the school
improvement plan. This led the head administredoead professional educational
journals and research articles regarding the impfittese issues of transiency on
student achievement. He also investigated whiabtjmes in instruction were considered
best practices, according to current school distgopted curriculum (Case Study
School District, 2007).

The principal’s research reinforced his overallons which focused on strategy
of instruction for students on their personal l@agrevel and professional development
for teachers to contribute to an increase in studelmievement in reading. The principal
believed teachers needed to know how to evaluatkest data in order to differentiate
instruction for students, rather than utilize exgea programs that did not change the

overall practice within the school setting. Thenaustrator’s vision led to the program
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development and implementation of the supplemddited model (principal, personal
communication, January, 2013). The Blitz progracuted on analyzing combinations
of communication arts data in order to guide teaaistruction. Teachers made
informed instructional decisions when they impletedrdifferentiated instruction in a
small group setting.

As time passed, new research continued to re-atherbuilding principal’s
vision. For example, Reeves stated, “Should schiowkst in programs, or should they
instead focus on practices and people?” (p. 48)s Was the same foundation that
helped the administration team create the Blitdirgamodel at Lakeview Elementary.
Reeves’ research continued to impact decisions nmeitiee on-going development of the
Blitz Model at Lakeview Elementary (principal, pensl communication, January,
2013).

Program development. The Primary Investigator continued to collect and
explore data regarding the Blitz program developimehich began at the beginning of
the 2006-2007 school year and continued througlenieof the 2012-2013 school year.
The supplemental instruction groups were smalbkjlfle, and data driven. Small groups
of approximately four to seven students, in gré&ldsough 5, received an additional 40
minutes of guided reading instruction daily. Lailesvadministrators began the program
with second grade through fifth grade, then addedétgarten and first grade, as they
became able to successfully implement the progrémhbest practices in mind for
primary students, as well. By 2013, all grade leveere participating in the Blitz
reading Model at Lakeview Elementary, which waslbfive years after the program

was implemented. According to researchers, Boretah (2002):
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Schools implementing CSR models for five years orarshowed patrticularly
strong effects, but the models benefited equalhpsts of higher- and lower-
poverty levels...A long-term commitment to researcbvpn educational reform
is needed to establish a strong marketplace ofsitoally based models capable
of bringing comprehensive reform to the nation’lsesws. (p. v., para. 5)
Borman et al. (2002) focused on Comprehensive Sdkeimrm (CSR), which suggested
a variety of instructional practices that were etifee for educational school reform. For
example, current research suggested that smalpgnstruction allowed teachers to
better meet students’ needs, which was not posisitaidarge classroom setting (Lou et
al., 2001; Hiebert et al., 1992; Taylor et al., @0Bountas & Pinnell, 1996; Hattie, 2009).
As reported by Hattie (2009) Wisible Learning: A synthesis of over 800 Meta-
Analyses Relating to Achievemestall group instruction ranked 48 out of 138
measured achievement effects with effect sizesrémgfed from (d = +1.44) with self -
reported grades to (d = - 0.34) with mobility. tigs meta-analysis included 78 studies
and 155 effects, which yielded an effect size of (@49) for small group instruction.
According to statistical research, this effect wassidered significant.
Lakeview teachers placed students in small grofipproximately six to seven
students, which aligned with past and current retea
The Primary Investigator noted that grade levather teams, the instructional
specialist, and the administration team carefutigneined students’ individual formative
and summative assessment scores. Formative soohgded the AIMSweb R-CBM
(Reading Curriculum-Based Measurement) scores, B&elopmental Reading

Assessment) results, and summative scores, whotidied MAP (Missouri Assessment
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Program), and Study Island assessments. TeadbBersxamined observation notes,
considered concerns regarding specific studentis\der issues and students’
personality conflicts, and discussed learning clifiies that warranted a referral to the
school counselor to investigate the possibilitadéarning disability or emotional
problem that could interfere with student progress.

This practice also aligned with research. Schm{@&@d6) suggested that
working with formative assessment results alloweatris of teachers and principals to
guide their instructions. He stated, “Principad®d to look at evidence that teams are
crafting and improving lessons and units togetadjuysting their instruction on the basis
of formative assessment results” (Schmoker, 200648). Several researchers
concluded that formative and summative assessm#mducators to make
knowledgeable decisions to plan for, and guideuasion (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986; Black
& William, 1998; Invernizzi et al., 2003; Schmokeq06; Feller, 2010).

The instructional specialist created a monthly daethat allowed each grade
level team to meet and make adjustments regardsiguction and student placement
according to new formative data collected whicHuded fluency checkpoints provided
by the school district adopted curriculum mater{(@ase Study School District, 2007)
and teacher created anecdotal records. Gradetéarak continued to meet each month
throughout each school year beginning with the 2B0®7 school year (instructional
specialist, personal communication, January 2562pdncipal, personal
communication, January 25, 2013).

As noted in Table 17, MAP scores continued to flaté. Researcher Reeves’

(2010) research suggested that as teachers anagt@dhey should continue to adjust
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instruction practices to plan for continued growkhattri and Kane (1995) agreed that
when teachers adapted, modified, and created effiated, independent work for
specific groups of students, they utilized appratgramounts of time and learned as
much as they could learn about their students.eliakv Elementary’s supplemental
reading Blitz model aligned with current researeparding collaboration and data
analysis. Lakeview Elementary teachers’ collabeeadngoing analysis of summative
and formative data supported researchers’ revidwdhat was considered an effective or
“best practice (Khattri & Kane, 1995; Taylor et, &000; IRA 2007). According to IRA
(2007), “Not only do beginning teachers need tordew different assessment
strategies, models, and approaches test studeningathey also need to be taught how
to interpret assessment data critically and adjlasisroom instruction accordingly” (IRA,
2007, p. 5).

Lakeview’s Blitz sessions focused on specific s¢liligtirict adopted strategies
within their Balanced Literacy Communication Arto§ram. The Balanced Literacy
Communication Arts Program was a district creatdtbction of adopted beliefs and
curriculum focuses. The curriculum within theiogram included professional
development documents that provided examples et®¥k instruction through current
researched-based strategies. According to Lakelziementary’s school district’s
curriculum guide, “having proficient knowledge bkse skills were determined ‘best-
practices’ in reading comprehension instructionag€ Study School District, 2007, p.
10).

The Primary Investigator noted that the buildingp@pal developed the

supplementary Blitz program to address the deahnmeading comprehension levels
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believed to be an effect of decreasing SES ane@asimg mobility rates in the case study
school. Lakeview Elementary’s demographics anaksiemcy status changed, and
achievement scores declined. The investigatonézhthe head principal created the
Blitz program with a vision in mind for increasechg&evement for all students affected by
their heightened enrollment, increased transieang,decreased achievement scores.
According to research, the impact of transiencganools affected not only mobile
students, but also non-mobile students in the dshibhese students attended. Educators
had great concerns about students moving in andf@aahool systems because of
negative impacts on student learning and achieve(@®emberger, 2003; Franke et al.,
2003).

The principal began the development of the progaaithe end of the 2007-2008
school year. He met with his school improvemeattewhich consisted of parents,
teachers, students, and community members, durenlylay 2008 school improvement
team meeting. At this meeting, he shared his mjsihich included his idea of creating a
program that addressed all students’ needs. Hentied bi-weekly with his
administrative team, which consisted of himselg ¥ce principal, and instructional
specialist in June of 2008 leading up to the 2008%2school year and discussed
concerns regarding increased transiency and dedickievement scores. They also
discussed the head principal’s idea to create plenyental reading comprehension
program that provided additional support to altstuts in a small group setting. He
explained that he wanted to meet the needs ofualests as if they had an IEP
(Individualized Education Plan) and wanted all stutd to grow whether they were

below grade level, on grade level, above gradd,levedvanced. He felt it was
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important to instruct all students on their instrgcal reading levels as measured by the
DRA (Developmental Reading Assessment). The gral@lso shared this vision with
his School Improvement Team (SIT). He explainedwte envisioned for students and
staff at Lakeview Elementary. The principal of ealew Elementary shared how he
envisioned an environment that was able to meeatadlents on their own individual
levels of achievement for all subjects. He exmdithat his background in Special
Education really applied to all students. He désed how all students’ learning differed
depending upon so many variables. He believedé¢aahers needed to become well
versed in data collection, which would allow thesrdtfferentiate instruction for all
students. He explained that this was his ultingatd. The principal of Lakeview
Elementary envisioned a total leveled-learningrsgttHe also shared, however, that this
type of thinking was new. He believed it wouldéaknme to create a full school model
that applied to this vision. Therefore, the propadidecided to begin the leveled-learning
focus with on-level reading instruction. His visimcluded a daily on-level
supplemental reading session in a small groumsgtivhich focused on comprehension
strategies as outlined in the district adoptediculum (Case Study School District,
2007, p. 10). As a result, the administration adership team decided to create a new
building schedule that allowed teachers to havensomplanning sessions, as well as an
outline that shared the topics that would be caverighin the small group reading
instruction sessions they named, Blitz.

Next, the school principal and instructional spkstidormulated a framework for
the Blitz program model that focused on heightesxddevement for all students,

including students whose scores progression, dsasstudents who showed little
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progression, the most transient students. Theipahdeveloped the framework with the
school district curriculum, current research, dameldurrent data available in mind. The
administration team determined that it was impeeattd provide specific non-negotiables
that would allow success, according to researctrategies for change. These non-
negotiable included: team collaboration, on-goiataccollection, and small-group
settings (Hiebert et al., 1992; Taylor et al., 20B0untas & Pinnell, 1996; Lou et al.,
2001; Hattie, 2009) and supplemental direct instongBorman et al., 2002; Hattie,
2009; Stockard, 2010). The administration teangestgd utilizing comprehension
strategies with a scaffolding approach, that usstalict-adopted curriculum and the
district adopted materials guide by Fountas andélir{1996). This text gave teachers
the guided reading format as their delivery methdaich also took place during their
core instruction. Therefore, training in the defiy method was not required. Teachers
were already meeting with their students in smalg settings within their daily reading
workshops. The difference was that teachers gobgiportunity to focus on one small
group of approximately four to seven studentsaf@ull 40 minutes each day with
students that are not necessarily in their homerdass. The administration team
decided that student placement needed to be datndnd determined that students
needed to be grouped according to reading abditgls as measured by DRA.
Together, the head principal, vice principal argtrunctional specialist evaluated
the school to determine changes needed to alloesfiomteachers to collaborate, as well
as time for teachers to instruct students in daityall groups. The administration team
made decisions based on research. They decideg#taers needed time to collaborate

regarding student improvement and determined this an integral part of the reform
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process. With this in mind, the principal createtiedule changes that allowed teachers
to meet with team members during common plannisgiees. He also created blocks of
time for each teacher in grade level 2 through B¢t with students each day in small
groups for 40-minute supplemental reading sessutm®ut interruption. The principal,
vice principal, and instructional specialist dedde begin with students in grade levels 2
through 5 because they were more familiar withiahiéding and could travel safely to
their designated meeting point for Blitz sessioidhey did realize the importance to
meet all students’ needs in all grade levels sp tleeided to continue to discuss how
Blitz sessions would work in the primary gradeswad.

The administration team determined it was importamtlace students in guided
reading groups that matched their reading levelugin careful analysis of MAP data,
DRA data, AIMSweb data, and available scores. Tmgehey examined this data
collected the previous school year, 2007-2008 eterthine appropriate group
placements for students. Each assessment scazadbrstudent was placed into a
spreadsheet prepared by the instructional spdcidlsachers reviewed data on
spreadsheets, which made it easier for them testimtents according to specific
assessment scores, or groups of assessment scohey sould look at each group of
student scores ranked in order of achievementy @keided this would help teachers
make an accurate overall synthesis of what le&tuictional group each student needed.
They also decided that DRA data would be the pryndata used to group students
according to reading levels, since this data wabk flomative and summative. Teachers

identified independent reading levels of all studeas well as create an instruction plan
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that addressed their individual weaknesses (insbne specialist, personal
communication, January 25, 2016; principal, persoommunication, January 25, 2013).

The Blitz data collection process. Lakeview Elementary staff agreed to collect
formative data to guide instruction. “Formative@ssment is a planned process in which
assessment-elicited evidence of students’ statuseld by teachers to adjust their
ongoing instructional procedures or by studentsdjast their current learning-tactics”
(Popham, 2008, p. 6). According to research, ffeets of systematic formative
assessments have a positive correlation to staaddtvement (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986;
Hattie, 2009, p. 181; Popham, 2008).

Grade level data teams focused on summative siath,as previous MAP scores,
end of year AIMSweb MAZE and R-CBM summative datanf the previous year.
Then, per district guidelines, teachers began gaahwith a repeated DRA assessment
to measure changes over the summer. Lakeview Blamyeused analyzed DRA data
together at its first data team meeting of the yeadiscussion of placement and for
formative instruction. During the first data meeti teachers worked together with the
instructional specialist to place students on thia avall to help determine groups for
Blitz sessions. Prior to the next data team mgestudents were given the fall
assessment, AIMSweb MAZE and AIMSweb R-CBM webdgest add additional
consideration as to students’ overall levels f@irthext group placement according to
state norms, as well as school district norms.

Teachers continued to meet 40 minutes, one timerdhmas grade level teams
with administration and the instructional coachptighout the school year to discuss

each collection of data and specific details reigartheir observations of their students.
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This aided teachers in determining placement afesits into each Blitz session. Scores
were compared against the normative scores foredea| expectations expected at
specific times throughout the school year. Gradelldata teams cross-referenced
students’ assessment scores with school datacticita, and state data norms to
determine learning level goals. Once teachersedlatudents into Blitz groups, teachers
continued to measure achievement with formativesssaent tools, such as Study Island
and anecdotal records to measure growth during shbsequent Blitz sessions. These
assessments allowed teachers to make group dexcfsoon week to week to help
determine their knowledge increase from sessi@es$sion.

Within the Blitz framework, data was collected oniadividual and small group
basis then placed into the students’ Blitz foldenrsich traveled with them from group to
group, for future Blitz group teachers to revievd @malyze. According to research,
teachers that pay attention to the effects of tie@iching see heightened academic gains
in their students (Fuchs & Fuchs, 1986; Hattie, 2@0 181).

The instructional specialist created a spreadghaéplaced all students for each
grade level in order of achievement from lowestssdo highest scores. These students’
scores were color coded under specific categavieéglp for placement on the school’'s
data wall, according to independent reading lea®ineasured by DRA scores. Within
the spreadsheet, each section of scores was sorteakss reference additional student’s

needs. Stickers were placed on index cards tesept additional needs.

Each grade level team of teachers met to deterappeopriate group placement

for students that would meet their individual negasst accurately. Index cards and
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stickers matching the color codes were analyzeshg@wach trimester grade level
meeting. Teachers updated their data cards watlcdlor coded stickers and placed
those cards on the correct level on the data watiording to their current DRA reading
levels (instructional specialist, personal commatan, January 25, 2016; principal,
personal communication, January 25, 2013).

For the purpose of this study, each mobility popatés normative data was used
to group students. DRA assessments, AIMSweb fpessessments, as well as Study
Island pretests and posttests were statisticallyyaad to determine correlations between
mobility status and achievement, as well as ethngtatus and socio-economic status.
Statistical testing was also conducted to deternfitieere were increases in growth, as
well as decreases in variance of scores as compastddents who were in the Blitz
comprehension model the longest. Students’ saeees divided into three groups, based
on their transiency status. The Primary Investigatided the process used for analysis
in statistical data analysis: Data Collection Rgras well as, in Chapter Four data
analysis for testing models 1 through 4, whichudeld hypotheses 1 through 7.

Datawall. The data wall gave teachers a visual cross-referehstudent needs.
Teachers placed an index card for each studerteoddta wall categorized first by their
reading DRA (Developmental Reading Assessmentescofhe color-coded stickers
represented the other specific needs each studdnt h

All teachers in each grade level noted the prog@ssach group of students with
respect to their grade level and needs each timeuisited the data wall. The color-
coded system was used as a visual, which factitdigcussion and collaboration within

grade level teams, as indicated in Table 18. Teraatletermined students’ needs in each
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specific level of achievement. According to resbathe practice of collaboration and
data analysis in order to determine where to pllaedocus of instruction was in line with
researchers Marzano (2007), Hattie (2009), andaGladlr (2009). They suggested that to
increase the impact of effective teaching, a dleems on practice is required. This type
of practice required having a concrete goal in miGallagher (2009) believed
professionals should focus on one area. He belitheg placing focus in too many areas
created a need for shuffling choices that ultinyaled to ineffective practice.

Table 15

Data Wall Coding System

Sticker Code
Sticker Color Meaning Sticker Color Meaning
Black Below Basic ;i pjye AIMSweb 75%
MAP Score 9 0
Dark Purple Basic MAP Dark Green AIMSweb 50%
Score
Brown Rea(_jlng Light Green AIMSweb 25%
Services
Orange IEP-SSD Yellow AIMSweb 10%
White AIMSweb S0th Red AIMSweb below 10%
Letter Code
C N
Care Team Packet New to the School

Note.Teachers placed data on a large wall with magicatids. Each student’s individual card had stickers
representing their scores and needs. The walfdwadsections: Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced. This made it easier for teachers tdhsse students’ achievement as their cards movekdeo

right toward proficient or advanced.

In order to review students’ categorized scoresgigievel data teams referenced
data the instructional specialist organized intmlar-coded spreadsheet. This
spreadsheet was used to sort students accordregdong fluency rates (AIMSweb R-

CBM scores), reading level (DRA scores and AIMSWBRZE scores), communication
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arts achievement (MAP scores), as well as, tea@rersdotal notes which regarded
strengths and weaknesses in each category. Wiithiscope of this researcher’s
knowledge, this model was unique in the schoolidist

The Blitz model addressed the need to reach alksitis on their independent
instructional levels in order to fill educationams in knowledge with respect to
comprehension skills necessary for successful ilegwrnAt the time of this case study,
the Blitz program completed four years of pracatéhe end of the 2011-2012 school
year, in this Midwestern setting. The program wstasctured to have students meet daily
for 40 minutes on fluency and comprehension reaslirajegies in differentiated groups
according to their normative, summative, and formeaEnglish Language Arts data
collected throughout each year. Each grade leetlatna specified time of day, which
was determined each year by the administration tsanstructional specialist. Each
leveled group of students had the same strate8mgsefidix A through Appendix E)
taught, but on their individual instructional leygistructional specialist, personal
communication, January 25, 2016; principal, persoommunication, January 25, 2013).

| mplementation 2008-2009. In order to begin the first Blitz session, the
instructional specialist grouped students in gradggough 5 with like reading
comprehension abilities together in small groupee administration decided to begin
the program with older students that would be &blkdjust to the changes of moving
from classroom to classroom. They determined & ingortant for the younger primary
students to work on getting used to their routiimss. The administration decided to

evaluate adding kindergarten and grade 1 sometirtieifuture.
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In order to determine student placement for tlvese Blitz session, teachers
worked with the instructional specialist during fivet professional development meeting
of the year, August 2008. The instructional spestiarovided instruction on how to do
fluency checks and benchmark assessments withincthesroom core-reading
instruction time. This aided teachers in theidstut placement decisions for the second
Blitz rotation.

Blitz Topics 2008-2009Each year Blitz topics were discussed as gradé leve
teams, evaluated, and decided upon. Teacher&drpating charts during the first grade
level meeting of each school year. They estabdi®igz topics for each one to two
month session. Every six to eight weeks, teaametstogether as teams with the
principal, assistant principal, and the instructilospecialist to determine changes in
group placements based on reading levels through &Ressments, fluency checks
through R-CBM AIMSweb assessments, and anecdatatds. The pacing guide for the
2008-2009 school year is illustrated in Appendigmstructional specialist, personal
communication, January 25, 2016; principal, persoommunication, January 25, 2013).

I mplementation 2009-2010. Many modifications took place during the second
year of Blitz. The first change was that kindetgarand first grade participated in the
Blitz model. For the first time, all staff at Lakew Elementary contributed input
regarding the supplemental Blitz reading modelkaif slevelopment meetings
throughout the school year. Teachers worked tegethdiscuss strategies and processes
regarding the execution of the Blitz model, as waslldiscuss progress, and specific

concerns for the 2009-2010 Blitz program.
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In order to assist newly registered students, atnators created two positions
titled success teachers. Two teachers were mtedhese positions for the school year.
These certified teachers provided assistance inghessment of newly registered
students. They also led intense interventiongpp®ed strategic and progress
interventions, as well as taught remedial mathersaiiasses. These teachers collected
data on students who missed the regularly schedgsgissments, which aided teachers
in quick placement of students into their apprdergroups for English Language Arts
and mathematics.

In order to support students who displayed a sicanit risk for failure as
indicated by their low-achievement results, théringional specialist trained both the
reading specialists and success teachers how goga®monitor. Progress monitored
students received short sessions of fluency peaetith goal-oriented targets. This
allowed staff to intensively monitor students wihowed a need for additional
interventions through weekly and/or bi-weekly R-CBWSweb fluency assessments.

Professional development for the second year ¢t Bicluded whole school
meetings, which introduced and trained teachefsoonto use the assessment tool.
Grade level meeting for professional developmensisted of training teachers in
utilizing AIMSweb as an intervention tool. Teachérarned of their collaboration
schedule and how their bi-weekly grade level mestimould be used to discuss data
collected and fine-tune to student placement, agle Teachers also had the
opportunity to discuss student concerns about stadbat might have needed to be
evaluated for placement in a reading specialistigmr a referral to the school care team

for special school district evaluation. Anothed#idnal tool utilized for supplemental
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instruction was the Study Island program. The sdg@ar of Blitz began with training
the teachers how to use the program. All teaclerked together in their teams, by
grade level. They explored the features of thgam to determine which items would
be useful for their supplemental small group ingian during their Blitz reading
sessions.

Further changes occurred during the 2009-2010ddcfear for the third grade
classrooms at Lakeview Elementary. This gradel lexe an unusually large enroliment
and exit of students, leaving them at full capac®mnce group sizes were such an
integral focus of the program, the administratiecided to add a paraprofessional to
work with this grade level full time. The thirdagte group of students began the school
year with 126 students, all of whom were enrollatirimot all actually attended.
Throughout the first 10 weeks of the school yeainflox and out-flux of students made
it difficult to determine the need for an additibteacher to be added to the third grade
level. By mid-October, the student enrollment nenstheld steady at 26, 26, 27, and 25.
To stay within the district goals and policy regagdstaff-to-student ratios additional
staff were hired. Teachers re-evaluated and dividese 104 students, which balanced
class sizes to the appropriate student to staff tiaat matched district guidelines and
state recommendations. Teachers divided the stsidetween the five teachers. This
left each teacher with approximately 21 student[@ss. By the end of the year, more
students left, while new students enrolled, resglin 120 students. End of the year class
sizes aligned to district policy with an average4dfstudents per class.

Final adjustment to the Blitz program during thes®l year of Blitz, Lakeview

staff learned that grade levels 2 through 5 wouldza the AIMSweb assessment tool to
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guide their intervention instruction. These teasladtended training sessions that
allowed them to learn the AIMSweb assessment tadll@arn how to work with their
schedule to allow for implementation of assessmeR&searchers’ studies suggested that
summative assessment was a powerful best practicecreased achievement

(Invernizzi et al., 2003; Feller, 2010).

Blitz Topics 2009-2010During the first half-day planning session, tears
cross-referenced student data and their curricguities to determine an appropriate
pacing chart for the school year. Teachers sedridigatterns of low achievement in
order to determine their instructional focus. &=d and 2 determined they needed a
separate pacing guide from the ones used in teemediate grades. Grades 3 through 5
met in the school library during the first earlgissal day and developed their pacing
guide together. The teachers and the administratipeed upon the Blitz topics and
grade level-pacing guide illustrated in Appendigiistructional specialist, personal
communication, January 25, 2013; principal, persoommunication, January 25, 2013).

I mplementation 2010-2011. In order to create a deeper instructional focus, th
third year of staff development included the usdisfrict adopted (Case Study School
District, 2007) core-reading instruction coupledhnsupplemental strategy instruction
with the school district’s focus of balanced litgyan mind. The administration team
shared that instruction would be differentiatedrmividual students’ needs during their
small group period. Teacher procedures includediged students with re-teaching,
extended practice, and extension of lessons agdeékhen, all staff went beyond the
core instruction within their supplemental Blitas®ns. This instruction was to be used

when the core program did not provide enough istya or practice in key areas to
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meet the needs of the students in a particulasidas. The 2010-2011 school year
included the use of supplemental materials frorridiscreated and adopted materials
from the Balanced Literacy (Case Study School 2ist2007).

In order to provide support for the use of the addal supplemental materials,
the instructional specialist provided teachers ithfessional development
opportunities. The instructional specialist modelee use of supplemental materials in a
variety of ways. Together, teachers and the instroal specialist brainstormed what
they had already implemented, then added collesticom their Balanced Literacy (Case
Study School District, 2007) district binders thatised the supplemental materials using
that they felt would be considered supplementdtuction methods or strategies that
would work from implementation of the school-widetBmodel (Appendix C).

