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Enlarged City School District of Middletown 
 Race-to-the-Top Grant 2012-14 Program Evaluation  

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Introduction to the RTTT grant  

Middletown’s RTTT activities are a set of linked and complementary technology and 
teaching/learning initiatives with the goal of personalizing learning for every student.   

1. Blended learning 
2. Two-year kindergarten  
3. Promotional markers/mid-point classes   
4. Math specialists among elementary teachers 
5. Third grade mastery class teaching and learning  
6. 1-to-1 mobile devices: all teachers and 8-12 grades students   
7. Instructional rigor in high school:  Syracuse University Project Advance. 
8. An interactive computer simulation to recruit candidates to teach in Middletown  
9. “Big data,” a learning management system.   

The US Department of Education grant award was made in December 2012:  funding began in 
2013 and continued for approximately an 18-month initiation and planning period.   2013-14 – the 
academic year covered by this report – is the first year in which there was substantial 
implementation, substantial launching of RTT-supported initiatives. 

1.2 The Enlarged City School District of Middletown 

Middletown, New York (ECSDM) is a high needs, high poverty and high minority school district 
that has been recognized as a successful turn-around district.  Middletown has increased its student 
results and performed on par with or better than average statewide achievement scores.  Over six 
years, this 75% free-and-reduced meals eligible district has increased its Regents Diploma 
graduation rate from 76% to 84% and doubled its Regents Diploma graduation rate for students 
with disabilities from 20% to 39%.  

At the same time that the proportion of low-income families jumped from 59% to 74%, the 
district’s successes have come at less per-pupil spending than other high-needs districts and less 
than the average for all New York State public schools.  Middletown is also in the top 5 percent 
of technology-investing districts in the US ($12 million in related expenditures) and will be fully 
wireless and cloud-based by the end of next year.  Middletown is the only district in central New 
York that is growing. 

1.3 Student achievement data:  New York State Education Department 

 Blended Learning 
 Promotional Markers/Mid-Point Classes 
 Third Grade Mastery Classes 
 Syracuse University Project Advance
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Between Fall 2013 and Spring 2014, the district’s teachers have raised their expectations for 
student achievement.  Virtually no one believes that achievement is where it needs to be but two-
thirds now conclude that “Our students are improving but still need to improve more.”   

1.4 Attitudes, beliefs and practices of Middletown educators and the RTTT activities 

Middletown’s RTTT grant is ambitious and comprehensive.  Eighty-four percent of the district’s 
educators endorse its ‘right track’ direction.  And at the same time that RTTT makes the most 
demands on elementary teachers, nine out ten of those hard-pressed elementary school faculty 
members endorse the course of events, a greater proportion than in either the middle or high school 
faculties.  Additionally, 80% of the high school’s educators conclude that “We have the resources 
to make teaching much better”. 

We compared educators’ responses at the end of the year to the beginning of the year to statements 
about what the district needs to improve.  The sharp declines in the high felt-need for improvement 
should be read as teacher perception of progress.  

• Graduation rates as a ‘high need’ for improvement fell by half from 62% to 31%  
• Student assessment fell by more than half from 55% identifying the area as ‘high need’ to 

22%.  
• Student behavior/discipline as a ‘high need’ for improvement declined from 86% to 69% 

and 
• Student achievement as a ‘high need’ for improvement dropped from 88% to 60%. 

 
Educators supplied their narrative thoughts about the strengths of Middletown’s relation with its 
students.  One-third of the strengths identified ‘opportunities’ and gave examples of choices among 
courses, co-curricular activities, special and individualized attention, etc.  “Technology” for 
students, with 16 comments was the second most frequently identified strength.   

With regard to evidence-based teaching, Middletown has been at the front edge of the group of 
districts providing interim, formative (short-term and quickly reported) test data, to teachers in 
sufficient time for teaching and learning to be modified.  Here are the remarkable percentages of 
teachers responding positively to student assessment related activities. 

• I will change my instruction as a result of interim assessment data more this year than in 
the past – 74% agreement  

• I will change my instructional groups more this year than in the past – 73% agreement  
• I will do more frequent student assessment this year than in the past – 70% agreement 
and 
• I can do the analysis of assessment data as well as a specialist – 60% agreement. 

Assessment exists, not for its own sake but because it can and should inform instruction and 
grouping.  In other districts, assessment is in place but changed instruction and changed grouping 
is not.  Middletown’s teachers make more complete use of assessment. 
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1.5 The Race-to-the-Top Sub-Programs 

To analyze results from various student performance measures (excluding the NYSED data 
reported above), for each data source and for each sub-program, we took the average score for 
students (district-wide) in that program – the ”treatment” group – and subtracted the average score 
of the students not participating in the program, the “control” group, during 2013-14.  Essentially, 
this difference is the “gap” between the “treatment” and the “control” groups. To repeat, because 
these are population parameters, not sample statistics, testing for statistical significance is moot.  
The observed gaps are true differences between students in the different conditions, for example, 
those in classrooms taught by teachers who have had blended learning PD and those who have not.  
To determine whether a gap has practical importance for Middletown policy, we turn to the 
standard deviation (SD) for the population being considered. Our guiding principle for this report 
is a gap that is at least ½ SD has practical importance.  

1.5.1 Blended Learning.   

The Blended Learning sub-program combines face-to-face instruction with e-learning by 
students.  
 
Table 1. Blended Learning:  Achievement Advantages to Students Taught by Teachers using 
Blended Learning by Source of Data 

 Gd. 1 Gd. 2 Gd. 3 Gd. 4 Gd. 5 
Reading/English-Language Arts 

Reading/NWEA     * 
ELA/ECSDM Quarterlies      

Math 
Math/NWEA     * 
Math/ECSDM Quarterlies     * 

 *Only students enrolled in lower-achieving Promotional Markers classes.   
 
Teachers credited the Blended Learning initiative with exceeding their expectations in “student 
discipline” (97% agreement); “student motivation” (96% agreement); and “monitoring student 
progress” (84% agreement).   

1.5.2 Two-Year Kindergarten.   

The two-year kindergarten program doubles early education access for some children who start 
schooling with so few pre-school attributes that it may well take two years to build what can be 
accomplished in one kindergarten year for others. 

ECSDM tested early childhood children using Children’s Progress Academic Achievement.  From 
the Fall pre-test to the Spring, the Reading performance of the Two-Year Kindergarten students, 
while it remains below others,   improves at the same rate as does that of the other, one-year 
kindergarten students in the district.  Given that students were selected into the program because 
of their exceptional needs, the similarity is progress.  In Math, while the performance of the 
children in the two-year Kindergarten program is below that of the others (recall that they were 
selected exactly because of and in order to remedy their deficits), at the end of the first year of 
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their planned two-year experience, the group has begun to slightly close the gap between 
themselves and all other Kindergarten students in the district.  Four out of five of the district’s 
teachers think that the two-year Kindergarten is a good idea, that it will “…make my job easier in 
the future.” 

1.5.3 Promotional Markers/Mid-Point Classes.   

Middletown is seeking to end social promotion by replacing that practice with classes for students 
whose academic performance is not likely to qualify them for success in the next grade.  At the 
end of grades 2, 5 and 8, students are required to demonstrate proficiency through the NWEA 
MAPS, ELA and Math, course grades, local benchmarks, and at the 5th and 8th grades, state testing 
data.  If they are not proficient, they do not move to the next grade level:  said differently, they 
will not be socially promoted.  Eighth grade students who do not make that grade’s “Promotional 
Marker” cut-off are enrolled in a “Mid-Point class.” 

Table 2. Promotional Markers/Mid-Point Classes:  Achievement Advantages to Students 
Assigned to Promotional Marker or Mid-Point Classes  by Source of Data 

 Gd. 2 Gd. 5 Gd. 8 
Reading/English-Language Arts 

Reading/NWEA    
ELA/ECSDM Quarterlies    

Math 
Math/NWEA    
Math/ECSDM Quarterlies    

 

1.5.4 Reading Achievement 

For 2nd grade Reading, the NWEA-measured achievement of the Promotional Markers students 
became slightly closer to that of all students over the Fall-Spring interval.  For English-Language 
Arts, as measured by Middletown’s quarterly assessments, the performance of the Promotional 
Markers students paralleled that of the other students, if at a lower level.   

For 5th grade Reading, the 23 Promotional Markers students in the 5th grade began the year behind 
the others and caught up and slightly exceeded the NWEA-measured Reading achievement by the 
end of the year:  the Promotional Markers students closed the gap.  Middletown’s quarterly 
assessment data confirm the progress indicated by the NWEA data.  On the evidence of the 
quarterly data, the ELA achievement of the Promotional Markers students exceeds that of the other 
students in the district, and consistently so across the second, third and fourth marking periods.   

With respect to Reading in the 8th grade, the approximately 27 students who began the year behind 
their counterparts not only closed the gap in Reading as indicated by the NWEA data, they ended 
the year exceeding the (nominally) higher achieving group.  The district’s quarterly data do not 
parallel that result.   
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1.5.5 Math Achievement 

The performance of the approximately 30 students in Math for the 2nd grade Promotional Marker 
classes increases.  The gap between the Promotional Marker students and the non-Promotional 
Marker students, does not close but becomes larger (the -1.5 difference in the Fall to a -2.7 
difference in the Spring).  

In 5th grade Math, the same 23 Promotional Markers students made NWEA-measured progress 
just as they did in Reading.  For Math, they started behind the other students in the district, fell a 
bit and then both improved their performance and began to close the gap by the Spring testing 
period.  The NWEA performance is confirmed by the district’s quarterly results:  the 5th grade 
Promotional Markers students made progress in closing the mathematics achievement gap with 
other students, districtwide.  

For 8th grade students in Math as measured by NWEA, the Mid-Point students did not out-achieve 
others but they gained on the whole-district group of 8th graders and in the Winter-Spring interval, 
they improved their achievement at a faster pace than did the others:  they are closing the gap.  
Again, as with 8th grade ELA, the quarterly results do not confirm the NWEA results.   

Middletown provided professional learning opportunities to 41 teachers who volunteered 
themselves for this initiative.  The proportions of teachers who reject conventional practice (social 
promotion) and who endorse the district’s 2nd, 5th and 8th grade initiatives has increased from the 
Fall of 2013 to the Spring of 2014 although a majority of teachers were concerned with the validity 
of the process of assigning students. 

1.5.6 Elementary school teachers as literacy specialists.   

ECSDM has a decade-long investment in literacy training for its faculty.  As a result, at least half 
the staff has a deep understating of literacy teaching and learning requirements.  While literacy is 
part of what is proposed and reported for RTTT, it is covered totally by district funds including for 
literacy coaches.   

1.5.7 Elementary school teachers as math specialists.   

This RTTT-funded sub-program intends to add expertise in teaching math to complement that in 
teaching literacy.  As one principal commented with respect to the two specialist initiatives – 
Literacy and Math – “The kids pick up on and pick up the teacher’s expertise.”  Teachers were 
asked to evaluate the vendor that provided professional development about math teaching:  
teachers credit MathWorks with impacting their instruction.  Fully 87% credit it with changing 
their teaching: 38% ‘strongly agreed.’  And 31% of the MathWorks-trained teachers rated that 
professional learning “One of the best” with an additional 36% “Above average.”  Historically, 
teaching in elementary schools has been the province of people more inclined to language arts than 
to math.  When asked several questions about the feasibility of adding math expertise to literacy 
expertise, the responding teachers are mixed if improving on some items.   
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1.5.8 Third Grade Mastery Classes Versus Seat-Time.   

The third grade “Mastery” sub-program provides opportunities for higher-achieving students just 
as the two-year Kindergarten and the Promotional Markers sub-programs provide opportunities 
for lower-achieving students.  Students in the Mastery program do not progress according to 
elapsed weeks of schooling time defined by the conventional grade intervals.  Instead, they can 
move across the curriculum as quickly as they demonstrate mastery with the concepts and the 
curriculum.  If a student is in the 3rd grade by age but their math skills are 2nd grade and their 
reading skills are at the 5th grade, then this initiative will place them in appropriate instruction 
while leaving their grade level assignment unchanged.  The approximately 30 Mastery students 
have Chromebooks, a ‘tech integration curriculum’ and two teachers – one a Literacy and one a 
Math specialist.     

Table 3. Third Grade Mastery Class Versus Seat-Time:  Achievement Advantages to 
Students Assigned to the Mastery Class by Source of Data 

Reading/NWEA  
ELA/ECSDM Quarterlies  

Math 
Math/NWEA  
Math/ECSDM Quarterlies  

 

Students were selected into the Mastery class because of their higher achievement and that pattern 
is borne out by the data although in math, the all-district student performance improves at a faster 
pace than does the Mastery student group.   

1.5.9 1:2:1 Mobile devices – Teachers and students.   

In 2012-13, every teacher received an Apple device.  Rather than focus initially on instructional 
applications (teaching and learning), Middletown required that devices be used for daily 
management or productivity purposes, e.g., attendance, discipline reporting and grade book 
applications. Technology integration coaches have guided the 1:2:1 initiative.   

Table 4. Teacher predicted and actual use of iPods ranked by function (Fall 2013 compared 
to Spring 2014) 

Function Fall 2013 Spring 2014 
1. Managing attendance 1 1 
2. Communicating with other educators 2 2 
3. Managing grades 3 3 
4. Lesson planning 4 4 
5. Presenting instruction 5 7 
6. Looking at student interim assessments 6 5 
7. Managing disciplinary forms 7 6 
8. Communicating with parents 8 8 
9. Communicating with students, e.g., homework 9 9 

 

Reading/English-Language Arts 
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The percent of Middletown teachers reporting frequent use of their computers has gone from 46 
to 72.  Fifty-nine percent credited their iPads with making “daily tasks” easier than in the past. 

The deployment of Chromebooks to students in selected grades is scheduled for Fall 2014.  

1.5.10 High school rigorous instruction:  Syracuse University Project Advance (SUPA).  

District leadership has a long-standing concern about the rigor of instruction in the high school.  
In pursuit of that, ECSDM has contracted with Syracuse University to (1) evaluate the ability of 
Middletown teachers to teach college-level, Syracuse University credit-bearing courses at 
Middletown High School and then to accept those credits as advanced placement after enrollment.   

SUPA is an advanced placement, college course credit opportunity from Syracuse University.  
Syracuse University will certify ECSDM teachers to teach college level credit bearing courses and 
will re-certify those teachers on an annual basis.  ECSDM will pay the tuition for students from 
low-income families who wish to take SUPA courses.   

High school teachers are welcoming the Syracuse University Project Advance (SUPA):  78% agree 
that “SUPA course are a good way to increase the rigor of instruction;” 89% agree that SUPA 
“…is showing students new possibilities;” and four out of five believe that advanced placement 
and college course credit will help Middletown’s students be successful.  About a third of the 
responding high school faculty members believe that “SUPA is demanding too much of most of 
our students” – a conclusion not shared by the students themselves.   

We had web-survey responses from 105 students who had taken SUPA courses.  The students who 
took SUPA courses were enthusiastic about them:  96% would recommend them to other 
Middletown students and 83% would take another SUPA course.  Ninety-six percent of the 
students have plans for college after graduation:  76% of the group are aimed at a four-year college; 
20% at a two-year college.   

When asked what facilitated success in the SUPA coursework, the most frequently chosen answer 
was ‘tough material,’ “more challenging coursework.”  In that response, the students are 
confirming the district’s judgment about the need to increase the rigor of high school courses. 
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Figure 1. What aspect of your SUPA course experience was the most beneficial for success 
in class? 
 
The students were clear that the SUPA experience was good preparation for post-secondary 
schooling.  They were positive but less enthusiastic about SUPA as preparation for “personal life” 
and even less so for employment. 

And, we had responses to a brief survey from parents of the SUPA students.  Four out five of the 
responding parents thought that SUPA would help their child “…be more successful after 
graduating from high school.”  And three-quarters of the parents would recommend SUPA to 
another parent. 

1.5.11 The New teacher candidate web-enabled simulation.   

This is scheduled to be deployed during the Fall of 2014. 

