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Authority

State funds specifically targeted to summer school and extended-day interventions were
first made available to districts by the 57" Legislature of the State of Wyoming in 2004
as Section 1001 of Chapter 108, now referred to as Wyoming Bridges. It was funded
for the second time in 2005. In 2006, policymakers again determined to keep the
Bridges program apart from the school foundation block grant and funded it for the third
time as a separate, independently functioning program through Section 3 of Chapter 37
of the 2006 Wyoming Session Laws. Chapter 37 of the 2006 Wyoming Session Laws
was amended in 2007 to extend funding yet another grant cycle for the summer
program for 2007 (FY08) and school year 2007-08. The grant program was enacted
into legislation with the 59™ Legislature; its funding formula and programmatic function
are now described under W.S. 21-13-334, and actual funding for the program is
requested through the biennial budget process by the Wyoming Department of
Education. Funds are directed separately to districts from the cost-based block grant
education funding model, and for FY12, $13.1 million was set aside for summer and
extended day programs running through the 2011-12 school year. Bridges grant funds
are generated based on district at-risk student counts, the largest component of which is
the number of students participating in free or reduced lunch programs. Free/reduced
lunch participation has grown from 29.52% of student enrollment 10-01-2007 to 36.73%
of student enroliment 10-01-2010, a 24 percent increase.

History

Need for funds targeted specifically to summer school and extended-day interventions
was originally identified in a 2002 study which examined the at-risk adjustment to
Wyoming’s cost-based block grant funding model for public schools.! That report
emphasized that the cost-based block grant did not fund programs outside the regular
school day or beyond the traditional school year, and that educational services provided
to students needing additional instruction varied so greatly among the districts that
policymakers could not be assured all students were exposed equally to quality
educational supports.

! Ruth Sommers, Review of the At-risk Adjustment to the Wyoming Cost-based Block Grant Education
Funding Model, Cheyenne, WY, November 2002.




A subsequent 2003 report on summer school highlighted the impact summer learning
loss has on students.? The report proposed the idea that some of the problems
associated with inconsistencies and potential inequities across districts could be
addressed through a grant program that set forth requirements which emphasize the
components identified nationally as encouraging student achievement. The resultant
legislation created a non-competitive grant program that met these standards.
Legislators broadened the grant program beyond summer school to allow districts to
offer extended-day opportunities to students needing additional time to master
standards during the school year.

In the 2006 legislative session, lawmakers doubled the grant amount available to
districts, increasing it from $500 to $1,000/student, limited to ten percent of a district's
prior October 1 enrollment. With these additional funds came the ability for districts to
offer stand-alone, separate enrichment programs to different student groups needing
supplemental instruction.

Before model recalibration in 2008, the Bridges Design Team worked closely with Picus
& Associates to revisit the philosophy and funding formula currently being utilized by the
summer school grant program. This dialogue ended with two major changes being
suggested by the Design Team to the Joint Education Committee and the full
legislature, which adopted the changes. The funding formula was changed to direct
dollars to districts according to levels of at-risk student proxy numbers rather than being
based on enrollment; funding amounts were calculated using current model teacher
salary data. This change was in keeping with the philosophy of directing at-risk dollars
according to academic need as demonstrated by socioeconomic indicators reflected in
the model’s student proxy count. The second major change to the summer school grant
was to reiterate the original intent of the grant to direct funds to students who are
considered to be at risk academically and in need of intervention and remediation.
Stand-alone, separate enrichment programs targeted to student groups other than
those needing academic intervention/remediation was no longer funded by Wyoming
Bridges, although the grant retained requirements for use of enriched instructional
strategies. In 2008, the 59™ Legislature did separately fund a pilot school enrichment
program in the amount of $450,000. This program was continued by legislative action
for 2009 and 2010, but funds were not appropriated for 2011.

Over these years, policy makers have maintained the Bridges grant as a separate
program funded independently from the cost-based block grant that supports K-12
public education. Thus, for participating districts, the Wyoming Bridges grant still retains
the programmatic requirements identified in its inception as being essential to
successful summer school programs such as minimum length of instruction time,
identification of math and language arts as core subjects representative of sound
summer or extended-day intervention/remediation program offerings, the development
of student individual learning plans, instruction utilizing enriched learning methodologies
delivered by teachers certified in their particular curricular areas, professional
development, and supervision and oversight of programs.

2 Ruth Sommers, Summer Semester: A Grant Proposal to Fund summer School Programs for the State
of Wyoming, Cheyenne, WY, October 2003.




Action — Summer School Programs

In the summer of 2011, 47 of the state’s 48 school districts participated in the Bridges
Summer School Grant Program; only Sheridan County School District #3 does not
participate in the grant. Most districts made summer intervention and remediation
programs available to students in all grades K-12. Exceptions in 2011 included Fremont
County School Districts #6 and #21, Park County School District #16, Sheridan County
School District #1, and Sublette County School District #9, all of which held summer
programs only for students in grades K-8, and Washakie County School District #2
which operated Bridges summer school only for K-6 students.

Implementation of the Wyoming Bridges grant is guided by policymakers, administrators
and teachers through the Bridges Design Team. This group meets to review the
operation of and data collected by the program, including feedback from districts, and
proposes modifications to improve it as needed. The team also studies changes made
to legislation, discusses policy implications as a result of those changes, updates rules
and regulations, and makes suggestions to the Department in the administration of the
program.

Department personnel visited one summer program during 2011. Results of this moni-
toring visit are discussed further in this report and include a description of promising
practices observed during the visit.

The initial analysis of a single district's summer school effectiveness for the 2007
summer school period expanded to include student growth assessment data across
eight districts throughout the state for the summers of 2008 and 2009. In accordance
with the statutory mandate to evaluate summer school effectiveness, in 2010 the study
was taken statewide, and incorporated results from 30 districts. More districts were not
included in this first statewide study because not all districts had the required four
assessment seasons needed for analysis; it is anticipated that nearly all districts will be
included in the 2011 summer analysis. Results of these studies are discussed later in
this report and the formal 2010 paper is included as Attachment B. When completed, it
is anticipated this expanded study will lend objective data to help guide policymakers,
administrators and educators in their design of effective instructional programs for at-
risk students.