Administrators shared how monthly monitoring fardgnts, who were mild to
moderately at risk for failure, would take pladeesponse to Intervention (RTI)
instruction was discussed as instruction that woulg be provided to students who
were behind their classmates in the developmeatitidal skills, which placed them at
critical risk for failure. These students woulddetermined based upon their AIMSweb
data, Special School District (SSD) data, DRA d&tAP Data, and NAEP data. The
2010-2011 school year all students in the buildisgessed reading comprehension and
reading fluency using the AIMSweb assessment toble administration discussed the
new focus on the collection of AIMSweb data andlaixgd how to use the benchmarks
within the assessment program as a universal Sog@r each student. It was
determined that only communication arts goals wan@cnalyzed through the AIMSweb

data, and not mathematics data at that time, smsavas still the School Improvement
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Team'’s primary focus (Case Study SIT, 2007). Tstruction was to be guided with a
specific focus in one or more of the key areasatiing development: phonemic
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and canepison.

The next adjustment included kindergarten, firsidgy; and third grade. They
were given additional support to use within thditZBmodel. The kindergarten and first
grade students were still learning so many routareswere too small to travel to
different places throughout the building for instiian, therefore paraprofessionals came
into the classroom and worked with students incthesroom setting while the teachers
also worked in small groups. These two grade tekiatl a fulltime paraprofessional
assigned specifically to their grade level. Theseprofessionals worked mostly with
students who were above and on grade level. TrappHessional received training with
the instructional specialist regarding best prastiand strategies to use in their small
group instruction. They were also given acceskibbags that were aligned to the
pacing of their communication arts curriculum, adlwas planning times to use to
develop their lessons and collaborate with theiseloom teachers. While the
paraprofessional worked with students, the classr@achers worked in small groups
with students who were at risk. Teachers in kigdden and first grade were now able
to work on these targeted skills in 30-minute sessevery day.

Additionally, the ELL teachers were added to thezBhodel. This allowed for
students who had needs that related to havingfirgtitanguage be other than English,
have their additional needs met in the small greeting, as well.

Blitz Topics 2010-2011During the first half-day planning session, teasher

cross-referenced student data from the previous(yeth the exception of kindergarten)
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and their curriculum guides again to determine@r@priate pacing chart for the school
year. Teachers made a few changes to the pacidg tuaccommodate the needs for
that school year’s data. The pacing guide for2b®0-2011 is illustrated in Appendix C
(instructional specialist, personal communicatiganuary 25, 2013; principal, personal
communication, January 25, 2013).

I mplementation 2011-2012. In order to decrease group sizes that had become
larger, administration decided to have additionaif participate in the supplemental
Blitz reading model; the instructional technologgsialist and the librarian, were
utilized to decrease group sizes in specific gtadels, as needed.

Additionally during the 2011-2012 school year, Branary Investigator was
selected by the building principal tmplement a pilot study with the fifth grade stutien
from the class of 2019, the cohort group withirs tthissertation study. The Primary
Investigator was asked to work with fifth gradecteaxrs to create pretests and posttests
for each comprehension topic. The Primary Invastigs experiences of being a teacher
in this program for four years, allowed the Primbryestigator to have first-hand
experience within the program to become awaresdirmtitations. Implementing the pilot
program, which created a specific common measuretaehfor each Blitz session,
provided teachers with data that helped with actathility for academic achievement
and measurements tools for growth within the pnogra

The focus of the Study Island portion of the Bptbgram was created as a
measurement tool to analyze progress for studemshave participated in the Blitz

program for specific amounts of time on specifimpoehension strategies. Another
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purpose of the Study Island pilot was to deterntieevalue of the use of Study Island as
an assessment tool for formative decision-making.

The Study Island pilot. In order to determine differences in achievemeatesc
of more transient students the researcher implesdempilot study, which categorized
students into mobility groups under the directibthe administration. Teachers
continued in their Blitz sessions as usual andgalatudents into groups as they had been
in the past, according to DRA reading levels. Teas cross-referenced DRA scores, R-
CBM AIMSweb fluency scores, and the previous yeltAP data and determined
appropriate group placement for Blitz sessionsachers referenced spreadsheets and
stickers on the building data wall, then visuaihalyzed how students were moving
across the data. Student movement on the datandatbted a decrease, lack of
movement, or increase in achievement from trimestéimester.

The Study Island pilot added an additional focuslata from pretests and
posttests that the Primary Investigator collected @ganized according to mobility
statuses to compare each mobility groups’ oveddlievement. The Primary Investigator
also looked through all available data for all st in the fifth grade for the 2011-2012
school year. The Primary Investigator then createtart that had a breakdown of
groups that created three categories of data,dhsd®ent Population, the Transitional
Population, and the Transient Population. Studatd was grouped into three
categories; Persistent Group-A was the data fromhesits who participated in the Blitz
sessions since their second grade year, 2008 kavleav Elementary and have been
enrolled in the school since preschool, 2006, adgrl, 2007. This was the Persistent

student population. Transitional Group-B studgmaicipated in the Blitz program since
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grade 3 and had been enrolled at Lakeview Elemgsiace grade 2, 2008 and/or grade
3, 2009. This was the Transitional student poputat Transient Group-C were students
who were enrolled in the their fourth grade ye@d @or their fifth grade year, 2011,
making them the newest and most transient studgntlation in the Study Island testing
pilot. This group was the Transient Sample. Ghese groups were determined,
students’ names were entered into the Study Igbangram as classes labeled, Persistent
Group-A, Transitional Group-B, and Transient Grdtip-Tests were assigned at the
same time to all 122 students. Students took firetests and posttests in their regular
Blitz group, which consisted of students from hheie mobility groups, since Blitz
placement only placed students by their instruetioeading level, not their mobility
status. This was just a data collection tool ®lganonitor differences between and
within all three mobility groups.

At the time of the Study Island pilot testing pekiteachers used the data to help
them determine how well their students within thH&litz groups were doing compared to
the peers, as it applied to their mobility statlifie principal, fifth grade teachers, and the
instructional specialist of the school wanted tadsssured that although scores seemed
flat, growth was actually occurring for all studemnégardless of their entrance within the
Blitz reading comprehension model setting.

Later, the principal and investigator broke eaabugis scores into further
subgroups, such as amount of time they have paated in the program, as well as
subgroups, such as: IEP, LEP, Free/Reduced LurfcicaA American, Caucasian, and
Asian. At this time, the principal of the schawoid the Primary Investigator cross-

referenced the scores without the teacher’s invoérg. This data was utilized as a
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decision making factor, as to how useful the Stistgnd tool was to the Blitz
comprehension model. It was determined by thedgbrincipal that the Study Island
program was not useful in the Blitz model settisga indicator for measurement of
growth in achievement. Through careful analysipretest and posttest scores for each
mobility group, it was determined the data was myasteful for report card reporting for
grade level equivalency, rather than for deternmmads to placement in the Blitz
program. It appeared the program was being used asograde level summative tool,
rather than on-level formative tool to guide instran and placement within the Blitz
reading model. The decision was then at the enldeo2011-2012 school year to cease
the inclusion of the Study Island assessment gdratesposttest tool within the Blitz
comprehension model. This dissertation study ohedlidata from the categories of
retell/paraphrasing, making connections, and visung.

Table 19

Study Island Testing Schedule Grade Five 2012 3201

Topic /Number Week of Pretest/ Posttest
1: Retell/Paraphrase Sept. 26 /Oct. 17
2: Monitoring for Meaning Oct. 17/ Oct. 31
3: Making Connections/Visualizing Oct. 31/ Nov. 28
4: Questioning and Predicting Nov. 28/ Dec. 19
5: Inferring Dec. 19/ Jan. 23
6: Summarizing Jan. 23/ Feb. 21
7: Determining Importance Feb. 21/ March 12
8: Comparing March. 12/ March 26
9: Synthesizing March 26/ April 30
10: Evaluating April 30/ May 21

Table 19 represents the implementation of thengsichedule that took place for

this piloted assessment tool. Each topic matcheddpics the teachers chose at the
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beginning of the school year for their pacing gulémplementing their comprehension
strategy topicsBlitz Topics 2011-2012The school year, 2011-2012, each grade level
decided to choose their topics separately as des@bteams, rather than as a primary
and secondary group. Appendix D and E reflectttanges for each grade level. The
kindergarten team divided their topics by skillslamcluded mathematics skills, as well
in Appendix D. Their pacing chart stated spedifites the topics would be covered by,
rather than by trimester. Grades 1 through 5 ddfitheir pacing chart on a set of dates
illustrated in Appendix E (instructional specialigersonal communication, January 31,
2013; principal, personal communication, January2233).

Program Design Analysis: Data Collection Part I11

The Primary Investigator cross-referenced the @mogiesign analysis against
past and current research as it applied to eattuat®nal practice incorporated into the
Blitz design. This allowed the Primary Investigaim determine the Blitz program
design as it related to past and current actiopareted results.

The Blitz framework placed attention on instructiora setting that research had
previously proven strong correlations to achievemécording to Hallinger and
Murphy’s (1986) study, it was leaders who place emaitention on teaching and focused
achievement domains that had higher effects. Thed principal and instructional
specialist put together a model that research stggbpositive correlations with
achievement, with the following components in m{rigttie, 2009, p. 83).

Professional development. Six half-day early release days allowed for
professional development sessions for staff membkesparticipated in the Blitz

program. During the first half-day session, eadg level team of teachers, the
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instructional coach, and administrator met in srgadups to determine the Blitz schedule
of topics for the year. These subsequent halfsgmgions provided for on-going
development and training allowing teachers to pigudite actively in this unique school
based program. The Blitz program was fine-tunexhg&ar during professional
development days for each grade level. Theseabday sessions had provided
opportunities for teacher input and had allowedoimgoing discussions regarding
specifics about the successes and challenges 8litagorogram. Teachers also used
this opportunity to plan their Blitz sessions tdggtto maintain consistency within the
Blitz sessions.

The Primary Investigator noted that the Lakevieenigntary staff also
participated in additional training sessions dutingr six half-day early dismissal
professional development time to utilize the Stiglgnd program as a supplemental
instructional tool for the classroom setting, adl ae the Blitz small group sessions. The
Primary Investigator’s participation in these tragsessions allowed for access to
building assessment tools to implement during ttuelysisland pilot program that was
initiated during the last year for the fifth grastedents of the class of 2019. This aligned
with current research, The Rennie Center for Edoicdesearch and Policy’s (2011)
study recommended improving professional developrioerieachers regarding
differentiation of instruction practices, flexibi@nding for schools or districts that have
high mobility, additional support staff, and a chad accountability system that takes
mobility into consideration.

Small, fluid, flexible groups. Through conversations with the instructional

specialist and the school’s head principal (Januz0¢3) the Primary Investigator
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discovered the Blitz school-based design was aldatallow for students to move
fluidly in and out of groups as their skills devednl and improved. Students were
grouped first by grade levels, then according tueaement levels determined by
AIMSweb scores, MAP scores, and DRA reading assesssnNNAEP scores, and teacher
input. The framework of the Blitz program was ayM@ instruct students in English
Language Arts (ELA) in a small group setting, whichused on specific comprehension
strategies. Students and staff worked in smallgsavith pre-determined reading
strategy lessons to increase achievement in bathmg comprehension skills and
reading fluency rates. This aligned with previoesearch that focused on small-group
settings for increased achievement (Hiebert eil@b2; Taylor et al., 2000; Lou et al.,
2001; Fountas & Pinnell, 1996; Hattie, 2009).

Comprehension strategies. The Primary Investigator also learned the Lakeview
Elementary’s school district set comprehensioneagias for each grade level that had
pre-determined skills, which were collaborativelyosen based on Lakeview School
Districts initiatives in guided reading. Thesdiatives appeared in the district’'s adopted
Balanced Literacy program (Case Study School Rist2007, p. 10). Each school’s
beginning year, teachers collaboratively determm@&iitz schedule for each grade level
to incorporate into uninterrupted 40-minute sessiofeachers studied comprehension
strategies at building level professional developihmeeetings. The administration, the
building instructional leader, and each grade leadlaboratively decided which
strategies required their focus utilizing a dinastruction approach. They based their
decisions upon on a cross-referenced analysisedrégtthe administration team, which

consisted of building data, such as, MAP, AIMSWeRA, and NAEP scores.
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Appendix A illustrates the topics chosen for th@&@009 school year that this
dissertation study examined. The first year thezRIrogram took place the grades 2
through 5 focused on the same topics. Kindergatehgrade 1 did not participate in the
Blitz program the first year it was implementedaplementation during the first year
consisted of data that was collected from end P&dA scores, the previous years’ MAP
scores, as well as National Assessment of Educdtiroficiency (NAEP) scores. The
district also began implementation of the AIMSwebessment model across the school
district. Grade 3 was the grade level chosen tbggaate in the pilot study that collected
AIMSweb data for the entire district. Several @sbers’ studies suggested that
comprehension instruction was a powerful best prador increased achievement
(Rowe, 1985; Guthrie et al., 2007; Sencibaugh, 26i&tie, 2009).

Collaboration with colleagues. The Primary Investigator then noted at the
beginning of each school year, staff decided wkmmprehension strategies they would
focus on according to district standard and besttpres. Teachers met together and
examined data from their students’ previous yeaetermine specific instructional
needs there were for their current grade levelwahae. Topics were set according to
this data. Student groups were evaluated andtadjuss needed, according to
collaborative data interpretation, every four towweeks. Each year Blitz grade level
teams discussed, evaluated, and decided upon topieslude in the supplemental
reading program. They created pacing charts dahedirst grade level meeting of each
school year. The Primary Investigator determirned Lakeview’s use of collaboration

aligned with previous researcher’s conclusion tmdiboration is a powerful best
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practice used for formative decision-making (KhatKane, 1995; Taylor et al., 2000;
Taylor, 2007; IRA, 2007; Reeves, 2010).

Datadriven. Next, the investigator examined the process of &t@ff adjusted
student groups, as needed. The investigator detednadjustment took place according
to collaborative data interpretation, every foustoweeks. Session lengths and student
placement depended upon the specific skills taagtcurrent needs each grade level
needed. Lakeview staff based placement decisiomseavious analysis of norm-
referenced building data of student performandeis @&nalysis included cross-references
of data, such as the previous MAP exam scoresjquewand current formative
assessments, and AIMSweb assessment data. Cedgsigalso included student
assessment scores from their scheduled trimesteafve assessment evaluation, the
DRA (Development Reading Assessment). Every twibitee years, Lakeview
Elementary qualified for the criterion-based assesd, the National Assessment of
Education Progress (NAEP). When NAEP data wadablaj Lakeview staff included
students’ scores in order to help to determineestuglacement and the length of each
Blitz session. The NAEP assessment broke data dawrspecific categories, which
allowed the administration and the instructionaaoto consider any specific needs of
gualified subgroups based on categories such asgtaphics, Individualized Education
Program (IEP), Language English Proficient (LEFfyjgan American (AA), Caucasian
(C), Asian (A), Hispanic (H), English Language Lear (ELL), and Free or Reduced
Lunch (FRPL). Teachers continued to adjust instoador continued growth (Reeves,
2010). Lakeview teachers also adapted, modified,caeated differentiated, independent

work for specific groups of students. The Primbuayestigator determined teachers
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utilized appropriate amounts of time and learnechash as they could learn about their
students (Khattri & Kane, 1995; Taylor et al., 200@ylor, 2007; IRA, 2007; Reeves,
2010). These practices aligned with current re$earc

Fluency practice. The Primary Investigator noted that Lakeview staff
incorporated reading fluency practice in to eadtzBbtation. Students spent
approximately 20 minutes weekly on reading proleEsghed to increase students’
reading rates. Students who participated in ResgptmIntervention (Rtl) practiced
fluency probes approximately 40 minutes weeklyud8nts were verbally tested for
improvement every three to four weeks, accordingpéar Rtl plan that had a strict
schedule and data collection process. The Pritm&stigator determined the use of
fluency practice in the supplementary Blitz modagjreed with current research (Taylor
et al., 2000; Therrien, 2004). Therrien’s (200@eaarch resulted in effect sizes of
(d=0.76) for immediate transfer and (d=.50) fortfansfer.

Reading exposure. Next, the Primary Investigator noted that students
participated in Blitz sessions with an approximb student teacher ratio, 40 minutes,
five days a week, unless there was an early disinilss/ or a school-wide assembly, or
other school-wide function that prevented schedBl@d sessions. Since current
research suggested reading exposure was an effg@ctctice, the Primary Investigator
determined this to be an effective practice fosaldents. Hattie's (2009) research
examined six meta-analyses that resulted in actedfee of (d=0.36), which ranked 76
out of 138 of his meta-analysis collection of stuligt related to achievement.

Early intervention. The Primary Investigator learned that during2889-2010

school year, the administration team at Lakevieanténtary determined early
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intervention to be Lakeview Elementary’s focusifareasing comprehension for all
students, therefore, year 2 (2009-2010) of Lake\E#swnentary’s Blitz program included
kindergarten in the daily Blitz rotations. Thisoabed for kindergarten students to benefit
from early intervention by participating in a diféatiated curriculum setting to meet
their needs, as well. Years 2009-2010 through ZIP, all students at Lakeview
Elementary participated in the Blitz program.

Hattie’s (2009) meta-analysis consisted of 16 naetalyses, which determined
the practice of early intervention to have an dffgze of (d0=0.47), which was considered
significant. The administration team encouragaghers to post their strategy plans and
process in their grade level on-line WIKI, whiclhoated for continued partnership within
and between grade levels. This helped the stafh ke mind that continued collaboration
was considered a best practice and allowed cordidaeelopment of their teaching
practices, which had the potential to reach aliistis on their individual levels
(Schmoker, 2006; Dufour, Dufour, Eaker, & Many, 800The Primary Investigator
determined that including the early primary studemas an effective strategy, according
to research.

Direct instruction. Teachers used direct instruction to instruct sttslena
small group setting using research driven instometi techniques, such as guided reading
(Stockard, 2010; Hattie, 2009). Teachers scaftbttieir instruction, which allowed
learners to have extended practice through a graelease approach. Instruction
included district curriculum comprehension stratsgaccording to grade level needs for
each group of students placed within their groupsect instruction was the chosen

method to teach and re-teach skills that studée$s’'scores indicated a need. Teachers
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gave students plenty of guided practice, which éeglgtudents achieve mastery learning
for each comprehension strategy. Current resesargbested direct instruction was a
successful instructional method to aid studentseetmme proficient on grade level
material. According to Borman et al. (2002):

the models meeting the highest standard of evilddicect Instruction, the

School Development Program, and Success for Adlttze only CSR models to

have clearly established, across varying contendsvarying study designs, that

their effects are relatively robust and that thelets, in general, can be expected

to improve students’ test scores. (p. 37, para. 5)

Borman et al. (2002) examined 29 studies thatedled comprehensive school reform
models. These researchers found direct instruttidrave the largest average effect size
(+0.21) and to be of high fidelity in 49 studiedyieh suggested that direct instruction
was a reliable instructional practice (Adams etZ98; Borman et al., 2002; Stockard,
2010; Hattie, 2009). The Primary Investigator deiaed the use of direct instruction in
the Blitz session to be a researched based eféestiateqgy.

Formative and summative data. Teachers worked together on early release
days, which happened approximately six half daysaa. During these professional
development sessions, teachers collaborated anstingients’ needs according to
summative and formative data collected, which idetlianecdotal records, fluency
practice numbers, progress monitoring records, &/bpplicable, as well as DRA, MAP
assessments, and AIMSweb R-CBM scores. Lakeviafivgeated and shared specific
teaching strategies that applied to their studetgtérmined needs. During one of their

early release days, teachers created additiorsngsans to share as best practice
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examples. Teachers organized those new suppleméesaons into crates for intra and
intergrade level use for their future Blitz sessidreachers included models of direct
instruction, as well as collaborative group exammpteshare with one another to add to
their collection of resources. Black and Willia®98) reported their review of 700
results that regarded formative assessment uge iddassroom as highly effective. They
stated, “The research reported here shows conelydivat formative assessment does
improve learning” (Black & William, 1998, p. 615chmoker (2006) agreed. He
believed that working with formative assessmentltesllowed teams of teachers and
principals to guide their instructions. He stat@&tjncipals need to look at evidence that
teams are crafting and improving lessons and tmggsther, adjusting their instruction on
the basis of formative assessment results” (Schm@ke6, p. 143). Therefore, the
Primary Investigator determined the use of fornetigsessment in the supplemental
Blitz reading model aligned with current researghich suggested its use was an
effective practice.

The building principal and instructional speciabsared summative and
formative building data with the Primary Investigatsuch as, MAP, AIMSweb, DRA,
and Study Island assessment scores. The Primaegtigator collected data from the
students from the fifth grade cohort group from2041-2012 school year. In order to
evaluate the achievement of students in the caslg sthool’s Persistent, Transitional,
and Transient populations, the investigator inctLithe data in the development of
testing models 1, 2, 3, and 4 for the analysihisf tase study. The investigator included
this data the case study’s methodology secttatistical Data Analysis: Data Collection

Part V.
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Decreasing disruptive behavior. The Primary Investigator noted that teachers
reported few behavior issues during their Blitzssass. The Primary Investigator
discovered that research suggested that decredismgptive behavior had a positive
impact on scores. According to a 2002 study, tolascence, delinquent behavior was a
significant predictor of underachievement, evenmagention problems were
controlled” (Barriga et al., 2002, p. 237).

Study Island use. According to Watts’ (2009) case study in her agsb,
collection and analysis of aggregate data andssitati testing suggested that schools that
utilize Study Island in their reading programs hhigher achievement scores than
schools that do not. According to another researdracht (2011), the Study Island
instrument was a powerful tool for student instiwctand assessment. He noted how
students participated in formative assessment withealizing they were evaluated. His
guantitative study investigated the effect of Stiglgnd on student achievement, as
measured by MAP scale scores. Bracht’s evaluainded, “It would be beneficial to
determine whether this method of identifying studdar interventions and tutoring was
effective and accurate” (p. 159). Therefore, theBry Investigator determined the use
of their Study Island assessment pilot programmasher effective choice, which was
considered a best practice.

The Study Island program was used during the 2@I-3chool year within the
regular classroom setting at Lakeview Elementdtgwever, the Primary Investigator
was asked by the administration team to implemgilioa that included assessments for
the current fifth-grade students. The Primary tigator accepted the task and

participated with the fifth grade teaching teanifthFgrade teachers worked together, to
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collaborate with the Primary Investigator. Theyedmined test questions within the
Study Island program that would create a focussiruction and allow for collecting
data to evaluate growth in achievement, as welicasieate a testing environment that
would allow all students the same testing expegenkhis was to aid in the validity of
the test itself, as research has suggested. Tsagénee students assessments on the same
days, assessed the entire class in the computey f@btect the testing environment, and
gave feedback to each other. The continuous fekddbbwed teacher to determine if
their students reached their proficiency goalgletermine by the district-adopted
curriculum, which included state standard learmotgcome goals. The Primary
Investigator determined that protecting the teséingironment was an important, as
suggested by researcher, Yates (2004).

According to Yates (2004), authorfthat Does Good Educational Research
Look Likeresearchers have long debated over how reseasalddbe conducted. Yates
discussed quotes from Hamilton (1977) about belgailitke hemlines” (Yates, 2004, p.
29-30). “Before-and-after research designs assbatennovatory programs undergo
little or no change during the period of study.sThuilt-in premise is rarely upheld in
practice” (Hamilton, 1977, pp. 7-9).

While another researcher, authosfaluation of Research MethodBennett,
2003, pp. 29-30), noted Norris’ (1990) beliefs ttiet environment must have prior
planning and control: “Educational evaluationl®at social planning and control”
(Norris, 1990, p. 16). Another researcher, Steshd1975) suggested that teachers have

a crucial role in evaluation and that evaluatiothis key element in curriculum
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evaluation. He suggested teachers should studytbek themselves. He
recommended that teachers needed to take on thefralresearcher as well.

The Primary Investigator determined that the fgthde Blitz Study Island
Assessment Pilot program aligned with current netegegarding collaboration,
controlled testing environment, and providing fesdb(Khattri & Kane, 1995; Taylor et
al., 2000; Taylor, 2007; IRA, 2007; Reeves, 201ger & DeNisi, 1996; Marzano,
2007; Hattie, 2009). The Primary Investigator &aathers created assessments
collaboratively.

In order to evaluate student achievement in the sagly school’s Persistent,
Transitional, and Transient populations, the ingasor included Study Island testing
pilot scores from two Blitz sessions’ pre-and pest§. The investigator created the data
analysis testing as model 4. The methods useahfalysis are included in this case study
and discussed withirgtatistical Data Analysis: Data Collection Part V.