1.5.12 “Big Data,” the Learning Management System.   

These are scheduled to be deployed during the Fall of 2014. 

1.6 Conclusions 

1.6.1 Commendations.  Institutionalization:   

ECSDM’s RTTT is not a “project” in the conventional sense where self-contained activities 
managed for fidelity to the funder’s purposes but with uneven, uncertain or temporary penetration 
of district practices.  ECSDM’s chronology of improvement is very different.  For example, prior 
to applying for the RTT grant, Middletown had already established the desirability and feasibility 
of elementary teachers becoming subject matter specialists rather than “generalists.”  Teachers had 
already been expected, supported and required to collect, analyze and apply interim student 
performance data.  The district had already built the electronic infrastructure to support ubiquitous 
computing.   
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Convergence:  Through the RTTT project, ECSDM is bringing together the multiple prior 
initiatives and the RTTT-funded initiatives.  Over the last several years, ECSDM has invested in 
technology of learning and teaching and literacy expertise for all teachers.  The learning 
technologies for student include a range of hardware platforms (Chromebooks, iPads, desktops) 
software for student use, IWB Crystal Boards that encourage student involvement and 
engagement.  The teaching technologies include individual laptops, Crystal Boards, continuous 
interim/formative assessment data – disaggregated.  The net result of the prior investment is a base 
on which the RTTT activities are built.  The project has been able to move much faster, because 
teachers haven’t had to learn how to manage data, analyze data and apply data to student’s 
individualization. 

Alignment:  The strategy of ECSDM’s RTTT grant is that the grant-funded activities will each 
promote more individualized, personalized and effective instruction and therefore increased 
student achievement.  Effective instruction has a number of hallmarks, each of which depart from 
business-as-usual:   

• determining interim benchmarks on the way to students’ summative performance  
• adopting or adapting measures for that performance  
• coordinating different measures to the range of local, vendor and/or state tests  
• collecting the data; analyzing the data to include disaggregation of performance to locate 

difference among students by descriptive characteristics  
• applying that analysis to changed student grouping  
• differentiating or individualizing instruction  
• differentiating or individualizing learning and  
• repeating the cycle over the course of the academic year. 

 
Those skills and behaviors (for both teachers and students) are buttressed either by ECSDM’s prior 
organizational strengths or the new capabilities from the RTTT sub-programs.  Achieving this 
requires managing vendor strengths, building needs, district priorities and state standards.   

2.0 MIDDLETOWN'S Race-to-the-Top GRANT ACTIVITIES 
Middletown’s RTTT activities are a set of linked and complementary technology and 
teaching/learning initiatives powered by digital advances.  The over-arching goal is to personal 
learning for every student.   

1. Blended Learning:  merging face-to-face instruction with digital resources (a Hybrid 
Learning Management System – HLMS – plus ‘flipped classroom instruction’). 

2. Two-Year Kindergarten:  Extending Kindergarten for a second year for ELL and other 
learners   

3. Promotional Markers/Mid-Point Classes:  Introducing proficiency requirements for student 
promotion at grades 2, 5 and 8 with extended teaching and learning (the promotional 
marker and “midpoint” class initiatives).   
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4. Math Specialists among Elementary Teachers:  Transitioning elementary teachers from 
generalists to specialists in Math (and Literacy). 

5. Mastery Class instruction at the 3rd Grade:  replacing seat time as a measure of promotion 
with mastery of standards for elementary students (including with Chrome Notebooks) 

6. 1-to-1 Mobile learning devices, grades 8-12 with Technology Integration Coaches   
7. Syracuse University Project Advance (SUPA):  Instructional rigor in high school and 

college and career courses. 
8. A Recruitment/Orientation Interactive Computer Simulation for Candidates to Teach in 

Middletown  
9. “Big Data”: An initiative with predictive modeling and relevant metrics pushed to families 

and caregivers through the district’s dedicated parent portal. 
 
The US Department of Education grant award was made in December 2012:  funding began in 
2013 and continued for approximately an 18-month initiation and planning period (ending in June 
2014).   2013-14 – the academic year covered by this report – is the first year in which there was 
substantial implementation, substantial launching of RTT-supported initiatives. 

 
This reports the status and results of each of the sub-programs. 

3.0 THE ENLARGED CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF MIDDLETOWN 
The Enlarged City School District of Middletown, New York (ECSDM) is a high needs, high 
poverty and high minority school district that has been recognized as successful turn-around 
district.  Despite the challenges inherent with a high-poverty student population—and in the midst 
of unprecedented state-driven education reforms—Middletown has increased its student results 
and performed on par with or better than average statewide achievement scores.  Over six years, 
this 75% free-and-reduced meals eligible district has increased its Regents Diploma graduation 
rate from 76% to 84% and doubled its Regents Diploma graduation rate for students with 
disabilities from 20% to 39%.  Middletown’s across-the-board achievement gains led to removal 
from New York State’s “schools in need of improvement” lists. 

At the same time that the proportion of low-income families jumped from 59% to 74%, the 
district’s successes have come at less per-pupil spending than other high-needs districts and less 
than the average for all New York State public schools.  Middletown’s per pupil expenditure is 
$17,095, $1,084 less than other high-need districts and $1,270 less than the average for all public 
schools in New York.  Middletown is also in the top 5 percent of technology-investing districts in 
the US ($12 million in related expenditures) and will be fully wireless and cloud-based by the end 
of next year. 

Middletown is the only district in central New York that is growing.  In previous years, the district 
would enroll 100 new students:  in September, 2013 300 new students showed up.  Kindergarten 
enrollment which had ordinarily been 400 is now 600.   
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4.0 STUDENT ACHEIVEMENT  

4.1 Test data from the New York State Education Department  

In this section, CS Evaluation analyzes and reports achievement data from the New York State 
Education Department.  Those data are not relevant to all RTTT initiatives and Middletown has 
an extensive array of interim/formative assessment data:  the latter data are reported in the 
discussion of each of the RTTT sub-projects (see Section 6.0 below). 

Because 2012-13 was the first year of grant activities, 2011-12 should be the baseline year for 
achievement analysis.  The NYSED changed the tests beginning in 2012-13.  Those were the first 
Common Core-related tests in grades 3-8 and their introduction was accompanied by statewide 
score declines.  The NYSED has continued to change the content, standards and criteria for its 
secondary school Regents tests in 2013-14. 

4.1.1 Blended Learning1 

 (a) What achievement gains (NYS grade 3-5) are associated with students enrolled in classes 
where the teacher has taken part in Blended Learning compared to students in other classes? 

For Grade 3 the 71 Blended students had an average NYS Math score of 295 and the 374 non-
Blended students had an average of 301 for a difference of -5 points. In ELA the blended students 
had an average NYS ELA score of 280 and the non-Blended students had an average of 286 for a 
difference of -6.  

Grades 4 and 5 are presented in Figure 2 and Figure 3, where results for the 2013 NYS tests are 
presented as a baseline. During the 2013-14 school year, Grade 4 consisted of 234 students 
instructed by a Blended Learning-trained teachers and 262 students taught by non-Blended 
learning teachers. In Grade 5 the composition was 221 Blended Learning students and 293 non-
Blended Learning students. 

Math achievement for students in the 4th grade, comparing 2013 to 2014, declines for both the 
Blended Learning and non-Blended Learning groups.  For Grade 5 Math, both the Blended 
Learning and non-Blended Learning groups increase with the non-Blended Learning group 
increasing more.   

 

For English-Language Arts at the 4th grade, the Blended Learning student group declines from 
2013 to 2014 while the non-Blended Learning group increases slightly (both changes are a single 

                                                 
1 For the 2013-14 report, CS Evaluation will not inquire about Kindergarten outcomes (no teachers are enrolled).  For 
each year of the analysis we should be able to compare students enrolled in classes with teachers who have participated 
in the Blended Learning initiative to those not enrolled with such teachers.  The exception may be 2016-17 when all 
ECSDM teachers are scheduled to have participated.  Note: considering only the digital content component of the 
Blended Learning initiative, 2.5 hours a week of a digital content intervention is not likely to be a critical mass 
sufficient to support achievement gains.  We note that Blended Learning includes a number of additional components 
including professional learning, modified instruction, etc.   
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point on a scale of approximately 290 points).    For ELA at the 5th grade, the Blended learning 
group increases from 2013 to 2014 while the non-Blended Learning group stays the same. 

 
Inspection of the summary table below shows no clear pattern by group of topic. 
 
Table 5 Summary of Student Achievement for Blended Learning Students and non-Blended 
Learning Students by Grades 4 and 5 by Topic 2013-2014 

Summary of Student Achievement for Blended Learning Students and 
non-Blended Learning Students by Grades 4 and 5 by Topic 2013 - 2014 

 Grade 4 Grade 5 
Math Both groups decline Both groups increase 
ELA Blended Learning declines Blended Learning outperforms 

non-Blended Learning 
 
 
 

 

Figure 2. NYS Math 
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Figure 3. NYS ELA 
 

4.1.2 Promotional Markers/Mid-Point Classes 

In 2014, 23 5th grade Mid-Point students tested in both Math and ELA, 485 other students tested 
in Math and 491 tested in ELA. For 8th grade, 23 Mid-Pointers were tested in math and 25 in ELA 
compared to 372 other students tested in math and 419 tested in ELA.  

Math results for Promotional Marker (5th grade) and Mid-Point (8th grade) students show 
progress for the Mid-Point and Promotional Marker groups.  Although the comparison students 
at the 5th grade outperformed the Promotional Markers students – as expected since those 
students are being provided extras assistance as a result of the prior lower achievement – the 
Promotional Markers 5th grade group is closing the gap in Math.  For the 8th grade Mid-Point 
students, their progress compared to others is ever more pronounced.  The other students’ math 
performance declined and the Mid-Point students’ increased sharply.   
 
ELA results for both grades are similarly positive.  While the performance of all Grade 5 
comparison students remained flat, the Mid-Point group increased and closed the majority of the 
gap between themselves and their counterparts.  For the Grade 8, both groups improved and the 
Mid-Point students closed a fraction of the performance gap between themselves and the non-
Mid-Point group.   
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Figure 4. NYS Math 
 

 

 

Figure 5. NYS ELA 
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4.1.3 Third Grade Mastery versus Seat-Time 

(a) What achievement gains (NYS) are associated with Mastery students compared to all grade 
level students and to a group of students matched on descriptive characteristics? 

Students are recruited into the Mastery program because of the demonstrated ability to benefit 
from accelerated instruction.  The test results below document that the group, as expected, 
outperforms Middletown students as a whole.  

Table 6 Third Grade Master Student Test Scores Compared to Other Students by Topic 
Third Grade Mastery Student Test Scores Compared to Other Students by Topic 

Group Tested 
Average 

Math Score Average ELA Score 
Mastery 31 349 335 
Regular 467 295 280 
Difference (Mastery – Regular) 54 55 

 

4.1.4 Elementary Teachers as Math Specialists2 

(a) What Math achievement gains (grade 3-5) are associated with students enrolled in classes 
where the teacher has taken part in Math Specialist training compared to students in other classes? 

4.1.5 Syracuse University Project Advance (SUPA) 

The RTTT support makes it possible for Middletown teachers to have their high school-located 
instruction accredited or approved as the equivalent of post-secondary instruction by Syracuse 
University professors.  That allows high school students in Middletown to take advanced courses 
at the high school that also are eligible for college credit upon that subsequent, post-secondary 
enrollment.  The multiple benefits include more rigorous and challenging instruction at the high 
school and savings on tuition and time if Middletown high school graduates continue their 
schooling at a post-secondary institution.   

The tables report the average New York States Regents examination scores by student descriptive 
characteristics for all students who took any SUPA course.  In English-Language Arts, Black 
students who took a SUPA course outperform their White counterparts and do almost as well as 
Asian students.  In Math, Middletown Hispanic students do better than White students who also 
took SUPA course(s).  In Science, the group with the highest score is Asian followed by White, 
Black and Hispanic in that order.  In Global Studies, the highest scoring group is White students 
and then Asian, Black and Hispanic:  a pattern that is roughly repeated for US History.   

 

                                                 
2 The Math Specialist initiative is funded by RTTT:  the Literacy Specialist initiative preceded the RTTT grant is 
funded by ECSDM.  We will analyze year-over-year changes in ELA student performance although the institutionally-
established nature of the intervention may already have resulted in ceiling effects. 
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Table 7 Regents Exam Scores for Any Student Who Took a SUPA Course by 
Regents Exam Scores for Any Student Who Took a SUPA Course by  

Student Descriptive Characteristics by Exam Topic  

SEX RACE Count ELA Math Science Global 
US 

History 
 Asian 23 91.9 91.6 92.8 94.7 96.0 
 Black 46 91.8 83.2 87.7 92.9 94.7 
 Hispanic 63 88.1 84.4 87.5 92.1 93.3 
 White 58 91.7 84.3 89.7 95.4 95.6 
F Asian 14 92.7 92.4 92.9 93.3 94.9 
F Black 31 91.8 80.4 86.3 91.4 93.8 
F Hispanic 40 88.2 84.7 86.5 91.4 92.0 
F White 28 92.9 84.9 87.5 95.2 95.3 
M Asian 9 90.7 90.3 92.7 97.0 97.7 
M Black 15 91.9 89.2 90.6 96.1 96.6 
M Hispanic 23 88.1 84.0 89.3 93.5 95.4 
M White 30 90.6 83.8 91.8 95.7 95.9 

Students who are eligible to receive “free and reduced meal status” subsidies are among the most 
needy in the enrollment.  Students in that group who also took SUPA advanced course work in the 
History topics and ELA and solid achievement in Math and Science. 

Table 8 Regents Exam Scores for Any Student Eligible for Free/Reduced Meal Status and 
Regents Exam Scores for Any Student Eligible for Free/Reduced Meal Status and  

Who Took a SUPA course or courses by Topic by Gender 
Free/Reduced 
Meals Status SEX Count ELA Math Science Global 

US 
History 

  F 48 92.2 85.3 88.5 93.0 95.2 
  M 38 90.7 85.6 92.4 95.8 96.7 
Free F 46 89.8 85.5 87.8 92.2 92.9 
Free M 26 88.8 85.6 89.6 94.8 96.0 
Red F 19 90.2 80.1 83.9 92.2 91.6 
Red M 13 91.1 86.0 89.1 94.6 94.5 

 

4.2 Middletown educators and student achievement  

Between Fall 2013 and Spring 2014, the district’s teachers have raised their expectations for 
student achievement (ARS Q93).  Virtually no one believes that achievement is where it needs to 
be but two-thirds now conclude that “Our students are improving but still need to improve more.”  
The district’s press for achievement is reflected in the 60% of teachers who believe that “the 
current goals for student achievement are not reasonable.” High district expectations, indeed. 

                                                 
3 “ARS” indicates the All-Roles Survey and the questionnaire number.  “FQ” indicates the Fall 2013 survey 
administration:  “SQ” is the Spring 2014 administration.  The survey was distributed to all building-level instructional 
staff and administrators. 
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Figure 6. When you think about student achievement, which statement best describes how 
things are in Middletown? [ARS FQ 9, ARS SQ9] 
 
The district’s educators provided more finely grained information about their dissatisfactions with 
student achievement goals (ARS Q11.4).  The biggest complaint referenced “time,” i.e., not 
enough time in the day to get everything done.  In response to a follow-on question, four out of 
five of the district’s teachers reported themselves either ‘satisfied’ or ‘neutral’ with the 
achievement goals.   