Financial Information - Summer School Programs

In 2008, the grant’s funding formula was changed from one based on enroliment to one
based on a district’'s at-risk student count, following the model’s example of directing
additional funds to districts based on the number of students in that district who are
considered to be academically at-risk using as a proxy low student socioeconomic
status (measured through free and reduced lunch numbers), students considered to be
mobile, and those needing additional support to learn English. The grant remains non-
competitive, requiring district assurance that grant guidelines are met. The grant
allocation is now calculated using each district’'s average teacher reimbursement, rather
than a finite per pupil amount. Allowances are still made for very small districts, and six
received a “floor” grant allocation this year. Districts reported expending $11.7 million



on summer school programs during the summer of 2011, of which nearly $8.5 million
were Wyoming Bridges funds, approximately 73 percent of total expenditures. The
difference between these two amounts was made up from other revenue sources locally
including Title VI-B, district general funds, other miscellaneous funds, and Title | dollars,
in that order of amount expended (Table 1). Total 2011 expenditures increased $2.7
million, or 30 percent, over 2010.

Fifteen districts did not support summer programs with funds other than the Bridges
grant. As usual, per pupil expenditures among the districts vary widely and ranged from
a high of $2,918 in Sweetwater #2 to a low of $498 in Uinta #4, with an average of
$1,176, 23 percent higher than the summer 2010 average of $977/pupil (Table 2).

Districts requested a total of $8,523,767 in Bridges funds be released for summer 2011
expenditures, leaving approximately $5 million to be expended for SY11-12 extended-
day programs.

The Department has in the past and anticipates continuing to partner with GEAR UP to
sponsor statewide learning targeted to teachers in secondary grades. For the past two
years, GEAR UP has been working closely with Quantum Learning to develop a cadre
of Wyoming-based instructors who will be able to conduct Quantum trainings throughout
the state. Four Wyoming teachers have completed Quantum’s facilitator training
process, and can now provide Quantum training to others within the state. As the
legislature, the Department, and the Bridges Design Team stress accountability and the
assessment of program effectiveness, training efforts the past couple of years were
directed toward providing the technical assistance needed by teachers and
administrators on how to fully utilize the data-generating capabilities of Northwest
Education Association’s Measurement of Academic Progress (MAP). Knowledge is
needed not only to identify academic deficiencies, but also to direct appropriate
instruction geared toward individual student needs, as well as how to use data to look at
whole program strengths and weaknesses.



Table 1: Wyoming Department of Education
2011 Bridges Summer School Expenditures

Bridges General Total
District Grant Funds Title | Title VI-B Fund Other Expenditures
Albany #1 $ 253,996.00 $ 89,000.00 $ 69,000.00 $ 48,000.00 $ 99,000.00 $ 558,996.00
Big Horn #1 $ 102,739.92 $ - $ - 8 -8 - $  102,739.92
Big Horn #2 $ 92,267.32 $ - $ - $ - 3 - 0% 92,267.32
Big Horn #3 $ 72,737.43 $ - 3 - 3 - 3 - $ 72,737.43
Big Horn #4 $ 44,859.59 $ - 8 - $ 1996.00 $ 13,329.00 $ 60,184.59
Campbell #1 $ 613,474.34 $ - $ 27283225 $14891517 $ 2599.89 $ 1,037,821.65
Carbon #1 $ 234,550.58 $ - $ - 8 - 8 - $ 234,550.58
Carbon #2 $ 48,509.51 $ - $ - 8 - 8 -0 % 48,509.51
Converse #1 $ 125,082.03 $ - $ - $ - $ 2353893 $ 148,620.96
Converse #2 $ 17,865.00 $ - 8 - $ 4187823 % - % 59,743.23
Crook #1 $ 68,888.00 $ - $ 2582701 $ 4211464 $ - $ 136,829.65
Fremont #1 $ 102,018.00 $ 478300 $ 462800 $ - 3 - $ 111,429.00
Fremont #2 $ 30,455.86 $ - $ 2603931 $ - 8 -0 % 56,495.17
Fremont #6 $ 16,475.07 $ - $ 552930 % - $ 2716735 $ 49,171.72
Fremont #14 $ 151,452.78 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 151,452.78
Fremont #21 $ 134,528.80 $ - 3 - 3 - $ 932666 $ 143,855.46
Fremont #24 $ 34,604.28 $ SIS - $ - 8 -0 % 34,604.28
Fremont #25 $ 206,059.00 $ 3,70700 $ 18,085.00 $ 7,491.00 $ 9,538.00 $ 244,880.00
Fremont #38 $ 54,099.35 $ - 3 - 3 - $ 1308431 $ 67,183.66
Goshen #1 $ 210,046.14 $ - $ 891840 $ 6844328 $ - $ 287,407.82
Hot Springs #1 $ 90,420.85 $ - $ - % - $ - % 90,420.85
Johnson #1 $ 74,395.54 $ SIS - $ - 8 -0 % 74,395.54
Laramie #1 $ 1,841,157.80 $ - $ 417571.89 $ 69,540.25 $ 18,12345 $ 2,846,393.39
Laramie #2 $ 44,015.54 $ 20,817.45 $ 13,075.48 $ 32042 % - $ 78,228.89
Lincoln #1 $ 29,330.00 $ - $ - 8 - 8 -0 % 29,330.00
Lincoln #2 $ 271,868.69 $ - $ 3964713 % - $ 1055441 $ 322,070.23
Natrona #1 $ 949,319.00 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 949,319.00
Niobrara #1 $ 63,324.41 $ - 3 - $ - 3 - $ 63,324.41
Park #1 $ 182,637.28 $ - $ 57,79194 % - $ - $ 240,429.22
Park #6 $ 166,431.74 $ - 3 - $ 6,00000 $ - $ 17243174
Park #16 $ 9,450.14 $ - $ - $ 478941 % - $ 14,239.55
Platte #1 $ 46,142.52 $ - $ - 8 400.00 $ - $ 46,542.52
Platte #2 $ 32,891.80 $ 10,120.31 $ 7,980.00 $ - $ - % 50,992.11
Sheridan #1 $ 97,243.00 $ 6,800.00 $ 4,500.00 $ - $ - $ 108,543.00
Sheridan #2 $ 308,059.34 $ - $187,584.16 $ - 3% - $ 495,643.50
Sublette #1 $ 34,228.05 $ - 3 - 3 - $ 3611944 $ 70,347.49
Sublette #9 $ 43,909.94 $ - $ - 8 - 8 - 0% 43,909.94
Sweetwater #1 $ 487,775.65 $ - $161,375.00 $ 32,92298 $ - $ 682073.63
Sweetwater #2 $ 327,553.00 $ 16,147.00 $ - $ 82,763.00 $ 4911900 $ 475,582.00
Teton #1 $ 201,339.47 $ - 3 - $ - $ 11145190 $ 312,791.37
Uinta #1 $ 237,272.34 $ - $126,886.33 $ - $ - $ 364,158.67
Uinta #4 $ 65,206.00 $ 3653.00 $ 18564.00 $ - $ 638200 $ 93,805.00
Uinta #6 $ 65,115.32 $ - $ 4282839 $ 10,765.09 $ 2,500.00 $ 121,208.80
Washakie #1 $ 120,717.04 $ - $ - 8 - 8 - $ 120,717.04
Washakie #2 $ 20,211.08 $ - $ - $ - 3 - % 20,211.08
Weston #1 $ 69,300.31 $ 4,244.62 $ 32,731.25 % - $ 58854 $ 112,161.72
Weston #7 $ 29,742.00 $ - $ 243500 $ - 3% - $ 32,177.00
State Total (47) $ 8,523,766.85 $159,272.38  $1,543,829.84 $1,066,339.47 $ 437,719.88  $11,730,928.42
% of Total Exp 72.66% 1.36% 13.16% 9.09% 3.73%