Comprehension strategies. The Primary Investigator noted that the staff at
Lakeview Elementary collaborative discussed thesseteach comprehension strategy
topic for each grade level. Staff used the sameqss to determine the pacing guide for
the school year. Changes were made as needs wadeeaware and agreed upon by the
grade level teachers and the administration te@ine Primary Investigator determined
the use of comprehension strategies as an insinattiocus was considered an effective
practice according to past and present research.

Ongoing development. Each year, the Blitz program was slightly re-desitjn

during professional development days for each giead. Then, teachers had the
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opportunity to discuss which topics were importantvork on according to data,
summative and formative feedback, from the preveni®ol year.

The Blitz school-based design was created to ditwmwstudents to move in and
out of groups as their skills developed and gréwvas meant to be fluid and formative
to help students move from wherever they are aeltteem as far as they can go. This
was true in the ongoing development of the Blizgoam. It remained fluid in its
development, which allowed for continuous fine-hgnto better meet students’ needs.
This practice aligned with Reeves’ (2010) reseatdh.believed that providing feedback
to professionals who assessed their present congeelevels that were designed for
growth through continuous learning goals, allowesaithers to grow, just as it did for
students (Reeves, 2010).

Case Study School Comparison to DOD Schools: Data Collection Part IV

Next, the Primary Investigator compared collectath@dardized data MAP
(Missouri Assessment Program) TerraNova scores thentase study school to the
TerraNova scores from a Department of Defense (D§abdol located in North
Carolina. This data comparison helped the Prinargstigator to determine similarities
and differences noted from a school system thashatent demographics that were
similar, yet had different achievement outcomes.

Table 20 indicates the case study on transienestadt Lakeview Elementary
study did not replicate data with a North Carol@D school district setting, which
could be due to differences in backgrounds, SE& family involvement. The Primary
Investigator compared North Carolina DOD'’s distriesults with results of the case

study school district and the case study schobk Hrimary Investigator analyzed data,
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which suggested that the North Carolina DOD disttid not have lower scores within

similar demographical groups, such as African Agariand Caucasian.

Table 20
Comparison of North Caroling DOD Data and Case $thdta for Transient Students
Data # # Took % African Caucasian
Collection Enrolled Test  Proficient American (©)
or ADV (A)

North Carolina 8263 2162 64% 54% 69%

DoDEA Data

Missouri Case 5518 1179 54% 35% 67%

Study-District Data

Missouri Case 608 285 38% 24% 57%

Study-School Data

Note.The primary investigator calculated from the Depamt of Defense Activity website and
Missouri Comprehensive Data System: http://mcds.des.gov/Pages/default.asp

DOD schooal district. The Primary Investigator discovered through catidg
research on the Department of Defense Educatioivicf2013) website that 8,263
students attended the Department of Defense Eduacattivity (DoDEA) district in
North Carolina during the 2011-2012 school yeahne Primary Investigator determined
that students from this district scored above therall national average of 50%, on the
nationally normed TerraNova test with 64% of studevho scored proficient or
advanced. DoDEA Director, Marilee Fitzgerald, sthin an American Forces Press
Service interview,

DOD schools struggle with a 35 percent turnovestudent body every year,

challenging teachers not only to learn new nameddares, but also to assess

each child’s abilities and deal with the varian€gvbat they are taught from

school to school. (Daniel, 2012, para. 4)
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Fitzgerald also noted, that “DOD schools not ordyénhigh student turnover, but the
system’s teachers are transient as well” (Dan&l22 para. 7).

DOD school. The Primary Investigator also learned that dutireg2011-2012
school year, third, fourth, and fifth grade studesxtcounted for 2,162 of the total
population of students, 58% of whom scored an &eeod 58% proficient or above
proficient in the reading portion of the test. Tiw® largest ethnic groups were of
Caucasian and African American ethnicity. Fiftys#fgoercent of the African American
students scored proficient or advanced, and 69&eoAfrican American students scored
proficient or higher in the area of reading. Thigary Investigator noted similar scores
through other schools within the Department of Deéschool system (Department of
Defense Education Activity, 2013).

Case study school district. The Primary Investigator determined through the
Department of Elementary and Secondary Educati®@S@®) website, (2013), the case
study school district had 5,518 enrolled during26&1-2012 school year. Thirty-five
percent of the African American students scoredigemt or higher, and 67% of the
African American students scored proficient or atbeal in the area of reading (Missouri
Comprehensive Data System, 2013).

Case study school. The Primary Investigator also determined throthghDESE
website (2013), that the case study school, Laketdkmentary, had approximately 608
students enrolled during the 2011-2012 school yédrthe 285 students who were in
third, fourth, and fifth grade, 38% scored profitier advanced in the area of reading.
The two largest ethnic groups were also African Aoam and Caucasian ethnicity.

Twenty-four percent of the African American studestored proficient or advanced, and
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57% of the Caucasian students scored proficieatisanced in the area of reading
(Missouri Comprehensive Data System, 2013).
Statistical Data Analysis: Data Collection Part V

The Primary Investigator chose a quantitative me:tthat utilizedz-tests to test
for difference in means, which measured achievemmedtacademic growth. The
Primary Investigator also chose to utilizeests to test the differences in variance of
academic achievement scores. In order to detemalagonships between independent
and dependent variables the investigator also eghpiie Pearson Product Moment
Correlation Coefficient Model (PPMCC).
Table 16

Hypothesis Independent and Dependent VariablesSaatistical Tests

Hypothesis Independent Variables Dependent Variables Sta%s;cal
1 Mobility Groups A, B, and C DRA Scores z-test
2 Mobility Groups A, B, and C AIMSweb R-CBM Z-test

Scores
3 Mobility Groups A, B, and C AMSweb R-CBM F test
Scores
4 Mobility Groups A, B, and C MAP 2010-2012 PCC
4 Free and Reduced Lunch Scores
Status
5 Mobility Groups A, B, and C )
MAP 2010-2012 PPMCC
5 African American Ethnicity Scores
6 Mobility Groups A, B, and C )
I\S/IAP 2010-2012 PPMCC
6 Caucasian Ethnicity cores

7 Mobility Groups A, B, and C  Study Island Scores z-test
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Table 21 represents each data model chosen anédwstatistical test
connected to each hypothesis and student mobilityy This table also illustrates the
independent and dependent variable for each statisgst.

The building principal and instructional speciaikared building data with the
Primary Investigator, such as, MAP, AIMSweb, DRAd&tudy Island assessment
scores. The Primary Investigator collected daimfthe students from the fifth grade
cohort group from the 2011-2012 school year.

In order to determine growth comparisons the Prynirawestigator created testing
model 4. This model analyzed scores through tkeotiaz-test for difference in means.
After statistical analysis of testing model 4, Brémary Investigator determined that the
teachers’ tests given to all fifth grade level stig in the Blitz model setting, did not
address formative decision-making, which was that gtudy goal. The investigator
noted that the pretest scores were low and yidittexilgrowth on posttests. Therefore,
the Primary Investigator determined the use of Wtalhnd, as implemented in the pilot
program within the Blitz model, did not address tmagstudents’ independent
instructional needs. Students were not testelisnparticular pilot on the same level
they received instruction, which made it diffictdtdetermine growth. The investigator
determined the pilot did however give teacher'®lswf proficiency or lack-there-of, for
reporting purposes. The Primary Investigator ledrirough research, that the Study
Island program was designed to meet students wheyewere and guide students along
their instructional path through a non-threatenggjing and instructional environment,

as noted by Bracht in his 2011 dissertation study.
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Mobility population groups. The Primary Investigator compared the results of
four data models to determine growth rates, vagaand correlations to achievement for
the fifth grade, 2011-2012 cohort group of studelnésed on their transiency status.

For the purpose of comparing students based ocanttoeint of time they spent in
the Blitz reading model, data was collected an@woied into sample populations.
Students were divided into three sample populaioops, defined by the amount of
time they have been enrolled in specific gradeltevAs indicated in Table 22, they were
categorized as the Persistent, Transitional, aadsient populations, and were labeled as
Persistent Group-A (Persistent), Transitional Gr8uf@ ransitional), and Transient
Group-C (Transient).

Table 22

Mobility Groups

Transiency Group Population Entered Lakeview
A Persistent PK/1
B Transitional 2/3
C Transient 415

In order to analyze achievement of students whoadndifferent mobility patterns,
the Primary Investigator labeled all participantsovparticipated in the Blitz intervention
model into one of three categories. Students lEtralt Lakeview Elementary since
grade 4 and/or grade 5 who participated in Blitz4i® minutes daily, according to the
primary and elementary Blitz schedules, were labakthe Transient population.
Students present since grade two and/or grade amabad participated in Blitz for 40
minutes daily, according to the primary and eleragnBlitz schedules, were labeled the

Transitional population. Students enrolled sinesphool, kindergarten and/or grade 1
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and have participated in Blitz since grade 2 (wB&tz began) for 40 minutes daily,
according to the primary and elementary Blitz scihesl were labeled the Persistent
population.

Students who were enrolled at Lakeview Elementeargesgrade 4 and/or grade 5
and participated in Blitz since for 40 minutes gaslccording to the primary and
elementary Blitz schedules, were the Transient [adjon. Students, who were present
since grade 2 and/or grade 3 and participateditm #Ir 40 minutes daily, according to
the primary and elementary Blitz schedules, weeeTitansitional population. Students
who were enrolled since preschool, kindergarterdargitade 1 and have participated in
Blitz since grade 2, for 40 minutes daily, accogdia the primary and elementary Blitz
schedules, were called the Persistent populafitve Persistent population was the only
population that participated in the Blitz readingdel all four years it existed. Students
who were not present for both pre-and posttestth®Study Island scores for any given
comprehension strategy session were removed frersttidy. Students who did not
have data sets from other normative tests that e@rgared, such as MAP (Missouri
Assessment Program) scores, AIMSweb R-CBM (Rea@mgprehension-Based
Measurement) scores, DRA (Developmental Readinggsssent) scores were removed.
Students who enrolled and un-enrolled and re-esttdth this elementary school from
2008 through 2012 were excluded from this studyty=one out of 122 fifth grade
students entered the case study school sometinmggdbeir kindergarten year or first
grade year. Twenty-four students entered during egond grade or third grade year,

and 38 entered during their fourth or fifth gradaary
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Table 23

Eligible Participants

Label Data Set: School YearsEntered # of Students

. , 2005 - 2006

Persistent Persistent Group-A 2007 - 2008 PK/K/1 41 students
" " 2008 - 2009

Transitional Transitional Group-B 2009 - 2010 213 26 students
, . 2010 - 2011

Transient Transient Group-C 2011 - 2012 4/5 34 students

Total 101

Two students enrolled, left and then came baclordier to remain consistent
with data collection within the methodology, thenRary Investigator excluded them
from the study, as were other students whose @atig/ or exit date prevented collection
of full data sets. This allowed 101 eligible stat$efrom the class of 2019 to be
compared to one another (Table 23).

Table 24

Data Reference Table

Time Formative

Test Type Measurement Administrator Frame  Summative Referenced
MODEL 1
Verbal Independent Begin/End Formative Standardized
DRA Written  Reading Level Teacher Trimester
As needed Summative  Criterion
MODEL 2
AIMSweb Verbal Fluenc Trained Begin/End Formative Standardized
R-CBM y Assessment Trimester
Team As needed Summative  Norm
MODEL 3
. Annual .
MAP-CA ertt_en Proficiency Teac_he_r Grades Summative Standardized
Multiple specialists
X 3-5 Norm
Choice
MODEL 4
Study Multiple Comprehension 5th grade Begin/End Summative  Standardized

Island Choice teachers (pilot) Each Blitz
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Data measurement descriptions. Table 24 illustrates each test type, which
included who administered the test, when tests wéneinistered, whether the test was
formative or summative, and how it was referenced.

Classroom teachers, members of a trained assestraantparaprofessionals, or
reading specialists administered assessments.dém to triangulate data, the teachers
used both formative and summative testing modeds&dyze data to determine growth
and instructional needs. Each chosen data modedumed different parts of reading,
such as, verbal and written comprehension, flueg@de level equivalency, and

independent reading level.

Data
Models
I
MODEL1 MODEL? MODEL3 MODEL4
Grade 5 Grade§ Grade: 3,4,5 Grade$
DRA AIMSweb CA-MAP STUDY ISLAND
2010:2012
i , — ; .

Post-Test
End“year

Pre-Test
Begin

i—‘—ﬁ
Pre-Test \/ Post-Test \ | 2000 | 2011 | 2012 Grade 5; Grade5:
Fall 2011 Witer /' Grade3 | Graded Grade Topic L Topic3

Retell Paraphrase Connect/Visualize

. Post-Test ..

Figure 1 Data Models

Figure 1.lllustrates each data model and the assessmentapply to each model, such as:
Model 1: DRA assessments, Model 2: AIMSweb R-CBlgeasments, Model 3: MAP
assessments, and Model 4: Study Island assessments.
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Figure 1 divided assessment data into four testindels, which made it easier
for the Primary Investigator to illustrate the dekesen, which analyzed the

supplemental Blitz program. This figure also rejerged what grade level the case study

participants were in for each data set analyzed.

Hypothesis
Testing

¥ Y 1] v
MODEL 1 MODEL2 MODEL 3 MODEL 4
DRA RCBM CA-MAP STUDY
‘ v—‘—v ¥ ‘v v ;
Hypothesis Hypothesis || Hypothesis | | Hypothesis Hypothesis Hypothesis| | Hypothesis
One Two Three Four Five Six Seven

1 ! [ 13 {43 (i3 |
O O O EOCEOOEO ®

[ |

Z-Test: FTest: Z.Test: i;"L"g PPNC PPNC Z-Test:
Compare Compare Compare Sub AA Subgroup C Subgroup Compare
Growth Variance Growth A cl:li e?r::::)n Achievement Achievement Growth

Figure 2 Hypotheses Testing For Each Data Model
Figure 2.The Primary Investigator created a second visuaehihat illustrated each data model

and their respective hypotheses that were tesigdré=2). Figure 1 and 2 explained the
methodology in a format easy to understand and oeinemd for approval of the IRB submission.

Figure 2 allowed the primary investigator to ddserlata chosen for analysis as it

applied to each hypothesis. Mobility group A wasmpared to groups B and C for data
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models 1, 2, and 4. Data model 3 compared alethrebility groups to one another in
correlation studies for FRLS, AA ethnicity, and thracity. These four data models
answered hypotheses 1 through 7.

Coding system. The Primary Investigator created a coding systehplotected
the privacy of the school district, case studyding, teachers and participants in the
cohort study group. Students’ names were remorddcades were applied, such as 1A,
2A, and 3A for the Persistent population samplaignmembers, 25B, 26B, and 27B for
the Transitional population samples, and 71C, ‘&2d,73C for the Transient population.
Once data was collected from the school’s filegas organized into a spreadsheet that
allowed for anonymity. The spreadsheet also altbthe Primary Investigator to
determine complete data sets for each assessnpent The Primary Investigator also
determined that if the sample sizes were too sma¥puld be appropriate to use
nonparametric testing. It was also determinedts s&re too small for statistical testing,
descriptive reporting was to be employed.

The Primary Investigator determined the methodoloigye study and sent the
proposal to be considered by the IRB, which was@amu. The investigator received the
IRB approval letter and forwarded the letter to shperintendent of schools, as well as
the administrator of the building where the stualyktplace. The investigator then
received an additional letter from the superintenaé schools, which provided
guidelines as to how data must be collected to ra@mnonymity. The investigator then

collected data, coded it, and maintained it in deeprotected computer.
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Statistical Testsand Hypotheses

Each testing model represented is paired with yip@thesis used for statistical
testing. This visual model was used to illustthe comparison of each mobility group
to the Persistent Group-A. For descriptive purpp$eansitional Group-B was also
compared to Transient Group-C, even though it veapart of the hypothesis.
Descriptions of those results were noted in thsectudy as well.

Hypothesis Testing

There were approximately 120 students in this dotpaup of students with 101
students eligible for analysis from the class di20Each category, such as: Persistent
Group-A, Transitional Group-B, and Transient Grdtipwere compared to one another.
There were four models used for testing: DRA scokdélglSweb R-CBM scores, MAP
data scores, and Study Island pilot data scores.

Model 1: DRA Scores

The Primary Investigator created model 1, whichugzd on analysis of DRA
(Developmental Reading Assessments) data collektedg the 2011-2012 school year.
Analysis of model 1 determined results for hypoihietatement 1.

Hypothesis statement 1. Students attending Blitz sessions at this eleamgnt
school for a longer length of time, characterizgabmparison of the Persistent Group-A
to the Transitional Group-B and the Transient GrQupvill yield an increase in
achievement in scores, as measured by DRA scores.

Hypothesis 1 table. The statistical tests used for analysis of DRA daéa
represented in Table 25. In order to create vigugphs for reporting purposes, the

Primary Investigator collected DRA pretest and f@sstscores, then tested hypothesis 1
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through mobility group comparisons. Persistentupré was compared to Transitional
Group-B, Transitional Group-B to Transient Groupa@d Persistent Group-A to
Transient Group-C. The Primary Investigator thempared Group B to Group C for
descriptive purposes, not to answer the hypottstgiesment. To test for differences in
means, the Primary Investigator used the statistitast, which compared the difference
in means and allowed the investigator to measwwttyrrates in comparison to one
another.

Table 17

Testing Table Hypothesis 1

Statistical Test PMOblmtf.y Mobility Population
Test # opulation
z-test for difference in A B
1 variance
fall 2011 and spring 2012 B C
DRA Assessments A C

Note Mobility population Group A will be compare with roiity population Groups B and C. Group B
will also be compared to Group C for descriptivegmses, not to test Hypothesis 1.

Table 18

DRA Data Population Samples

Label Data Set: Entered LakeviewNumber _Of
students:

Persistent Persistent Group-A PK/K/1 39 stuslent

Transitional 'I;ransnlonal Group- 2/3 23 Students

Transient Transient Group-C 4/5 32 students

Total Sample Participants 94
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DRA data population samples. Two students in sample A population group
moved prior to the posttest, leaving 39 out of #ents for inclusion in this sample
group. Three students moved prior to taking th&tpst in Transitional Group-B,
leaving 23 out of 26 for inclusion in sample B ptation group. Two students moved
prior to taking the posttest in Group C, leavingsB2dents in sample C population group.

Scores from 94 students out of 101 were includetisstatistical test (Table 26).

Table 19
DRA Assessment Descriptive Data
Fall 2011 Spring 2012

Descriptive Statistics Persistent Group-A
Mean 51.076 55.333
Standard Error 2.370 2.372
Standard Deviation 14.802 14.813
Sample Variance 219.125 219.438
Kurtosis -0.202 -0.737
Skewness 0.130 -0.196
Descriptive Statistics Transitional Group-B
Mean 55.333 50.260
Standard Error 2.372 2.986
Standard Deviation 14.813 14.324
Sample Variance 219.4385 205.201
Kurtosis -0.737 -0.433
Skewness -0.196 0.222
Descriptive Statistics Transient Group-C
Mean 42.125 50.260
Standard Error 2.2823 2.986
Standard Deviation 12.910 14.324
Sample Variance 166.693 205.201
Kurtosis 1.701 -0.433

Skewness 0.784 0.222
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DRA assessment descriptive datatable. Table 27 represents the descriptive
data for each population sample of the fifth gredleort group in this study for fall 2011
and spring 2012 DRA scores. This table allowedRhmary Investigator to compare

descriptive statistics and rank groups in ordeaabfievement.

Model 2: Winter and Spring 2012 R-CBM AIMSweb Scores

The Primary Investigator created model 2, whichugsd on analyzing AIMSweb
R-CBM data collected during the 2011-2012 schoakryel'he Primary Investigator’s
Analysis of model 2 determined results for hypo#isestatements 2 and 3.

Hypothesis statement 2. Students attending Blitz sessions at this eleangn
school for a longer length of time, characterizgabmparison of the Persistent Group-A
to the Transitional Group-B and the Transient GrQupvill yield a decrease in variance
in scores, as measured by AIMSweb R-CBM scores.

Hypothesis statement 3 Students attending Blitz sessions at this elemgntar
school for a longer length of time, characterizgabmparison of the Persistent Group-A
to the Transitional Group-B, and the Transient @rQy will yield a larger growth rate as
measured by AIMSweb R-CBM scores.

Hypothesistesting tables 28 and 29. The statistical tests used for analysis of

AIMSweb R-CBM data are represented in Table 28TEadule 29.
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Table 28
Testing Table: Hypothesis 2
Test # Statistical Test Mobility Population Mobility Population
F test for difference in
. A B
variance
> fall 2011 and winter 2012 B c
AIMSweb R-CBM
A C

3 assessments

Note Mobility population Group A will be compare with toiity population Groups B and C. Group B
will also be compared to Group C for descriptivegmses, not to test Hypothesis 1.

The Primary Investigator compared Group B to GrGujpr descriptive purposes,
not to answer the hypothesis statement. The Pyilnaestigator used the statisti¢al
test for difference in variance to answer hypothesiestion 2 and the statistieakest for

difference in mean to answer hypothesis question 3.

Table 20

Testing Table Hypothesis 3

Statistical Test PMOblm,;[.y Mobility Population
Test# 1 opulation
z-test for difference in means A B
fall 2011 and winter 2012 B C
AIMSweb R-CBM assessments A C

Notes. Mobility population Group A will be compared withafility population Groups B
and C. Group B will also be compared to Group ICdfescriptive purposes, not to test Hypothesis 1.
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Table 21
AIMSweb R-CBM Assessment Descriptive Data
Fall 2011 Winter 2012

Descriptive Statistics Persistent Group-A
Mean 155.868 138.447
Standard Error 6.931 6.766
Standard Deviation 42.729 41.712
Sample Variance 1825.847 1739.929
Kurtosis -0.514 -0.802
Skewness -0.335 -0.359

Descriptive Statistics

Transitional Group-B

Mean

Standard Error
Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Kurtosis

Skewness

Descriptive Statistics

Mean

Standard Error
Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Kurtosis

Skewness

116.125 136.416
6.935 7.818
33.978 38.304

1154.548 1467.21
-0.202 0.061
-0.687 -0.479
Transient Group-C

124.969 139.454
6.997 7.049
40.195 40.497

1615.655 1640.068
0.505 -0.192

0.443 0.007

11
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AIM Sweb R-CBM assessment descriptive data table. Table 30 represents
descriptive data for each population sample ofiftiegrade cohort group in this study
for fall 2011 and 2012 winter AIMSweb R-CBM scoreRhis data allowed the Primary
Investigator to compare the pre- and post-assessuoeres with one another and rank
groups in order of achievement.

Model 3: MAP (Missouri Assessment Program) Scores

The Primary Investigator created model 3, whichugsd on analysis of
communication arts MAP data collected during th@222010, 2010-2011, and 2011-
2012 school year (while participants were in gradé, and 5). For the purposes of this
study, the two ethnicities that represented thatgst change, African American and
Caucasian, were reviewed while compared to otlnem@ties for significant increase in
academic achievement. Next, categories of studembsqualified for free and reduced
lunch, compared to those who did not qualify wendewed These MAP scores were
statistically tested to measure correlations aghtether each mobility population’s MAP
scores from 2010 through 2012 correlated to FRL8¢gBr Reduced Lunch Status), C
(Caucasian) ethnicity, and AA (African Americanhcity.

The Primary Investigator computed correlation aogfhts (the absolute value of
-r) to measure the strength of the relationship betwibe independent variable (FRLS)
and the dependent variables (2010 through 2012 Btdifes to analyze hypothesis 4).
The Primary Investigator then repeated the proesteasure the strength of the
relationship between the independent variables §Aé C ethnicity) and the dependent

variable (2010 through 2012 MAP scores).



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 41

Table 22
Table | Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Caxélint (PPMCC) Values
Mobility 2010 2011 2012
Population
A 0.301 0.301 0.308
B 0.381 0.381 0.410
C N/A 0.406 0.406

Note.PPMCC Table | is from Bluman (2009).

The Primary Investigator referenced Bluman’s (20Bi@mentary Statistics Table
| to determine critical values for Pearson’s Mom€ngfficients (PPMCC). Table 31
notes the-coefficient critical values for a two-tailed testdetermine significance of
relationships between variables. Analysis of m@&leéétermined results for hypotheses
statements 4, 5, and 6.

Hypothesis statement 4. For FRPL status, there is a relationship between
mobility statuses, characterized by samples oPsistent Group-A to the Transitional
Group-B, and the Transient Group-C, and achievemnethie 2011-2012 population at
this elementary school, as measured by MAP scores.

Hypothesis Statement 5. For AA, there is a relationship between mobility
statuses characterized by samples of the PersSteap-A population to the
Transitional Group-B, and the Transient Group-Q@ achievement in the 2011-2012
population at this elementary school, as measuyddAP scores.

Hypothesis statement 6. For Caucasian subgroup status, there is a relaijpns

between mobility statuses, characterized by sangfldse Persistent Group-A to the
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Transitional Group-B, and the Transient Group-Q@ achievement in the 2011-2012

population at this elementary school, as measuwyddAP scores.