Table 9 Educator satisfaction with goals for student achievement 
 Very 

Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied 
Very 

Dissatisfied   

Goals for student 
achievement 

43 150 114 51 17   
11% 40% 30% 14% 5%   

   too high too low 

not aligned 
with 

curriculum 

not 
enough 

time 

   32% 10% 15% 60% 
 
The academic performance of any student is the product of several influences including the 
student’s parents, teachers, friends and their own investment in learning.  Figure 7 shows the 
amounts of influence over “academic performance” that Middletown educators assign to the 
various sources including their own agency as teachers.  As a whole, ECSDM educators believe 
that students themselves are the biggest determinant (29% of influence) followed by parents (25%) 
and then teachers (23%).  The students’ friends, the school’s administrators and the media are 
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thought to be much less important.  High school teachers assign more influence to students than to 
parents or to themselves.  Said differently, high school teachers – and especially middle school 
teachers – are less confident of their ability to impact students’ learning than are elementary school 
teachers.  The relative strengths assigned to the different sources do not change as years of teaching 
experience accumulate. 

 
Figure 7. Educator assignment of 100 importance points among various influencers of a 
student’s academic performance (ARS Q10). 
Teachers often decry student behavior:  59% of the Middletown responding teachers believe that 
“Nothing else will improve until the students’ behavior improves.”  (ARS FQ 10:2)  
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5.0 MIDDLETOWN’S EDUCATORS AND THE RTTT ACTIVITIES 

5.1 Introduction 

Middletown’s RTTT grant is planned to support nine initiatives at different organizational and 
grade levels.  Teachers were asked to indicate which projects currently or might in the future affect 
them.  The table below lists the projects from most-to-least numbers of teachers affected according 
to the Spring 2014 responses.   

Table 10. Teacher identification of RTTT Projects believed to affect them, Most-to-least 
identified in Spring 2014 (numbers of respondents:  ARS SQ6) 

Project 
Fall 

2013 
Spring 
2014 

One-to-one mobile devices (Teacher iPads) 
 

346 
K-8 blended learning classrooms 120 139 
ACT QualityCore Training - rigor in high school courses 84 70 
Literacy specialists in elementary grades 117 62 
Mathematics specialists in elementary grades 99 57 
Promotional markers / Midpoint classes 85 45 
Two-year kindergarten - early proficiency intervention 35 23 
Syracuse University Project Advance (SUPA) - rigor in high school 
courses 

24 17 

Grade 3 mastery class 
 

8 
None (I'm not a teacher or administrator. My work will not be 
affected by the grant projects.) 

15 6 

Mastery of standards vs. seat time for promotion 49 
 

One-to-one mobile devices (students)* 215 
 

Learning Management System* 41 
 

New & aspiring teacher simulation* 30 
 

*Note:  Sub-programs that have only Fall 2013 responses are baseline data for initiatives that ECSDM 
has scheduled for deployment later than the time of the Spring 2014 educator data collection.   
 
Teachers acknowledge receipt of their own iPads and they are aware of the planned roll-out of 
1:2:1 devices (Chromebooks) for students in the Fall of 2014.  Similarly, teachers recognize the 
ongoing initiative to support them becoming literacy specialists and, with RTTT support, math 
specialists.  In general, the smaller numbers of teachers reporting that they are impacted by an 
initiative in the Spring compared to the Fall reflects the difference between the Fall’s ‘planning 
and awareness’ and the Spring’s more targeted and more substantive implementation and 
professional learning.  We note that in 2013-14, ECSDM has not launched a “Big Data”/Learning 
Management System and that the “New & Aspiring Teacher Simulation,” while under 
development, was not then available for use by candidates to teach in the district.   
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Figure 8 Changes in instruction and the use of Assessments (ARS FQ10:1-4) 

5.2 Professional practice – assessment 

Evidence-based teaching has made a lot of progress in recent years.  For a long time, teachers had 
only year-end standardized test results and those weren’t delivered until that group had graduated 
and been replaced by a new and unknown group of students.  The flurries of individual, 
uncoordinated, teacher-generated, non-comparable quizzes didn’t illuminate much.  Middletown 
has been at the front edge of the group of districts providing interim, formative (short-term and 
quickly reported) test data, to teachers in sufficient time for teaching and learning to be modified.   

The two lists shown below are what an elementary teacher in Middletown receives for each testing 
interval within the academic year.  One set of reports is for each individual student; the second set 
summarizes the performance of the class.  The 13 reports are duplicated for the major topics – one 
set for Reading/ELA and one set for mathematics.   

FOR INDIVIDUAL STUDENTS 
1. Class performance statistics for each individual learning objective, e.g., “Understand 

fractions as numbers:  Explain equivalence of fractions in special cases…”:  per student, 
letter grades; scores right & wrong; % correct 

2. Learner standards proficiency.  For each learner, a page or pages summarizing that 
student’s proficiency by each learning standard for the reporting period. 

3. Learner instructional targets report.  For each student who is not proficient on any learning 
standard, lists of the individual standards to be improved. 
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4. Comparative learner statistics.  For each learner, a summary of that student’s performance 
with tests by curriculum topic and learning standards marked and color-coded as 
‘proficient’ and ‘not proficient.’ 

 
FOR CLASS ENROLLMENT 

1. Class standards summary.  A selected point-in-time display of each enrolled student with 
a summarized entry for ‘proficient,’ ‘not proficient’ by student by standard. 

2. Class standards proficiency.  A summary of each of the standards relevant to that marking 
period with an indication of whether or not 65% or more of the class is proficient.  

3. Standards at risk.  A summary of only the standards that are not proficient at the class 
enrollment level. 

4. Detailed item analysis.  Right/wrong distributions of answers to each item within learning 
objectives showing the correct and incorrect percents chosen by the class enrollment.   

5. Item statistics.  A summary of the items from the assessment instrument by question by 
amounts choosing correctly.   

6. Class item analysis.  A display of which assessment questions were answered at the 
proficient/not proficient level by each student by each question. 

7. Test statistics.  For each learning objective and for the class enrollment, ranges, medians, 
mean, standard deviations, percentiles and score values for each assessment and for each 
learning objective.   

8. Comparative class statistics.  The percents ‘proficient’ and ‘not proficient’ for the class as 
a whole.   

9. Frequency distributions, a graphical representation of students by letter grades. 
 

There is remarkable evidence of teachers’ wholesome engagement with the several types of student 
performance data that the district deploys.  Here are the percentages of teachers responding 
positively to student assessment related activities (ARS FQ16.1-4). 

• I will change my instruction as a result of interim assessment data more this year than in 
the past – 74% agreement  

• I will change my instructional groups more this year than in the past – 73% agreement  
• I will do more frequent student assessment this year than in the past – 70% agreement 
•  and 
• I can do the analysis of assessment data as well as a specialist – 60% agreement. 

 

Assessment exists, not for its own sake but because it can and should inform instruction and 
grouping.  In other districts, assessment is in place but changed instruction and changed grouping 
is not.  Middletown’s teachers make more complete use of assessment. 

Nonetheless, when asked for additional details about “data to inform instruction (analysis and 
presentation of test results),” 80% of the teachers report themselves either satisfied or neutral and, 
fractions of the less-than-satisfied group complain about ‘too little data’ or data that are ‘not 
timely’ (ARS Q11.3)   
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Table 11 Educator satisfaction with assessment  
 Very 

Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied 
Very 

Dissatisfied   

Data to inform 
instruction (analysis 
and presentation of 
test results) 

36 137 124 58 20   
10% 37% 33% 15% 5%   

   too much too little 
not 

informative 
not 

timely 

   33% 13% 32% 45% 
 
As advanced as the district’s student performance data collection, reporting and application 
systems are, the remaining work is measured in the 65% of the teachers who say, “There is more 
data in this district than teachers can use.”    

5.3 Professional learning opportunities 

Middletown is a challenging place to teach.  For example, all elementary schools have been 
reorganized as K-5 units:  for the 2013-14 school year, 64% of all teachers had a new assignment 
or a new building.  Teachers have been required to take New York State’s new Common Core-
aligned certification test (the “APPR”):  of those who passed, none were rated highly proficient; 
18% were proficient; 10% were effective; 60% were at the “developing” level.  (The district is not 
continuing the employment of 8% of those who took the test.)  

Fifty-six percent report that they “have had all the training I need to be successful in this district” 
(ARS FQ10.1).  With specific reference to RTTT-provided professional learning, 44% are satisfied 
(ARS Q11.1).  Interestingly, of the group that is very dissatisfied with professional learning, a 
fourth complain that they aren’t getting enough.   

Table 12 Educator satisfaction with RTTT-provided training 

Topic 
Very 

Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied 
Very 

Dissatisfied   

District/RTTT-D 
provided teacher 
training 

50 116 129 52 28   
13% 31% 34% 14% 7%   

   too much not enough 
mostly 

irrelevant 
not 

timely 

   46% 25% 31% 19% 
 
We asked teachers how they preferred to learn.  Two-thirds of the respondents prefer to learn from 
colleagues rather than mentors:  three-fourths prefer colleagues as a source of professional learning 
over administrators.  And face-to-face coaches are preferred over web-based sources by nine out 
of ten teachers (ARS FQ 15.1-3).    
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5.4 Educator-identified strengths 

 

Figure 9 Is the Middletown School District on the right track / wrong track? (ARS Q8) 
 

Middletown’s RTTT grant is ambitious and comprehensive.  It introduces new procedures and 
expects a lot from teachers and administrators.  Eighty-four percent of the district’s educators 

A Mini Case about Professional Development 
As part of our field observations, we watched a group of Two-Year Kindergarten teachers and 

administrators in a session preparing for next year’s professional development.  The four 2YK teachers 
were present along with two of the three Teachers-on-Special-Assignment (TOSAs) dedicated to Math 
and the director of the RTTT activities.  In May, the group was trying to anticipate and adjust what the 
anticipated performance levels would be for Math, for next September, the first quarter of the second 
year of these children’s experience with the two year sequence of two year kindergarten.   

The meeting was supported with pages that outlined, “Standards” from Common Core and 
other sources plus the “modification” necessary to fit the 2YK students and a column that reflected 
whether or not the standard was being tested.  The review included attention to all the items in all the 
standards.  The center of the work was to reflect the Common Core or State standards but translated 
into the district’s quarterly test format.  The second topic of the meeting was how should we get ready 
for the 4th quarter tests?   

The teachers led the discussion about individual items at a very detailed level.  The 
administrator participation participated as a colleague not a supervisor. 
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endorse its ‘right track’ direction.  And at the same time that RTTT makes the most demands on 
elementary teachers, nine out ten of those hard-pressed elementary school faculty members 
endorse the course of events, a greater proportion than in either the middle or high school faculties.  
Fortunately, 80% of the high school’s educators conclude that “We have the resources to make 
teaching much better” (ARS Q39). 

Eighty-two percent of Middletown’s teachers report using “some digital content every week.”  But 
the district’s teachers are split on whether “Schooling should be concentrated on what teachers 
present to students:” 61% think they should be at the center of that exchange; 39% do not agree 
and very probably acknowledge additional sources.  The wording of the item was intended to elicit 
teacher agreement or disagreement about a role that they have historically played – “sage on a 
stage” – although that interpretation of a teacher’s responsibility is increasingly less sufficient 
(ARS FQ 15.1-3).  

Of teachers who report supporting classroom instruction with their own money, 70% report 
spending more than $200 in the year (ARS Q 12).   

5.5 Educator-identified areas of needed improvement 

We asked what areas of instruction needed improvement in two ways:  first, as the respondents’ 
rankings of menus of supplied items; and second, as narrative responses to invitations to offer their 
own conclusions.  For the fixed menu responses, the top identified areas stayed constant between 
the Fall 2013 and Spring 2014 surveys (ARS Q13).  Common Core instruction was identified as 
#1 followed by writing instruction and instruction for ELL students.  “Differentiated instruction”4 
was also among the most frequently identified.  Note that as an area needing improvement, “math 
instruction” (viz., the math specialist initiative) is identified as a priority by only one-third of the 
respondents and that math-related priority is not different from the priorities assigned to the 
district’s long-standing literacy instruction initiative.  In both instances, a third of the respondents 
think the area is a priority for improvement:  two-thirds do not.   

For the Spring 2014 survey, respondents were asked first to assign items to either a “high need” 
group or a “some need” group (respondents could choose whether or not to assign items to a 
group):  then, within the “high need” or “some need” groups, respondents were asked to order the 
items from most-to-least  priority. The first table below shows the most recent identifications:  the 
second table is from the Fall of 2013.  The item ordering stays roughly constant. 

                                                 
4 A topic that partly overlaps with the District’s major push on Blended Learning. 
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Table 13 Educator identification of instructional areas by need for improvement 

Area 

Weighted 
Average 
Rank* 

High 
Need 
(%) 

High 
Need 
Rank 

Some 
Need 
(%) 

Some 
Need 
Rank 

Common Core instruction 10.4 48.5 2.8 29.0 2.3 
Writing instruction 12.0 46.4 3.1 23.6 2.9 
Differentiated instruction 12.0 39.9 2.5 30.3 2.5 
Instruction for ELL students 12.2 43.2 2.6 24.7 2.9 
Special Education 12.3 39.7 2.8 20.1 3.1 
Mathematics instruction 13.8 34.0 3.3 23.6 2.9 
Literacy instruction 14.2 34.0 3.0 25.5 2.9 
Science instruction 23.3 16.6 4.2 37.0 3.2 
Social Studies instruction 24.7 15.8 4.1 37.8 3.3 

*Low numbers signal high needs as identified by respondents.  The weights are 1 for items assigned to the High Need group and 10 for 
items assigned to the Some Need group. Items not assigned to a group were not included, i.e., weight zero. 
 
Table 14 What needs improvement among the following instructional areas? (Survey 1, Fall 
2013) 

Area 
Needs 

improvement 

Does not 
need 

improvement 

I 
don't 
know 

Common Core instruction 56% 28% 16% 
Writing instruction 47% 32% 21% 
Instruction for ELL students 45% 24% 31% 
Professional development for teachers 44% 49% 7% 
Differentiated instruction 41% 47% 12% 
Literacy instruction 36% 40% 24% 
Mathematics instruction 33% 33% 34% 
Special Education 33% 26% 41% 
Science instruction 29% 32% 40% 
Social Studies instruction 28% 33% 39% 

 

The respondents also filled in their own descriptions of what needed improvement about 
instruction in Middletown (ARS Q14).  Of the 71 educators who took that opportunity, 8 said 
“Reading” (that was the word used, not “Literacy”); 7 identified “student behavior;” 7 identified 
“technology;” and another 7 wrote about what they believed to be the district’s inattention to the 
“teachers voice.”  The student behavior issue is more on display in a subsequent section where 
teachers were asked about areas of needed improvement for students.  STEM is topical and visible 
in many schooling jurisdictions but was not mentioned by Middletown teachers. 

In addition to instructional areas that needed improvement, we asked about student-related areas 
that needed improvement.  To sharpen the analysis, for the Spring survey deployment we asked 
respondents to categorize areas as “high needs” and “some needs” and then to rank items within 
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those two categories.  Comparing educators’ responses at the beginning and end of the first year 
of RTTT, there are sharp declines in the high felt-need for improvement that should be read as 
teacher perception of progress. [The Fall survey only asks whether a topic needs improvement and 
does not differentiate high need and some need. Comparison should be between the Needs 
Improvement percentage in Table 12 and the sum of the High Need (%) and Some Need (%) 
columns in Table 11.] 

• Graduation rates as a ‘high need’ for improvement fell by half from 62% to 31%  
• Student assessment fell by more than half from 55% identifying the area as ‘high need’ to 

22%.  
• Student behavior/discipline as a ‘high need’ for improvement declined from 86% to 69% 

and 
• Student achievement as a ‘high need’ for improvement dropped from 88% to 60%. 

 
Middletown educators continue to identify these areas as in need of (some) improvement but the 
proportion recognizing progress has increased over the year. 