Table 2: Wyoming Department of Education

2011 Bridges Summer School Expenditures Per Pupil

Grades SS Student Total SS Per Student
District Offered Enrollment Expenditures Expenditure
Albany #1 pP-12 327 $ 558,996.00 $ 1,709.47
Big Horn #1 pP-12 96 $ 102,740.00 $ 1,070.21
Big Horn #2 K-12 115 $ 92,267.00 $ 802.32
Big Horn #3 K-12 59 $ 72,737.00 $ 1,232.83
Big Horn #4 K-12 41 $ 60,185.00 $ 1,467.93
Campbell #1 K-12 716 $ 1,037,822.00 $ 1,449.47
Carbon #1 P-12 235 $ 234,551.00 $ 998.09
Carbon #2 K-12 63 $ 48,510.00 $ 770.00
Converse #1 K-12 183 $ 148,621.00 $ 812.14
Converse #2 K-12 56 $ 59,743.00 $ 1,066.84
Crook #1 K-12 137 $ 136,830.00 $ 998.76
Fremont #1 K-12 139 $ 111,429.00 $ 801.65
Fremont #2 P-12 29 $ 56,495.00 $ 1,948.10
Fremont #6 K-8 41 $ 49,172.00 $ 1,199.32
Fremont #14 K-12 123 $ 151,453.00 $ 1,231.33
Fremont #21 P-8 184 $ 143,855.00 $ 781.82
Fremont #24 K-12 25 $ 34,604.00 $ 1,384.16
Fremont #25 P-12 395 $ 244,880.00 $ 619.95
Fremont #38 K-12 66 $ 67,184.00 $ 1,017.94
Goshen #1 K-12 178 $ 287,408.00 $ 1,614.65
Hot Springs #1 P-12 128 $ 90,421.00 $ 706.41
Johnson #1 K-12 142 $ 74,396.00 $ 523.92
Laramie #1 P-12 1834 $ 2,846,393.00 $ 1,552.01
Laramie #2 P-12 112 $ 78,229.00 $ 698.47
Lincoln #1 K-12 46 $ 29,330.00 $ 637.61
Lincoln #2 P-12 283 $ 322,070.00 $ 1,138.06
Natrona #1 P-12 905 $ 949,319.00 $ 1,048.97
Niobrara #1 K-12 57 $ 63,324.00 $ 1,110.95
Park #1 P-12 213 $ 240,429.00 $ 1,128.77
Park #6 K-12 116 $ 172,432.00 $ 1,486.48
Park #16 K-8 18 $ 14,240.00 $ 791.11
Platte #1 K-12 73 $ 46,543.00 $ 637.58
Platte #2 K-12 23 $ 50,992.00 $ 2,217.04
Sheridan #1 P-8 184 $ 108,543.00 $ 589.91
Sheridan #2 K-12 254 $ 495,644.00 $ 1,951.35
Sublette #1 P-12 124 $ 70,347.00 $ 567.31
Sublette #9 K-8 65 $ 43,910.00 $ 675.54
Sweetwater #1 K-12 563 $ 682,074.00 $ 1,211.50
Sweetwater #2 K-12 163 $ 475,582.00 $ 2,917.68
Teton #1 K-12 346 $ 312,791.00 $ 904.02
Uinta #1 P-12 571 $ 364,159.00 $ 637.76
Uinta #4 P-12 188 $ 93,805.00 $ 498.96
Uinta #6 K-12 111 $ 121,209.00 $ 1,091.97
Washakie #1 K-12 114 $ 120,717.00 $ 1,058.92
Washakie #2 K-6 18 $ 20,211.00 $ 1,122.83
Weston #1 pP-12 84 $ 112,162.00 $ 1,335.26
Weston #7 K-12 32 $ 32,177.00 $ 1,005.53
State Total (47) 9975 $ 11,730,928.00 $ 1,176.03

Student counts include Pre-K (a total of 591 students)




Results — Student Enroliment and Completion Data — Summer School Programs

Readers of this report should be made aware that gathering of summer school data was
modified significantly in 2010, primarily in order to be able to conduct effectiveness
analysis of district summer programs. In 2010 for the first time, individual student
records were included in data reported to the Department. This process continued for
the summer of 2011.