Hypothesistestsfor MAP (Missouri Assessment Program) assessments. The
statistical tests used for analysis of MAP datarapeesented in Table 32. The Primary
Investigator compared Persistent Group-A, B, angi@g the Pearson’s Product

Moment Correlation Coefficient (PPMCC) test.

Hypothesis 4, 5, and 6 testing table. The statistical tests used for analysis of
MAP data are represented in Table 32. In ordereate visual graphs for reporting
purposes, the Primary Investigator collected 20t0Ough 2012 MAP data, then tested
hypothesis 4, 5, and 6 through analysis of Peasgdroduct Moment Correlation

Coefficient (PPMCC).

Table 32

Testing Table Hypothesis 4, 5, and 6

Statistical Test Mobility Population I\P/Iob|I||t3:_
Test# 1 opulation
Pearson’s Product Moment A B
Correlation Coefficient B C
2010 — 2012 Map A C

Assessments

Note Mobility population Group-A will be compare with raidity population Groups-B and C.
Group B will also be compared to Group C for dgsore purposes, not to test Hypothesis 1
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In order to compute the PPMCC for hypothesis 4 Rtimary Investigator
assigned variables of numerical 1 and numericab2FRLS=1 while, not FRLS=2.

Next, in order to compute the PPMCC for hypothésithe Primary Investigator assigned
variables of numerical 1 and numerical 2, as: Ain@dmerican=1 while, not African
American =2. Last, in order to compute the PPMGChiypothesis 6, the Primary
Investigator assigned variables of numerical 1munaerical 2, as: C ethnicity=1 while,
not C ethnicity=2.

MAP (Missouri Assessment Program) descriptive data. Data from Table 33
represents descriptive MAP Data for the fifth gradbort group of students while they
were in grades 3 (2010), 4 (2011), and 5 (2012)is Table represents the data collected
for three years of MAP data to be compared foretations to ethnic groups and FRPL

status and to rank groups in order of achievement.
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Table 33

Missouri Assessment Program 2010-2012 Descripta®@ D

Persistent Group-A Transitional Group-B Transienp-C

Descriptive Statistics 2010

Mean 633.951 626.960 N/A
Standard Error 8.018 7.404 N/A
Standard Deviation 51.341 37.024 N/A
Sample Variance 2635.997 1370.790 N/A
Kurtosis 5.815 2.848 N/A
Skewness -2.103 -0.967 N/A
Descriptive Statistics 2011

Mean 659.170 651.92 641.695
Standard Error 5.250 6.028 5.886
Standard Deviation 33.617 30.142 28.228
Sample Variance 1130.145 908.576 796.857
Kurtosis 0.603 -0.906 -0.730
Skewness -0.498 -0.270 -0.221
Descriptive Statistics 2012

Mean 673.128 664.619 656
Standard Error 5.032 7.082 4.546
Standard Deviation 31.425 32.456 26.51
Sample Variance 987.535 1053.447 702.6
Kurtosis 1.118 1.899 2.721

Skewness 0.186 -1.068 0.450
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Model 4. Study Island

The Primary Investigator created model 4, whichussd on analysis Blitz data
collected from Study Island pre- and posttest dati®cted during the 2011-2012 school
years. The Primary Investigator’'s analysis ofrtiedel answered hypothesis 7.

Teachers collectively generated matching pretestpasttest assessments with
sets of questions they gathered from their Stuldyhésassessment bank. These
assessments were given to all students in gradeisgdthe 2011-2012 school year. The
Primary Investigator randomly chose two out of i@ possible Blitz sessions to analyze
for hypothesis testing in model 4. There weredlgeparate topics tested within this data
model. The first data set included pretest anditgstsscores on story retell and
paraphrasing. This assessment was one assessitieh#\guestions. The second data
set included two Blitz topics 4-A and 4-B, whiclcésed on connections and visualizing.
These two topics were taught during the same ortdtut had two separate sets of
pretests and posttests data collected for analy$is. first test in this Blitz model had six
guestions and the second test had six questionstalrof three Blitz tests were analyzed
from two different Blitz sessions; the second amarth sessions. Analysis of model 4
determined results for hypothesis statement 7.

Hypothesis statement 7. Students attending Lakeview Elementary’s Blitz
program for a longer length of time, characteribgadcomparison of the Persistent Group-
A to the Transitional Group-B, and the Transiendb@-C, will yield a larger growth rate
as measured by Study Island test scores topidél(paraphrase) and topic 4-A

(connections) and 4-B (visualizing) (Table 34).
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Table 23

Testing Table Hypothesis 7

Statistical Test PMObI'“tt.y PMObII“iy
Test # opulation opulation
A B
1 z-test for difference in
2 means B C

Note Mobility population Group-A will be compared withahility population Groups-B and C. Group B
will also be compared to Group C for descriptivegmses, not to test Hypothesis 1.

Study Island descriptive datatable. Tables 35 and 36 represent the descriptive
data for each population sample of the fifth gredleort group in this study for pre- and
posttest scores from two topics in the Study Islaihat study. This data allowed the
Primary Investigator to compare the pre- and pssessment scores with one another
and rank groups in order of achievement. Thedesatlowed the primary investigator
to see descriptive statistical data, which notedntiean scores, standard error, sample
variance, kurtosis, and Skewness for pre- and geigtiata, which allowed for the
creation of visual graphs noting changes betweeh ewbility group. Table 35
represented Study Island assessment data collieotedhe second topic (retell and
paraphrase), while Table 36 represented Studydslaeessment data collected from
topic 4-A (connect) and 4-B (visualize) of the Blgessions for the 2011-2012 school
year. These two topics were randomly chosen &dissical analysis by the primary
investigator.

Students participated in 10 Blitz sessions, whattused on 13 topics for the

2011-2012 school year, which began on Septem®0H8, (Appendix E).
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Table 24

Study Island Assessment Descriptive Data: Topic 2

Pretest Posttest

Descriptive Statistics

Persistent Group-A

Mean

Standard Error
Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Kurtosis
Skewness

Descriptive Statistics

Mean

Standard Error
Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Kurtosis
Skewness

Descriptive Statistics

Mean

Standard Error
Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Kurtosis
Skewness

58.76 57.5
2.737 3.148
17.09 19.66
292.2 386.4
4.831 3.414
-0.996 -0.642
Transitional Group-B
57.14 55.06
3.069 3.086
15.03 15.12
226 228.6
1.792 2.588
-0.305 -0.330
Transient Group-C
56.71 54.75
2.845 2.825
16.35 16.23
267.2 263.4
2.126 2.925
-0.095 -0.543

Teachers instructed students on the topics reg@liaraphrasing for the second

Blitz session, while the fourth topic had two st@ies, connections and visualizing. The

Lakeview Elementary school fifth grade studentsapeite first session on September

26, 2011. Teachers implemented the pretest dtimdjrst week of the session and the

posttest during the final week of the session, Wiasted through October 14, 2011.

Teachers provided all students the same test éoprid+ and posttest.
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Table 25

Study Island Assessment Descriptive Data Topica#eéPd-B Descriptive Statistics

Pre- Post- Pre- Post-
Connections Connections  Visualize Visualize

Persistent
Mean 62.63 65.65 71.08 78.42
Standard Error 4.532 4,585 4412 4.136
Standard Deviatior 26.04 26.34 25.73 24.12
Sample Variance 292.2 386.4 661.9 581.6
Kurtosis 1.857 2.313 2.876 2.255
Skewness -0.08906 -0.4243 -0.6444 -0.8034

Transitional
Mean 48.66 55.34 64 65.34
Standard Error 4.4 5.064 6.137 6.228
Standard Deviatior 22 25.32 30.68 31.14
Sample Variance 484.1 641 941.5 969.6
Kurtosis 2.667 1.648 1.938 1.747
Skewness 0.5808 -0.4046 -0.406 -0.4967

Transient
Mean 47.61 65.65 55.36 68.45
Standard Error 5.536 4.585 6.185 4,563
Standard Deviatior 29.3 26.34 32.73 24.15
Sample Variance 858.3 693.6 1071 583
Kurtosis 2.358 2.313 1.745 2.036
Skewness 0.5042 -0.4243 -0.04073 -0.2592

Lakeview Elementary fifth grade students begarfdbieth session on November
7, 2011and were given the pretest during the first weethefsession. Teachers
implemented the posttest during the final weekhefgession, which lasted through

December 2, 2011. All students were given the sasteor the pretest and posttest.
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This descriptive data allowed the Primary Investg#o compare the pre- and post-
assessment scores with one another and rank girmopder of achievement.

Normal distribution of data. The Primary Investigator analyzed all sets oadat
for normal distribution. Pearson’s Index (Bluma609, Table 1) was considered, as well
as quartiles and outliers (Appendix F). Accordioddluman’s (2009) index I, numbers
that were not equal to, or greater than +1 or efyuat less than -1.00 were not
significantly skewed. The Primary Investigator cliided that 37 out of 39 data sets in
model 4 were not significantly skewed.

Quartilesand outliers. The Primary Investigator analyzed each data set for
outliers by determining Quartiles and IQR (Inter&@iie Range) against the Pearson’s
Index. This allowed the investigator to deterntimat each set of data for each testing
model was normally distributed.

Testing models with skewed scores. The Primary Investigator determined that
the Pl values were not equal to, or greater tha@0+@r equal to or less than -1.00, with
the exception of Persistent Group-A’s pretest séaréhe DRA assessment scores used
in model 1 and Transitional Group-B’s posttest esdor topic 4-A. The Pearson’s
Index for the data model 1, Persistent Group-A'stigst data set was +1.24. This PI
score suggested that this data set was skewed tagtit, which indicated a weaker
statistical test result for analysis. The othdadzt that was questioned regarding
outliers and skewed results was data collected fravdel 4-Study Island posttest scores
from topic 4-B. The Pearson's index for this dagwas -1.35, which suggested that this

data set was skewed to the left, which also ind@tatweaker statistical test result for



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 82

analysis (Appendix F). It was concluded that #tleo data sets were distributed normally
(Bluman, 2009).
Conclusion

The methods created for this study cross-referedatavailable within the
supplemental Blitz reading model at Lakeview Eletagn The Primary Investigator
created categories of separated of data, withindata-set models. In order to analyze
scores for students who had remained at Lakeviemg&htary for specific amounts of
time, data was separated by date according to wtuelents began participation in the
program. The investigator chose four separate stato evaluate outcomes in order to
give a thorough analysis of differences in achiesenhgrowth, variance, and

correlational values as it applied to SES and ettynand related to mobility status.
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Chapter Four: Data Analysis

Lakeview Elementary struggled with problems ofthigobility and low
academic achievement levels in the areas of matiesyeand communication arts. The
high mobility rate and declining MAP (Missouri Assenent Program) test scores
became the focus of the principal of Lakeview Eletagy. Few programs addressed,
and studied complications acquired due to trangienthin schools that were useful to
other school systems with similar variables. Th&dview Elementary principal
developed a research driven supplemental progrdmechvwocused on differentiated
direct instruction in small, on-level groups. Ptio the study, the building-level
supplemental Blitz program had not been formallgleated as to how well it met
students’ continuously changing needs at LakevieamEntary. The methodology of
this study allowed the Primary Investigator to gareoverall analysis of student growth
as a result of student participation in the Bléading model, which allowed the
administrator to determine how well the Blitz pragr model increased achievement for
students in three mobility groups: Persistent, $tteonal, and Transient. This study gave
evidence that guided the principal at Lakeview Eatary in instructional decision
making for the following years in this transien¢mlentary school.

Chapter Four describes the hypothesis models ankgults of each hypothesis
test. The Primary Investigator chose a quantegativethod that utilizedtests for
difference in means, which checked for significacitievement and academic growth.
The Primary Investigator chose to utilizdgests for difference in variance of academic

achievement scores. In order to determine polaet@tionships between independent
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and dependent variables the investigator also eghpiie Pearson Product Moment
Correlation Coefficient analysis (PPMCC).
Null Hypotheses Statements

Null hypothesis statement 1. Students attending Blitz sessions at Lakeview
Elementary for a longer length of time, characttiby comparison of the Persistent
Group-A population to the Transitional Group-B plgtwn and the Transient Group-C
population, will not yield an increase in achievemia scores, as measured by
Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) assesSItamess

Null hypothesis statement 2. Students attending Blitz sessions at Lakeview
Elementary for a longer length of time, characttiby comparison of the Persistent
Group-A population to the Transitional Group-B plgtwn and the Transient Group-C
population, will not yield a decrease in variangecores, as measured by AIMSweb R-
CBM assessment scores.

Null hypothesis statement 3. Students attending Lakeview Elementary’s Blitz
program for a longer length of time, characteribgadcomparison of the Persistent Group-
A population to the Transitional Group-B populatemd the Transient Group-C
population, will not yield a larger growth rateragasured by AIMSweb R-CBM scores.

Null hypothesis statement 4. For Free and Reduced Lunch Status (FRPL), there
is no relationship between mobility statuses, otter&zed by samples of the Persistent
Group-A population, the Transitional Group-B popiaa, and the Transient Group-C
population and achievement for the 2011-2012 fjfthde students at Lakeview

Elementary, as measured by MAP scores.
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Null hypothesis statement 5. For students of African American (AA) ethnicity,
there is no relationship between mobility statusbaracterized by samples of the
Persistent population to the Transitional Groupepydation and the Transient Group-C
population and achievement for the 2011-2012 fifthde students at this elementary
school, as measured by MAP (Missouri Assessmergrinm assessment scores.

Null hypothesis statement 6. For students of Caucasian (C) ethnicity, thereois n
relationship between mobility statuses, charaatdrizy samples of the Persistent Group-
A population to the Transitional Group-B populatemd the Transient Group-C
population, and achievement for the 2011-2012 fififide students at this elementary
school, as measured by MAP assessment scores.

Null hypothesis statement 7. Students attending Blitz sessions at Lakeview
Elementary for a longer length of time, characttiby comparison of the Persistent
Group-A population to the Transitional Group-B plgtwn and the Transient Group-C
population, will not yield an increase in achievenia scores, as measured by Study
Island assessment scores.

Statistical Tests

The primary investigator analyzed data within ftasting models. Model 1
included null hypothesis 1, which analyzed pre- post-test DRA data with atest for
difference in means. Model 2 included null hypste2 and 3, which tested pre- and
posttest AIMSweb R-CBM data for potential decreasmiance utilizing thé test and
for decreased averages utilizing thest for difference in means. Model 3 includedl nu
hypotheses 4, 5, and 6, which tested 2010 thro0gR ®lissouri Assessment Program

(MAP) scores for potential relationships betweeseFand Reduced Lunch Status
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(FRLS), African American (AA) ethnicity, and Cauaas (C) ethnicity utilizing the
Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation coefficiel®NFCC) analysis. Model 4 included
null hypothesis 7, which tested pretest and pds&esly Island data with atest for
difference in means.

Table 37 represents each data model chosen, thieypalthesis tested, the
statistical test applied, and the student mobgiyup(s). This table also illustrates the
independent and dependent variable for each statisgst. Each testing model
represented is paired with the null hypothesis dsedtatistical testing.

Table 26

Hypothesis Independent and Dependent VariablesSaatistical Tests

Hypothesis Independent Variables Dependent Variables?g’lsttIStICaI
1 Mobility Groups A, B,and C  DRA Scores z-test
2 Mobility Groups A, B, and C AlMSweb R-CBM z-test
Scores
3 Mobility Groups A, B, and C AlMSweb R-CBM F test
Scores
4 Mobility Groups A, B, and C )
M(;B(\)I?eZSON 2012 PPMCC
4 Free and Reduced Lunch Statu
5 Mobility Groups A, B, and C i
I\S/I(,:D(\JFr’eZSOlO 2012 PPMCC
5 African American Ethnicity
6 Mobility Groups A, B, and C )
[\S/IAP 2010-2012 PPMCC
6 Caucasian Ethnicity cores

7 Mobility Groups A, B, and C  Study Island Scores  ztest
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Model 1 Hypothesis Testing Results

The first model focused on analysis of DRA (Devehgmtal Reading
Assessments) data collected during the 2011-20i@s$gear and null hypothesis
statement 1. A-test for difference in means of DRA scores was$goered.

Analysisfor hypothesis 1 testsfor DRA. Three tests were performed on DRA
assessment data of the sample populations ofgiiitiers for the school year 2012. Each
Transient status group, A, B, and C was testediain score growth and compared to
each other.

Null hypothesis1. Hop: Students attending Blitz sessions at Lakeviewrteletary
for a longer length of time, characterized by tleesistent Group-A, will not yield an
increase in achievement in scores, as measurediBydoores.

Test one.

Table 27

z-test Two-Sample for Means: Persistent Group-A&maasitional Group-B

A Growth B Growth
Mean 4.256 8
Known Variance 181.511 39.636
Observations 39 23
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
z -1.4823
P (Z<=2) two-tail 0.1382
z Critical two-tail 1.959

Comparison of Persistent Group-A to Transitionad @B yielded a-test value
of -1.48. Comparison to the critical value of # @bes not allow rejection of the null
hypothesis. Therefore, even though Transitionalu@+B provided an observable larger

growth between pretest and posttest, the amougroefth was not significantly larger
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than that exhibited by Persistent Group-A. The hybothesis was not rejected.
Persistent Group-A did not yield a significant e&se in achievement in scores, as
measured by DRA scores when compared to Transit{ercp-B.

Test two.

Table 28

z-test Two-Sample for Means: Transitional Groupr8 &ransient Group-C

C Growth B Growth

Mean 11.687 8
Known Variance 94.479 39.636
Observations 32 23
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0

z 1.705

P (Z<=2z) two-tail 0.088

z Critical two-talil 1.959

Comparison of Transitional Group-B to Transient @reC yielded a-test value
of 1.71. Comparison to the critical value of 1difs not allow rejection of the null
hypothesis. Therefore, even though Transient Gypovided an observable larger
growth between pre- and posttests, the amountooithrwas not significantly larger than
that exhibited by Transitional Group-B. The nulpbthesis was not rejected.
Transitional Group-B did not yield a significantiease in achievement in scores, as
measured by DRA scores when compared to TransientpaC. Thisz-test compared
the two more Transient groups (B and C) to proadeitional perspective on student

academic growth.
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Test three.
Table 29.

z-test Two-Sample for Means: Persistent Group-Amatsient Group-C

A Growth C growth

Mean 4.256 11.687
Known Variance 181.511 94.479
Observations 39 32
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0

z -2.69

P (Z<=z) two-tail 0.007

Z Critical two-tail 1.959

Comparison of Persistent Group-A to Transient GrGupelded az-test value of
-2.69. Comparison to the critical value of -1.@kfes allow rejection of the null
hypothesis. Therefore, the Transient Group-C gnaftl1.68 points between pre- and
posttests was significantly larger than the groefth.25 points exhibited by Persistent
Group-A. The null hypothesis was rejected andalternative hypothesis was supported.
Transient Group-C did yield a significant increasachievement in scores, as measured
by DRA scores when compared to Persistent Group-A

Descriptive data hypothesis 1. Descriptive data included pre- and posttest mean
scores for all three mobility groups. Persisterdup-A yielded the highest achievement
scores in both pre- and posttests. Transitionau@B and Transient Group-C yielded
similar pretest results, however, Transient Grouge@ed a higher posttest average than
Transitional Group-B. Group C posttest scores waggior to Persistent Group-A by

2.82%, while Transitional Group-B’s average postsesres were inferior by 10.09%.
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DRA Average Means Pretest and Posttest Scores

° e | A—
Q y | ] _— ]
72 | | Ae——— —
o 50 — | — |
80 | — — — pu—— |
& — = d— = d— ]
= I - I ] I |
4 40 — = — = — ]
- — = — = — ]
I . I . I |

— - — - — ]

§ 30 — ] — — | — —
— = — = — ]

/A — = — = — ]
I - I ] I |

20 — | — — | — — —

— = — = — ]

— = — = — ]

T . T | . T | | 7
pa | > I | 4 1 » pd
0
Persistent A Transitional B Transient C
& DRA Pretest-Fall 51.07 42.26 42.12
DRA Posttest-Spring 55.33 50.26 53.81

Figure 3 DRA Average Means P- and Posttest Scores

In this case, the most transient group achieveadlaeh growth rate and closed t
gap to the modRersister mobility group by -2.82%.
Model 2 Hypothesis Testing Results

The second model focused on analysis of AIMSw-CBM data collectet
during the 20112012 school year and analysis resulthypothesis statemes 2 and 3.

Analysisfor hypothesis 2 testsfor AIMSweb R-CBM. Three tests wer
performed on REBM Fluency asessment data of the sample populations of fiftdgrs
for the school year 2012. Eamobility group, A, B and C watested foipotential
decrease in variance and compared to each These tsts are represented in tab41
through 43.

Null hypothesis 2. Hp: Students attending Blitz sessions at Lakeview Etdarg

for a longer length of time, characterized byPersistent Group, will not yield a
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significant decrease in variance of scores, whenpaoed to Transitional Group-B, and
Transient Group-C, as measured by R-CBM scores.

Test one.
Table 41

F test Two-Sample for Variance — Group-A and Gr8up-
Persistent Group-A  Transitional Group-B

Mean 17.421 20.291
Variance 329.169 161.085
Observations 38 24
d.f. 37 23
F 2.043
P (F<=f) one-talil 0.036
F Critical one-tail 1.925

Comparison of Persistent Group-A, AIMSweb R-CBMrespto Transitional
Group-B AIMSweb R-CBM scores, yielded Briest value of 2.04. Comparison to the
critical value of 1.92 does allow rejection of tindl hypothesis. Therefore, Transitional
Group-B did provide a significant decrease in vareg at a 95% confidence level, when
compared to Persistent Group-A, and thereforeratare hypothesis was supported.

Test two.

Table 42

F test Two-Sample for Variance Group-B and Groupé&St 2

B Decrease C Decrease
Mean 20.29166667 14.48485
Variance 161.0851449 145.4451
Observations 24 33
d.f. 23 32
F 1.107532476
P (F<=f) one-tail 0.388342328

F Critical one-tail 1.873476071
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Comparison of Transitional Group-B AIMSweb R-CBMbses, to Transient
Group-C AIMSweb R-CBM scores, yielded Briest value of 1.10. Comparison to the
critical value of 1.87 does not allow rejectiontloé null hypothesis. Transitional Group-
B did not provide a significant decrease in vareanttest scores at a 95% confidence
level when compared to Transient Group-C, and tbexdhe alternate hypothesis was
not supported.

Test three.

Table 43

F test Two-Sample for Variance Group-A and Groupest 3

Persistent Group-A  Transient Group-C

Mean 17.42105263 14.48484848
Variance 329.169274¢% 145.4450758
Observations 38 33
d.f. 37 32
F 2.26318610¢%

P (F<=f) one-tail 0.010350302

F Critical one-tail 1.77931549¢

Comparison of Persistent Group-A, AIMSweb R-CBMrsspto Transient
Group-C AIMSweb R-CBM scores, yielded Briest value of 2.26. Comparison to the
critical value of 1.77 does allow rejection of tingl hypothesis. Therefore, Transient
Group-C did provide a significant decrease in vaz& at a 95% confidence level, when
compared to Persistent Group-A, and therefore lteenate hypothesis was supported.

Descriptive data and hypothesis 2 analysis. Descriptive data for decreases in
variance is consistent with hypothesis testingrsiB&nt Group-A yielded variance of
329.16, while Transitional Group-B yielded a vaoarmf 161.08, and Transient Group-C

yielded a variance of 145.44.
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AIMSweb R-CBM Average Means Pretest and Posttest Scores
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Analysis of hypothesis 3. Three tests were performed oM Fluency
assessment data of the sample populations ofgfiiitlers for the school year 2012. E
mobility group, A, B and C 'astested for mean score growth and compared to
other. These tests are representecables 44 through 46.

Null hypothesis 3. Ho: Students attending Blitz sessions at Lakeview Etdarg
for a longer length of time, characterized byPersistent Group, will not yield an
increase in achievement in scores, as measured\dgweb F-CBM smres

Test one.

Comparison of Persistent Gr¢-A, AIMSweb R-CBM scores, to Transition.
Group-B AIMSweb REBM scores, yielded e-test value of0.73. Comparison to tt

critical value of 1.96 does not allow rejectiontioé null hypothes.
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Table 30

z-test Two-Sample for Means — Group-A and Group-B

Persistent Group-A Transitional Group-B

Mean 17.42105263 20.29166667
Known Variance 329.1693 161.0851
Observations 38 24

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0

z -0.732113017

P (Z<=2) two-tail 0.46409958¢

z Critical two-tail 1.95996398¢

Therefore, Persistent Group-A did not provide aisigant decrease in variance, at a
95% confidence level, when compared to TransitiGralup-B, and therefore the
alternate hypothesis was not supported.