 
Table 15 Student-related areas that need improvement – Spring 2014 (ARS Q15) 

Area 

Weighted 
Average 
Rank* 

High 
Need 
(%) 

High 
Need 
Rank 

Some 
Need 
(%) 

Some 
Need 
Rank 

Student behavior / discipline 4.6 69.3 1.9 16.4 1.6 
Student achievement 6.2 59.8 2.4 17.8 1.9 
Career preparation 8.0 46.6 2.8 18.1 2.1 
College preparation 8.6 38.0 2.9 19.9 2.0 
Communication with parents or guardians 9.0 42.3 2.6 28.8 1.8 
Graduation rates 10.0 30.7 2.6 27.8 1.8 
Student assessment 11.8 22.1 2.8 33.7 1.8 

* Low numbers signal high needs as identified by respondents.  The weights are 1 for items assigned to the High Need group and 10 for items 
assigned to the Some Need group. Items not assigned to a group were not included, i.e., weight zero 

Table 16 Student-related areas that need improvement – Fall 2013 (ARS FQ 13) 

Area 
Needs 

improvement 

Does not 
need 

improvement 
I don't 
know 

Student achievement 88% 8% 4% 
Student behavior / discipline 86% 10% 5% 
Graduation rates 62% 9% 29% 
Career preparation 58% 10% 31% 
Student assessment 55% 39% 6% 
College preparation 52% 18% 30% 
Communication with parents or guardians 51% 40% 9% 
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In response to an invitation to fill in “other student related areas in need of improvement,” 21 of 
the 65 responding educators identified “student behavior” which was variously described as 
“discipline,” “acting out,” “disruption,” “not adhering to policies,” etc.  That almost a third of the 
educators identify student behavior and discipline as needing improvement is not surprising.  What 
was more surprising is that a majority of those who complained about student discipline also 
identified it as a problem of administration, especially a lack of “consistency.”  We could not tell 
from the open-ended responses whether “consistency” is thought to be a problem within buildings 
or across buildings.  The other relatively high-frequency problem linked to students was the matter 
of their parents, their families and the attendant difficulties for the students’ school work:  eight 
respondents pointed to that area. 

The final area about which educators could supply their narrative thoughts was the strengths of 
Middletown’s relation with its students (ARS Q17).  If there were 65 needs-for-improvement 
identified, it is interesting to note that the respondents identified 71 areas of strengths.  One-third 
of the strengths identified ‘opportunities’ and gave examples of choices among courses, co-
curricular activities, special and individualized attention, etc.  “Technology” for students, with 16 
comments was the second most frequently identified strength and that was followed by five 
persons who thought that Middletown’s attention to performance data was a particular strength 
available to its students.   

At the same time that teachers identify student behavior as an obstacle, 62% are either satisfied or 
neutral about the district’s discipline policy:  on the web-survey fixed choice responses, just as 
they did on the “fill in” responses, the dissatisfied group cites problems of adherence or consistency 
(ARS Q11.2).   

Table 17 Educator satisfaction with management of student behavior 
 Very 

Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied 
Very 

Dissatisfied   

Management of 
student behavior 
(district's discipline 
policy) 

30 89 111 87 58   
8% 24% 30% 23% 15%   

   too strict too lenient 

poor 
adherence 
(students 
or staff) 

too slow 
to action 

   1% 69% 44% 40% 
 

5.6 Educators and “preferred instruction” 

CS Evaluation has supplemented the analysis of web-survey responses with interviews, field visits, 
observations and document/artifact review.  Respondent self-reports in connection with web-
survey queries illuminate aspects of educators’ behaviors, attitudes and beliefs.  We sought to 
augment that picture with a data collection technique that can tap the extent to which teachers 
recognize or endorse components of what we have called “preferred instruction,” that is, 
techniques that reflect current or evolving best practice.  In pursuit of that, we created pairs of 
statements – one reflecting “preferred instruction” and one reflecting more conventional or 
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traditional instruction – and asked Middletown’s teachers to select one or the other.  The forced 
choice among pairs of roughly opposed statements is an additional estimate of the state of teaching 
in the district. 

In the table below, the “preferred” statement is highlighted.   Please note that drafting the opposing 
pairs and identifying one as more “preferred” than the other was done by CS Evaluation, not by 
ECSDM.  As indicated by the percentages choosing or not choosing the “preferred” statement, it 
is obvious that teachers do not always agree.  Given the complexity of teaching and the always 
limited amount of empirically-determined guidance for practice, some disagreement is to be 
expected:  we regard the disagreements as wholesome.    The discussion in this part is offered, not 
as dispositive measurement, but for whatever guidance ECSDM may find useful.   

The list below shows teacher responses by five groups, ordered in general from most-to-least 
selection of the preferred instruction choice: 

• Technology for teaching and learning 
• How students learn 
• College and career readiness  
• The Process of school improvement and 
• Evidence-based instruction.   

 
Table 18 Teacher choice among “Preferred/Not Preferred Instruction” items (percent 
responding) ARS FQ 24.1-22) 

Paired Items (Preferred Statement is Highlighted) 
Percent 

Preferred 
 
Technology for teaching and learning 
A. I can use technology to tailor learning experiences to small groups and 

individuals. 86% 
B. Whole group instruction is the only practical way to deal with big class sizes. 
A. The more their visual, tactile and auditory senses are engaged, the better 

students learn. 
86% B. Students are easily distracted by presentations that look too much like entertainment 

(TV and video games). 
A. Getting students to read things like newspapers and to speak correctly is about all I 

can do with the current resources. 
77% 

B. Knowing how to communicate with the Internet, cell phones and PDAs is just 
as important as print-based learning. 

A. I have stopped using some print materials in order to use more digital sources 
and materials. 73% B. If schools can teach students to read and write with print materials, we will have 
done our job. 
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Paired Items (Preferred Statement is Highlighted) 
Percent 

Preferred 
A. Chapter quizzes and 6 or 9 week grades are a sufficient base to judge student 

performance. 72% 
B. At least three or four times a semester, I create custom tests from items I get 

from web sources. 
The unanimity with which Middletown teachers select the digitally preferred instructional option is 
remarkable, helpful and a reflection of the district’s long-standing press to augment teaching and 
learning with digital resources.   
 
How students learn 
A. Students are more successful when teachers direct what they learn and how they 

learn it. 82% 
B. I want my students to learn good questioning techniques. 
A. Students need to learn to respect what experts have determined. 

81% B. Students need to determine for themselves how much of any given source is 
right or wrong and why. 

A. Knowing facts and figures is central to success. 
79% B. Since what we think of as a “fact” changes so often, it is more important that 

students learn how to find and use “facts.” 
A. Learning requires mastering materials in a cumulative, orderly way. 

78% B. Learning is more successful when it capitalizes on student enthusiasm and the 
"teachable moment." 

A. Students are more successful when teachers direct what they learn and how they 
learn it. 48% 

B. Teaching is more effective if it is guided by a tool or rubric for lesson planning 
and delivery. 

A. My students expect me to teach them “The Answer.” They are satisfied with things 
that are simple and “packaged.” 46% 

B. My students resist single “Answers” and would rather test things out for 
themselves. 

A. It is hard enough to get my students to care about what happens in school and this 
community. 41% 

B. I try hard to connect my students to, for example, Europe and Asia. 
A. My students do best when I give them clear tasks and clear direction. 34% 
B. For students, finding problems is as important a skill as solving problems. 
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Paired Items (Preferred Statement is Highlighted) 
Percent 

Preferred 
The results in this part of the paired-choice analysis suggest that the district’s teachers have moved 
beyond a fact-based to an inquiry-based interpretation of their work.  There is a sharp and provocative 
drop between the super-majorities selecting the (CS Evaluation-identified) first four preferred 
options and the others.  
 
College and career readiness 
A. Students should come to school to be taught by experts. 85% 
B. Students should come to school to practice skills that they will need later in life. 
A. It is not practical to assign, supervise, or evaluate student work done outside the 

classroom and outside the state-prescribed curriculum. 
65% 

B. I expect students to work on the kinds of tasks that they will find when they 
enter paid employment. 

A. I have a supply of quizzes and tests that do a good job of measuring what students 
are supposed to know. 

54% 
B. I assign students tasks that are similar to what they will have to do when they 

get into paid employment or college. 
 
 
The Process of school improvement 
A. Having lots of teachers trying out new ideas independently of each other is a sign of 

a healthy school. 
79% 

B. Consistently working with teachers to come close to a grade-level or school 
consensus about how they should all be teaching is a sign of a healthy school. 

A. People who work in this school know more about how to improve instruction than 
anyone else. 67% 

B. I regularly use the Internet to get ideas and help from people outside the school. 
A. Schools can be improved a lot just by using what we already know. 46% 
B. Schools should have groups that invent new ways to make schools successful. 
A. The professional judgment of teachers should guide what a school does. 

34% B. The results of trials and tests with students in the school should guide what a 
school does. 

Middletown is a continuous improvement organization:  education and schooling are examined, 
revised and refined on an on-going basis.  The difference between responses to the first two and the 
last two items is intriguing.   
 
Evidence-based instruction 
A. Most of what I need to plan my teaching comes from state standards and students’ 

end-of-year tests. 
52% 

B. I can’t really tell much about the quality of student learning without frequent 
interim- assessments. 
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A. I look at student achievement data during the year. 30% 
B. I look at student achievement data during the year as part of a group of teachers. 
 
The fractions of teachers choosing the preferred option in this paired-choice format is in sharp 
contrast to the much more positive data endorsing and reporting evidence-based instruction 
elsewhere in this analysis.   

6.0 THE Race-to-the-Top SUB-PROGRAMS: OUTCOMES 

6.1 Blended Learning 

Background and the intervention.  The desirability of blended learning (teacher-mediated and 
technology-mediated:  also referred to as “flipped instruction” by ECSDM) derives from the 
variety of ways students learn and from the range of things that are best done by teachers and/or 
can be supplemented by digital technology.  Middletown’s long-standing and national-class 
leadership in learning technologies is being applied and advanced in this RTTT-funded initiative 
which seeks to supplement conventional, teacher-centered instruction with additional 
opportunities for teaching, for learning and for educator productivity. 

ECSDM is incentivizing teachers to go into blended learning and flipped instruction.  If a teacher 
volunteers to go through the blended learning professional development and if an administrator 
validates5 that they have changed their instruction accordingly then that teacher is certified for 12 
months and gets a $1000 incentive plus the possibility of earning additional $500 incentives each 
year for the next four years.  District policy is that teachers can try out new topics introduced by 
professional development in a one year “safe practice” interval – that is without supervision.  At 
the end of the safe practice period, the new techniques may be subject to supervision.  In addition 
to the incentive, the students of successful teachers receive 1:2:1 Chromebooks for class-based 
use. 

ECSDM estimates that part of the $500 incentives will be recouped as those teachers “go 
paperless” and require less expensive paper and print resources.  The district goal is to have shifted 
half of all resources from paper to digital within four years.   

Blended Learning is delivered through intensive professional learning.  To date, teacher use of 
digital resources is lower than expected and more time has been spent on process basics – log-ons, 
device familiarity, etc.  Teachers are also struggling to think ahead about exactly how to add digital 
resources to instruction.  Some teachers are daunted by the amount of data they now have about 
student performance at all levels of aggregation or disaggregation.  Some, but not all the sub-

                                                 
5 Most schooling jurisdictions provide professional development and sometimes new hardware or materials about a 
new program and then assume (or hope) that the teachers will follow through.  Middletown’s approach is different.  It 
begins with a process of volunteering, moves to professional learning often on the user’s own time, proceeds to 
independent validation of the changed behavior and that ‘implementation’ behavior is then rewarded for a time certain 
– followed by re-validation and re-certification.    
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program vendors have tests that document the trajectory of individual students through the 
curriculum.     

As Blended Learning was being launched, the district created a description of requirements and 
resources (iBooks6) for teachers and accepted volunteers in an initial “opt-in model.  Teachers have 
access to Education Elements, MyON, Lexia, Achieve 3000, iReady and Dreambox.  The district 
did not specify or require how teachers were to deploy blended learning.  For example, students 
may be in “blended learning” classrooms with one teacher; with combined teachers; with f2f, small 
group and/or digital instruction – all in varying combinations.  One day may be 40 minutes on-
line; the next may be four, 20-minute intervals.  To date, Middletown’s only requirement is that 
there must be 2.5 hours a week of blended learning in some fashion.  Nota bene:  The wide variety 
of teacher realization of blended learning should be considered in generalizing about “Blended 
Learning”:  it is not unitary and students will not have had similar interventions. 

As of Spring 2014, 33 teachers (but no Kindergarten teachers) are in cohort 1.  Eighty percent of 
the participating teachers are from one school, Maple Hill – and in that school, all of the 
Promotional Marker teachers are also in Blended Learning7.  In March, 2014 ECSDM added 30 
more teachers (chosen from 42 applications) – Cohort 2 – that launched in May 20148.  
Middletown teachers understand that by the end of the grant, they will ALL have to be working in 
a blended learning mode.   

The project director has done three or four visits to every classroom with Ed Elements.  There is a 
specified “walk-through” observation data collection form and the results are tabulated by a rubric.  
Additionally, teachers anonymously rate their own adoption of blended learning.   

Middletown did a webinar describing its introduction of blended learning sponsored by Education 
Week and 400 users logged in from around the United States. 

6.1.1 Introduction to the analyses.   

 Results.  In this section, we inquire into the following study questions: 
(b) What formative assessment (quarterlies and benchmark) gains are associated with students 
enrolled in classes where the teacher has taken part in Blended Learning compared to students in 
other classes? 

(c) What amount of Blended Learning professional development has been offered to teachers? 

(d) How many teachers have participated in how much Blended Learning professional 
development? 

                                                 
6 These were purchased with district funds since there is no money in the RTTT grant for hardware. 
7 The combination of two major initiatives, nearly unanimously adopted by the faculty makes Maple Hill a candidate 
to watch for achievement gains.   
8 There may be as many as 60 teachers added to blended learning at the end of the 2014 school year but that depends 
on the availability of ECSDM local funds. 
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(e) How do teachers rate ECSDM support for their acquisition of Blended Learning, e.g., after-
school PD? 

For the Blended Learning sub-program (a program intervention that combines face-to-face 
instruction with e-learning by students), we have:  (a) reading and math data from NWEA; (b) 
ELA and math data from ECSDM quarterly (teacher-developed) tests; (c) for grades 1 – 5; and (d) 
for students who were identified as being in a blended learning environment by ECSDM.9   

To analyze results from various student performance measures (excluding the NYSED data 
reported above), for each data source and for each sub-program, we took the average score for 
students (district-wide) in that program, the ”treatment”, and subtracted the average score of the 
students not participating in the program, the “control”, during 2013-14.  Essentially, this 
difference is the “gap” between the “treatment” and the “control” groups. To repeat, because these 
are population parameters, not sample statistics, testing for statistical significance is moot.  The 
observed gaps are true differences between students in the different conditions, for example, those 
in classrooms taught by teachers who have had blended learning PD and those who have not.  To 
determine whether a gap has practical importance for Middletown policy, we turn to the standard 
deviation (SD) for the population being considered. Our guiding principle for this report is a gap 
that is at least ½ SD has practical importance, i.e., there is something about the sub-program that 
deserves attention by practitioners.  

A note on interpreting the data in this section.  Blended learning is a strategy that the district intends 
to apply to all students in all classes.  Middletown identified students as “Blended Learning” 
because their teachers had volunteered themselves into the relevant training, either at the beginning 
or the end of the 2013-14 school year.  Thus, blended learning is in its early implementation stages, 
so early that the intervention may not be sufficiently mature or robust to yield achievement 
differences.  A reasonable goal for such first year interventions is “no difference.”  The analysis 
below notes departures from that expectation.      

                                                 
9 Middletown identified students as receiving blended learning instruction.  We assume the student’s homeroom 
teacher had received professional development about blended learning. We do not know whether the teacher had PD 
during the summer of 2013 or the spring of 2014, that is whether the student received blended learning throughout the 
school year or only the final few months. 
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6.1.2 Reading score differences, NWEA data. 

 

Figure 10. NWEA Reading score differences:  Blended and non-blended students by grade 
by testing period 2013-14 (NWEA MAP scale scores) 
 

For each of the grade level graphs, the left-hand margin indicates the difference on the NWEA test 
between the blended (B) and non-blended (N) students. The NWEA tests use the Rasch Unit (RIT) 
scale, which has a range (roughly) from 150 to 300.  The average first grade blended students 
began the test (Fall 2013) 2.0 behind the average non-blended students and ended (Spring 2014) 
0.8 RIT scale points ahead.  During the year, these students gained more than the non-blended 
cohort. 