Districts this year identified 14,419 students in grades K-12 who could benefit from
summer instruction. Of this number, 9,385 students actually enrolled (10.75% of total
enroliment) and 8,395 completed Bridges summer programs. The number of students
reported by districts to be enrolled in summer school this year in grades K-12 increased
by 168 students over the prior year (Table 3). Enrollment in summer school ranged
from a low of 5.29 percent of total student enrollment in Park #16 to a high of 39.03
percent in Fremont #21. Of the 47 districts utilizing Wyoming Bridges funds this
summer, thirty enrolled more than ten percent of their October 1 student count, fourteen
enrolled over fifteen percent, and five enrolled more than twenty percent. Conversely,
seventeen districts enrolled fewer than ten percent of their student count in the
participating grades, and five enrolled less than 7.5 percent. In 2011, six districts did
not have programs for high school students.

Of interest in Table 3 is the high number of students identified by districts as needing
additional instructional support versus those who actually enrolled. Districts indicated
they referred 14,419 students to summer school; this is 16.5 percent of total student
enrollment in the grades offered. Approximately 65 percent of those referred actually
enrolled in summer school (9,385 students). Of those who enrolled, an average of 89
percent completed summer school, with completion rates ranging among the districts
from 100 percent to only 65 percent. (NOTE: Observers will see some districts
reporting more completing students than enrolled. This is a data quality issue.)

Some districts still report struggling to maintain attendance and interest in summer
programs. In contrast, others report improving student attendance as well as parental
interest and support largely as a result of increased student engagement through the
incorporation of enriched instructional approaches and project or place-based
education, with multiple hands-on learning opportunities. Provision of hot breakfasts
and lunches is also reported to increase student attendance. The number of districts
having policies in place that require successful remediation before promotion to the next
grade remains few, at eight (Big Horn #2, Carbon #1, Fremont #14, Fremont #38,
Lincoln #1, Park #1, Sublette #1, and Uinta #1).

In 2011, seventeen districts offered pre-kindergarten summer programs to 591 students,
as shown in Table 4. This is a significant increase over the prior year when thirteen
districts served 388 pre-kindergarten students. Most of these programs were targeted
to students who may be considered not ready for kindergarten, although some were
made available to all incoming kindergarten students. Most participant districts
indicated they used a pre and post assessment specifically designed to measure
kindergarten readiness in young students, but some measure progress through
classroom observation and parent surveys.



Table 3: Wyoming Department of Education UNDUPLICATED COUNT
2011 Bridges Summer School Enrollment and Completer Data

Grades Students Students % of Total Students Percent
District Offered Identified Enrolled Enrollmt Completing Completing
Albany #1 K-12 282 260 7.25% 251 96.54%
Big Horn #1 K-12 132 93 14.72% 82 88.17%
Big Horn #2 K-12 148 115 16.43% 75 65.22%
Big Horn #3 K-12 95 59 11.90% 53 89.83%
Big Horn #4 K-12 89 41 13.90% 40 97.56%
Campbell #1 K-12 1286 716 8.63% 570 79.61%
Carbon #1 K-12 443 221 12.13% 197 89.14%
Carbon #2 K-12 115 63 9.84% 64 101.59%
Converse #1 K-12 209 183 10.96% 179 97.81%
Converse #2 K-12 59 56 25.57% 40 71.43%
Crook #1 K-12 178 137 12.44% 108 78.83%
Fremont #1 K-12 300 139 8.14% 124 89.21%
Fremont #2 K-12 34 18 9.23% 14 77.78%
Fremont #6 K-8 84 41 10.49% 40 97.56%
Fremont #14 K-12 179 123 21.85% 105 85.37%
Fremont #21 K-8 169 169 39.03% 175 103.55%
Fremont #24 K-12 62 25 7.94% 25 100.00%
Fremont #25 K-12 601 317 12.81% 306 96.53%
Fremont #38 K-12 97 66 17.74% 66 100.00%
Goshen #1 K-12 373 178 9.94% 178 100.00%
Hot Springs #1 K-12 137 95 14.62% 92 96.84%
Johnson #1 K-12 142 142 11.39% 140 98.59%
Laramie #1 K-12 2254 1711 12.99% 1331 77.79%
Laramie #2 K-12 221 96 10.38% 85 88.54%
Lincoln #1 K-12 52 46 7.89% 30 65.22%
Lincoln #2 K-12 426 276 10.58% 264 95.65%
Natrona #1 K-12 1396 885 7.52% 885 100.00%
Niobrara #1 K-12 106 57 7.83% 57 100.00%
Park #1 K-12 218 203 12.16% 203 100.00%
Park #6 K-12 155 116 5.29% 100 86.21%
Park #16 K-8 12 18 22.78% 18 100.00%
Platte #1 K-12 109 73 6.99% 73 100.00%
Platte #2 K-12 54 23 10.90% 21 91.30%
Sheridan #1 K-8 215 182 19.51% 182 100.00%
Sheridan #2 K-12 299 254 8.04% 247 97.24%
Sublette #1 K-12 62 62 6.08% 62 100.00%
Sublette #9 K-8 126 65 13.43% 61 93.85%
Sweetwater #1 K-12 1012 563 10.91% 508 90.23%
Sweetwater #2 K-12 322 163 6.19% 163 100.00%
Teton #1 K-12 558 346 14.09% 314 90.75%
Uinta #1 K-12 675 510 17.44% 422 82.75%
Uinta #4 K-12 246 135 18.19% 119 88.15%
Uinta #6 K-12 148 111 15.06% 103 92.79%
Washakie #1 K-12 230 114 8.41% 114 100.00%
Washakie #2 K-6 26 18 30.51% 18 100.00%
Weston #1 K-12 224 69 8.87% 65 94.20%
Weston #7 K-12 59 32 12.08% 26 81.25%
TOTAL: 14,419 9,385 10.75% 8,395 89.45%

Student counts exclude Pre-K; percent completing higher than enrolled in two districts due to reporting anomalies




Table 4: Wyoming Department of Education
2011 Summer Pre-K Enrollment
Students
District Enrolled
Albany #1 67
Big Horn #1 3
Carbon #1 14
Fremont #2 11
Fremont #21 15
Fremont #25 78
Hot Springs #1 33
Laramie #1 123
Laramie #2 16
Lincoln #2 7
Natrona #1 20
Park #1 10
Sheridan #1 3
Sublette #1 62
Uinta #1 61
Uinta #4 53
Weston #1 15
State Total (17) 591