Test two.
Table 31

z-test Two-Sample for Means Group-B and Group-C

Transitional Group-B  Transient Group-C

Mean 20.29166667 14.48484848
Known Variance 161.0851 145.4451
Observations 24 33
Hypothesized Mean

Difference 0

z 1.741403361

P (Z<=z) two-tail 0.08161289¢

z Critical two-tail 1.95996398%&

Comparison of Transitional Group-B, AIMSweb R-CBbbses, to Transient
Group-C AIMSweb R-CBM scores, yielded-#est value of 1.74. Comparison to the
critical value of 1.96 does not allow rejectiontleé null hypothesis. Therefore,

Transitional Group-B did not provide a significalgicrease in variance, at a 95%



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 14

confidence level, when compared to Transient GrGupnd therefore the alternate
hypothesis was not supported.

Test three
Table 32

z-test Two-Sample for Means Group—A and Group-C

Persistent Group-A Transient Group-C

Mean 17.42105263 14.48484848
Known Variance 329.1693 145.4451
Observations 38 33

Hypothesized Mean Differenc 0

z 0.81217974¢t

P (Z<=z) two-tail 0.4166885

z Critical two-talil 1.95996398¢E

Comparison of Persistent Group-A, AIMSweb R-CBMrsspto Transient
Group-C AIMSweb R-CBM scores, yielded-#est value of .81. Comparison to the
critical value of 1.96 does not allow rejectiontleé null hypothesis. Therefore,
Persistent Group-A did not provide a significantr@ase in variance, at a 95%
confidence level, when compared to Transient Gréupnd therefore the alternate
hypothesis was not supported.

Model 3 Hypothesis Testing Results

The Primary Investigator’s third model focused oalgsis of MAP data
collected during the 2010-2012 school year and thgsis statements 4, 5, and 6. The
Primary Investigator created model 3, which focuse@nalysis of communication arts
MAP data collected during the 2009-2010, 2010-2@ht, 2011-2012 school years

(while participants were in grades 3, 4, and 5).
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Analysisfor hypothesis4. PPMCC tests were performed on MAP assessment
data of the sample populations of fifth graderstt@ school years 2010 through 2012 to
test for correlations to FRLS.

Null hypothesis4. Ho: For FRPL status, there is no relationship between
mobility status, characterized by samples of thsiBent Group-A to the Transitional
Group-B and the Transient Group-C, and achievemethie 2011-2012 population at
this elementary school, as measured by MAP scores.

Analysisfor hypothesis4 testsfor M AP assessments 2010-2012. Three tests
were performed on MAP assessment data for the sgkacs 2010 through 2012. Each
mobility group, A, B and C were compared to luntdtiss of free and reduced or pay and
are represented in Tables 47 through 49.

Test one.

Table 33

PPMCC Lunch Status Persistent Group-A

Lunch status: FRPL & Pay Correlation-r ppymcc Critical Value HO: P=0

2010 0.36 +.30 Reject
2011 0.46 +0.30 Reject
2012 0.37 +0.33 Reject

Students in Group-A yielded a significant mild toderate positive correlation
score of 0.36 in 2010, a higher, significant motkepsitive correlation score of 0.46 in
2011, and then a lower, significant mild to modenadsitive correlation score of 0.37 in
2012.

For these results to be considered representatiamedationship that is not due to

chance, the PPMCC Index was referenced (Blumarg,3200/91). MAP scores from
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2010 from Group-A yielded aR-value of .36 with a criticaR-value range of +0.30. The
null hypothesis, B3: r=0, was rejected. MAP scores from 2011 fromu@ré yielded an
R-value of 0.46 with a PPMCC criticBvalue range of £0.30. The null hypothesis, H
r=0 was rejected. MAP scores from 2012 from PastsGroup-A yielded aR-value of
0.37 with a PPMCC criticdR-value range of £0.33. The null hypothesig; H0 was
rejected.

For FRPL status, while there not a significanttreteship between mobility status
and achievement in the fifth grade 2011-2012 pdmriat Lakeview Elementary, as
measured by MAP scores for Persistent Group-Agthes a significant mild to
moderate correlation that was not due to chan@®rding to Pearson’s Product Moment
Coefficient Critical Value Index. Therefore thellfuypothesis was not rejected for
Persistent Group-A, hypothesis 4. There was dioekhip between mobility status and
FRLS, as measured by 2010 through 2012 MAP scores.

Test two.

Table 34

PPMCC Lunch Status Transitional Group-B

Lunch status: FRPL & Pay Correlation-r PPMCC Critical Value HO: P=0

2010 0.18

+0.38 Do not reject
2011 0.22 +0.38 Do not reject
2012 0.19 +0.43 Do not reject

Students in Transitional Group-B yielded a corielascore of 0.18 in 2010 with
a PPMCC criticaR-value range of £0.38, a correlation score of 22011, with a

PPMCC criticalR-value range of £0.38, and a correlation score.b® vith a PPMCC
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critical R-value range of +-0.43. These correlati®malue scores do not fall outside the
two-tailed critical ranges. For each case, thémypothesis, HO: r=0 was not rejected.
For FRPL status, Transitional Group-B, there isanc¢lationship between mobility
status and FRLS, as measured by MAP scores anelvachéent. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was rejected for Transitional Group-dthesis 4.

Test three.
Table 35

PPMCC Lunch Status Transient Group-C

Lunch status: FRPL and PayCorrelation-r PPMCC Critical Value HO: P=0

2011 0.30 +0.43 Do not reject
2012 0.38 +0.43 Do not reject

Students in Transient Group-C yielded a correlasicore of 0.30 during 2011,
with a PPMCC criticaR-value range of £0.43 and a higher correlation 38012, also
with a criticalR-value range of £0.43. There were no scores fan3ient Group-C
during 2010 since they were not in attendance kéviaw Elementary during this time.

These correlatioR-value scores did not fall within the two-tailedtical ranges
of £0.43. For each case, the null hypothesis, HO:was not rejected. Therefore, for
FRPL status, there is not a relationship betweehilitostatus and FRLS, as measured
by 2011 through 2012 MAP scores, in the fifth grad&é1-2012 Transient population at
Lakeview Elementary that could be considered nettduwchance. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was rejected for Transient Group-C, thgms 4.

Descriptive data and hypothesis 4 analysis. According to statistical tests,

Persistent Group-A did not reject the null hypoitbed herefore the data suggested there
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was a positive relationship with FRPL status to@atment scores for all three MAP
years, 2010 through 2012.

Analysisfor hypothesis5. PPMCC tests were performed on MAP assessment
data of the sample populations of fifth graderst@ school years 2010 through 2012 to
test for correlations to AA ethnicity.

Null hypothesis5. HO: For AA, there is no relationship between mapili
statuses characterized by samples of the Persmtpntation to the Transitional Group-
B and the Transient Group-C, and achievement ir2€i€4.-2012 population at this
elementary school, as measured by MAP scores.

Analysisfor hypothesis5 testsfor MAP (Missouri Assessment Program) 2010
through 2012. Three tests were performed on the MAP data fostheol years 2010
through 2012. Each mobility group, A, B and C wampared to the ethnicity status of
AA and are represented in tables 50 through 52.

Test one.

Table 50

PPMCC AA Ethnicity and Other Persistent Group-A

AA Ethnicity and Correlation-r

other PPMCC Critical Value HO: P=0
2010 0.23 +0.36 Do not reject
2011 -0.09 +0.46 Do not reject

2012 0.15 +0.37 Do not reject

Students in Persistent Group-A yielded a weak tatiom score of 0.23 in 2010
with a PPMCC criticaR-value range of £0.36. The correlation score reduo a slight
correlation of -0.09 in 2011 with a PPMCC critiealalue range of £0.46 and then

increased to a weak correlation-r of 0.15 in 201tk &w PPMCC criticaR-value range of
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+0.37. All three sets of scores did not fall odésthe critical range. Therefore, it could
not be concluded that these scores were not defgatace. Any relationships are weak
and observable only. There was no significantigahip between any ethnicity and
mobility status.

Test two.
Table 51

PPMCC AA Ethnicity and Other Transitional Group-B

AA Ethnicity and Correlation-r

other PPMCC Critical Value HO: P=0
2010 0.36 +0.38 Do not reject
2011 0.29 +0.38 Do not reject
2012 0.44 +0.41 Reject

Students in Transitional Group-B yielded a milditoderate correlation score of
.36 in 2010 with a PPMCC critic&value range of £0.38. The correlation to free and
reduced lunch status decreased to a mild corrakatad 0.29 in 2011 with a PPMCR-
value range of £0.38 and then increased to a mtaleaarelation of 0.44 in 2012 with a
PPMCCR-value range of £0.41. The 2010 and 2011 cortacores did not fall
within the critical value range and therefore coutd be considered not due to chance.
However, the 2012 correlation score did fall witkte critical value range and that score
was considered not due to chance at a 95% conkdewel.

For AA subgroup status, there was not a significalationship between mobility
status and AA ethnicity, as measured by 2010 thr@@i1 MAP scores in fifth grade
2010 and the 2011 Transitional population at LageenElementary. The null hypothesis
was rejected for those two years. However, for2BE2 year, th&®-value did fall within

the critical value range, and therefore, thoseescarere considered not due to chance.
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Therefore, for AA subgroups status, there was @ifstggnt mild relationship between
mobility status and achievement in the fifth gr&@42 population at Lakeview
Elementary, as measured by MAP scores for TramsitiGroup-B.

Test three.
Table 52

PPMCC AA Ethnicity and Other Transient Group-C

AA Ethnicity and other  Correlation-r PPMCC Criticdhlue HO: P=0

2011 0.48 +0.41 Reject
2012 0.35 +0.41 Do not reject

Students in Transient Group-C yielded a moderatesladion score of 0.48 in
2011 with a PPMC®-value range of +0.41. This score fell within tiréical value
range and therefore was considered not due to ehartwe correlation to AA ethnicity
and achievement, as measured by MAP scores dedreaaanild to moderate
correlation of 0.35 in 2012 with a PPMCGE®Bvalue range of £0.41 which did not fall
within the critical range and therefore could netdonsidered not due to chance.

For AA subgroup status, there was relationship betwmnobility status and
achievement in the fifth grade 2011 Transient patoh at Lakeview Elementary, as
measured by MAP scores for Transient Group-C. rélsionship was a moderate
average correlation of 0.42 to AA ethnicity stafmsTransient Group-C. Null
hypothesis 5 was not rejected for Transient Groigp2011 MAP scores. For AA
subgroup status, there was not a significant geiahip between mobility status and
achievement in the fifth grade Transient 2012 patoih at Lakeview Elementary, as
measured by MAP scores for Transient Group-C. Nypothesis 5 was rejected for

Transient Group-C’s 2012 MAP scores.
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Descriptive data and hypothesis 5 analysis. According to statistical tests,
Persistent Group-A did not have a statistical dati@n to African American (AA)
Ethnicity status and achievement for the 2010 thino2012 MAP, and therefore rejected
null hypothesis 5. However, Transitional GroupRBld ransient Group-C did not reject
the null hypothesis, for at least one of the yearsng the three 2010 through 2012 MAP
years examined.

Group-B (Transitional mobility population) scoregasitiver-coefficient value
of 0.44, for the 2012 MAP year, which fell withing PPMCCR-value critical range of
+0.41. This suggested a positive correlation tet not considered due to chance.
Group-C (Transient mobility population) scored &ipge r-coefficient value of 0.48, for
the 2011 MAP year, which also fell within the PPM@&alue critical range of £0.41.
This suggested moderate positive correlationswieae not considered due to chance for
those two mobility populations during those two Mpéars.

Null hypothesis6. HO: For Caucasian subgroup status, there is noaeship
between mobility status, characterized by sampiéiseoPersistent Group-A to the
Transitional Group-B and the Transient Group-C, atldievement in the 2011-2012
population at this elementary school, as measwyddAP scores.

Analysisfor hypothesis 6 testsfor MAP (Missouri Assessment Program)
2010-2012. Three tests were performed on the MAP data fostheol years 2010
through 2012. Each mobility group, Persistent @y Transitional Group-B, and
Transient Group-C were compared to the ethnicatustof C (Caucasian) and are
represented in tables 53 through 55.

Test one.
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Table 36

PPMCC Caucasian Ethnicity and Other Persistent Gréu

C Ethnicity and other  Correlation-r ppypcc Critical Value  HO: P=0

2010 -0.20 +0.30 Do not reject
2011 0.06 +0.30 Do not reject
2012 0.00 +0.31 Do not reject

Students in Persistent Group-A yielded a mild datren score of -0.20 in 2010
with a PPMCC criticaR-value range of +0.30, a higher mild correlationrecof 0.05 in
2011 with a PPMCC criticd®-value range of £0.03, and then again a lower tation
score of 0.00 in 2012 with a PPMCC critiealalue range of £0.31. All three sets of
scores did not fall outside the critical range.e Hull hypothesis was not rejected, in each
year. Therefore, it could not be concluded thas¢hscores were not due to chance.

For C subgroup status, there was not a relatipristtween mobility status and C
ethnicity, as measured by 2010 through 2012 MARes;an the fifth grade 2011-2012
Persistent population at Lakeview Elementary. €foge the null hypothesis was
rejected for Persistent Group-A, hypothesis 6.

Test two.

Table 37

PPMCCCaucasian Ethnicity and Other Transitional Group-B

C Ethnicity and other ~ Correlation-r pppmcc Critical Value  HO: P=0

2010 -0.44 +0.38 Reject
2011 055 +0.38 Reject
2012

-0.60 +0.41 Reject
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Students in Transitional Group-B yielded a modecateelation score of 0-.44 in
2010 with a PPMCC criticdk-value range 0£0.38. The correlation to Caucasian
ethnicity status decreased to a larger correlaifo0.55 in 2011 with a PPMCC critical
R-value range af 0.38 and then increased again to a larger coioglat -0.60 in 2012
with a PPMCC criticaR-value range of £0.41. Transitional Group-B hagl iighest
correlation to scores when compared to Groups A,GnThis was considered a
moderate correlation (Bluman, 2009, p. 539).

For C ethnicity status, while there not a significeelationship between mobility
status and achievement in the fifth grade 2011-Z@#lation at Lakeview Elementary,
as measured by MAP scores for Transitional Grouth&,e was a moderate correlation
that was not due to chance according to PearseatuEt Moment Coefficient Critical
Value Index.

Therefore the null hypothesis was not rejectedfansitional Group-B,
hypothesis 6. There was a relationship betweenlityaktatus and AA ethnicity status,
as measured by 2010 through 2012 MAP scores fortduesitional population,
Transitional Group-B. The relationship was moderrelation of achievement to
Caucasian ethnicity status for Transitional Group-B

Test three.

Table 38

PPMCC Caucasian Ethnicity and Other Transient Gr@lip

C Ethnicity and other  Correlation-r PPMCC Critis&dlue HO: P=0

2011 -0.35 +0.41 Do not Reject
2012 -0.30 +0.41 Do not reject
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Students in Transient Group-C yielded a moderateslation score of -0.34 in
2011 with a PPMCQ®-value range of £+0.41. The correlation to Caucasthinicity
status increased slightly to a smaller moderateetaiion of -.03 in 2012 with a PPMCC
R-value range of £0.41. Transient Group-C yieldedaerage moderate correlation of
-0.33.

For Caucasian subgroup status, there was not dicag relationship between
mobility status and achievement in the fifth gr&2@a1-2012 populations at Lakeview
Elementary MAP scores for Transient Group-C, wiiah be considered not due to
chance. For C subgroup status, there was noaaaeship between mobility status and
C ethnicity, as measured by 2010 through 2012 M&d?es, in the fifth grade 2011-2012
Persistent population at Lakeview Elementary. €foge the null hypothesis was
rejected for Transient Group-C, hypothesis 6.

Descriptive data and hypothesis 4, 5, and 6 analysis. Descriptive statistics for
each MAP year for all three groups ranked in oaddhe time they entered Lakeview
Elementary. Overall mean scores ranked in ord@veést to highest, with the Persistent
group who scored the highest, the Transitional gnebo scored in the mid-line, and the

Transient group who scored the lowest.
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2010-2012 MAP Average Means Scores
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Figure 5 2010 -2012 MAP Average Mean Sco
Model 4 Hypothesis Testing Results

The fourth model focused on analysis of Study dlassessment data collec
during the 20112012 school year aranalyzed hypothesis 7.

Analysisfor hypothesis 7. This assessment was given to all students in
were in grade 5during the 201-2012 school yearZ-tests for difference in means
Study Island scores were performed, whested hypothesis 7.

Null hypothesis 7.

Students attending Lakeview Elementary’s Blitz pamg for a longer length «
time, characterized by comparison of Persistent Group-A to thEransitiona Group-B,
and the Transient Grou, will notyield a larger growth rate as measured by S
Island test scores topic two (retell/paraphrased)tapic4-A (connections) an4-B

(visualizing).
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Test resultstopic Two: retelling/paraphrasing.

Test one.

Table 56

Blitz Topic 2 Retelling/Paraphrasing z-test forf@rences in Means Test 1

z-test: Two-Sample for Means

Persistent Group-A Transitional

Growth Group-B Growth
Mean -1.264102564 -1.957575758
Known Variance 373.482888 144.7547645
Observations 39 33
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
z 0.185583956
P (Z<=2) two-tail 0.852771036
z Critical two-tail 1.959963985

Comparison of Persistent Group-A to Transient GrGugelded az-test value of

0.18. Comparison to the critical value of 1.96slnet allow rejection of the null

hypothesis. Therefore, even though Persistent isfoprovided an observable larger

growth between pretest and posttest, the amougroeith was not significantly larger

than that exhibited by Transitional Group-B.

Test two.

Table 39.

Blitz Topic 2 Retelling/Paraphrasing z-test forfBrences in Means Test 2

z-test: Two-Sample for Means

Transitional Group-B Transient Group-C
Table Growth Growth
Mean -1.957 -2.079
Known Variance 198.383 144.754
Observations 33 24
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
z 0.035
P (Z<=z) two-tail 0.972

z Critical two-tail 1.959




A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 45

Comparison of Transitional Group-B to Transient @reC yielded a-test value
of 0.04. Comparison to the critical value of 1d##s not allow rejection of the null
hypothesis. Therefore, even though Transitionalu+B provided an observable larger
growth between pretest and posttest, the amougroeith was not significantly larger
than that exhibited by Transient Group-C.

Test three.

Table 40

Blitz Topic 2-Test 3-z-test for Difference in Mediest 3

z-test: Two-Sample for Means

Persistent Transient
Group-A Group-C
Growth Growth
Mean -1.264 -1.957
Known Variance 373.482 198.383
Observations 39 33
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
z 0.175
P (Z<=z) two-talil 0.860
z Critical two-tail 1.959

Comparison of Persistent Group-A to Transient Gr@ugelded az-test value of
.18. Comparison to the critical value of 1.96 doestallow rejection of the null
hypothesis. Therefore, even though Persistentisfoprovided an observable larger
growth between pretest and posttest, the amougroeith was not significantly larger

than that exhibited by Transient Group-C.
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Test resultstopic 4-A: connections.
Test one.

Table 41

Blitz Topic 4-A-Test 1-z-test for Difference in Medest 1

z-test: Two-Sample for Means

Transitional

Group-B Persistent Group-A

Growth Growth
Mean 6.676 3.021
Known Variance 693.505 563.505
Observations 25 33
Hypothesized Mean Differenc 0
z 0.545
P (Z<=z) two-talil 0.585
z Critical two-tall 1.959

a5

Comparison of Transitional Group-B to PersisterauprA yielded a-test value

of 0.54. Comparison to the critical value of 1d##s not allow rejection of the null

hypothesis. Therefore, even though Transitionalu+B provided an observable larger

growth between pretest and posttest, the amougroefth was not significantly larger

than that exhibited by Persistent Group-A.

Test two.

Comparison of Transitional Group-B to Transient @reC yielded a-test value

of .53 (Table 60). Comparison to the critical veabf 1.96 does not allow rejection of the

null hypothesis. Therefore, even though Transai@roup-B provided an observable

larger growth between pretest and posttest, thauatrad growth was not significantly

larger than that exhibited by Transient Group-C.
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Table 60

Blitz Topic 4-A-Test 2-z-test for Difference in Med est 2

z-test: Two-Sample for Means

Transitional

Group-B Transient Group-C

Growth Growth
Mean 6.676 2.982
Known Variance 693.505 576.951
Observations 25 28
Hypothesized Mean Differenc 0
z 0.531
P (Z<=z) two-tail 0.595
z Critical two-tall 1.959

Test three.
Table 61

Blitz Topic 4-A-Test 3-z-Test for Difference in Med est 3

z-test: Two-Sample for Means

Transient Persistent
Group-C Group-A
Mean 2.982 3.021
Known Variance 576.951 563.505
Observations 28 33
Hypothesized Mean
Difference 0
z -0.006
P (Z<=z) two-tail 0.994
Z Critical two-tall 1.959

Comparison of Persistent Group-A to Transient Gr@ugelded az-test value of
-0. Comparison to the critical value of 1.96 doetallow rejection of the null
hypothesis. Therefore, even though Persistent isfoprovided an observable larger
growth between pretest and posttest, the amougroeith was not significantly larger

than that exhibited by Transient Group-C.
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Test resultstopic Four-B: visualizing.
Test one.
Table 62

Blitz Topic 4-B-Test 1-z-test for Difference in Medest 1

z-test: Two-Sample for Means

Transitional Persistent
Group-B Group-A
Growth Growth
Mean 1.34 7.344
Known Variance 414.795 373.622
Observations 25 34
Hypothesized Mean
Difference 0
y4 -1.143
P (Z<=z) one-tail 0.126
Z Critical one-tail 1.644
P (Z<=z) two-tail 0.252
Z Critical two-tail 1.959

Comparison of Persistent Group-A to Transitionad @B yielded a-test value
of -1.14. Comparison to the critical value of 1difes not allow rejection of the null
hypothesis. Therefore, even though PersistentisfPoprovided an observable larger
growth between pretest and posttest, the amougroefth was not significantly larger
than that exhibited by Transitional Group-B.

Test two.

Comparison of Persistent Group-A to Transient Gr@ugelded az-test value of
1.97 (Table 63). Comparison to the critical vabfid.96 does allow rejection of the null
hypothesis. Therefore, the Transient Group-C graith3.08 between pretests and
posttests was significantly larger than the groeftth.34 exhibited by Transitional

Group-B.
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Table 42

Blitz Topic 4-B-Test 2-z-test for Difference in Med est 2

z-test: Two-Sample for Means

Transient Transition
Group-C al Group-B
Growth Growth
Mean 13.089 1.34
Known Variance 521.997 414.797
Observations 28 25
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0
z 1.979
P (Z<=z) one-tail 0.023
z Critical one-tall 1.644
P (Z<=z) two-tail 0.047
Z Critical two-tail 1.959

Test three.

Table 43

Blitz Topic 4-B-Test 3-z-test for Difference in Med est 3

z-test: Two-Sample for Means

Transient

Group-C

Growth  Persistent Group-A Growth
Mean 13.089 7.344
Known Variance 521.997 373.622
Observations 28 34
Hypothesized Mean Differenct 0
z 1.055
P (Z<=z) one-tail 0.145
z Critical one-tail 1.644
P (Z<=z) two-tail 0.291
z Critical two-tail 1.959

as

Comparison of Persistent Group-A to Transient Gr@ugelded az-test value of

1.06. Comparison to the critical value of 1.96glnet allow rejection of the null
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hypothesis.Therefore, even thoucTransient Group-C providedhabservabl larger
growth between pretest and posttest, the amougroeftt wasnot significantly large
than that exhibited biersister Group-A.

Descriptive data and hypothesis 7 analysis. Descriptive statistics consisten
displayed the Persistent group of students asttitkeists who scored the highest or
pretests and passsts. HoweveiGroup B and C scored similar in pretests and pdsit
except for topic 43, visualize. Students in the Transient mobilitgup scored higher ¢

their posttest than the Transitional mobility grc

Study Island-Topics: Pretest and Posttests
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Retell-Pre | Retell Connect- | Connect- | Visualize- | Visualize-
Post Pre Post Pre Post
A-Persistent 60 59 65 68 73 81
B-Transitional 57 55 49 55 64 65
C-Transient 57 55 48 51 55 69

Figure 6 Study IslandFopics Pretest and Posti
There were two separate topics tested within taia chodel. The first mod
tested preand posttest scores on story retell and paraply.adihis assessment was ¢

assessment with 14 questions. The second was Blitz topics 4A, which was
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connections and 4-B, which was visualizing. The tapics in session four were taught
during the same rotation but had two separatec$gise- and posttest for analysis. The
first test in this Blitz model had six questionsldhe second test had six questions.

Hypothesis 7 did not allow for rejection of the Ifnypothesis in eight out of nine
z-tests looking for significant growth for studemtso were in Groups B and C and
compared against Persistent Group-A. Topic 4-Bu@lizing) did allow for the null
hypothesis to be rejected. In this particular, t€snsient Group-C did show a
significant growth when compared to Persistent @rAyallowing for the alternative
hypothesis to be accepted in this particular t€sterall, the Study Island assessment did
not show growth as it did in the other data models.
Conclusion Statement

Chapter 4 briefly explained the investigator’s peob statement and re-stated null
hypotheses 1 through 7. The investigator discugsedesults of hypothesis test results
for data models 1 through 4, which included hypsithé through 7. Statistical and
descriptive statistic results were explained alugtitated in Tables 37 through 64 and

Figures 3 through 6, followed by a conclusion steet, which summarized Chapter 4.