Looking across the grades, the most improvement comes in the 1st grade (2.8 RIT scale points); 
followed by the 4th grade (1.9); and the 2nd grade (1.2); the 3rd grade declines (0.5).  The 5th grade 
shows no difference between the Fall and Spring NWEA tests unless we examine only the 
performance of the (lower achieving) students in the Promotional Marker sub-program:  in that 
case, there is a 0.9 positive change for the Promotional Marker students taught with Blended 
Learning.   

Do the 3rd grade scores justify concern?10  Obviously, the extent to which the reported test score 
differences justify leadership attention is a program decision for ECSDM.  We note that the score 
differences are real and they are small, a few points on a scale of 150-300.  From the analytic point 
of view, one-half of a standard deviation in test scores is often used as a break-point for differences 
that are ‘practically significant’ and those that are not.  The table below contains the standard 
deviations along with counts of students in each group.  

                                                 
10 The consistent low scores on both Reading/ELA and Math and on both the NWEA MAP data and the district’s 
quarterly data strengthen the conclusion that the 3rd grade deserves attention (see below). 
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Table 19. NWEA Reading score differences:  Blended and non-blended students by grade by 
testing period 2013-14:  Standard deviations and counts by student categories 

 

Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 

F W S F W S F W S F W S F W S 
Non-Blended 541 523 562 377 357 391 415 427 436 279 281 287 316 321 328 

Blended 38 38 39 170 175 180 80 80 84 253 258 268 233 242 246 

No Mastery (Non-Blended)       383 395 404       

No PM5  
Non-Blended             301 306 313 

Blended             225 234 238 

PM5  
Non-Blended             15 15 15 

Blended             8 8 8 

Standard Deviation 11.3 12.7 12.8 14.3 13.9 14.6 15.7 16.3 16.3 16.1 16.5 16.6 16.3 15.6 15.5 

 

The last row on the table above shows the standard deviation of scores for that grade for that 
period.  For the Grade 1 column, the Fall (“F”) test period, the standard deviation is 11.3.  One-
half of that would be 5.65 but referring to the same column in the first table in this section, we see 
that the difference is -2.0 which falls short of 5.6511.     

The additional rows in Table 15 show changes to 3rd and 5th grade performance if various student 
groups are excluded.  For example, for 3rd grade, if the higher achieving “Mastery vs. seat time” 
students are excluded, the performance moves up but does not change the general decline.  For the 
5th grade, if only the 23 students in the Promotional Markers classes (PM5) are considered, the 
achievement of those Blended Learning students shows a positive change of 0.9 RIT scale points 
compared to the other Promotional Marker students not taught with Blended Learning.   

6.1.3 Math score differences, NWEA data 

Figure 11 below shows the comparable data for Math performance for the five grades.  The pattern 
for Reading is repeated for Math.  Students in a blended learning classroom environment do better 
than others in the 1st, 2nd and 4th grades.  For the 5th grade in Math performance, as with Reading, 
if the generally lower-achieving “Promotional Marker” students are differentiated, there’s no 
difference from the general population. When only the Promotional Markers students (PM5) are 
considered, those taught in the Blended Learning environment start well below (Fall) the non-
Blended group but end (Spring) at about an equal level:  that is, blended learning helps them gain 
skills/knowledge faster than their non-blended counterparts. 

                                                 
11 In a normal ‘bell-shaped’ distribution, one standard deviation brackets the performance of about two-thirds of the 
cases:  one-half a standard deviation would be about 38% of, for example, a class of test-takers and that 38% is a large 
group.     
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Figure 11. NWEA Math score differences:  Blended and non-blended students by grade by 
testing period 2013-14 (NWEA MAP scale scores) 
Note: B-N = the gap defined as the difference between the average score for blended minus non-blended students; No M = grade 3 Mastery class 
student removed from the population; PM5 = 5th grade Promotional Markers student only; No PM5 = Promotional Markers students excluded from 
the population. 

From most-to-least change (Fall to Spring) in RIT scale points, the grades run: 2nd grade, 3.4; 1st 
grade, 2.9; and 4th grade 0.5.  These data support a conclusion for Math that is similar to that of 
Reading.  With a few exceptions, students in Blended Learning classrooms are presumed to be 
similar to those not in Blended Learning classrooms.  To that extent, in the first year of 
implementing an intervention, it is unlikely that there will be an achievement advantage for the 
newly adopted intervention.  As with the reading results, the math results for the Blended Learning 
students are similar to those of the non-Blended Learning group.  The exceptions are the first grade 
Blended Learning group (they started behind their peers and caught up) and the Promotional 
Markers students who were selected because of the prior low achievement and who have benefited 
from Blended Learning.   

Table 20. NWEA Math score differences:  Blended and non-blended students by grade by 
testing period 2013-14:  Standard deviations and population adjustments by student 
categories 

 Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 
 F W S F W S F W S F W S F W S 

Non-Blended 540 523 562 354 361 391 422 428 436 279 282 287 317 323 328 
Blended 38 39 39 175 176 180 80 81 84 254 260 268 237 242 246 

No Mastery (Non-
Blended) 

      390 396 404       

No PM5  
Non-Blended             302 308 313 

Blended             229 234 238 

PM5  Non-Blended             15 15 15 

Blended             8 8 8 

Standard Deviation 11.8 12.4 12.3 12.4 13.0 13.8 11.3 11.7 13.2 12.4 11.9 13.5 12.5 13.4 15.8 
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While the score differences reported in Figure 11 are ‘real,’ they are also small.  Using the criteria 
of one-half of a standard deviation, only the 2nd grade is ‘practically significant.’  

6.1.4 ELA Score differences:  ECSDM quarterly data 

Figure 12 shows the district’s own quarterly testing data.  CS Evaluation has applied similar 
analyses to these data as to the NWEA MAP data previously reported.  The district’s quarterly 
data are on a 100-point scale, not the NWEA roughly 150-300-RIT scale.    

 

Figure 12. ECSDM quarterly ELA score differences:  Blended and non-blended students by 
grade by testing period 2013-14 
 

It is apparent that Middletown’s data track the NWEA data:  the 1st, 2nd, 4th and 5th grades (whether 
filtered by Promotional Markers status or not) all show improvements from the first marking 
period.  For the 1st grade the change from the third to fourth quarters is particularly remarkable.  
From most-to-least gained, the grade levels run: 1st, 12.9; 2nd, 8.4; 4th, 5.9; 5th, 3.6; and 3rd, 2.3.   

Table 21. ECSDM quarterly ELA score differences:  Blended and non-blended students by 
grade by testing period 2013-14:  Standard deviations and population adjustments by 
student categories 

 Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 
 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 

Non-Blended 532 543 549 540 370 379 388 366 416 426 432 415 279 280 278 282 318 321 322 326 

Blended 38 38 38 37 168 176 179 177 80 80 83 84 250 259 265 263 240 238 244 241 
No Mastery (Non-

Blended)         384 394 400 383         

No 
PM5  

Non-Blended                  303 306 307 311 

Blended                 232 230 236 233 

PM5 
Non-Blended                 15 15 15 15 

Blended                 8 8 8 8 

Standard Deviation 16.8 19.9 29.0 27.9 19.6 23.6 26.5 25.2 24.8 22.2 23.5 25.6 21.8 22.8 22.3 23.3 19.6 21.4 26.2 20.4 

In the table above, there is a slightly more than one-half standard deviation difference in the 2nd 
grade scores at the last of the quarterly test intervals (15.3 and 25.2).  
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6.1.5 Math Score differences:  ECSDM quarterly data 

 

Figure 13. ECSDM quarterly Math score differences:  Blended and non-blended students by 
grade by testing period 2013-14 
 

With the exception of the up-and-down shape of the 4th grade quarterly Math scores, the same 
positive pattern for grades, 1, 2 and 5 (adjusted) obtains for Math.  The 1st grade with 11.5 points 
of improvement from the first to fourth quarters leads the group; followed by 2nd grade with 3.7; 
5th grade at 1.5; the 4th grade at 0.9; and the 3rd grade with a drop of -5.3 points on a 100-point 
scale.   

Blended Learning:  students.  If teachers successfully completed the related professional 
development, then their students got 1:2:1 Google Chromebooks although the devices are shared 
among classrooms and are not taken home (“a rotational model of digital content”).  Students are 
expected to spend 2.5 hours a week, minimum in the blended learning modality.   

For a decade, the Enlarged City School District of Middletown has been committed to excellent 
teaching augmented with learning technologies.  Teachers were asked to respond to the following 
statement that describes blended learning:  “Students learn best when they have a variety of sources 
including both teachers face-to-face and e-learning”:  95% agreed.  The district accepted 
volunteers to be trained in advanced techniques to support blended learning and, not incidentally, 
to receive the necessary Chromebooks hardware and software for their students.  Twenty-seven 
teachers took part in the summer 2013 training:  another 29 were involved in a second session in 
the Spring of 2014 (ARS Q18).   

The grant supported extensive professional learning about different components of blended 
learning.  The training dealt with:  (1) devices (Chromebooks); (2) classroom management; (3) 
learning applications; (4) new teaching methods; and (5) how students learn.  The teachers who 
responded to those items were largely in agreement with one another:  38%-40% reported 
themselves satisfied about training for each of the five components; 16% to 21% said they were 
dissatisfied; and between 38% and 46% had no opinion, were “neutral” about training in the five 
components (ARS 19.1-19.5).  In the dissatisfied group, twice as many thought the training was 
“too simple” as thought it was “too advanced.”  
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What do the participating teachers think about the likely outcomes of blended learning for their 
students (ARS Q22.1-7)?  The figure below shows the teachers’ estimates, from most-to-least, of 
how useful the blended learning initiative will be for their students for several core functions. 

 
Figure 14. For the students in your blended learning classroom, how helpful do you think 
the devices have been for… 
 
The only area that does not draw endorsement by the majority of teachers is “writing.”  Teachers 
are enthusiastic about each of the others.   

Teachers were asked to rate their experience implementing blended learning classrooms (ARS 
Q21.1-6).  The positive conclusions are extraordinary – and especially so given the amount of 
changes (and disruption) blended learning implementation has required of teachers.  Teachers were 
asked, “Has implementing a blended learning classroom met your expectations about …” with 
response categories that ranged from “Far exceeds expectations” to “Far short of expectations.”  
The next graphic combines the “Far exceeds” responses with the “Exceeds” responses.   

 
 

Figure 15: Teacher expectations about the contributions of blended learning 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Expressing ideas in writing

Working creatively

Presenting information

Analyzing information

Finding out about ideas/information

Working collaboratively

Working independently

ARS Q 22.1-7
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“Student performance” was likely read as a summary of everything students might do – test 
performance, productivity, behavior, etc. – and, although that bundle of attributes might logically 
be the most hardened target, a majority of teachers thought that blended learning had impacted it 
positively.  The “discipline” and “motivation” endorsements are simply extraordinary as is that 
Holy Grail, “differentiated instruction.” 

Blended learning put new hardware and new software with many new applications into 
classrooms:  because of that, the quality of technical support is a key issue in teacher acceptance.  
The next figure combines “very satisfied” with “satisfied” responses and lists the areas from most-
to-least satisfied (ARS Q 20.1-5). 

Anyone who has stood before a group of 20+ 11-year olds knows that teaching is a performance 
art12.  I the early days of school-based technology, access and reliability were such recurring 
problems that many teachers rejected digital supports for teaching and learning.  Middletown, for 
years, has been past that stage and the teachers’ evaluations of tech support confirm that.  

                                                 
12 Or, as one principal commented with respect to the two specialist initiatives – Literacy and Math – “The kids pick 
up on and pick up the teacher’s expertise.” 

Figure 16 Teacher assessments of the quality of technical support for blended 
learning 
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A Mini-Case from a Blended Learning Classroom 
Every one of the 23 desks for students is filled.  There are five workstations in a cluster 

plus the individual Chromebooks.  All the students are on task.  The teacher is working 
individually with two students.  As the class breaks for lunch, she says, “If you’re working with 
an Achieve assessment, you can leave it and it will be available when you come back.  
Otherwise, save your work.” 

The individual members of the class are focused, disciplined, on task although the 
tasks are individualized and thus harder to monitor and guarantee.  Asked how her students 
learned to manage themselves, she talks about the necessity of building a learning-centered 
community in the classroom more than about the logistic challenges of logging-in, 
bookmarking, Google accounts, etc. 
The teacher uses a mix of limited direct instruction and self-guided, individualized work (often, 
inquiry-based and/or problem-solving) at the Chromebooks which allows her to focus on 
individuals or very small groups. She has scheduled herself for some amount of direct 
instruction to whole group – e.g., 80 minutes of whole group, direct instruction of 20-30 
minutes for each topic. 

The teacher talked knowledgably about student performance data availability, analysis 
and application:  “The intervention block comes in handy and I can see the results from i-Ready, 
Lexia and Achieve and it links right to the data base, what they’re working on.  And if they are 
having difficulty, the software produces reports that I can send home to the parents who are 
always asking ‘What can I do?’”.  For herself, she appreciates the intervention time, when the 
students can be purposefully self-directed to ELA or math – “They’re good about working on 
what they need.” 

She’s in her second year teaching and studying for a master’s degree in education 
technology.  When asked how she learned to teach ‘this way,’ she pointed to the trainers the 
grant and the district provided in the summer.  She observed that her graduate school 
instructors describe related methods as “brand new” but in fact her class is doing every day 
what the graduate instructors talk about as theory. 

Only three teachers in this school are currently doing blended learning but five friends 
of this teacher have been sufficiently impressed that they are asking to be considered for the 
new cohort. 

A Mini-Case from a Not-Yet Blended Learning Classroom 
This teacher is scheduled for blended learning training in the Summer of 2014.  She teaches 

literacy and shares the class with a math specialist.  There are seven students in one group:  three are 
working on reading with the teacher using print materials.  Two students are practicing lines they will 
do in a class play.  The teachers says, “Reading group, read with emotion,”   The teacher goes around 
her three-person small group and listens to them read with print books.  She is interrupted fairly 
constantly by other students who are uncertain what they should do. 

There are five desktops grouped in one part of the classroom:  none in use.  The classroom has 
an IWB but it was not in use.   
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One principal praised the superintendent’s roll-out strategy:  teachers could join a program “if you 
were ready.”  The volunteer strategy has been positive in that the current participants are now 
talking up the initiatives with their colleagues.  Over the summer the first participants helped select 
the PD vendors and that promoted teacher ownership.   

6.2 Two-Year Kindergarten 

Background and the intervention.  Several of the Middletown RTTT sub-programs have a common 
purpose – to modify current instruction in order to ensure student’s subsequent success.  The 
Promotional Markers initiative identifies low-achieving students for additional attention.  The 
SUPA program gives high school students practice with and accomplishment in post-secondary 
college-level course work.  The two-year kindergarten program doubles early education access for 
some children who start schooling with so few pre-school attributes that it may well take two years 
to build what can be accomplished in one kindergarten year for others. 

ECSDM is testing early childhood children using Children’s Progress Academic Achievement (a 
NWEA product).  Every incoming kindergartner has received the Children’s Progress test as an 
entry-test (even though it was designed for EOY administration) so the district knows what 
children were able to do at that “entry” test point.  To ensure that the neediest students get the extra 
year of Kindergarten, the lowest scorers on the CPAA will be selected into 2-year kindergarten.  
Eventually, there will be 80 students, total (one section in each elementary school).  At the end of 
2013-14, the district will again test all the students who will have completed the first year of the 
2-year program.  If a child’s scores indicate high performance, they will “test out” and be graduated 
to the 1st grade.   

Middletown identified 43 children as likely to benefit from a two-year kindergarten experience. 

 
 Results.  This section examines the following study questions:  

(d) What achievement gains (NWEA CPAA) are associated with 2-Year K students compared to 
1 year K students (2015-16 & 2016-17)? 
 