Table 5: Wyoming Department of Education
2011 Bridges High School Summer Enrollment

Number of Credits Recovered & Number of Students Completing

9th 10th 11th 12th 9-12
Subject (# Distr Offering) Grade Grade Grade Grade Total
Math (37) 249 250 211 24 734
Language Arts (38) 229 196 210 36 671
Science (26) 112 112 84 12 320
Social Studies (30) 91 110 131 26 358
Career Tech (9) 19 26 16 4 65
Fine Arts (8) 9 3 28
Foreign Language (6) 11 5 5 0 21
PE (8) 19 21 26 9 75
Health (11) 14 8 14 3 39
Total Credits Recovered: 753 736 705 117 2,311
Tot Students Completing: 614 573 536 80 1,803
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Table 5 illustrates enrollment and completer data for credit recovery in high school
grades in the nine content areas of math, language arts, science, social studies,
career/technical, fine arts, foreign language, health, and physical education for 2011
summer high school students. Detailed district information on summer high school
student participation by subject is included with this report as Attachment A. 1t is
apparent that summer programs funded through Wyoming Bridges play an essential
part in credit recovery for Wyoming high school students, enabling many to successfully
graduate. As can be seen below, 1,803 high school students recovered a total of 2,311
semester credits. There were 303 fewer high school students completing high school in
2011, a fifteen percent decrease from 2010 Please keep in mind the recovered credit
count is not exact. For instance, a student recovering credits for both a fall and spring
math course will show only one credit recovered in math; and a student reported as
completing a subject will be counted as recovering a semester credit, but in reality, the
student could have failed the completed class and not receive the credit.

Tables 6 and 7 on the following pages provide historical data on student participation,
shown both in total student enrollment counts for summer (Table 6), and summer
enrollment as a percentage of total district enroliment (Table 7). Data for 2006 and
2008 have been omitted due to space limitations but are available to the reader upon
request. Counts for 2005 and 2007 are shown according to highest district enrollment
in either math or language arts, while the latter years indicate an unduplicated count of
students enrolled regardless of subject.

All but one Wyoming school district utilizes the Bridges grant to provide additional
learning opportunities for their struggling students. Since the inaugural year of the grant
in 2005, the number of students enrolled in 2011 had grown by 1, 436, an increase of
18 percent. However, because statewide enroliment has increased in general, the
percentage of students enrolling in summer programs has remained fairly consistent
across time, moving from 10.02 percent in 2005 to 10.75 percent in 2011 of total
student enrollment in offered grades.

Table 8 illustrates district at-risk proxy percentages used within the school funding
model, as well as the level of students completing summer school who were also
identified as at-risk students (either free/reduced lunch eligible, mobile, or English
language learner). Please note that the percentage of students completing summer
school identified as at-risk is generally considerably higher than the at-risk percentage
identified in the district at large (though not always). Not included in this table are
Fremont school districts #14, #21, and #38, whose count of at-risk students completing
summer school could not be identified within existent data constraints, and the single
district which does not utilize Bridges grant funds for summer programs — Sheridan #3.

Table 9 compares the percentages of students in summer school who have individual
education plans (IEP) under Title VI-B with the percentage of students having IEPs
district-wide. Districts having less than ten students attending summer school are not
included in this table (nor is data on Sheridan #3). As with at-risk student numbers, the
numbers of students with IEPs attending school in summer is usually greater than the
percentage of students with IEPs in the district at large.
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Table 6: Wyoming Department of Education
Bridges Summer School Enrollment History 2005 through 2011

District (#in SS 2011(47) 2010 (46)  2009(45) 2007(45) 2005(40)
Albany 1 260 267 350 492 328
Big Horn 1 93 102 115 71 N/A
Big Horn 2 115 114 106 101 N/A

Carbon 1 221 227 229 230
Carbon 2 63 68 75 80 86
Converse 1 183 189 170 119 146

Fremont 2 18 26 25 25 34
Fremont 6 41 34 N/A 25 N/A
Fremont 14 123 133 133 159 88

Fremont 38 66 87 17 N/A N/A
Goshen 1 178 249 287 237 271
Hot Springs 1 95 150 85 72 118

Lincoln 1 46 68 57 58 67
Lincoln 2 276 347 295 245 359
Natrona 1

Park 16 18 17 6 4
Platte 1 73 68 90 104 102
Platte 2 23 40 36 40 20

Sublette 1 62 62 78 33 N/A
Sublette 9 65 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sweetwater 1 563 576 568 392 512

Uinta 4 135 99 74 114 105
Uinta 6 111 80 82 98 102
Washakie 1 114 134 140 136 136

9,385

Total Enr: 9217 9414 7963 7949

Student counts exclude Pre-K




Table 7: Wyoming Department of Education
Bridges Summer School Enrollment History 2005 through 2011