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 16

Chapter Five: Discussion, Implications, and Recommendations

The research rationale that guided the work ofdigsertation was that transiency
became a prominent and noticeable trend in thgelatementary school. This trend
created an achievement gap for mobile students whepared to the Persistent
educational population. Declining scores creataded for change in classroom
instruction, which included teacher practice anceptal involvement. Research
suggested that student mobility adversely affestadent achievement.

The purpose of this study was to determine outcarhetudent school success
resulting from implementation of a supplementatireg program in a large Midwestern
Elementary school. Data sources for measuremesttidént school success included
four secondary sources related to achievementedsas/research-based measures of use
of best practices. The research purpose was ¢ordigte whether the efforts put forth in
the implementation of the supplementary Blitz matkaleloped positively affected
student achievement. The Blitz program, which $&clion differentiated direct
instruction in small, on-level groups had not bé&mmally evaluated as to how well it
met students’ continuously changing needs at Laxe#lementary. Few research
studies addressed issues that affected transipotgimns in schools that are
transferrable to other transient populations féwost administrators to evaluate.
Therefore, this study gave evidence that guideceizigkv Elementary administrators in
instructional decision making for the following ysan their transient elementary school.
Administrators could then determine how well theéZBbrogram model increased

achievement for students in three mobility groupersistent, Transitional, and Transient,
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then make informed decisions that allowed for adpents and enhancements for their
future instructional practice.
Review of Methodology

In order to determine the effects of student sclsaatess, the first step in data
analysis was to determine if students who attetidedlitz program longer increased
achievement more than students who attended thyggmoless. After establishing
specific mobility groups based on the length ofgistudents participated in the program,
data was compared through descriptive statistitvied by quantitative statistics,
which tested seven hypothesis statements. In ¢todefer a methodology that measures
growth from pre- to posttests through comparisdrehange from differing mobility
group’sz-tests for difference in mears tests for decreases in variance, and Pearson’s
Product Moment Correlation Coefficient studies wetiBzed. A combination of data,
which included four different data sets DevelopraéReading Assessments (DRA),
AIMSweb R-CBM fluency, and Study Island assessndaté were measured for
decreases in variance and increases in achievdratmeen mobility groups to determine
if students who attended the program longer wearsinng the achievement gap through
narrowing their achievement score ranges. Coroelatudies regarding achievement
and its correlation to low socio-economic statug etinic status had a positive or
negative relationship with achievement, as meadydtiree years of Missouri
Assessment Scores. Data used in the methodologygevesistent with assessments used
district-wide.

In order to determine differences and likeneshefcase study school and with a

school in the Department of Defense, another devergh mobility school, the primary
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investigator compared nationally normed data, Téoka, which yielded descriptive
data.

Additionally, historical data were collected fagstriptive purposes. In order to
determine if the Blitz program’s use of best praesiaccording to research the Primary
Investigator described the development and impléatiem of the supplemental reading
model and compared this data to research. Theswias also collected to add to the
literature foundation.

Model 1 Analysis
Table 44

Hypothesis 1 Analysis

Hypothesis 1

Students attending Blitz sessions at this elemgmsiarool for a longer length
of time, characterized by comparison of the PasisBroup-A to the
Transitional Group-B and the Transient Group-C| yi#ld an increase in

achievement in scores, as measured by DRA scores.

Group/Population Results
AtoB Persistent Do not reject
BtoC Transitional Do not reject
CtoA Transient Reject

Students in Groups A, B, and C began with mearesdtiat were not reflective
of the amount of time they have participated inBltz model at Lakeview Elementary.
Descriptive data showed that Persistent Group-Ahdik the highest mean on both pre-

and posttests, however, Transitional Group-B haddtvest mean scores, while
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Transient Group-C scores were in-between A and B same was true for the pre- and
posttest variances in scores. Both Groups B andh@n compared to Persistent Group-
A, showed a decrease in variance at a 95 % cordamvel. Students in both transiency
groups decreased their variance in order of theuatnaf time they were participants in
the Blitz reading comprehension model. Studen@amsitional Group-B rejected the
null hypothesis with af score of 2.04 and a critical value of 1.92, whitansient
Group-C rejected the null hypothesis when comp#odRersistent Group-A with a higher
F score of 2.26 and a lower critical value of 1.#8ansient Group-C decreased more in
variance, than the Transitional Group-B, howevehlsignificant and therefore the needs
of each group were met. Furthermore, Lakeview Elgary placed students into groups
based on the same data analyzed in this study.afidlgzed data suggested students in
the least transient mobility group (Persistent @réd) had appropriate Blitz group
placement, which addressed their individual negdhé time they were in grade 4 or 5.
By the time these students were in grades 4 aBpé&gial School District service needs
were already addressed and the appropriate Efgisguage Learner programs were
offered to those students requiring these servidés variance of Persistent Group-
indicated consistent group scores and therefordatelewer adjustments in their Blitz
group placement. Hypothesis 2 concluded thatadufation groups’ (A, B, and C)
needs were met.

All three Transiency Groups, A, B, and C increasezhn scores from their
pretests to their posttests, although only TranseFoup-C showed a statistically
significant growth at a 95% confidence level. @gs#ive data showed that each groups’

pre- and posttest scores went from lowest scorbggtest scores dependent upon who
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had been a participant in the Blitz program thegyést. Those who were in attendance
the longest had the highest scores and those wieangarticipant the least amount of
time had the lowest scores, yet increased the nfastordingly, those who were
participants in the middle participant group scozethparatively in the middle of the two
groups in accordance to achievement. These raeseaitts consistent of five regional
studies across five central region states: Loussi{@&ngec, 2006), lllinois (Beck &
Shoffstall, 2005), the Pacific Northwest (Grumamlet2008), rural Pennsylvania
(Lesisko & Wright, 2009), and North Carolina (Xuagt, 2009). These studies reported
that student-level data scored lower on assessrastiteir mobility increased.

Model 1 discussion. The DRA scores resulted in an overall averageckase of
17.67% for the entire group of fifth grade partams. In regards to mobility groups
there was a 3.63% increase for the Persistent ppbpulan 18.93 % increase for the
Transitional population, and a 27.75% for the Tramispopulation. All three population
groups increased achievement, while the Transientps increase was considered
significant when compared to the Persistent pojmulat Those in the Persistent group
began with the highest scores and the Transienipgnath the lowest scores, which
accounted for realistic growth gains with respeatvhere each group began. The most
Transient group closed the reading level achieveémam by a close deficit of only -
2.82%.

Although all students yielded growth on all asse=#t$) the most transient
students at Lakeview Elementary showed signifigaowvth when compared to the
Persistent population. These students had thestoseeres on average with a DRA score

of 4.2 and grew the most. The Persistent populdtad the highest scores on average
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with a DRA of 5.2. While these pretest scoresatlifh grade level equivalency by one
full school year, the posttest scores differed fmyraximately two months. This is
important to note, since DRA scores do not haves#imee range of scores that represent
one full year of growth. For example, first graeledents have levels three to 16, second
grade has levels 18 to 28, third grade has lev@l® 38, grade 4 only has level 40, and
grade 5 only has level 50.

Data from the case study noted that Transient Gfot@ad the largest need for
growth. According to the tested data, it was coded that the needs of the most
Transient groups were definitely met during thestruction time at Lakeview
Elementary. This group had the lowest scores laadiurthest to go to meet their
individual needs. Those who scored higher thasmghoup, Groups A and B, also had
their needs met, because they too showed an imcreashievement, although not
considered statistically significant. This maydue to the smaller range of scores that
represent one full year of growth or it could bedese they did not have as far to go to
show improvement toward proficiency. The data alsggested that measuring students
according to Transiency status will give betterighsas to how students are improving,
with respect to growth gains. To only note that mmost transient students started with
and ended with the lowest achievement scores wsleaing. It is also important to
note the increase in achievement, to measure tvetlyifactor of each child, or group of
children, not holistically across the entire grésesl when they have not attended a

specific school as long as other children.
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Model 2 Analysis
Table 45

Hypothesis 2 Analysis

Hypothesis 2

Students attending Blitz sessions at this elemgsizrool for a longer length
of time, characterized by comparison of the PastsGroup-A to the
Transitional Group-B and the Transient Group-C| ywéld a decrease in

variance in scores, as measured by AIMSweb R-CBdesc

Group/Population Results
AtoB Persistent Reject
BtoC Transitional Do not reject
Cto A Transient Reject

Students in Groups A, B, and C began with meanesdirat were not reflective
of the amount of time they have participated inBlitez model at Lakeview Elementary.
Descriptive data shows that Persistent Group-Ahdike the highest mean on both pre-
and posttests, however, Transitional Group-B haddtvest mean scores, while
Transient Group-C scores were in-between A and e same was true for the pre- and
posttest variances in scores. Both Groups B amh€n compared to Persistent Group-
A, showed a significant decrease in variance & %Xonfidence level. Students in both
Transiency groups decreased their variance in aidére amount of time they were
participants in the Blitz reading comprehension elo&tudents in Transitional Group-B
rejected the null hypothesis with Brscore of 2.04 and a critical value of 1.92, while

Transient Group-C rejected the null hypothesis wtmnpared to Persistent Group-A
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with a higherF score of 2.26 and a lower critical value of 1.7he Transient Group C-
decreased more significantly in variance, thanTitaasitional Group-B, however both
were significant and therefore the needs of eachgwere met. Furthermore, data also
suggested that since the least transient studdmdsattended the Blitz reading model
program, they were already in appropriate progrdrashave addressed their needs by
the time they were in grade 4 or 5. The variarfd@ise group was more consistent and
fewer changes were needed and noted statistiddlpothesis 2 also concluded that all
population Groups’ A, B, and C needs were met.

When Transitional Group-B, the Transitional poplatvas compared to
Transient Group-C, the Transient population, thieyndt differ in a decrease variance of
R-CBM test scores, whereas, Transitional Group-@ Bransient Group-C both yielded a
significant decrease in variance, when compardeetgistent Group-A.

Students attending Blitz sessions at Lakeview Efearg for a longer length of time,
characterized by the Persistent Group-A, did neldya significant decrease in variance
of scores, when compared to Transitional Groupr, Bransient Group-C, as measured
by R-CBM scores, therefore the alternative hypaghissnot rejected, students who
attend Blitz sessions for Groups B and C yields@yaificant decrease in scores when

compared to the Persistent Group-A.
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Table 46

Hypothesis 3 Analysis

Hypothesis 3

Students attending Blitz sessions at this elemgsicrool for a longer
length of time, characterized by comparison ofRkesistent Group-A to
the Transitional Group-B, and the Transient Groypv(l yield a larger

growth rate as measured by AIMSweb R-CBM scores.

Group/Population Results
AtoB Persistent Do not reject
BtoC Transitional Do not reject
CtoA Transient Do not reject

All students in mobility Groups A, B, and C resdlie growth rates as measured
by AIMSweb R-CBM scores to be considered statiflyithe same. Each group fell
within the critical values for all statisticaltests, therefore it was concluded that were no
differences in achievement between each grouporidogroup had a higher achievement
rate than the other. Therefore it was concludatigtudents in all three Transiency
groups improved at similar rates as a result optlogram once again meeting the needs
of all students in attendance of the Blitz readiogiprehension model. It was also
concluded that all students are in the appropredding level to meet them where they
are and continue to show a growth rate similartheis who actually have higher mean
scores. Students are compared against themsebvegfetest to posttest, as they should
be, but also compared by growth rate across thaedewvel with other students who are

performing at a higher level.
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Model 2 discussion. AIMSweb R-CBM scores yielded significant decresse
variance when compared to the Persistent groupgealso increasing achievement.
Fluency scores resulted in a 12.58% increase &P#rsistent population, a 17.47 %
increase for the Transitional population, and a’b8% increase for the Transient
population. Each mobility group increased theadiag fluency rates consistently when
compared to one another yielding an overall 13.5téwth for the grade level. This is
the hoped for result of most educators. All stug@ontinued to increase their fluency,
which according to previously cited research cates to improved comprehension.

When students in the two more Transient mobiligugis were compared to the
students who have been at Lakeview since prest¢hiomigh grade 1, they closed their
variance of scores gaps significantly. This wasiecess. Students in these two groups
had more room to progress than the Persistentrasd&/hen the two most Transient
groups’ growth differences were compared to ongtarpthey did not differ
significantly. However, all student mobility grasipicreased their fluency rates. When
compared statistically there was no significantarare in their amount of increase. This
was the hoped for result of most educators. Alflshts continued to increase their
fluency, which according to previously cited resdacorrelates to improved

comprehension.
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Model 3 Analysis
Table 47

Hypothesis 4 Analysis

Hypothesis 4

For FRPL (Free and Reduced Lunch Status), thereawelationship
between mobility statuses, characterized by sangflése Persistent
Group-A to the Transitional Group-B and the Transi®roup-C, and
achievement in the 2011-2012 population at thismelgary school, as

measured by MAP scores.

Group/Population Null Hypothesis Results
A Entered k.1 Do ot Reject (2010 - 2012)
o Lo
c Erered 4 Reject

According to statistical tests, Group-A did noejthe null hypothesis.

17

Therefore the data suggested there was a pos#iaganship with FRPL status and Pay

status to achievement scores for all three MAPsye110 through 2012. Seventy-two

percent of students in Group-A were on FRPL statindle 28% were on pay status.

Persistent Group-A also had the highest overallmseare for MAP. Since data

suggests that this highest scoring group was mealgn&lated to its lunch status, then

free and reduced lunch status in this group doesaffect the average scores of this

group in a negative way. This must be true becthesehave the highest mean scores.

This goes against researched data. It is notegtharty has a high negative correlation

to achievement scores. Rumberger (2003) stateédtigamust consider other alternative
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reasons for declining achievement as well, sugboasrty and family problems.
Rumberger continued to share, “In other words, teadiudents came from poorer
families and had lower academic performance befag were mobile, a finding
supported by other studies” (p.3; Nelson et al96)9 According to data for this
hypothesis test, low socio-economic status didaffect Persistent Group-A. This
statistical finding for Persistent Group-A, als@parted the findings of hypothesis 1, 2,
3, and 4; we are meeting the needs of our lowemmecstudents, at least for the students
who have participated in the program since graddedgarten through grade 1. This was
supported by a Harvard Educational Review arti®leGarthy, 1988), which explained
some schools were successful, therefore it wasritapioto note, that not all low-income
and poor children were performing poorly. Somerpdoldren performed well in a low-
performing school. There were many variables thay or may not apply when
evaluating a correlation between academic succesfadure.

Transitional Group-B’s averaged scores fell in-egw Group-A with the greatest
mean and Group-C with the lowest mean, which resneamsistent with the statistical
test. However, statistically it was difficult torclude, since this group had a mild
positive correlation average of 0.19, which coubd Ime considered due to chance,
according to the PPMCR-value critical ranges. Transient Group-C’s avethgcores
were the lowest scores of all three groups angsstat tests suggested a mild to
moderate positive average correlation of 0.34, hawthisr-coefficient also did not
score within the PPMC@®-value critical ranges, and therefore these vataesot be

concluded that it was not due to chance.
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Data suggested that Group-B, the transitionali§terd Group-A and Group-C,
the Transient group did not have a relationshifn\®RLS and achievement scores, as
measured by 2010 through 2012 MAP scores. How&enp-A produced a positive
value score of 0.36 for 2010, 0.46 for 2011, add Gor 2012, suggesting a positive
relationship to FRLS and achievement, as measwy@®10 through 2012 MAP scores.
Null hypothesis 4 was not rejected for Group-A, Besistent Group-And was rejected
for Group-B and Group-C, the Transitional and Tramisgroups.

Table 48

Hypothesis 5 Analysis

Hypothesis 5

For AA, there was a relationship between mobiligtsses characterized
by samples of the persistent population to the Sitexmal Group-B and the
Transient Group-C, and achievement in the 2011-2@lation at this
elementary school, as measured by MAP scores. yisabf this model

will answer hypothesis question 4, 5, and 6.

Group/PopuIation Null Hypothesis Results
A e
B Eﬁgﬁg&ogi Do not reject (2011)
C ET}@?;LGZES Do not reject (2012)

Research suggested that AA subgroups are scoatigtsally lower than other
subgroups. However, when examining the persistansient group within this Blitz
reading comprehension model at Lakeview Elementhrywas not true. According to

research conducted by Wright (1999), publishedh@Jdoburnal of Educational Research
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the effect of student mobility on achievement sestres was related to ethnic minority
status. However, the Persistent AA students aeliakv Elementary, did not have a
negative effect on scores, as research has préysuggested (Wright, 1999).

Table 49

Hypothesis 6 Analysis

Hypothesis 6

For Caucasian subgroup status, there was a redaimbetween mobility
statuses, characterized by samples of the PensGtenp-A to the
Transitional Group-B and the Transient Group-C, acitievement in the

2011-2012 population at this elementary schooinaasured by MAP

scores.
Group/PopuIation Null Hypothesis Results

A

B Er?tgfg:jog?sl Do not reject (2010 — 2012)

c e

Persistent Group-A has 54% of its population a€&utasian) and 46% other
ethnicities. Transitional Group-B has 25% of itpplation and 76 % other ethnicities,
and Transient Group-C has 22% of its populatio@ asd 78% other. Both Groups B
and Transient Group-C have similar demographic @mepns, while Persistent Group-A
does not. Persistent Group-A was more evenly dsggewhen comparing Caucasian
scores against other ethnicities. Since thesg teshpare the ethnicities to the scores
that they are connected with, that was a non-iksuthe persistent mobility population,

as to whether their ethnicity was Caucasian, Afriéaerican, or other.
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What was apparent here is that not being Cautasi@roup B had an impact
on MAP scores when compared against each othed’fiaw much they correlate to their
scores. This is reflective of research and shoafdinue to be carefully examined and
researched further.

Table 71

Communication Arts MAP Percentage Proficient or &tbed (3-5 Averages)

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
53% 44% 44% 41% 44% 40% 38%
Percentage Increase or Decrease (3-5 AveragesfidiBnt or Advanced)

N/A -17% 0% -T1% 7% -9% -T1%

Net % Difference from 2006 -15%

Net % Change from 2006 -28%

Net % Change from 2009 through 2012 (Blitz years) -71%

Overall % Improvement in the decreased percentailjeBiitz 75%

The Blitz program began 2008 and continued thr&@ftP, at the time of this
case study. Since the Blitz program began, thdydacrease in scores decreased much
less than the previous 2007 average decrease aof Thi#average decrease since Blitz
began was -7%. This was an overall improvemefitét (Table 71). This was
interesting when there was + 0% increase in poyadgording to FRLS, from 2006-
2007 (prior to Blitz), yet there was a 26%, fronD8Q@hrough 2012 (during Blitz). Even
though poverty levels continued to increase drasahyi the average decrease in scores

improved dramatically.
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This goes against what research had previouslyestigd regarding correlations
in scores. The statistical tests in this caseyssudgested that students who were on
FRLS were not correlated to their scores from Bast Group-A, the students who have
been in attendance since kindergarten and/or dgrade

According to the analysis of all seven hypothessgarding testing of
achievement scores, decreases in variances, amgiations to ethnicity status as it
related to the success and validity of the Bliediag model program at Lakeview
Elementary, the program was successful. The @at@sented in this case study suggests
that students on all learning levels are achieaicgprding to their learning level needs.
Even when compared against other statistically gmaeasons for statistically lower
achievement, such as ethnicity and lower SES (semmomic status), this program
demonstrated successful. When tests are compaateng student learning levels,
such as DRA and R-CBM scores, all students are isigoan increase in overall mean
scores.

Model 3 discussion. Seventy-two percent of students in the Persisteptijation
were on FRLS status, while 28% were on pay stailep scores correlated to FRLS
when applied to the Persistent group only. Persistieidents also had the highest overall
mean score for MAP. Since data suggested thahitieest scoring group was related to
its lunch status, then free and reduced lunchstiatthis group did not affect the average
scores of this group in a negative way. The losfiedents were enrolled in the case
study school the less correlation their scorestbddeir SES status, which happened to
be the highest scoring mobility group. Researdyssted that AA subgroups scored

statistically lower than other subgroups. Howewdren examining the Persistent group
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within this Blitz reading comprehension model aké@ew Elementary, this was not
true. For Caucasian students in the Transitioralgs there was a strong negative
correlation to their Caucasian ethnicity for alled MAP years analyzed. What was
apparent here is that non-Caucasian students ifireimesitional group had a negative
impact on MAP scores. This was reflective of resle@nd should continue to be
carefully examined and researched further.

According to research conducted by Wright (1998plighed in thelournal of
Educational Researg¢lthe effect of student mobility on achievement se®res was
related to ethnic minority status. However, tHenetity of the Persistent AA students at
Lakeview Elementary did not have a negative eféecscores as research has previously
suggested it would (Wright, 1999).

Model 4 Discussion
Table 72

Hypothesis 7 Analysis

Hypothesis 7
Students attending Lakeview Elementary for a logegth of time will yield a

larger growth rate as measured by Study Islandescor

Topic 2 Topic 4A Tooi
. opic 4B
Group/Population (retell/paraphrase) (connchons) (visualizing) Null
Null Null Hypothesis Hvoothesis results
Hypothesis results results yp

Persistent
Persistent Entered K- Do not reject Do not reject Do not reject

Transitional
Transitional Ep;ﬁ;?gn%g Do not reject Do not reject Reject

Transient Entered 4-5 Do not reject Do not reject Do not reject
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The Study Island testing model tested studentsadegevel material, however,
Blitz sessions were for meeting students on timelependent reading level. There were
no students from any of the mobility groups whoredaabove 81%. The topic on story
retell and paraphrasing yielded a posttest scatevias lower than the pretest score in
each mobility group. The Study Island model didl aygpear as valid a measure of
achievement as other testing models in the caslg ptogram. Overall, the Study
Island assessment did not show growth as it diderother data models. There are
several reasons this may have occurred. One regs®that students in each level of
instruction are all tested on a proficient levaioss the board and not necessarily on the
level they are being instructed. This was founbea consistent concern across the
nation as well as with Lakeview’s standardized esoiWhile the Study Island tests did
compare students across their grade level accotdengroficient learning levels for the
grade level, the testing model did not allow stug¢o be tested on their learning level.
This yielded flat scores that did not show growghdtudents in any of the three mobility
groups. While these scores do consistently shoveased achievement scores for
students who have attended Lakeview Elementartheofongest amount of time, it did
not reflect that students who are learning at &ldevel are learning less because they
did not show significant growth on a standardizeaitlg level assessment. Perhaps if the
methodology had measured students’ activity timéhenstudy island program and then
measured according to the instruction receivetienprogram, the instruction would have
matched the testing model. The students who aated in the Study Island pilot
assessment program were not tested on what theyspecifically taught, which did not

allow for accurate data collection and analysig applied to growth. This makes it even
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clearer that testing students against a natiorrahmoay reflect proficiency, or lack
thereof, using a one size fits all category

Overall Results

Table 50

All Hypothesis Test Results Table

Hypotheses Results

Null hypothesis 1: Students attending Blitz sessiainthis elementary school for a
longer length of time, characterized by the Pezaispopulation will increase
achievement.

2012 DRA Data

(A) Persistent compared to (B) Do not reject

Transitional
gl_l?r»;r':'sr?er;]stltlonal compared to (C) Do not reject
(A) Persistent compared to (C) Transie Rej ect

Null hypothesis 2: Students attending Blitz sessiainthis elementary school for a
longer length of time, characterized by the Pegsigpbopulation will decrease
variance.

2012 AIMSWEB Data
(A) Persistent compared to (B)

Transitional Reject
grl?r»;r':'sr%r:]stltlonal compared to (C) Do not reject
(A) Persistent compared to (C) Transie Reject

Null hypothesis 3: Students attending Blitz sessiainthis elementary school for a
longer length of time, characterized by the Pegsispopulation will increase
achievement.

2012 AIMSWEB Data

(A) Persistent compared to (B) Do not reject

Transitional
_(rI?;rTSr%r:]stltlonal compared to (C) Do not reject
(A) Persistent compared to (C) Transie Do not reject

Null hypothesis 4: There is a relationship betwewmbility statuses and FRLS

MAP Data

2010 2011 2012

(A) Pe_:r_5|stent compared to (B) Do notreject Do not reject Do not reject
Transitional

(B) Transitional compared to (C)

Transient
(A) Persistent compared to (C) Transie N/A Reject Reject

Reject Reject Reject
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Null hypothesis 5: There is a relationship betwewbility statuses and AA

Ethnicity

(A) Persistent compared to (B) : : :

Transitional Reject Reject Reject

(B) Transitional compared to (C) Transie Reect Do not reject Reject

(A) Persistent compared to (C) Transien Reject Reect Do not reject

Null hypothesis 6: There is a relationship betweebility statuses and AA

Ethnicity

(A) Persistent compared to (B) : : .