 

(a) What achievement gains (NWEA CPAA) are associated with each cohort during their first and 
second years in the 2-Year K? 

(b) What formative assessment (quarterlies and benchmarks) gains are associated with each cohort 
during their first and second year in the 2-Year K? 

(c) What subsequent Gd 1 and Gd 2 gains are associated with students in the first 2013-14 cohort? 
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Table 22 NWEA Reading, Two-Year Kindergarten 

 
 Fall Spring 

1-Year K 527 563 
2-Year K 43 44 

Standard Deviation 9.9 11.3 

 

The Reading performance of the Two-Year Kindergarten students, while it remains below others,   
improves at the same rate as does that of the other, one-year kindergarten students in the district.  
Given that students were selected into the program because of their exceptional needs, the 
similarity is progress. 
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Table 23 NWEA Math, Two-Year Kindergarten 

 
 Fall Spring 

1-Year K 530 563 

2-Year K 42 44 

Standard Deviation 11.2 12.8 

 

The math performance of the Two-Year Kindergarten students has begun to slightly close the gap 
between those students and all others in the district13.   

Middletown’s instructional leaders have concluded that the standard one-year Kindergarten is not 
enough time to create a base for future schooling success in some children.  The RTTT-funded 
amelioration doubles Kindergarten to two years for selected children.  Four out of five of the 
district’s teachers think that is a good idea, that it will “…make my job easier in the future” (ARS 
Q38.1).  Sixty-one percent are skeptical that the two-year Kindergarten can “make up for what 
some parents do not do with their children” (ARS Q38.2).   

                                                 
13 Three schools offer the Two-Year Kindergarten program – Presidential Park, William Carter and Maple Hill.  On 
both Reading and Math, students in Presidential Park score higher than those in the other two schools.  Maple Hill 
students are the comparatively lowest-achieving students among the three schools.  In Reading, Maple Hill students 
increase over the year:  William Carter student decline sharply.  In Math, Presidential Park and William Carter students 
increase from the beginning to end of the year:  Maple Hill student performance is essentially flat.   
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Figure 17 Two-Year Kindergarten 

 

A Mini-Case from a Two-Year Kindergarten Class 
The following example from an observation demonstrates both the need for and the 

promise of the 2-Year K program. 
The makeup of the class is the Middletown model:  two children are white, one is Asian, 

five are black and one is Hispanic.  The class is in its 8th month as a 2-year K classroom and its clear 
what the kids continue to need and how they might benefit from the extended, specialized and 
intensive assistance with the whole range of behaviors and skills – social skills, study skills, and 
conventional academic performance.  The room is a conventional rectangle with few academic 
displays, only a little individual performance, no word walls.  

The teacher is working with a small group of three boys and girl:  other students are doing 
word/letter cards or working at a Chromebook (with headphones).  While the teacher is more 
directive, more conventionally demanding, she’s also pushing, pushing, pushing on inquiry and 
expectations.  The teacher holds flash cards each of which have a letter sound.  She deals them out 
and the kids turn them over when called upon.  Even though they are old-fashioned flash cards, 
she is using them in a more questioning, coaching fashion.  About a third of her interaction with 
kids is negative – “Don’t dump them in here,”  “Don’t turn them around,”  “Look again at how I put 
it.”  The teacher has set an audible timer to demarcate segments of class.  The students need more 
direction and are less orderly.  The teachers has to remind kids about “second warning, no silliness” 
and that they have to do their “serious work.” She has to remind the children four and five times 
to “clean up your table,” and reprimands them that they are “Not really good listeners this 
morning.”  She calls out several times “I should not hear you…”  “If you’re talking, you’re not doing 
your work.”   
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6.3 Promotional Markers/Midpoint classes 

Background and the intervention.  Middletown is seeking to end social promotion by replacing 
that practice with classes for students whose academic performance is not likely to qualify them 
for success in the next grade.  At the end of grades 2, 5 and 8, students are required to demonstrate 
proficiency through the NWEA, MAPS, ELA and Math, course grades, local benchmarks, and at 
the 5th and 8th grades, state testing data.  If they are not proficient, they do not move to the next 
grade level:  said differently, they will not be socially promoted.  The “promotional marker” policy 
is intended to deal with students whose intellectual capability and developmental readiness are not 
aligned   For example, they may be ‘smarter’ than their emotional development or more mature 
but not achieving at a comparable level.  At all grade levels, there will be students that did and did 
not go through the intervention.  The baseline for evaluating progress will be the previously 
socially promoted kids compared to those who will have had the promotional marker or mid-point 
class experience. 

Eighth grade students who do not make that grade’s “Promotional Marker” cut-off are enrolled in 
“mid-point classes.”  Those sent to the middle schools’ mid-point class intervention then have 
post-testing geared to 3rd grade performance.   

For both Promotional Marker and Mid-Point classes, the strategy is to replace retention classes 
that have typically repeated the same thing that didn’t work the first time.  Instead, Promotional 
Marker and Mid-Point classes14 use a version of the Response-to-Intervention strategy with ELA 
and Math instruction geared to specific, individualized needs.  This intervention uses an RtI-similar 
process with universal testing, progress monitoring, referrals, targeted interventions and stages of 
assistance.  The district convened teachers in the Summer of 2013 to write specific curriculums 
targeted on specific individual patterns of deficiency.    

The district requires itself to notify parents if their child is at risk of not being promoted and in 
general, those parents have been familiar only with social promotion.  Parent notifications have 
been a contentious process. 

Results.  As with the Blended Learning analysis, we have data from NWEA and from 
Middletown’s quarterly assessments.  The Promotional Marker classes exist at the 2nd and 5th 
grades. 

For the tables in this section, the left-hand column shows the NWEA Rasch-unit (RIT) score:  the 
right-hand column is a scale of the differences between the groups being compared, in this case, 
students in the Promotional Markers classes and those not in those classes.  The top of the right-
hand scale (“0.0”) indicates no difference with increasing differences demarcated down the 
column.  The graphed lines across the test intervals represent: (a) students in the Promotional 
Markers classes; (b) students not in those classes (all other students at that grade level); and (c) the 
difference between the two. 

                                                 
14 The term, “Promotional Marker” is used to describe related classes in elementary schools.  The middle schools 
wanted a separate phrase for their similarly-formatted classes:  “Mid-Point” classes describe this sub-program 
initiative in the middle schools and those data are reported at the end of this section. 
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Note Bene:  The students whose performance is being examined began the year by achieving less 
than their counterparts not in the Promotional Marker and/or Mid-Point classes. 

 

 Promotional Markers:  Elementary Schools 

Table 24 Promotional Markers NWEA Reading, Second Grade 

 
 Fall Winter Spring 

Not PM 517 502 541 
PM2 30 30 30 

Standard Deviation 14.3 13.9 14.6 

 

For 2nd grade Reading, the NWEA-measured achievement of the Promotional Markers students 
became slightly closer to that of all students over the Fall-Spring interval.  
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Table 25 Promotional Markers NWEA Math, Second Grade 

 
 Fall Winter Spring 

Not PM2 501 507 541 
PM2 28 30 30 

Standard Deviation 12.4 13.0 13.8 

 

The performance of the approximately 30 students in Math for the 2nd grade Promotional Marker 
classes increases.  The gap between the Promotional Marker students and the non-Promotional 
Marker students, does not close but becomes larger (the -1.5 difference in the Fall to a -2.7 
difference in the Spring). 
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Table 26 Promotional Markers, ECSDM ELA quarterlies, Second Grade 

 
 1 2 3 4 

Not PM2 508 525 537 513 
PM2 30 30 30 30 

Standard Deviation 19.6 23.6 26.5 25.2 

 

For 2nd grade English-Language Arts, as measured by the Middletown’s quarterly assessments, the 
performance of the Promotional Markers students paralleled that of the other students, if at a lower 
level.   
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Table 27 Promotional Markers, ECSDM Math quarterlies, Second Grade 

 
 1 2 3 4 

NotPM2 518 523 537 528 
PM2 30 30 30 30 

Standard Deviation 22.3 25.6 24.6 24.4 

 

The Promotional Markers students, in Math, ended the 2013-14 quarterly testing period farther 
behind the other students than they began it; i.e., the gap increased.  
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Table 28 Promotional Markers NWEA Reading, Fifth Grade 

 
 Fall Winter Spring 

Not PM5 526 540 551 
PM5 23 23 23 

Standard Deviation 16.3 15.6 15.5 

 

The 23 Promotional Markers students in the 5th grade began the year behind the others and caught 
up and slightly exceeded the NWEA-measured Reading achievement by the end of the year:  the 
Promotional Marker students closed the gap. 
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Table 29 Promotional Markers NWEA Math, Fifth Grade 

 
 Fall Winter Spring 

Not PM5 531 542 551 
PM5 23 23 23 

Standard Deviation 12.5 13.4 15.8 

 

The same 23 Promotional Markers students make progress in Math just as they did in Reading.  
For Math, they started behind the other students in the district, fell a bit and then both improved 
their performance and began to close the gap by the Spring testing period. 
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Table 30 Promotional Markers, ECSDM ELA quarterlies, Fifth Grade 

 
 1 2 3 4 

Not PM5 535 536 543 544 
PM5 23 23 23 23 

Standard Deviation 23.2 24.9 24.3 24.1 

 

Middletown’s quarterly assessment data confirm the progress indicated by the NWEA data.  On 
the evidence of the quarterly data, the ELA achievement of the Promotional Markers students 
exceeds that of the other students in the district, and consistently so across the second, third and 
fourth marking periods.   
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Table 31 Promotional Markers, ECSDM Math quarterlies, Fifth Grade 

 
 1 2 3 4 

Not PM5 535 536 543 544 
PM5 23 23 23 23 

Standard Deviation 23.2 24.9 24.3 24.1 

 

The table above indicates the same pattern as did the NWEA data.  The 5th grade Promotional 
Markers students made progress in closing the mathematics achievement gap with other students, 
districtwide.  

Mid-Point, 8th Grade Middle School Classes.   

The Mid-Point classes were offered at the 8th grade in the middle schools 
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Table 32 Mid-Point NWEA Reading, Eighth Grade 

 
 Fall Winter Spring 

Not MPT 426 430 459 
MPT 27 24 28 

Standard Deviation 16.0 16.0 13.4 

 

As indicated by the NWEA data, the approximately 27 students who began the year behind their 
counterparts not only closed the gap in Reading, they ended by exceeding the performance of 
others. 
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Table 33 Mid-Point NWEA Math, Eighth Grade 

 
 Fall Winter Spring 

Not MPT 431 393 459 
MPT 25 24 28 

Standard Deviation 13.9 16.0 14.4 

 

In Math, the Mid-Point students did not out-achieve others but they gained on the whole-district 
group of 8th graders and in the Winter-Spring interval and they improved their achievement at a 
faster pace than did the others:  they are closing the gap. 
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Table 34 Mid-Point ECSDM ELA quarterlies, Eighth Grade 

 
 1 2 3 4 

Not MPT 428 418 431 433 
MPT 26 27 25 26 

Standard Deviation 18.5 14.8 13.1 16.0 

 

In this case, the district’s quarterly assessments do not confirm the NWEA pattern of improvement.   
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Table 35 Mid-Point ECSDM Math quarterlies, Eighth Grade 

 
 1 2 3 4 

Not MPT 428 429 430 410 
MPT 12 13 12 12 

Standard Deviation 18.9 18.3 20.5 25.3 
 

And, a similar disconfirming pattern exists for the quarterly data for Math.  If the quarterly data 
were the only achievement metrics available, given the fact that students were selected for the 
Mid-Point classes exactly because their achievement was below that of others, the district’s 
quarterly assessment data shown for both the ELA and Math quarterlies would be as expected.   

Middletown’s “Promotional marker/Midpoint class” initiative is also a departure from 
conventional practice.  To document attitudes, we put a series of statements before the teachers15 
that asked about their agreement or disagreement with descriptions of largely conventional school 
practice, i.e., classroom practice prior to the Middletown Promotional Marker innovation.  The 
statement immediately below is an illustration of the prior conventional practice. 

• “A balance of standardized testing and seat time is a sufficient indicator for promotion.”  
In the Fall, 77% rejected that ‘old-fashioned’ proposition:  in the Spring, 80% rejected it 
(ARS Q29.4). 

• We asked about the practicality of giving children sufficient time to achieve mastery rather 
than moving virtually all students, in intact groups, from one grade to another (“In practice, 
mastery-based instruction requires more classroom logistical management than is 
feasible.”)  The percent of Middletown teachers who think that this can be done (i.e., that 

                                                 
15 Please note that in this instance, as in all the web-survey data collection for particular RTTT sub-programs, only 
those teachers who indicated that they were participating in the initiative, in fact, saw the related survey items or items.   
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the “Promotional marker” initiative is possible) has increased from 35% to 46% (ARS 
Q29.3).   

• The statement, “It is important to keep students with their age cohort” is an endorsement 
of social promotion (and its consequent lack of competencies for the children who are so 
managed).  The proportions of teachers rejecting social promotion has increased from Fall 
to Spring – 39% to 43% (ARS Q29.2). 

• Finally, we offered a statement about the adequacy of measurement:  “Measuring ‘mastery’ 
or ‘proficiency’ requires more authentic, less artificial (e.g., standardized tests) 
demonstration than is available.”  In the Fall, 96% agreed (that is, they criticized the 
sufficiency of the tests), a proportion that dropped only to 84% in the Spring16 (ARS 
Q29.1).     

There were 41 teachers involved in the Promotional Markers initiative during 2013-14 and half 
have served as “instructors” or “interventionists” (ARS Q30). 

The intent of the Promotional Marker/Midpoint Classes is to insure that students who may need 
extra time to mastery will have that resource (as compared to simply promoting students to the 
next grade with or without mastery).  The first step is to identify the students who may benefit 
from more time.  Thirty-eight percent of the involved teachers thought that, “All students in my 
promotional markers midpoint class were appropriately assigned:” 62% dissented (ARS Q31).  
When we asked for details about assignment problems, four teachers said that the “inappropriately 
placed” students had already been classified as special education learners.  Two teachers said that 
some of the ‘promotional marker’ students had much better achievement than other, struggling 
learners.  And two others thought that some students were more hampered by behavior problems, 
including a lack of motivation, than by learning problems. 

Teachers were asked to estimate how many of the students in their Promotional Markers classes 
would be helped by that process; would they be ‘graduated’ back to regular classroom instruction 
(ARS Q32).  The figure below shows the varying estimates.  About a fourth of the teachers believe 
that 80% or more of their students will be able to accede to regular instruction.   

 

                                                 
16 The responses, really the rejection of one component of Promotional Markers/Midpoint Classes, may be as much 
an artifact of the widespread animus by teachers toward testing as a considered judgment on the value of the initiative.    
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Figure 18. Please estimate the proportion of students in your promotional markers midpoint 
class that have "graduated" will "graduate" back to regular classroom instruction? 
 

The logic of the promotional markers classes concentrates needy students in particular classes and 
that is a challenge to their teachers.  We asked, “How satisfied are you with the instructional and 
learning resources available for your promotional markers midpoint class?  Did you have the 
appropriate resources to be successful?” (ARS Q33).  Only 14% reported themselves to be 
satisfied:  48% were not satisfied. 29% were “neutral.”  The opinions, along with the issues of 
appropriate/inappropriate placement may reflect the launch stage of this initiative.  The teachers 
offered their recommendations for improvement (ARS Q34):  half dealt with more counseling, 
clearer expectations and a recommendation for more attention to PBIS (Positive Behavior 
Intervention Supports).  One teacher gave voice to the group in asking for “More concrete 
expectations, curriculum and goals for the teachers and interventionists.”  

6.4 Elementary teachers as literacy specialists 

Background and the intervention.  Most districts regard elementary teachers as generalists, people 
who are equally able to provide instruction in all of the core subjects.  Three trends have challenged 
that view:  first, an increased premium on student performance in basic skills (reading/language 
arts and mathematics); second, accumulating knowledge about how best to teach particular topics; 
and third, the move away from self-contained ‘solo’ classrooms toward team instruction, team 
support.  Four years ago, Middletown began a concentrated effort to make its elementary teachers 
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experts or “specialists” in literacy.  The RTTT grant is extending the district-funded Literacy 
initiative to Math teaching (see below, Section 6.5). 