SS Enrollment as Percentage of Total District Enrollment

District (#in SS) 2011(47) 2010(46)  2009(45) 2007(45) 2005(40)
Albany 1 7.25% 7.46% 9.88% 14.09% 9.22%
Big Horn 1 14.72% 16.72% 18.64% 11.29% N/A
Big Horn 2 16.43% 17.27% 16.36% 16.08% N/A
Big Horn 3 11.90% 17.87% 12.55% 12.84% 7.44%
Big Horn 4 13.90% 11.45% 8.51% 11.11% 11.08%
Campbell 1 8.63% 8.52% 9.12% 11.45% 10.82%
Carbon 1 12.13% 9.48% 12.70% 13.06% 13.82%
Carbon 2 9.84% 10.49% 11.54% 12.08% 12.29%
Converse 1 10.96% 11.18% 10.02% 7.36% 9.20%
Converse 2 25.57% 5.63% 8.19% 3.86% N/A
Crook 1 12.44% 12.14% 12.17% 10.65% 10.42%
Fremont 1 8.14% 8.02% 11.49% 8.12% 10.06%
Fremont 2 9.23% 14.61% 13.09% 10.64% 14.41%
Fremont 6 10.49% 8.59% N/A 15.72% N/A
Fremont 14 21.85% 24.86% 23.92% 30.06% 21.95%
Fremont 21 39.03% 36.94% 36.90% 44.51% 39.77%
Fremont 24 7.94% 12.29% 13.50% 20.79% 20.98%
Fremont 25 12.81% 13.71% 0.00% 8.61% 11.68%
Fremont 38 17.74% 27.36% 27.87% N/A N/A
Goshen 1 9.94% 13.78% 15.80% 12.96% 14.36%
Hot Springs 1 14.62% 23.01% 12.98% 11.56% 17.37%
Johnson 1 11.39% 8.93% 21.60% 8.56% 10.24%
Laramie 1 12.99% 8.50% 10.71% 6.78% 9.31%
Laramie 2 10.38% 12.50% 15.81% 10.64% 7.86%
Lincoln 1 7.89% 11.30% 9.06% 9.25% 10.77%
Lincoln 2 10.58% 13.14% 11.13% 9.67% 14.46%
Natrona 1 7.52% 11.82% 9.65% 8.17% 6.36%
Niobrara 1 7.83% 4.05% 9.04% 8.52% 6.95%
Park 1 12.16% 11.74% 13.37% 6.91% 10.34%
Park 6 5.29% 5.29% 7.10% 5.77% 5.85%
Park 16 22.78% 10.92% 13.93% 4.65% 3.33%
Platte 1 6.99% 6.40% 8.26% 8.90% 8.59%
Platte 2 10.90% 20.73% 17.56% 16.26% 8.30%
Sheridan 1 19.51% 15.38% 13.56% 17.63% 10.63%
Sheridan 2 8.04% 8.78% 8.49% 6.20% 11.96%
Sheridan 3 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sublette 1 6.08% 6.34% 7.89% 3.92% N/A
Sublette 9 13.43% N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sweetwater 1 10.91% 11.44% 11.46% 8.88% 12.20%
Sweetwater 2 6.19% 8.50% 8.72% 6.39% 7.21%
Teton 1 14.09% 6.95% 9.68% 11.22% 10.13%
Uinta 1 17.44% 17.35% 15.57% 12.04% 5.67%
Uinta 4 18.19% 13.34% 10.14% 16.55% 16.77%
Uinta 6 15.06% 11.59% 12.20% 14.65% 15.34%
Washakie 1 8.41% 10.11% 10.72% 10.26% 10.75%
Washakie 2 30.51% 16.07% 13.83% 21.43% 25.26%
Weston 1 8.87% 9.34% 11.71% 8.32% 14.53%
Weston 7 12.08% 10.47% 6.87% 10.81% 10.74%
% of Total Enr: 10.75% 10.61% 11.13% 9.64% 10.02%

Percentages exclude Pre-K
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Table 8: Wyoming Department of Education
2011 Bridges Summer School Participant Data

Percent of SS District At-Risk
Completers Proxy Percent in

District ID'd At Risk Funding Model Difference
Albany 1 32.70% 31.73% 0.97%
Big Horn 1 56.47% 52.37% 4.10%
Big Horn 2 53.33% 41.71% 11.62%
Big Horn 3 60.38% 42.14% 18.24%
Big Horn 4 70.00% 46.78% 23.22%
Campbell 1 48.07% 34.14% 13.93%
Carbon 1 52.17% 41.88% 10.29%
Carbon 2 65.63% 45.16% 20.47%
Converse 1 40.78% 32.22% 8.56%
Converse 2 45.00% 38.41% 6.59%
Crook 1 37.96% 33.51% 4.45%
Fremont 1 57.26% 35.50% 21.76%
Fremont 2 64.29% 34.36% 29.93%
Fremont 6 37.50% 44.25% -6.75%
Fremont 24 24.00% 26.98% -2.98%
Fremont 25 45.71% 44.66% 1.05%
Goshen 1 66.85% 54.16% 12.69%
Hot Springs 1 41.60% 47.08% -5.48%
Johnson 1 47.14% 34.72% 12.42%
Laramie 1 53.40% 44.07% 9.33%
Laramie 2 55.56% 35.03% 20.53%
Lincoln 1 40.00% 33.96% 6.04%
Lincoln 2 50.18% 41.78% 8.40%
Natrona 1 47.40% 39.30% 8.10%
Niobrara 1 45.61% 42.99% 2.62%
Park 1 53.05% 41.80% 11.25%
Park 6 66.00% 36.86% 29.14%
Park 16 55.56% 46.85% 8.71%
Platte 1 36.99% 32.09% 4.90%
Platte 2 42.86% 44.55% -1.69%
Sheridan 1 34.05% 28.40% 5.65%
Sheridan 2 59.92% 41.09% 18.83%
Sheridan 3 N/A N/A N/A
Sublette 1 22.58% 14.80% 7.78%
Sublette 9 29.51% 29.76% -0.25%
Sweetwater 1 48.03% 38.48% 9.55%
Sweetwater 2 42.94% 33.06% 9.88%
Teton 1 65.61% 27.61% 38.00%
Uinta 1 58.39% 47.59% 10.80%
Uinta 4 17.84% 29.38% -11.54%
Uinta 6 44.66% 35.55% 9.11%
Washakie 1 64.04% 50.96% 13.08%
Washakie 2 66.67% 30.77% 35.90%
Weston 1 43.08% 33.80% 9.28%
Weston 7 26.92% 33.21% -6.29%

49.43% 40.23% 9.20%
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Table 9: Wyoming Department of Education
2011 Bridges Summer School Participant