Transitional Reject Reject Reyect

'(I'B) Trgnsmonal compared to (C) Do not reject Do not reject Do not reject
ransient

(A) Persistent compared to (C) Transier Reject Reject Reject

Null hypothesis 7: Students attending Blitz sessiainthis elementary school for a
longer length of time, characterized by the Pezaispopulation will increase
achievement.

Study Island Data Topic 2 and 4
Topic 2: Topic 4A: Topic 4B:
Retell/paraphrase Visualize  Connections
(A) Persistent compared to (B)
Transitional
(B) Transitional compared to (C)
Transient

(A) Persistent compared to (C) Transier Do not reject Do notreject Do not reject

Do notreject Do not reject Do not reject

Do not reject Do not reject Reject

. However, it was apparent that growth was nagnakto consideration on such
standardized measures. This further proved thde\el instruction coupled with on-
level assessments, clearly determined growth angpetency levels. This pointed out
the problem of how teachers can really determiee #tudents’ gaps in knowledge when
they are not evaluated according to their curreatling level. A summary of overall
results from the study is presented in Table 73.

Unexpected Results
Unexpected results included discovering that Tteomsl Group-B had higher

negative correlations to Caucasian, and they asidhigher average means than the most
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Transient group. The 2011 and 2012 average meaasstor MAP were actually higher
for Transitional Group-B than Transient Group-C.

There were higher scores in Transient Group-C’teptéhan Transitional Group-
B’s pretest, although growth mimicked each other.
Table 51

Average Mean Scores of Pre- and Posttests HypastRBe#iIMSweb R-CBM

Persistent Group-A Transitional Group-B Transienp-C
Pretest-Fall
Mean 138.4473684Mean 116.125 Mean 124.969697
Posttest Winter
Mean 155.8684211Mean 136.4166667Mean 139.4545455

Perhaps this was aligned to research that suggexjsams that are in practice
longer yield stronger positive results. Teache dpportunities to help the program
evolve over time, which allowed for achieving eifiat results for students who were the
most transient.

Another unexpected result was the overall low-#@strages in testing model 4,
Study Island. The highest score result was onfp,8&hich was a B average; however,
once the data was analyzed it became apparerthth&tudy Island program was not
used properly for the Blitz setting. Students rhaye shown higher overall averages if
they were working at the learning level and beegjeéd on material from the program,
not from the differentiated-on level Blitz lessons.

Synthesis of Results
When compared to data that was intended to meashrevement levels for a

specific grade level such as the MAP assessmenBamty Island assessments did,
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students tend to fall within the statistical normie exception was the Persistent Group-
A students who were categorized as African Amergamicity as well as students
considered a low SES. These students did showmproved achievement score, or
decrease in variance and less of a correlatiothtu@ty status when compared to other
students groups. The students at the case sthdylsmonsistently yielded growth from a
range of 6% from the highest achievers and theistens group to 28% from the lowest
achievers and the Transient group. African Ameristaidents in Persistent Group-A and
of low socio-economic status (SES), actually penfed better than previous statistical
studies had suggested they would, as noted in €h@pto and Four. However their
proficiency scores, as measured by the MAP assedstiélacked the desired increase
in student proficiency. Although students fromtpse to posttest appropriately, their
pretest scores as unit began lower than standdrgdiodiciency norms to begin with.

This data helped to conclude that the Blitz readiogpprehension model was successful
regarding growth measurement with students withimability groups.

Table 52

Increasing Free and Reduced Lunch Status

Increasing Free and Reduced Lunch Status

Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Percent 57% 57% 61% 61% 65% 69% 72%
Increase

What does this conclude about the newest, morsiganstudents? It is the
primary investigator’s claim that this program wedkwell with transient students
because it met students where they were and filledhievement gaps. At the same
time these types of Blitz groups also allowed fa proficient and advanced students to

continue where they had needs of their own. Evexyghowed growth, and filled their
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individual gaps in knowledge, thereby increasinigi@ement. Also, the Transient group
yielded a decreased variance in achievement betiaissgroup had more knowledge to
gain and learning gaps to overcome. While at #meestime, students who have attended
Lakeview longer, and had participated in the supgeletal Blitz reading program longer,
were placed in the appropriate learning situatiarisch allowed students’ needs to be
met. Learning disabilities, ELL concerns, behawoncerns, community stability, and
social concerns were addressed. These studerttswmhto achieve closest to their
potential as learners.
Program Recommendations

Adoption of an expanded higher reading-level evaluation tool. In order to
establish enhanced reading level determinatestlitei Primary Investigator’'s
recommendation to evaluate including differentadditional reading level assessments
for students in reading levels 38 and higher. &tiglwho were on lower reading levels,
as measured by DRA, appeared to show more impravietimen students who were on
level. This was because DRA levels in the uppemehtary grades do not have a large
range to determine growth measures. This prograkemit difficult to determine
changes within the learning levels of grades 3ugho5 or older. This was consistent
with researcher Rathoven’s (2006) conclusions.h®agn claimed the DRA was
ambiguous because it relied on teacher judgmeathd®en also argued that DRA was
not an effective measurement tool for older stuslenthe elementary school setting.
The Primary Investigator agrees with this reseatsluéscovery that there was very little
evidence of criterion related fidelity for the hegHeveled readers. Data suggests that

DRA was a successful model for determining growthidwer leveled reading students,
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since the kindergarten through second graded namagdrom levels 1 through 28, which
actually includes 16 levels; however utilizing DR# growth measurement for the upper
elementary students does not allow growth for asyntevels. Levels for upper
elementary students, grades 3 through 5, havefmelyevels from 30 through 50. This
does not allow teachers and students to deternnovetly goals or increments that guide
students toward the next level. The next levebfetudent performing proficient at 40 is
a 50, which theoretically allows for one full sclhgear to grow one level. Previous
lower reading level measurement allowed for seMexadls to master within their own
level reading program. Therefore, it is recommeieresearch additional measurement
tools for students who are DRA levels 30, 34, 38,ahd 50 to allow for use of a
stronger on-level placement tool. Students whehsawly achieved a level 40 on a
DRA assessment, have one level to reach to ghetoriext level of 50. In other words,

it is important to determine growth measurementdallections) that allow for specific
increased accomplishment within the levels 30a4@, 50, if it is used as a placement
tool for leveled learning. For example, answetimg question, “What are the strategies
required to move from level 30 to 34, 34 to 381340, and 40 to 50, etc.?” would allow
teachers to create a clearer focus as to how tstgeénts from one level to the next, as
the lower DRA levels allow.

Expectations of parental involvement initiatives. The successful practices at
Lakeview Elementary mimicked the practices of tlghly mobile Department of
Defense Schools, with two exceptions, parent inmalgnt requirements and small
schools. Suggested successful interventions inB®Bchools included:

1. “Sufficient staffing,
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2. Individual attention,

3. Expectations of parental involvement in school,

4. Experienced and stable teaching force,

5. High expectations, use of standardized test scores,

6. Small schools, a robust sense of community,

7. Social capital, and

8. Racial diversity and integration” (Smrekar & OweR603, p. 28, para. 2)

Students in the large elementary school felt tmses®f strong school community
even through the school was large through dailfigpation in quiet small group
participating in the small group setting. Howevergrder to remain diligent regarding
exploring improvement options to include expectatifor parent involvement and
participation, the Primary Investigator recommepldging focus on how to increase
parental involvement within the leveled learningiesnment. High mobility creates the
necessity to re-evaluate the parental school contyntminform and educate them
regarding the importance of their continued schieablvement and how those efforts
effect their children’s’ achievement.

In order to determine how involved parents couldnthe case study school
setting, it is important to define their views. odeding to data collected, the student
transiency rate was 47% over the previous fiveg/aaithe time of this study. Therefore,
it is important to make continuous attempts thraughthe school year to involve new
parents in the school mission. Fifteen to 17%hefriew students’ parents arriving each

year would need to understand how participationiandlvement in the school setting is



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT @8

imperative to their children’s success or lackudcess, or growth. According to
research, parental involvement would be beneftoithe case study school.

Program expansion. Analysis of the case study data suggested thaemental
Blitz reading program model was successful and diadrrant a continuation of its
existence. The analysis of data suggests thalafyie near urban elementary school
would continue to benefit from a model such as ithisther academic areas. Students’
needs are being met when they are instructed olevké they are increasing
achievement and decreasing variances accordirgiioléarning levels. Itis
recommended that data collections continue to guisteuction for the students and staff
at Lakeview Elementary. Staff at Lakeview Elementhould continue to allow the
program to evolve through staff collaboration aatacanalysis. Perhaps other areas of
instruction should be investigated to allow forempansion to the program.

It is recommended that new data be collected intiaddl academic areas so they
may be placed into fluid learning groups, as th&Bhodel data suggests growth was
successful. It is important to note the flexilyilihat took place from year to year which
allowed for the program to evolve meeting studenégds as they changed from year to
year. Itis also important to note the collabanatand analysis procedures that took place
a grade levels teams who worked with the instraetigpecialist and the administration.

It is also the Primary Investigator’'s recommendatio continue professional
development in the area of data analysis. Studeoitd benefit from teachers’ careful
collaborative analysis of achievement levels andestit placement decisions.

Re-evaluate the use of Study Island in the small group. Data analysis

outcomes regarding the Study Island assessmenfgilthe Blitz program suggested it
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to be not as successful as other initiatives witheBlitz model. If teachers were to
continue to use the Study Island program as arssisent pilot, teachers would need to
include the Study Island program tool in their instion for on-level learning. However,
this might go against the underlying purpose ofsingplemental Blitz program model.
Further discussion, professional development aaiditrg, and a change to the
methodology was warranted for on-level learning assessing when using the Study
Island program as an assessment tool within thiewei-learning environment. By the
time this dissertation was complete, the Studynislarogram was discontinued within
the school district therefore, this recommendatiorionger appropriate.

School district initiatives. It is important to persuade district policy mek#hat
a “one-size fits all model” does not align with edtional research. Therefore, the same
is true when evaluating schools within the schestridt. Research has provided ample
conclusions that have suggested high correlatmasltiievement in the areas of low SES,
high mobility, and minorities who are both, low-S&&d highly mobile. The school
district in which these schools reside should atgrsalternative measurements for
making conclusions as to how well the staff andetis performed for each school year.
Relying only on standardized tests, such as theddis Assessment Program to make
those determinations do not provide data whichaalfor growth determinate upon
students’ individual learning levels, or where tlgegw from. It is recommended to
allow for additional measures to be considerechdyaee achievement when schools
have high mobility and high poverty coupled witlvlachievement. If schools with high
turnover rates have the same measurement as s¢habtko not, it is difficult to

determine actual growth and measure accountabiliberefore, the recommendation is
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to discuss the use of measurement tools, whiclvdtbo growth determinates that
include mobility factors, with district decision k&xs to perhaps allow the use of such
tools to become district practice when reviewingi@gement results.

Implications Regarding Student Success

Implications of this study for school leaders’ etéoto improve student school
success suggest that the small group supplemeBlitryeading program is one to be
examined. Data from this dissertation suggestttieschools on level learning
initiatives led to improvement in student readimgnprehension and fluency at the case
study school.

Data suggests that the Blitz program has diffepesitive effects overall for each
transiency group with Group-A, the Persistent papoh, Transitional Group-B the
Transitional population, and Transient Group-C, Thensient population. Each data set,
DRA, R-CBM, MAP, and Study Island suggests thatletus’ scores are reflective of
their transiency status as it relates to theiregoyet all three mobility populations
yielded increases in achievement. Thereforedbrluded that the program is
successful and would warrant a continuation oéxistence on an expanded level.

Schools that have students who are highly mobiliwe SES, and have
increasing numbers of African American students wateboth low-SES and do not own
their own homes (as the literature research hagtmé@ied to be the lowest achieving
student group) need to have a measurement metlgydiblat allows for separation of
scores for accountability. Growth is the primawgus for all students. It does not matter
where a student begins, but where they end. Canpgtbased curriculum that

measures growth and celebrates success when v@adanceases and formative and
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summative achievement increases allows for higbesuntability for all students and
schools.
Discussion

The Primary Investigator’s inferences were thatlstus benefitted from small
group instruction based on research (Lou et a012Blattie, 2009, p. 94, 185). The
Primary Investigator also concluded that when usaaghing methods that rely on best
practices based on research that learners woukfibeResearch suggested that teachers
who have worked together to create their focusgsde a level team would work hard
to implement their program effectively (Schmoked0@; Dufour et al., 2006). Teachers
want to reach all students and often do not fem} ttan reach the students who “come
and go” in and out of schools from all over. TH#&zZBorogram allowed for shortened
focused study sessions that grouped and regrouped based on specific skill needs
and ability level. Other deductions were that paogs that were implemented
throughout a building for four years or more wiiie enough data to analyze to
determine positive results (Walker, Greenwood, Hai€arta, 1994; Lewis & Samuels,
2003; Donovan & Radosevich, 1998; Hattie, 2009,185-186). It was also assumed
those results would be most favorable for studesis have attended Lakeview
Elementary the longest. On the other hand, stgdbat were the newest, benefited from
the intricate design level of the evolved progra®tudents in the most Transient Group-
C outperformed the Transitional Group-B on two @omas. According to the analysis of
all seven hypotheses, regarding testing of achiemeiscores, decreases in variances, and
correlations to ethnicity status as it relatedhi® success and validity of the Blitz reading

model program at Lakeview Elementary, the prograwsuccessful. The data represented
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in this case study suggests that students onaaflileg levels are achieving according to
their learning level needs. Even when comparethagather statistically proven reasons
for statistically lower achievement, such as etiym@nd lower SES (socio-economic
status), this program has proven successful. Wésta are comparative among student
learning levels, such as DRA and R-CBM scoresstatients are showing an increase in
overall mean scores.

The program data suggested that the less trarssgntdent is in a school district,
the higher their achievement will be (Jones, 1%8&tfie, 2009, p. 82). Students who
newly arrive to Lakeview Elementary School were sugad right away and placed into
these small group settings with on-going remedmatés needed and determined, through
continued benchmark testing.

Many goals emerged each year the Blitz programimmoad, which became
important to mention to add to the fidelity of thesearch. One important change
important to note was the goals of the collectibdaia for the pretest and posttest for the
2011-2012 school year. These pretests and pasttese instrumental in providing the
fifth grade teachers important formative informatto guide their instruction within their
differentiated groups.

Recommendations for Future Research

Further research in the areas of behavior trendgransiency status to determine
if there is a correlation between other variabdesh as these, that can be addressed
within the program, as well. It would be interastio run a regression study to cross-
reference each correlation variable to see hovintthependent variable measured as

related to one another, if in fact, they did. laiso recommended that the implementation
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process of such a large school leveled learningrpro have models from other schools
with like demographics to study for implementation.

Looking to the future, the Pew Hispanic Center ¢ctg that the number of
school-age children will increase by 5.4 millionrr 2005 to 2020 (Passel, 2008). Their
research suggested that 13% of students would gksEranguage Learners or students
who speak two languages. It is recommended to kaek of the increase of the ELL
population with reference to immigration demogramtudies.

Additionally, policy makers have begun to take iagt in mobility issues that
affect achievement. Itis recommended to deterrnfiaesziews of policy makers within
the county, city and state the case study scheales. This suggestion aligns with
current research regarding the need for schodiave a universal reporting system that
would allow student data to transfer rapidly, whietuld allow for quicker student
placement decisions.

Further research regarding leveled learning fodirepachievement in the upper
elementary grades is warranted for reading leaelsording to DRA that have limited
ranges for growth measurement. Are there spesiiffategies tied to development of
students who are advancing slower because the ehaigyvels have one additional
DRA level as students become more advanced?niisieading to make an assumption
that growth from levels 30 to 34, or 34 to 38,asligalent to growth from 18 to 20, or 20
to 24. What are the skills required for growthigher levels in a DRA model or its
equivalent? Deeper analysis is warranted for gnaetermination.

Due to the nature of student transiency, therdimmitation of data that was

collected due to lack of availability of complettsof data. For example, several
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students entered the school year late and hadatespidata, while others left the school
year early yielding no posttest assessment daté sthool was the only school in the
district that implemented a program model, sucthss Therefore, there were no data to
collect from similar schools to compare with andrdfore the study findings could not
be generalized as comparative to other schoolslikgtrdemographics and transiency
status. Students were placed in small groups@nitidividual levels, with many
different teachers, therefore different materiaésewsed to meet students where they
were at the discretion of each individual teach®s.Common Core State Standards
become more consistent throughout the nation, persadent data can be collected
across district lines within the state, as wellhmeughout the nation. Data collection is
the biggest limitation when it comes to analyzihgdent achievement, if we can gather
data on students that are entering the schoolmegstee can quickly place them into
learning levels that are appropriate for them dsvsidual learners. Furthermore, data
from other cohort groups could have been analynedcenss-referenced, against the data
sets in this case study. If those data collectardstheir analysis yielded similar results,
the dissertation study would have had strongefifidi®r students who are still in the
case study school. This perhaps could have nb&tdhe could assume was based on
previous research from students in the same settidgprogram.

Further research is also warranted regarding param™olvement. There were no
data points to consider regarding to what extergria were involved in the educational
setting at Lakeview Elementary. As research sugddsy Smrekar and Owens (2003)

stated, parental involvement was a key factor énsticcess of DOD schools.
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Conclusion

The significance of the study was to examine tloevth in achievement of
Persistent, Transitional, and Transient studensslarge elementary school in the
Midwest. Scores examined included scores usecetsure and group students into a
supplemental Blitz reading program, which focusedh® use of intentional strategies to
improve reading ability levels in a small grouptiset.

The intentional, multi-faceted, and differentiatggproach to reading
improvement implemented in this study includedraensified reading comprehension
focus, small group settings, adjustable grouping, @se of best practices to increase the
reading achievement within the studied school. uRe®f the study conclusively
determined that within this school, during the tiofehe study, strategies to improve
reading levels had a statistically significant ggitive effect on decreasing variance and
increasing growth for transient students, as coethty non-transient students. All
students in each mobility group resulted in groaghdetermined by descriptive statistics.
The supplemental Blitz reading program clearlyradid with research-based methods that
supported instruction that was considered bestipeaavhich allowed the program to be
considered solid and researched based.

The analyzed data provided in the case study steghdsat students who were
categorized in the Persistent population and w&ieS=did not share the same
achievement scores as the more mobile studentg icase study according to
standardized test scores (2010 through 2012 Missd@gessment Program scores),
which allowed the Primary Investigator to concltlde longer students participated in the

Blitz model and or the school itself, the highehiagement results students
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accomplished. However, it was also determinedghatents in all mobility populations
yielded growth in reading levels, as measured byADRevelopmental Reading
Assessment), while the most transient group shaiggdficant growth when compared
to the Persistent mobility group. Perhaps, this because they began with the lowest
scores and had the furthest to grow. It is algmoirtant to note that the analysis of the
DRA assessment used to determine growth in redemds included a larger range of
levels for lower leveled readers than there ardniginer leveled readers, which made it
difficult to determine growth within specific gratkvel equivalencies for grades 3, 4,
and 5.

Although all three mobility populations consistgnglelded growth within each
testing model, only the two Transient groups sigaiit decreased variance when
compared to the Persistent population, as measyrddMSweb R-CBM scores. This
result is likely due to having more levels of grbvih the lower reading levels yielding
growth, versus a higher score that has a longer &pasuggested growth patterns. The
Transient Group-C yielded significant growth whempared to the Persistent
population, while the Transitional group did ndthaugh they still yielded a higher
growth percentage than the Persistent populatih ot considered statistically
significant.

Furthermore, the Blitz program began in 2008 andinaed through 2013.
During this time there was a 26% increase in pgyactcording to (FRLS) levels, from
2006-2007 (prior to Blitz). Even though povertydécontinued to increase dramatically,
the average decrease in scores improved dramgticHllis goes against what research

has suggested would occur regarding correlatiopeverty and low achievement scores.
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For example, 2011 and 2012 yielded an increaseares when poverty levels increased
from 69% then 72%. Students continued to showea®es in achievement, as measured
by DRA, AIMSweb R-CBM, and MAP scores.

The longer students participated in the Blitz ragdiomprehension model, the
higher their scores became. The non-transiengmpstricken, African American
students correlated to high scores, not low, tloeeestaff at Lakeview is doing very well
meeting students on their instructional levels,clhjielded growth for students of low
SES, regardless of their ethnicity.

Students who have attended Lakeview longer, anghectipated in the
supplemental Blitz reading program longer, weregdain the appropriate learning
situations, which allowed students’ needs to be rhetirning disabilities, ELL concerns,
behavior concerns, community stability and socmalaerns were also addressed with the

passage of time. These students continued toachiesest to their potential as learners.



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT @9

References

2010 Missouri Kids Count Data Book Online, OSDEAbs#e. (2010).
http://oseda.missouri.edu/kidscount/

AIMSweb website. Pearson, Inc. Reading Assessm&REL0).
http://mww.AIMSwebweb.com/

Adams, G. L., & Engelmann, S. (199Research on direct instruction: 25 years beyond
DISTAR Seattle, WA: Educational Achievement Systems.

Barriga, A., Dorran, J., Newell, S. B., Morrison,M., & Robbins, B. D. (2002).
Relationships between problem behaviors and acadachievement in
adolescents: The unique role of attention probledmstnal of Emotional and
Behavioral Disorders10(4), 233-240. Retrieved from
http://mythosandlogos.com/Attention.pdf

Beck, F. D., & Shoffstall, G. W. (2005). How do alischools fare under a high stakes
testing regime3dournal of Research in Rural Educatiohdvance online
publication. Retrieved from
http://vnweb.hwwilsonweb.com.gatekeeper.lindenwedd/hww/results/results_s
ingle_ftPES.jhtml?_DARGS=/hww/results/results_conmjttml.50

Bennett, J. (2003Evaluation Methods in ReseardGoogle play]. Retrieved from
https://play.google.com/books/reader?printsec=tover&output=reader&id=9t
hMtRRFzeAC&pg=GBS.PP1

Berman, P., & McLaughlin, M. W. (1978yederal programs supporting educational

change(Vol. VIII: Implementing and sustaining innovati® ed.). Santa Monica,

CA: Rand.



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 129

Black, P., & William, D. (1998). Assessment andssl@mom learningdssessment in
Education: Principles, Policy and Practicg(1)1), 7-74.

Black, P., & William, D. (1998). Inside the blackxy Raising standards through
classroom assessmeRhi Delta Kappan80(2), 139-148.

Blank, R. K., & De las Alas, N. (200%:ffects of teacher professional development on
gains in student achievement. How meta-analyssides scientific evidence
useful to educational leade(REC#0635409). Retrieved from www.ccsso.org:
http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/2009/Effects_of heacProfessional 2009.p
df

Bluman, A. G. (2009)Elementary Statistics: A Step by Step Apprd@tined.). New
York, NY: The McGraw Hill Companies.

Borman, G. D., Hewes, G. M., Overman, L. T., & Bmgu. (2002). Comprehensive
school reform and achievement: A meta-analy®eview of Educational
Research73(2), 125-230. Retrieved from
http://www.csos.jhu.edu/CRESPAR/TechReports/ReBopti

Bracht, N. T. (2011)The relationship between study island and studehieaement
(Doctoral dissertation). Lindenwood University, Gharles, MO. Retrieved from
http://bridges.searchmobius.org/record=b1808436~S5

Case Study (Lakeview Elementary) School Improvenieam. (2007, November BIT
minutes Case Study SIT Minutes. St. Ann, MO, U.S.A.

Case Study School (200®litz. A Supplemental Reading Program. St. Ann, MO.

Case Study School District. (2007). Curriculum gsid Communication Arts k-5.

Retrieved from http://achieve.psdr3.org/pdf/comnb K37.pdf



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 89

Case Study District PowerSchool Data (2005-20X3ynfiputer SoftwareEnrollment
Version 7.7.1.

Collins, A., Brown, J. S., & Newman, S. E. (1990hgnitive apprenticeship: Teaching
the crafts of reading, writing, and mathematicd_.IB. Resnick, (Ed.)Knowing,
learning, and instruction: Essays in honor of Roli&glaser, pp. 453-494).
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawerence Eribaum.

Communication Arts Consultant or Coordinator of i@uwium and Assessment. (n.d.).
Reading-Assessment InstrumeRstrieved from Missouri Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education:
http://dese.mo.gov/divimprove/curriculum/commasdaftassess.pdf

Crandall, D. & Associates (198Beople, policies, and practice: Examining the ohail
school improvemer{i/ols. 1-10). Andover, MA: The Network.

Curry, J., & Zyskowski, G. (October, 200@ummer Opportunity to accelerate reading
(S.0.A.R. evaluatior(ERIC Document ED450141). Office of Program
Evaluation: Austin Independent School District, TX.