The Literacy specialist initiative grows out of a conviction about the contribution which may come 
from adding specialist training and instruction to the typically generalist preparation that 
elementary teachers have had.  ECSDM has a decade-long investment in literacy training for its 
faculty.  As a result, at least half the staff has a deep understating of literacy teaching and learning 
requirements.  While literacy is part of what is proposed and reported for RTT, it is covered totally 
by district funds including for literacy coaches.   

Professional development in connection with the literacy specialist activity requires elementary 
classroom teachers to complete a first-year 70 hours followed by 40 hours and then 30 hours in 
each succeeding year.  For other teachers – PE, music, art, etc. – there is a 25-hour requirement.  
ECSDM will recommend permanent certification only for elementary teachers who have at least 
a Master’s degree in literacy.  

The literacy specialist sub-program is supported by teachers-on-special-assignment (TOSAs) who 
are paid for by the district.  Additionally, the district supports seven literacy coaches.  All teachers 
are required to work with the coaches and TOSAs, i.e., to allow those personnel to come into their 
classrooms. 

Results.  The study questions for this part of the analysis are as follows: 

(a) What Literacy achievement gains (grade 3-5) are associated with students enrolled in classes 
where the teacher has taken part in (prior, district-funded, not RTTT-supported) Literacy Specialist 
training compared to students in other classes? 

(b) What formative assessment (quarterlies and benchmark) literacy/ELA gains are associated with 
students enrolled in classes where the teacher has taken part in Literacy Specialist training 
compared to students in other classes? 

(c) What amount of Literacy Specialist professional development has been offered to teachers? 

(d) How many teachers have participated in how much Literacy Specialist professional 
development? 

(e) What are parent attitudes and opinions about Specialists?  
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6.5 Elementary teachers as math specialists (MathWorks) 

Background and the initiative.  The math specialist initiative parallels the purposes and strategy of 
the literacy initiative described above. 

Results.  The web-survey asked elementary teachers for their reactions to four statements, each 
crafted to contrast prior “generalist” practice with the “math specialist” initiative.  

In the Fall 30% of the teachers said they wanted to be “…solely, individually responsible for 
everything my students learn rather than relying on a group:” by the Spring, the size of the 
‘singleton’ group had dropped to 17% but there was a noticeable 31% who were undecided (ARS 
Q28.5). 

When asked if math teaching was so specialized it could only be done by experts, in the Fall, 66% 
endorsed that but by the Spring the proportion was 55% - a slight gain for the proposition that 
teachers in elementary schools might become math specialists [“Math instruction is so specialized, 
it should have people who concentrate exclusively on that” (ARS Q28.2)].   

In the Fall, 53% of the elementary teachers thought they wouldn’t have enough time to become 
“expert at another area:” by the Spring – and with the experience of MathWorks professional 
learning – the proportion claiming not enough time had dropped to 30% (ARS Q28.4).   

A Mini-Case:  A Kindergarten Classroom Supplemented with a Literacy Coach 

All the elementary schools teachers have had to make a choice about where, initially, they 
will specialize – Literacy or Math.  The literacy coach who is in the classroom this morning is one of 
eight in the district:  she moves constantly among classrooms, modeling, coaching and providing 
classroom-embedded PD. 

The kindergarten room has six table groups and four desktops concentrated on a table 
station.  There is a word wall and lots of very large wall-sized materials especially about math 
problems. 

The coach launches the unit with the 13 students while the teacher observes.  The 
standards-related material is displayed on an Interactive White Board (IWB) and is not from a vendor 
but from the classroom teacher. The coach introduces a few words with pictures, reads a nursery 
rhyme and questions the kindergartners, “Does the person in the rhyme do a good job of taking care 
of the animals?” 

At that point, the regular teacher takes over the teaching, questioning and coaching.  The 
students are practicing cooperative behavior – raising hands to be called upon, not calling out, and 
keeping focused on the material, all the while encouraged by the teacher’s exhortation, “eyes on 
me.” 

Some students have been formed into conversational pairs on the rug:  others talk quietly 
with peers.  The coach continues to draw out deeper meanings of similarity and dissimilarity.  In 
the next stage, the students are tasked to use the words they have learned in writing in their 
journals.  They open their ‘workstation journals’ independently and efficiently and begin working.  
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In the Fall of 2013, 22% of responding teachers endorsed the generalist practice that ‘Classrooms 
work best when one teacher handles all topics:” and that was unchanged from a 23% agreement in 
the Spring (ARS Q28.1).   

Finally, we asked about the prospects of combining Literacy specialization with Math 
specialization for teachers in Middletown’s elementary schools (that is the District’s plan).  In the 
Fall 87% of the teachers agreed that “Students will be more successful when they are helped by 
teams of Math and Literacy specialists” but the proportion declined to 68% in the Spring (ARS 
28.3).   

The data can be read to indicate how much of a departure it is to expect teachers in elementary 
schools to become specialists in math instruction:  they are not yet all persuaded.  We also note 
that 83% (45 respondents) said they had participated in the MathWorks training:  17% (9) had not 
(ARS Q25).   

Nonetheless, teachers credit MathWorks with impacting their instruction.  Fully 87% credit it with 
changing their teaching: 38% ‘strongly agreed’ (ARS Q26).  And 31% of the MathWorks-trained 
teachers rated that professional learning “One of the best” with an additional 36% “Above average” 
(ARS Q27). 

6.6 Third Grade Mastery Classes versus Seat- Time 

Background and the initiative.  The third grade “Mastery” sub-program provides opportunities for 
higher-achieving students just as the two-year Kindergarten and the Promotional Markers sub-
programs provide opportunities for lower-achieving students.  This initiative responds to 
allegations that the district is not doing enough for advanced students.  It is an experiment for “high 
3’s and 4’s” (the proficiency levels on the NY State tests).  If a student is in the 3rd grade by age 
but their math skills are 2nd grade and their reading skills are at the 5th grade, then this initiative 
will place them in appropriate instruction while leaving their grade level assignment unchanged.  
For the Mastery Class initiative, the district identified 30+ third grade students as high-achievers.  
The expectation was that they would not require a fixed amount of time, for example, an academic 
year to master a grade’s curriculum.  Rather than a ‘seat time’ expectation, the Mastery Class 
students could take tests at any point in the year and advance themselves to additional material, 
additional grade levels.   

Students in the Mastery program do not progress according to elapsed weeks of schooling time 
defined by the conventional grade intervals.  Instead, they can move across the curriculum as 
quickly as they demonstrate mastery with the concepts and the curriculum. Typically, they go 
quickly through 3rd grade ELA and Math and take up the 4th and 5th grade curriculums.  The 
availability of state test results at the third grade is one basis for this initiative.   

If at the end of the second grade, a student tests on the NWEA MAP at “Mastery,” – either the 4th 
level or the 3rd level, in the fourth quartile – they are eligible for this high-expectation, high-
demand program.  The Mastery program is more advanced than ‘regular education’ and expects 
students to do more challenging tasks.  (Not all parents have enrolled their otherwise eligible 
children in the program and other parents have removed their children from the program.)  
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Mastery students have Chromebooks and a ‘tech integration curriculum.’  In the future, the 
Mastery program will only be offered at the 3rd, 4th and 5th grades.  Typically, eligible students go 
through all grade 3 Math and ELA and are tested by NYS on that and then move quickly to the 
grades 4 and 5 curriculum.  Many mastery-eligible students have already hit student achievement 
ceiling effects, so there may not be a record of conventional growth.  (Currently, two of the enrolled 
students are having a difficult time.)   

The Mastery program has hired two new teachers to staff this initiative – one in math and one in 
ELA at William Carter ES.  The teachers think they need to add blended learning because the 
Mastery students have Chromebooks but there’s not yet enough related content available except 
for Chromebook MyON leveled texts.  Successful implementation of this initiative requires 
personalized learning and personalized teaching but as of the end of 20113-14, ECSDM did not 
have a sufficient repertoire of related strategies.  In the grant, they have “money for the teachers.”  
In the future, teachers who want to teach in this new environment will have to volunteer and be 
selected for the initiative.   

Results.  This section examines the following study questions: 

(b) What formative assessment (NWEA and quarterlies) gains are associated with the Mastery 
students? 

(c) What is the subsequent achievement of students enrolled in the 2013-14 Mastery program (what 
are the measures?   

Table 36. Were you an instructor for a mastery class this school year? 
 Percent Count 

No 80.00% 4 
Yes 20.00% 1 

 

If the ordinary achievement expectation of students selected from a previously low-achieving 
group is that they will continue to ‘under-perform,’ the opposite is true for this group.  They can 
be expected to out-perform the other students in the district. 
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Table 37 Mastery Class NWEA Reading, Third Grade 

 
 Fall Winter Spring 

No MAS 463 475 488 
MAS 32 32 32 

Standard Deviation 15.7 16.3 16.3 

 

For Reading, as measured by the NWEA, the expectation that this group will outperform others is 
borne out.   



2012-14  RTTT Program Evaluation                                                                     72 | P a g e  
 

 

Table 38 Mastery Class NWEA Math, Third Grade 

 
 Fall Winter Spring 

No MAS 470 477 488 
MAS 32 32 32 

Standard Deviation 11.3 11.7 13.2 

 

In Math, the Mastery group retains its advantage over the test intervals and the gap favoring the 
mastery students increases over that time. 
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Table 39 Mastery Class ECSDM ELA quarterlies, Third Grade 

 
 1 2 3 4 

No MAS 464 474 483 467 
MAS 32 32 32 32 

Standard Deviation 24.8 22.2 23.5 25.6 

 

Middletown’s local quarterly data confirm the pattern of Reading achievement from the NWEA 
data. 
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Table 40 Mastery Class ECSDM Math quarterlies, Third Grade 

 
 1 2 3 4 

No MAS 461 471 485 480 
MAS 32 31 32 32 

Standard Deviation 23.6 23.2 23.0 23.1 

 

For the Math quarterlies, although the Mastery group retains an advantage, all other 3rd grade 
students in the district improve their Math skills at a faster rate. 

6.7 1:2:1 Mobile devices – Teachers and Students 

Background and the intervention.  In 2012-13, every teacher received an Apple device.  Rather 
than focus initially on instructional applications (teaching and learning), Middletown required that 
devices be used for daily management or productivity purposes, e.g., attendance, discipline 
reporting and grade book applications. Technology integration coaches have guided the 1:2:1 
initiative.  

Results.  In the late summer of 2013, the district’s teachers all received iPads as part of a staged 
introduction of more ubiquitous teaching/learning technology.  In the Fall of last year, we asked 
teachers how they thought they would be using their iPads and in the Spring how they actually had 
used their iPads (ARS Q24).  In the previous year, 46% of Middletown’s educators said they had 
made “frequent use of a mobile device (my own or the district’s) for instruction and/or 
productivity:” at the end of 2013-14, frequent use had grown to 72% (ARS 23.1).   

In the Fall of 2013, teachers had an accurate sense of how they would be using their new devices 
during the year.  The noticeable change is the drop in technology support for “Presenting 
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instruction” from the planned fifth place to the actual seventh place.  The “presenting instruction” 
activity is extraordinarily complex and should grow as familiarity, expertise and mastery grow.   

Table 41 Teacher use of iPods by function, Fall 2013 to Spring 2014 
Teacher predicted and actual use of iPods ranked by function 

(Fall 2013 compared to Spring 2014) 
Function Fall 2013 Spring 2014* 
1. Managing attendance 1 1 
2. Communicating with other educators 2 2 
3. Managing grades 3 3 
4. Lesson planning 4 4 
5. Presenting instruction 5 7 
6. Looking at student interim assessments 6 5 
7. Managing disciplinary forms 7 6 
8. Communicating with parents 8 8 
9. Communicating with students, e.g., homework 9 9 

 *(ARS Q24) 

If in schooling, there are two big areas to which teachers apply technology – productivity uses and 
instructional uses – it is clear that Middletown teachers are focused on productivity (items 1, 2, 3, 
6 and 7) at least for the time being.  Fifty-nine percent credited their iPads with making “daily 
tasks” easier than in the past (ARS Q23.3).  Communicating with parents and students is far less 
frequent than communicating with other educators.  That is borne out by the 74% of the staff who 
thought that iPads had made peer-to-peer communication easier than in the past (ARS Q23.3).   

The deployment of Chromebooks to students in selected grades is scheduled for Fall 2014.  

6.8 High School Rigorous Instruction:  Syracuse University Project Advance (SUPA) 

Background and the Intervention.  District leadership has a long-standing concern about the rigor 
of instruction in the high school.  One aspect of this was ACT’s Quality Core training.  In the Fall, 
84 teachers completed that:  an additional 70 completed that course in the Spring.  The content 
was focused on instructional strategies.  Middletown had expected more focus on Common Core 
and other aligned activities.  In the inability of ACT to provide that, ECSDM has suspended that 
work.   

Also in pursuit of instructional rigor, ECSDM has contracted with Syracuse University to (1) 
evaluate the ability of Middletown teachers to teach college-level, Syracuse University credit-
bearing course at Middletown High School and then to accept those credits as advanced placement 
after enrollment.   

SUPA is an advanced placement, college course credit opportunity from Syracuse University.  
Syracuse University will certify ECSDM teachers to teach college level credit bearing courses and 
will re-certify those teachers on an annual basis.  ECSDM will pay the tuition for students from 
low-income families who wish to take SUPA courses.   
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Results.  High school teachers are welcoming the Syracuse University Project Advance (SUPA):  
78% agree that “SUPA course are a good way to increase the rigor of instruction” (ARS Q39.4) 
and 89% agree that SUPA “…is showing students new possibilities” (ARS Q39.3).  About a third 
of the responding high school faculty members believe that “SUPA is demanding too much of 
most of our students” (ARS Q39.5) – a conclusion not shared by the students themselves (see 
below).    

Teachers at the high school endorse what the Syracuse University Project Advance can do for 
students:  four out of five believe that advanced placement and college course credit will help 
Middletown’s students be successful (ARS Q39.1).  But only a little more than one high school 
teacher in three thinks that “ACT accreditation and re-certification are helpful opportunities for 
me.”  

6.8.1 Student opinions.   

We had responses from 105 students who had experience with SUPA:  72 were juniors; 37, seniors.  
The table below has additional details about their descriptive characteristics including the 
preponderance of students from low-income and non-white families.     

Table 42. High school student and family demographics 
Variable Count 
Junior (11th Grade) 72 
Senior (12th Grade) 37 
Female 72 
Male 36 
Hispanic 39 
White/Caucasian 28 
African American 24 
Multi-Racial 7 
Asian 6 
Other 3 
$37,000 or more 42 
$26,000 - $36,999 7 
Less than $26,000 9 
Don't know or prefer not to 
answer 

49 

 
Students responded to the same question about the relative influences on their learning as did the 
teachers.  The table below shows student estimates, by descriptive characteristics and in detail.  
Black students assign the most responsibility for academic performance to themselves.  Hispanics 
are more likely than other groups to say that their friends play a role.  Seniors give more credit to 
teachers as influences than do others.  However much popular discussion there may be about the 
role of the internet and social media, these students do not identify “the media” as much of an 
influence on their academic performance.   
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Figure 19. Distribute 100 points among the groups below according to how they influenced 
your academic performance.  
 

In terms of their self-described academic performance, a fourth of the responding students describe 
themselves as “mostly A students;” half, as “mostly A’s and B’s” with very small numbers 
assigning lower scores to their academic records. 

The figure below indicates the courses that were most popular among the Middletown high school 
students who took advantage of Syracuse University’s college-level courses.  Forty-one percent 
took science courses and another 18%, business courses.   
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Figure 20. In which subject(s) did you take a SUPA class this year? 
 