Data
Comog)ltizrs W District Per‘cent of

District IEPs Students with IEPs Difference
Albany 1 11.01% 11.90% -0.89%
Big Horn 1 24.71% 16.30% 8.41%
Big Horn 2 20.00% 19.57% 0.43%
Big Horn 3 30.19% 16.53% 13.66%
Campbell 1 16.49% 13.24% 3.25%
Carbon 1 23.19% 15.97% 7.22%
Carbon 2 35.94% 18.59% 17.35%
Converse 1 22.91% 17.01% 5.90%
Crook 1 15.74% 16.53% -0.79%
Fremont 1 19.35% 12.07% 7.28%
Fremont 14 23.81% 15.28% 8.53%
Fremont 21 16.84% 13.66% 3.18%
Fremont 25 14.03% 15.97% -1.94%
Fremont 38 19.70% 13.71% 5.99%
Goshen 1 26.97% 14.63% 12.34%
Hot Springs 1 19.20% 14.00% 5.20%
Johnson 1 18.57% 13.15% 5.42%
Laramie 1 22.54% 13.52% 9.02%
Laramie 2 22.22% 17.19% 5.03%
Lincoln 2 26.16% 12.57% 13.59%
Natrona 1 15.03% 12.84% 2.19%
Niobrara 1 35.09% 15.66% 19.43%
Park 1 32.39% 15.75% 16.64%
Park 6 22.00% 14.01% 7.99%
Platte 1 19.18% 13.22% 5.96%
Sheridan 1 14.59% 11.04% 3.55%
Sheridan 2 29.55% 14.49% 15.06%
Sheridan 3 N/A N/A N/A
Sublette 9 32.79% 15.33% 17.46%
Sweetwater 1 25.98% 13.53% 12.45%
Sweetwater 2 23.93% 17.57% 6.36%
Teton 1 14.65% 9.77% 4.88%
Uinta 1 21.66% 14.05% 7.61%
Uinta 4 14.59% 15.77% -1.18%
Uinta 6 14.56% 15.60% -1.04%
Washakie 1 22.81% 20.21% 2.60%
Weston 1 27.69% 20.18% 7.51%

Districts w less than 10 SS students excluded
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For the summer of 2011, fourteen districts did not identify other programs offered to
students in addition to Wyoming Bridges summer school, but it appears districts tend to
underreport these. The most common summer supplementary program made widely
available throughout the districts was the provision of Extended School Year (ESY) or
other supports to students having Individual Education Plans (IEPs) under Title VI-B,
special education (over 700 students). But, the majority of students participating in
programs other than Bridges were enrolled in some form of enrichment offering.
Despite the discontinuance of Student Enrichment Project (SEP) grant funds in 2011,
eight districts reported making educational enrichment opportunities available to almost
1300 students, in addition to first-time credit classes (for driver's education,
health/physical education, performing arts, and career/technical courses). Some
districts provided training related to work or other career/technical opportunities through
the American Recovery & Reinvestment Act (ARRA). At least five districts reported
coordinating with 21° Century Learning to provide summer programs for students, and
still others offered specialized programs for English language learners and migrant
students. In total, it was reported approximately 3500 students participated in these
“other than Bridges” summer learning opportunities in 2011, reiterating the important
role schools play in the vitality of communities year-round.

Results — Data - Student Achievement — Summer School Programs

In recognition of the problem of summer learning loss, funding for summer programs
was first authorized in Wyoming in 2004. By 2008, the Bridges program was enacted
into legislation and described in W.S. 21-13-334. The law provides extra learning time
for low performing students to master content and performance standards and sets forth
requirements identified by research as essential components in successful summer
schools. The law also stipulated that summer programs be evaluated for effectiveness.

As has been stated in early summary reports to the legislature, the ability to analyze the
effectiveness of summer school was once a frustrating endeavor when a uniform
assessment system or instrument was not available to all districts throughout the state.
Districts at one time used at least twelve various and distinct assessments to evaluate
summer program success. An additional issue the Department faced in evaluating
summer school effectiveness in the past was the attempt to measure effectiveness by
evaluating changes in student proficiency rather than student growth. While many
summer school students may show positive growth over the summer period, quite a few
may still not have attained “proficiency” in a subject. Districts appealed to Bridges
administrators in the beginning years of the grant, asking for guidance on summer
school student assessment, requesting that the Department move to a system that
could measure growth in students rather than attainment of proficiency across the
summer period. Concurrently, over the timeframe of the Bridges grant, more and more
districts had begun using Northwest Evaluation Association’s (NWEA) Measurement of
Academic Progress (MAP) which specifically measures student academic growth. As
use of MAP expanded among the districts, districts began suggesting that summer
programs would be more effectively evaluated using this tool which could resolve both
the issue of measuring student growth rather than proficiency, and address the problem
of having a uniform assessment system in place across all districts. Additionally, use of
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spring and fall MAP data could preclude additional pre and post testing of summer
school students during the short summer timeframe, freeing up additional time for direct
instruction and learning.

A comprehensive analysis using MAP student growth data in Natrona County School
District #1 in 2007 served as the template for a pilot study intended to move toward a
more appropriate and accurate assessment of summer programs.® A pilot study was
initiated in 2008 and continued in 2009 using Measurement of Academic Progress
(MAP) data from eight volunteer districts. In 2010, the project was expanded to include
data from thirty districts (23,424 students in grades three through seven, with 2,510 of
those attending summer programs). It is anticipated the analysis of 2011 summer
programs will include around forty Wyoming school districts. Dr. Michael Flicek’s 2008
and 2009 full research papers were included with the prior two years’ legislative Bridges
reports, and the complete analysis of 2010 summer school effectiveness is included as
Attachment B to this report.”

Dr. Flicek’s study investigates the growth rates in reading and math achievement
associated with summer school participation, and analyzes the change in the
achievement gap of students attending summer school versus those who do not attend
summer school (excluding the effects of free/reduced lunch and special education).
Analysis of RIT scores of students attending and not attending summer programs in
Wyoming has established that there is indeed a demonstrable achievement gap
between these two student groups, informing us that districts are targeting their summer
programs to academically at-risk students needing extra time to master content and
performance standards, as directed in statute. Indeed, the achievement gap in reading
spring RIT scores in the 2009 analysis of fifth/sixth-grade students attending and not
attending summer school could be considered more than a full year. RAND (Research
ANd Development) Corporation has recently published an exhaustive study of the ability
of summer learning programs to boost student achievement, and their conclusion was
that a reasonable goal for summer programs would be to mitigate or narrow the learning
loss that takes place during the summer.” Dr. Flicek’s analysis of summer program
effectiveness seeks to determine if attendance in Bridges summer school programs
contributes to a stable, increasing, or narrowing achievement gap during the summer.