Daniel, L. (2012). DODEA Focuses on Teacher Develept for New School Year.
Retrieved from http://www.defense.gov/News/NewsAetiaspx?ID=117594

Datnow, A., Borman, G., & Stringfield, S. (200080l reform through a highly
specified curriculum: A study of the implementat@nd effects of the Core
Knowledge sequenc&he Elementary School Journap(1), 167-191.

Department of Defense Education Activity AnnualoB8tReport CardDatabase record].
(2013). Annual School Report Card. North Carolinstiict: Academic Indicators

2011-2012. Retrieved November 2, 2013, from



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 49

https://webapps.dodea.edu/SRC/drc.cfm?Type=di&®i¢t=2011-
2012&District=North%20Carolina&selAREA=AI

Department of Elementary and Secondary Educatifiy). Questions and answers
about No Child Left Behind. Retrieved June 3, 2Gidn
http://dese.mo.gov/divimprove/nclb/QandA.html

Donis-Keller, C., Saunders, T., Wang, L., & Weinstél. (January, 20045econd year
evaluation report for the Cornerstone Literacy iative (ERIC Document
ED486209). Institute for Education and Social Rolldew York University.

Donovan, J. J., & Radosevich, D. J. (1998). Theenatihg role of goal commitment on
the goal difficulty-performance relationship: A raetnalytic of critical
reanalysisJournal of Applied Psycholog83(2), 308-315.

Dufour, R., Dufour, R., Eaker, R., & Many, T. (2Q00bearning by doing: A handbook
for professional learning communities at woBtoomington, IN: Solution Tree
Press.

Duncan, A. (2009, December 7). Secretary Arne Daisddemarks at OECD’s Release
of the Program for International Student Assessr{fel8A) 2009 results.
Program for International Student Assessment (PERP Resultdpp. 12-13).
Retrieved from http://www.ed.gov/news/speeches&tacy-arne-duncans-
remarks-oecds-release-program-international-stuaesgssment-

Dunn, M.C., Kadane, J.B., & Garrow, J.R. (2003))F&lomparing harm done by
mobility and class absence: Missing students arssing dataJournal of
Educational and Behavioral Statistj&3(3), 269-88. Retrieved from

http://dx.doi.org/EJ782473



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT @O0

Engec, N. (2006). Relationship between mobility analent performance and behavior.
Journal of Educational Research, 99(3), 167-&8vance online publication.
Retrieved from
http://vnweb.hwwilsonweb.com.gatekeeper.lindenwedd/hww/results/external
_link_maincontentframe.jhtml?_DARGS=/hww/resultsiriks_common.jhtml.44

Federal Education Budget Project: Background analysms. (2013). Retrieved from
http://febp.newamerica.net/background-analysisfeschool-nutrition-
programs

Feller, T. (2010)Achieving Congruence: Building a case for implenmgné district
wide interim benchmark assessment that is alignddasBalanced Literacy
framework(Doctoral dissertation). Portland State Univerditgrtland, OR.
Retrieved from
http://dr.archives.pdx.edu/xmlui/bitstream/handseld853/Feller_psu_0180D 10
103.pdf?sequence=1

Florida’s Center for Reading Research. (2006). &losA-l. Assessment. Retrieved
from

http://www.fcrr.org/assessment/ET/resources/gladshatmi

Fountas, I., & Pinnell, G. (1996kuided reading: Good first teaching for all childre
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Franke, T.M., Isken, J., & Parra, M.T. (2003, Wité pervasive school culture for the
betterment of student outcomes: One school’'s apprtmstudent mobility.

Journal of Negro Educatiqir2(1), 150-157. doi:355030661



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 20

Frazier, A. (2013)Poverty and ELL graduation rai@®octoral dissertation). Northwest
Missouri State University, Maryville, MO. Retrievémm
http://www.nwmissouri.edu/library/researchpaperd@6razier,%20Ann.pdf

Frederick, W.C. (1980). Instructional tinfevaluation in Educatiomd, 117-118.

Frye, R. (2008). Schools and English Language lezarihe role of schools in the
English Language Learner achievement.gaptrieved from
http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED502050.pdf

Fuchs, L.S., & Fuchs, D. (1986). Effects of systeaf@rmative evaluation: A meta-
analysis Exceptional Children53(3), 199-208.

Gallagher, W. (2009Ropt: Attention and the Focused LyMew York: The Penguin
Group.

Galton, M.J. (1995)Crisis in the primary classrooniondon: D. Fulton Publishers.

Galton, M.J., & Willcocks, J. (1983Moving from the primary classroarhondon:
Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Gruman, D.H., Harachi, T.W., Abbott, R.D., CatalaRd~., & Fleming, C.B. (2008).
Longitudinal effects of student mobility on threienénsions of elementary school
engagementChild Developmen79(6), 1833-52. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2008.01229.x

Guthrie, J.T., McRae, A., & Klauda, S.L. (2007).r@doutions of concept-oriented
reading instruction to knowledge about intervendifor motivations in reading.

Educational Psychologisti2(4), 237-250.



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 20

Haenn, J.F. (April, 2002 lass size and student success: Comparing thetsesiulive
elementary schools using small class s(E#IC Document: ED486209).
Retrieved from http://www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED4641B

Haller, E.P., Child, D.A., & Walberg, H.J1988). Can comprehension be taught? A
guantitative synthesis of “metacognitive” studieducational Researchet9(9),
5-8.

Hallinger, P., & Murphy, J.F. (1986). The sociahtext of effective schoolg\merican
Journal of Education94(3), 328-355.

Hamilton, D. (1977). Making sense of curriculum leragion: Continuities and
discontinuities in an educational idéteview of Research in Educatjéin 318-
347.

Hart, B., & Risley, T.R. (1995Meaningful differences in the everyday experierice o
young American childrerBaltimore, MD: P.H. Brookes.

Hattie, J. (2009)Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-gses$ relating to
achievementAbingdon, New York: Routledge.

Hemelman, S., Daniels, H., & Hyde, A. (200Bgst practice: Today’s standards for
teaching and learning in American scho(®sd ed.). Portsmouth, NH:
Heinemann.

Hemelman, S., Daniels, H., & Hyde, A. (201Bgst practice: Bringing standards to life
in American classroom@th ed.). Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

Hiebert, E.H., Colt, J.M., Catto, S.L., & Gury, E992). Reading and writing of first-
grade students in a restructured Chapter | proghamerican Educational

Research Journak9, 545-572.



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 20

Horn, W.F., & Packard, T. (1985). Early identificat of learning problems: A meta-
analysisJournal of Educational Psychology7(5), 597-607.

Institute of Education Sciences, National CenteHducation Evaluation and Regional
Assistance, Regional Educational Laboratory at bbdtinent Research for
Education and Learning. (201@tudent mobility in rural and nonrural districts
in five central region statg®REL 2010-No. 089). Retrieved from
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions/central/dlf/R2010089.pdf

International Reading Association. (2007). Teachieagling well: A synthesis of the
International Reading Association’s research onlteapreparation for reading
instruction. Retrieved from http://www.reading.dripraries/reports-and-
standards/teaching_reading_well.pdf

Invernizzi, M., Meier, J., & Juel, C. (2003honological Awareness Literacy Screening-
Grades 1-3 (Form B) technical referenc&&harlottesville, VA: Curry School of
Education, University of Virginia Press.

Iserhagen, J.C., & Bulkin, N. (2011). The impactadbility on student performance and
teacher practic& he Journal of At-Risk Issuel(1), 17-24.

Jones, R.A. (1989) he relationship of student achievement to mohilithhe elementary
school(Doctoral dissertation). Georgia State Universitijanta, GA. Available
from OCLC Worldcat. (21224768)

Kaase, K., & Dulaney, C. (2005)he impact of mobility on academic achievement: A
review of the literaturéE & R Report No. 4.39). Retrieved from

http://www.wcpss.net/evaluation-research/repor3520439mobility _review.pdf



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 420

Khattri, N., & Kane, M. (1995). Assessment refordwork in progressPhi Delta
Kappan 77(1), 30-32.

Kieffer, M.J. (2008). Catching up or falling behihthitial English proficiency,
concentrated poverty, and the reading growth ajuage minority learners in the
United StatesJournal of Educational Psychologi0Q(4), 851-868.

Kluger, A.N., & DeNisi, A. (1996). The effect ofddback interventions on performance:
A historical review, a meta-analysis, and a praliany feedback intervention
theory.Psychological Bulletin1192), 254.

Lesisko, L.J., & Wright, R.J. (2009\n analysis of a rural Pennsylvania school distsict
transient population and NCLB scordgetrieved from
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/search/detaitysp?_nfpb=true& &ER
ICExtSearch_SearchValue 0=ED504293&ERICExtSearciwrcé&ype 0=no&a
ccno=ED504293

Lewis, M., & Samuels, S.J. (200Read more-read better? A meta-analysis of the
literature on the relationship between exposurestding and reading
achievemenfDoctoral dissertation). University of Minnesotaindeapolis, MN.
Retrieved from http://www.tc.umn.edu/~samue001/#p20version.pdf

Lou, Y., Ambrami, P.C., & D’Apollonia, S. (2001)n%&ll persistent group-and
individual learning with technology: A meta-anabk/dReview of Educational
Research71(3), 449-521.

Madelaine, A., & Wheldall, K. (2005, March). Ideytng low progress readers:
Comparing teacher judgement with a curriculum basedsurement procedure.

International Journal of Disability, DevelopmentdaEducation52(1), 33-42.



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 20

Marzano, R.J. (2007The art and science of teaching: A comprehensaméwork for
effective instructionAlexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.

Marzano Research Laboratory. (2018gta-Analysis Database Dajgducational action
research database]. Retrieved from
http://www.marzanoresearch.com/research/reports

McCarthy, C. (1988, August). Rethinking liberal anadical perspectives on racial
inequality in schooling: Making the case for nomayrony.Harvard Educational
Review58(3), 265-79. doi:19700855

Missouri Comprehensive Data System. (2013). [Datalvacord]. Missouri Department
of Elementary and Secondary Education. Retrieveh fr
http://mcds.dese.mo.gov/quickfacts/SitePages/Dibifo.aspxMissouri
Department of Elementary and Secondary Educatifiy). Questions and
Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondarycgtion. (2013). About
Response to Intervention. Retrieved from http:#d®es.gov/3tieredmodels/rti/

National Center for Educational Progress. (2013ER: A common yardstick.
Retrieved from http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreport@doout/#overview

National Center for Homeless Education. (2003, Maver).Students on the move:
Reaching and teaching highly mobile children andtkioProject HOPE, The
College of William and Mary (Urban Diversity Serig$). United States

Department of Education, under contract number BEE®-0035, .



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT @O0

Nelson, P.S., Simoni, J.M., & Adelman, H.S. (1998pbility and school functioning in
the early gradeslournal of Educational ReseardB9, 365-69. Retrieved from
http://smhp.psych.ucla.edu

New America Foundation. (2013). Federal School iNatr ProgramFederal Education
Budget ProjectRetrieved from http://febp.newamerica.net/backgob
analysis/federal-school-nutrition-programs

Newell, A. (1990) Unified theories of cognitiarCambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

No Child Left Behind Act, Public Law 107-110 20 U830 § Public Law 107-11
(Retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsecllesea02/107-110.pdf 2002).

Norris, N. (1990)Understanding Educational Evaluatiobondon: Kegan Page.

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory. (19@3talog of school reform models:
first edition(LA 217.2 .C38 1998). Retrieved from Hathi Trusgal Library
Website: http://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/00E28/Cite

Parr, A.J. (2010). A quantitative study of the auderistics of transient and non-transient
students in Nevada elementary schools (Doctorakdistion). University of
Nevada, Reno. Retrieved from
http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?did=2153480491&fifg=xlientld=79356&RQ
T=3098&VName=PQD

Passel, J.S. (2008).S. population projections: 2005-205%ashington, DC: Pew
Hispanic Center.

Payne, R.K. (2003A framework for understanding pove(Brd revised ed.). Highlands,

TX: aha! Process, Inc.



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 20

Popham, J.W. (2008]ransformative assessmeAiexandria, VA: Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development.

PowerSchool (Version 7.7.1) [Case Study Schoolrts€omputer Software Program].
(2005-2013). Retrieved from https://powerschoolBsatg/admin/home.htmi

Pratt, S., & George, R. (2005). Transferring frighig: Girls’ and boys’ friendships in
the transition form primary to secondary sch@ildren and Societ\1 Y1), 16-
26.

Pratt, S., & George, R. (2005). Transferring frighgs: Girls’ and boys’ friendships in
the transition from primary to secondary sch@lildren and Societ\19(1), 16-
26.

Rathoven, Ph.D., N. (2006, August 2Bevelopmental Reading Assessmgetrieved
from http://www.natalierathvon.com/images/DRA_Reawi@8-25-2006.pdf

Reeves, D. B. (2009).eading Change in Your School: How to Conquer Myihsld
Commitment, and Get Resultdexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and
Curriculum Development.

Reeves, D.B. (2010T.ransforming professional development into studesults
Alexandria, VA: ASCD.

Rennie Center for Education Research & Policy.l(28l11).A revolving door:
Challenges and solutions to educating mobile sttgl&etrieved from
http://www.unitedwaycm.org/images/uploads/.../reaenter_RevolvingDoor

Rosenshine, B. (2008). Five meanings of directuresion. Retrieved from

http://www.centerii.org/search/Resources%5CFive@irestruct.pdf



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT &0

Rowe, D.W. (1985)The big picture: A quantitative meta-analysis aiding
comprehension researcBloomington, IN: Indiana University, Language
Education Department.

Rumberger, R. (2002). Student mobility and acadexitevementEric Digest
Advance online publication. doi:ED466314

Rumberger, R.W. (2003, Winter). The causes andezprences of student mobility.
Journal of Negro EducatiqQrir2(1), 6-21. doi:EJ670753

Schinn, M. R., Schinn, M. M., & Langell, L. A. (200 Overview of Curriculum-Based
Measurement (CBM) and AIMSwgtowerPoint slides]. Retrieved from
www.AIMSweb.com

Schmoker, M. (2006 Results now: How can we achieve improvements ohieg and
learning Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision andr@culum
Development.

Sencibaugh, J.M. (2009Yleta-analysis of reading comprehension interverstitom
students with learning disabilities: Strategies amgblications St. Louis, MO:
Harris-Stowe State University.

Sirin, S.R. (2005). Socioeconomic status and acadaamievement: A meta-analytic
review of researctReview of Educational Resear@b, 417-453.

Smrekar, C., & Owens, D. (2003). “It's a way otlifor us”: High mobility and high
achievement in Department of Defense schaaarnal of Negro Educatign
72(1), 165-177.

Stenhouse, L. (1975An Introduction to Curriculum Research and Develepin

London: Heinemann Educational Publishers.



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT 20

Stockard, J. (2010). Promoting reading achieverandtcountering the “Fourth-Grade
Slump”: The impact of Direct Instruction on readimchievement in fifth grade.
Journal of Education for Students Placed At RI€K15), 218-240.

Stringfield, S, Millsap, M., & Herman, R. (1990rban and suburban/rural special
strategies for educating disadvantaged childreméFreport) Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Education, Planning and Evabma8ervice.

Study Island. (2011)Vhat It Is.Edmentum. Retrieved from

http://www.edmentum.com/products-services/studgrdl

Taylor, B. (2007)The what and the how of good classroom readingunson in the
elementary gradesMinneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Center f
Reading Research, Author.

Taylor, B.M., Pearson, P.D., Clark, K., & Walpo#,(2000). Effective schools and
accomplished teachers: Lessons about primary geading instruction in low-
income schoolsThe Elementary School JournabD1, 121-165.

The Council of Chief State School Officers. (20@ffects of teacher professional
development on gains in student achievement: Hoa-arealysis provides
scientific evidence useful to educational lead®&8C#0635409). Washington,
DC: Government Printing Office.

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Dmpraent.(n.d.). Retrieved from
http://www.oecd.org

Therrien, W.J. (2004). Fluency and comprehensiamsgas a result of repeated reading:

A meta-analysisRemedial and Special Educati@b(4), 252-260.



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT @1

UNICEF Innocenti Research Centre. (2007\ICEF, Child poverty in perspective: An
overview of child well-being in rich countrigReport Card 7]. Retrieved from
http://www.unicef-irc.org/publications/pdFRPLc7_epdf

U.S. Department of Education. (2009). Where cand fesearch based best practices?
Retrieved July 8, 2013, from http://www2.ed.govitstat/best-practices.html

United States Government Accountability Office. idmber, 2010)K-12
EDUCATIONMany Challenges Arise in Educating Stusi&dho Change Schools
Frequently(GAO-11-40). Washington, DC: Government Printinifj¢2.

Wagemaker, H. (1993Achievement in reading literacy: New Zealand’s perfance in
a national and international contexResearch Section, Ministry of Wellington,
New Zealand: Research Section, Ministry of Educatio

Walker, D., Greenwood, C., Hart, B., & Carta, 294). Prediction of school outcomes
based on early language production and socioecarfactors.Child
Developmentt5(2), 606-621.

Watts, J. (2009)A foundational research study connecting respoasetérvention
research to the Study IslandpPrograRetrieved from
http://www.studyisland.com/web/uploadedFiles/wwwdstisland.com/Content/R
esults/Research/Study%20Island%20RTI%20Researcheé@0Rpdf

Wright, D. (1999, July/August). A negligible andndounded influence on student
achievementThe Journal of Educational Resear&2(6), 347-53. Retrieved
from
http://ehis.ebscohost.com.gatekeeper2.lindenwoatebdst/pdfviewer/pdfviewer

?vid=2&sid=87d719¢c1-b98d-405d-9¢cd9-28f48771c263%48i®nmgr10&hid=6



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT P1

Xu, Z., Hannaway, J., & D’'Souza, S. (2008judent transience in North Carolina: The
effect of school mobility on student outcomes usingitudinal data(Calder
Working Paper No. 22). Retrieved from Urban Ingsétwebsite:
http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/1001256 studeahgience.pdf

Yates, L. (2004)What Does Good Educational Research Look L{keperback ed.).
Two Penn Plaza, New York, NY: Open University Press

Zucker, S. (2004). Assessment RepAdministration Practices for Standardized
Assessment®earson Education Inc. Retrieved from
http://www.pearsonassessments.com:
http://www.pearsonassessments.com/NR/rdonlyres/3B86-D815-4960-

BCBF-A8E599C81FD8/0/AdministrationPractices.pdf



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT

Appendices

Appendix A: Blitz Topics Pacing Guide-Grade 2 Through Grade 5-2008-2009

Blitz Topics Pacing Guide (Grade 2 Through Grad2()8-2009

Grade 2 Through Grade 5

August-September

October-November

December-January

February-March

April-May

Fluency/First 30 days

Non-Fiction: Main Idea

Comprehension Strategies

MAP Skills

Newspapers

21



A CASE STUDY: ACHIEVEMENT STUDIES OF PERSISTENT

Appendix B: Blitz Topic Pacing Guide-Grade 1 Through Grade 5-2009-2010

Blitz Topic Pacing Guide (Grade 1 through Grad@®)9-2010
Grade 1
Characters
Story Elements
Retelling
Predicting
Making Connections
Visualizing
Questioning
Inferring

Grade 2

_ First 24 days
Trimester 1 Fix-up strategies/Unknown words

August-September-October Retelling with story elements
Predicting

Making Connections
Trimester 2 Determining Importance

. Retelling/Summarizing
November, December, January, Mid- Visualizing

February Questioning
*Continue Trimester 1 strategies

Trimester 3 Comparing
Inferring

Mid-February, March, April, May Synthesizing

Grades 3-5

First 20 days
Monitor for Meaning

Trimester 1 Retelling/Paraphrasing
August-September-October Making Connections
Questioning
Predicting
Inferring
Trimester 2 Visualizing
Summarizing
November_, December, January, Determining Importance
MId-FebruaI’y Comparing
*Continue Trimester 1 strategies
Trimester 3 Synthesizing

. . Evaluating
Mid-February, March, April, May *Continue Trimester 1 and 2

strategies
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Appendix C: Blitz Topic Pacing Guide-Grade K Through Grade 5-2010-2011

Blitz Topics Pacing Guide (Kindergarten through @&&®) 2010-2011

Kindergarten — Grade 1

First 24 days

Fix-up strategies/Unknown words
Retelling with story elements
Predicting

Trimester 1
August-September-October

Making Connections
Determining Importance

Trimester 2 Retelling/Summarizin
November, December, January, Mid- , ,. ng 9
Visualizing
February o

Questioning
*Continue Trimester 1 strategies

Trimester 3 Comparing

Mid-February, March, April, May  Inferring
Grades 3-5

First 20 days

Monitor for Meaning

Trimester 1 Retelling/Paraphrasing
August-September-October Making Connections
Questioning
Predicting
Inferring
Trimester 2 Vlsuallglng
Determining Importance
November, December, January, .
Comparing

Mid-February Summarizing

*Continue Trimester 1 strategies

Synthesizing

Trimester 3
Mid-February, March, April, May

Evaluating
*Continue Trimester 1 and 2
strategies
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Appendix C: Blitz Topic Pacing Guide-Kindergarten-2011-2012

Blitz Topic Pacing Guide (Kindergarten) 2011-2012

Dates and Topics for: Kindergarten

Month

Topics (Focus Skills)

September Skills:

Alphabet
Identify most (20 or more) of the capital
letters

November Skills:

Identify most (20 or more) of the capital
letters

Identify most (20 or more) of the lower
case letters

Count to 50 starting at any number
Identify numbers 1-20

Write numbers 1-20

December
Skills:

Master September’s focus skills

Master November’s focus skills

Identify and give 11 or more rhyming
words

Read ten or more high frequency words
Write five or more high frequency
words

January/February
Skills:

Mastered all previous focus skills
Identify two object patterns
Create two object patterns
Count backwards from 12

Count to 70 by 10s

Count to 70 by 5s

March
Skills:

Mastered all previous focus skills

Read 20 or more high frequency words
Write 18 or more high frequency words
Write words using beginning and
ending sounds
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Appendix D: One Through Five Grade Level Reading Blitz Pacing Guide

Grade Level Reading Blitz Pacing Guide 2011-2012

Grades 1-5
Dates Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5
9/6- Story
9/23 Characters Elements QAR QAR QAR
9/26-  Story Retelling with  Making Retelling, . Retelling/
10/14 Elements story elements Connections Paraphrasing, Paraphrasing
Summary
10/17- Story Monitoring
11/4 Predicting Predicting Elements, Connections Meanin
Retelling 9
11/7- . . - - Connections,
12/2 Connections  Connections Predicting Predicting Visualizing
12/5- ' . . . ) . . Questioning,
12/22 Visualizing Visualizing Visualizing Questioning Predicting
1/3- Monitoring
1/27 Questioning  Comparing Meaning, Visualizing Inferring
Questioning
1/30- Inferrin Determine Inferrin Inferrin Summarizin
2/24 9 Importance 9 9 g
Determine . .
gﬁg_ Characters QAR Importance, Pn?u(a)rrgr?; Pr:t((e)rrg::(?e
Summarizing P P
3/26-  Story : : .
3/30 Elements QAR Comparing Comparing Comparing
4/2- - . . . .
4/20 Non-Fiction = MAP Testing MAP Testing MAP Testing MAIResting
4/23- . . . .
5/4 QAR Inferring Synthesizing Comparing Synthesizing
5/7- . . . Evaluating, .
5/18 Synthesizing  Synthesizing Evaluating Synthesizing Evaluating
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Appendix E: Normality Table of Data for All Testing Models

Normality Table of Data for All Testing Models

Test Model Statistical Data Group Pl
Model 1: , Pretest *1.24
DRA Persistent Group-A Posttest 0.73
. Pretest 0.56
Transitional Group-B Posttest 005
. Pretest 0.49
Transient Group-C Posttest 076
. Pretest -0.4
Persistent Group-A Posttest -0.46
Model 2: R- - Pretest 0.49
CBM Transitional Group-B Posttest -0.09
. Pretest 0.45
Transient Group-C Posttest 0.7
Model 3: Persistent Group-A -0.87
MAP 2010: Data Transitional Group-B 0.24
Transient Group-C N/A
Persistent Group-A -0.42
2011: Data Transitional Group-B 0.29
Transient Group-C -0.03
Persistent Group-A 0.1
2012: Data Transitional Group-B 0.24
Transient Group-C 0.11
Model 4: ) ) Pretest -0.97
Study Island Topic 2: Persistent Group-A 1ot 0.06
Topic 2: Transitional Group-B Pretest 0.01
Posttest -0.38
Topic 2: Transient Group-C Pretest 0.07
Posttest -0.43
. . . Pretest -0.12
Topic 4A: Persistent Group-A Posttest 012
Topic 4A: Transitional Group-B Pretest 059
Posttest *-1.35
Topic 4A: Transient Group-C Pretest 0.61
Posttest -0.12
. ) . Pretest 0.51
Topic 4B: Persistent Group-A Posttest 06
Topic 4B: Transitional Group-B Pretest 026
Posttest 0.15
Pretest -0.27

Topic 4B: Transient Group-C
Posttest 0.22
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