SUPA emphasizes that college-level courses require different study habits, different cognitive 
applications, and different performance skills than do high school courses.  To prepare high school 
students for that, SUPA offers a “College Learning Strategies” course and, some students found it 
useful in their Middletown high school work. 

The table below shows the reasons the Middletown students took SUPA courses.  Some were 
prompted by counselors and parents but most were interested in the topics, the credits and the 
savings.   
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Figure 21. Why did you take a SUPA course? 
 

When we asked what facilitated success in the SUPA coursework, the most frequently chosen 
answer was ‘tough material,’ “more challenging coursework.”  In that response, the students are 
confirming the district’s judgment about the need to increase the rigor of high school courses.

 

Figure 22. What aspect of your SUPA course experience was the most beneficial for success 
in class? 
 
The students were clear that the SUPA experience was good preparation for post-secondary 
schooling.  They were positive but less enthusiastic about SUPA as preparation for “personal life” 
and even less so for employment. 
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Figure 23. How well did the SUPA course prepare you for different goals?  
 

The students who took SUPA courses were enthusiastic about them:  96% would recommend them 
to other Middletown students and 83% would take another SUPA course (the drop from 96% to 
83% is probably a reflection of graduating seniors).  

Ninety-six percent of the students have plans for college after graduation:  76% of the group are 
aimed at a four-year college; 20% at a two-year college.  Of the college-bound group, 36% know 
that they will have to be in paid employment to get through; another 50% say they’re not sure if 
they will need paid employment or not.  Military service, full-time paid employment, trade or 
technical school plans account for only one percent each of the group. 
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Figure 24. What are your plans in the two years after graduation? 
 

Asked what they would be studying two years after graduation, health sciences, sciences, social 
sciences and engineering are among the three most frequently chosen fields. 

 

Figure 25. What field of study are you most likely to select in college or trade school? (Data 
are multiple response) 
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6.8.2 Parents of SUPA Students 

We had responses to a 13-question paper survey from 20 parents of SUPA-enrolled students.  Half 
were parents of juniors:  38% were parents of seniors.  Three-fourths of the responding parents 
had college degrees or post-graduate education.  The demography of the responding group is as 
follows:  White, 53%; African-American, 11%; Asian, 16%; multi-racial, 11%; and “other,” 11%.  
(Note:  there were no Hispanic-American respondents.)  Of those who described their household 
income, 58% said “$37,000+; 11%, $26,000-$36,999; and, 11%, less than $26,000. 

Forty-five percent said they had a lot of influence over their child’s educational choices:  another 
45% said “some influence.”  Virtually all the parents knew their child was in enrolled in a SUPA 
college-credit course and three-quarters of the parents had encouraged that.  Half the group had 
attended informational meetings about SUPA and/or been very involved in getting their child 
enrolled.     

Ninety percent thought their child would go on to post-secondary schooling: half of those to a four-
year college: 40% to a two-year college.  Asked if their child would need to be in paid employment 
then, 44% said “Yes” and 56% said “No.”  Four out five of the responding parents thought that 
SUPA would help their child “…be more successful after graduating from high school.”  And 
three-quarters of the parents would recommend SUPA to another parent. 

Asked, “How well do you feel Middletown schools are preparing your child for his or her life after 
graduation?” here is how the parents responded: 

 
Table 43 Parent evaluations of ECSDM’s preparation of their child for post-secondary 
success 

Answer   
 

Response % 
Not well at all   

 

3 15% 

Mildly well   
 

1 5% 

Fairly well   
 

5 25% 

Quite well   
 

8 40% 

Extremely well   
 

3 15% 

Total  20 100% 

 
6.8 The New Teacher Candidate Web-Enabled Simulation 

The simulation is scheduled for beta-testing during 2014-15. 
 
6.9 Future initiatives:  ACT, Learning Management System/’Big Data’ 

To be determined. 
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS 

7.1 Commendations 

The ‘word cloud’ below depicts the relative frequency of how the district’s teachers spontaneously 
describe the Middletown schools. 

 
Figure 26 Word Cloud 

7.1.1 Institutionalization   

ECSDM’s RTTT is not a “project” in the conventional sense where self-contained activities 
managed for fidelity to the funder’s purposes but with uneven, uncertain or temporary penetration 
of district practices.  In other jurisdictions, similar activities are regarded as “pilots” that test out 
the acceptability of new practices that may or may not be continued.  ECSDM’s chronology of 
improvement is very different.  For example, prior to applying for the RTT grant, Middletown had 
already established the desirability and feasibility of elementary teachers becoming subject matter 
specialists rather than “generalists.”  Teachers had already been expected, supported and required 
to collect, analyze and apply interim student performance data.  The district had already built the 
electronic infrastructure to support ubiquitous computing.   
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7.1.2 Convergence 

Through the RTTT project, ECSDM is bringing together the multiple prior initiatives and the 
RTTT-funded initiatives.  Over the last several years, ECSDM has invested in technology of 
learning and teaching and literacy expertise for all teachers.  The learning technologies for student 
include a range of hardware platforms (Chromebooks, iPads, desktops) software for student use, 
IWB Crystal Boards that encourage student involvement and engagement.  The teaching 
technologies include individual laptops, Crystal Boards, continuous interim/formative assessment 
data – disaggregated.   

The net result of the prior investment is a base on which the RTT activities are built.  The project 
has been able to move much faster, because teachers haven’t had to learn how to manage data, 
analyze data and apply data to student’s individualization. 

Similarly, with respect to differentiated instruction (grouping, individualization) the teachers don’t 
have to be persuaded that it is practical or feasible.  Rather, they know how to do it AND they are 
doing it.    

The field observations support these conclusions about the quality of instruction among the 
teachers observed, for example, doing Blended Learning and acting as Literacy Specialists.  There 
is seamless and ‘ordinary’ integration of technology (especially Chromebooks) into instruction.  
That can’t happen without differentiated instruction, some small groups working independently 
with Chromebooks and some groups working more intensively with the teacher.  That happened 
in every observed teachers classrooms and without disruption. 

Second, the nature of interaction has changed from presentation to questioning, coaching, and 
encouragement of reflection.  (However desirable this is it may or may not show up on the new 
state tests of the Common Core.)  On the evidence of observing classrooms, teachers have changed 
their teaching, added new ways to teach and abandoned old ways of teaching.   

There is a related complementarity of effort among the RTTT sub-program components.  The 2-
Year Kindergarten teachers have to work to develop both literacy and math.  While the early 
childhood teachers are not being trained as math specialists, the reality is that they have to borrow, 
adapt and apply math teaching expertise in their work with kindergartners.   
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A Mini-Case about a Literacy Specialist’s Classroom  
with Blended Learning and Promotional Markers 

The 5th grade classroom is separated by a demountable wall with sounds from the 
adjacent teacher coming in.  There is very little purposeful decoration on the walls.  There are 
two displays of student performance with checkmarks and bins of paperback books from all 
reading levels.  During the visit, there were eight students in the classroom, all either African-
American or Hispanic-American.  Six were working with Chromebooks, they seem to be reading 
the screens and/or moving among screens.  There was total and uninterrupted silence among 
the other students.   

With two students at her desk, the teacher had her own Chromebook open.  The 
students were looking at a piece of paper with a story about New York’s former mayor, Michael 
Bloomberg.  The teacher was pressing the students to think about “Why did he take the subway 
to work if he was a billionaire?”  “Let’s talk about why you circled this…”  “Have you heard of that 
word – a limousine?”  “What does that mean? Describe it for me.” “Let me see if I can pull up a 
picture… right, exactly, that’s right.”  “What does the word ‘former’ mean?  Good, can you circle 
that word for me?”  While some of the learning may have been at a remedial level but the 
instruction was more advanced, e.g., “Think about why the author wanted you to read this.” 

The teacher says to one student, “I have shared a Google doc with you, do you see it?  
Open it up.”  She talks the student through the functionality – “You can read it at home, you don’t 
need to copy it, you both have the document and you will both be able to see what the other 
person is writing and you can comment on what you’ve both written.  So that will help our 
discussion.” 

The teacher tasks each of the two students with whom she has been working 
individually and then walks around to the others working on the Chromebooks and quietly 
critiques what they are doing.  That done, she returns to the small group students to ask them 
about what they have written in her absence.   

A new class arrives and with a different make-up.  “Open your google doc and the 
reflection activity.”  She has put a heavily copy-edited text document on the IWB screen.  Each 
student has different boxes for different days… that part too is individualized: some are 
independent reading, some guided reading, some vocabulary.  And it’s differentiated because 
she looks at the individual’s data and decides what each student needs to do next.  So this is the 
convergence of lots of forces that are coming together.  

The teacher is aware and reflective about how several of the district’s initiatives are 
coming together in her teachers.  She had never heard of Blended Learning before it was 
introduced. She had never worked with google docs, had no idea how to share with kids.  She 
was always good at using data and analyzing and applying it.   She slowly introduced the google 
drive and began with the Ed Elements platform.  She has a half the day of Promotional Markers 
students with 90 minutes of ELA and 45 minutes of writing in the afternoon.  The other half of 
the day, her students are on the other side of the demountable wall in the other half of the 
classroom with the Math/Science/Social Studies (specialized) instructor.  (In this school, the only 
grades that don’t team teach are Kindergarten and 1st grade.)   
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7.1.3 Consistency   

In the observed classes, when the teacher transitioned the class members to a new ‘rotation’ or a 
new activity, children moved quickly and quietly – without prompting – to, for example, 
Chromebooks for individual work, or reflecting and sharing.  And, once they had re-formed 
themselves into new purposeful groups, they turned to their work again without reminders, without 
prompting.  And they stayed that way – persistent, disciplined, on-task.  The unanimity with which 
these children were able to perform was, as one teacher explained, a matter of having created a 
community.  They said that at the beginning of the year with Chromebooks, students were still 
having trouble logging in and the technical difficulties and that created frustration which prompted 
acting out.  The simplicity of a single Google log-in helped but as importantly, the teachers worked 
on creating a “community of expectations” among the students about what they would do and how 
they would do it.  [The observation on consistency applies particularly to the teachers who have 
been in the Year 1 RTTT activities.] 

7.1.4 Alignment  

The strategy of ECSDM’s RTTT grant is that the grant-funded activities will each promote more 
effective instruction and increased student achievement.  Effective instruction has a number of 
hallmarks, each of which depart from business-as-usual:   

• determining interim benchmarks on the way to students’ summative performance  
• adopting or adapting measures for that performance  
• coordinating different measures to the range of local, vendor and/or state tests  
• collecting the data; analyzing the data to include disaggregation of performance to locate 

difference among students by descriptive characteristics  
• applying that analysis to changed student grouping  
• differentiating or individualizing instruction  
• differentiating or individualizing learning and  
• repeating the cycle over the course of the academic year. 

Those skills and behaviors (for both teachers and students) are buttressed either by ECSDM’s prior 
organizational strengths or the new capabilities from the RTTT sub-programs.  Achieving this 
requires managing vendor strengths, building needs, district priorities and state standards.   

7.1.5 RTTT Project Leadership   

The director of the RTTT grant has been appointed as the “principal” of the “RTTT district.”  The 
director is a former elementary principal.  The appointment and the director’s background connects 
the project activities directly to building and classroom centered concerns.  [Note:  ECSDM’s RTT 
initiatives are not overseen by layers of committees.  The project director reports to the 
superintendent.]  For example, the 2YK sub-program requires parsing tests that have been 
developed to measure a single year’s early childhood accomplishment into a two-year sequence.  
The RTT director’s detailed knowledge of elementary schooling gets applied even at the individual 
item level of three or four different forms of childhood performance measurement.   
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7.2 Recommendations 

• Third grade performance would benefit from more attention.  The consistent low scores on 
both Reading/ELA and Math and on both the NWEA MAP data and the district’s quarterly 
data strengthen the conclusion that the 3rd grade deserves attention. 

• The elementary teachers as math specialists initiative has had some initial success but 
requires continued attention.  The enthusiasm and practice of elementary teachers with 
regard to math are both limited.  

• Except for the Chromebooks 1:2:1 initiative, there are no projects in the middle schools.   
• The full complement of planned activities in pursuit of instructional rigor at the high school 

will benefit from continued attention.   
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A:  Methods   

This is a general description of CS Evaluation’s multi-year plan for evaluating Middletown’s 
RTTT grant. 

1. The evaluation of Middletown’s Race-to-the-Top activities will go on over at least 4 years – 
from 2013-14 to the end of the project, which may include a one-year extension from the US 
Department of Education to Middletown. 
 
2. It is quantitative, qualitative and longitudinal. While there are no other $20 million RTT-D 
grants to districts in NYS, we may look at some other comparable districts over time.   
  
3. We are collecting data from (1) teachers, (2) administrators and (3) some students.  The data 
collection from students will focus on the experience of grades 8 & 9 when, in 2014-15, they start 
to receive their 1-2-1 individual devices (tablets).  (4) Parents will be asked to complete brief 
paper surveys during back-to-school nights. 
 
4. The RTT program has several components – most are provided by different vendors or the 
district itself.  Some of the vendors are responsible for their own evaluations and the district is 
collecting its own internal data about some of the initiatives.  Where that is the case, CS Evaluation 
will include brief summaries of those separate analyses in its own summative, multi-source 
reporting of outcomes.  The table shows what parties have the chief responsibility for which sub-
parts of the evaluation.      
 
Table 44 Time-Task Responsibilties for Sub-Project Evaluations 

Time-Task Responsibilities for Sub-Project Evaluations 
Sub-project 
name 

Type & 
source of 
O/C data  

Who collects 
the data?  

Month of 
data 
collection 

Who 
analyzes 
data?   

Who reports 
data and 
when?   

1-1 Mobile  
…Learning 

8-9th grade 
students and 
teachers 
surveyed 

Web-surveys 
of skills, 
knowledge, 
attitudes and 
behaviors   

September? CS Evalution CS Evalution 

Math 
Specialist and 
Literacy 
Specialist 

Parents of K-
5 students 
surveyed 
K-5 students 
and teachers 
feedback 

Paper & 
pencil, on site 
or mailed by 
ECSDM 

 Bamberger/ 
MathWorks 

Vendor 

Simulation New/aspiring 
teachers 
surveyed 

Interactive, 
Inc. 

EOY Interactive, 
Inc. 

Interactive, 
Inc. 

2 Yr. 
Kindergarten 

“Feedback” Few teachers 
so focus 

 ECSDM 
Qualitative 

ECSDM 
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Time-Task Responsibilities for Sub-Project Evaluations 
Sub-project 
name 

Type & 
source of 
O/C data  

Who collects 
the data?  

Month of 
data 
collection 

Who 
analyzes 
data?   

Who reports 
data and 
when?   

Teachers and 
parents  

group by 
ECSDM 
would work 
best 
 

Promotional 
Markers 

“Feedback” 
Student and 
teacher  

ECSDM  ECSDM 
Qualitative 
analysis 

ECSDM 

Mastery vs. 
Seat time 

“Feedback” 
Student and 
teachers  

ECSDM  ECSDM 
Qualitative 
analysis 

ECSDM 

 
5. CS Evaluation will do on-site observations and interviews in the Fall and Spring of each 
year. (This is an addition to the originally planned Spring only schedule.) 
 
6. The district has the option of deploying random-interval work sampling data collection 
(“pings”).  At the discretion of ECSDM we are available to send nano-surveys to selected teacher 
cell phones at several, randomly chosen times during the Spring.  The nano-surveys would take 
10-15 seconds and are not to interrupt instruction.  The data would be intended to give a more 
complete picture of how instruction is going on in the district with RTT support especially with 
respect to the (1) blended learning K-8 initiative; (2) the 1-2-1 computing initiative (grades 8 & 
9); and (3) the Learning Management System. 
 

Appendix B:  Web survey Data 

[Available on request] 

 

 

https://interactiveinc.sharepoint.com/Clients/Current Work/ECSDM RTT/Evaluation/Reports/Year 1 (2013-14) Summative 
Evaluation Report/Year 1 Technical Report Final 013015.docx 
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