The following four figures from Dr. Flicek’s papers plot the coefficients for reading and
math growth associated with students attending summer school. For 2008 and 2009
when only eight districts were participating in the pilot, a single figure for each year
shows both math and reading results for combined grades. For 2010, reading and math
results are shown separately for grades three through seven since the number of
students increased as the analysis was expanded to thirty districts. Measurements are

% Flicek, Michael, “The Effect of Summer School Participation in NCSD on NWEA Reading and Math Test
Scores from Fall-to-Fall — Final Version, “ Assessment and Research Brief 27, Natrona County School
District #1, Casper, WY, November 2007.

* Flicek, Michael, “A Study of Summer Changes to Reading and Math Achievement Gaps Associated with
2010 Summer Program Participation in Wyoming (Working Paper)”, Casper, WY, November, 2011.

® McCombs, J.S., Augustine, C.H., Schwartz, H.L., Bodily, S.J., MclInnis, B., Lichter, D.S. & Cross, A.B.,
“Making Summer Count: How Summer Programs can Boost Children’s Learning”, Santa Monica, CA,
RAND Corporation, 2011.
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expressed in NWEA’s RIT (Rasch UnIT) scale which is a curriculum scale that
estimates student achievement. These figures chart the difference in the change in RIT
scores measured over the summer period between growth associated with students
attending summer school and the RIT growth (or loss) associated with students who did
not attend summer school (excluding the effects associated with free/reduced lunch and
special education). The x axis on the left is expressed in MAP’s measurement of
growth, the RIT score. The horizontal line at “0.00” expresses the growth for students
not attending summer school; points above the “0.00” line represent higher growth
associated with summer school attendance, while points below would indicate lower
growth associated with summer school attendance. Anticipated annual student growth,
as expressed through RIT scores, varies somewhat from lower to higher grades.
Common RIT growth during the school year from grades two to three would be around
ten RIT points, from grades three to four, seven RIT points, continuing to slow so that
from grades seven to eight, one would anticipate three to four RIT points growth during
the entire school year. Thus, a two-point RIT growth over a three-month summer period
for fifth and sixth grade students can be considered significant.

As can be seen in Figure 1 from 2008 (eight districts), summer school was found to
have a statistically significant and positive effect of narrowing the achievement gap in
two of the three grade level samples in reading and two of the three grade level
samples in math. In one grade level sample in reading and in another grade level
sample in math, the effect was not significant and was near zero.
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Figure 1. Estimated Coefficients for the Effect of 2008 Summer on Reading and Math
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In 2009 (Figure 2), growth over summer was associated with all grades in both reading
and math; there was significant narrowing of the achievement gap in reading during the
summer for students in grades five through eight and in math in grades seven and eight.
These findings add to the evidence that summer school in Wyoming in 2009 was
effective at preventing growth of the achievement gap; the gap was narrowed by
summer school attendance for some low performing students.

RIT Growth
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Associated
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Figure 2. The Change to the RIT Score Achievement Gap (with 80% Confidence Intervals) during Summer 2009
Associated With Summer School Attendance for All 8 Participating Wyoming Districts.
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Students attending summer programs for reading in Wyoming during the summer of
2010 generally had low performance (Figure 3). None of the changes to RIT scores
between spring and fall were significant nor approached significance for any grade
group, suggesting that the achievement gap neither grew wider nor narrowed during
summer, but remained stable.

Figure 3. Change to the Reading RIT Score Achievement Gap (with 80% Confidence Intervals) during Summer
2010 Associated With Summer School Attendance for Approximately 30 Participating Wyoming Districts.
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Figure 4 (math, 2010 summer school) illustrates there was a statistically significant
narrowing of the achievement gap in grade five students; in grades two and seven, the
gap narrowed by an amount approaching statistical significance; and in grades four and
six, the gap narrowed even though it did not reach statistical significance. Thus, for all
but one grade, the math achievement gap for students attending summer school either
narrowed or remained stable over the summer.

Figure 4. The Change to the Math RIT Score Achievement Gap (with 80% Confidence Intervals) during Summer
2010 Associated With Summer School Attendance for Approximately 30 Participating Wyoming Districts.
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The finding of no significance in change of the achievement gap in reading in all grade
groups and in math in some grade groups raises a number of questions such as issues
of data integrity (particularly since these results are contrary to findings in previous
years), whether these findings will remain consistent over time, and how the findings
might change as more districts are incorporated into the study. Are districts focusing
resources to certain grades at the expense of others? Is it possible that students in
certain grades require a different approach to summer learning than students in other
grades in order to be successful? We look forward to the analysis of 2011 summer
school data to hopefully lend answers to some of these questions.
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Individual District Performance

Success of summer programming seems to vary among the districts included, not only
in pilot program years, but in the expanded 2010 study as well. Success differs among
different grade groups, and even from year to year within the same district.

Results of summer school RIT score changes will be made available to districts which
have at least ten summer school students in a single grade. Out of the thirty districts
included in the 2010 analysis, however, only seventeen districts were large enough to
yield a district analysis (in reading); one district will see results for only one grade, two
will see results for six grades, and the remaining fifteen yielded results (from at least ten
students) in two to five grades. While summer learning loss among students not
attending summer school is evident in all student groups in all districts, teachers and
administrators will be able to see how achievement gaps changed between students
attending and not attending summer school, disaggregated among low socioeconomic-
status students (free/reduced lunch) and students who have Individual Education Plans.
They will also be able to determine if students attending summer school are in fact
academically needy, evidenced by group disaggregation of spring RIT scores. The
most valuable information will become evident over multiple years of analyses, as
trends could begin to emerge.

It is the goal of gathering this data that districts which consistently have successful
summer programs can be identified, that their approach and delivery of summer
programs can be studied, and that their successful strategies can be communicated
widely to all districts as well as to policymakers.

The High Cost of Summer Vacation

As more and more research is published concerning when and how students learn, it is
becoming evident that time spent out of school is as important, if not more important,
than time spent in school, even if those schools are considered “underperforming”
schools. As early as 1978, studies began pointing out that gaps in achievement
widened more during summer than during the school year.® This finding has commonly
become known as the “summer slide”, and was one of the primary reasons lawmakers
in Wyoming originally initiated the Bridges grant.” And, while “summer slide” is
experienced by nearly all students, it is experienced differently according to student
socioeconomic background.

Research reiterates over and over the significant and unequal effect time out of school
has on children of poverty. In 1996, Alexander and Entwisle demonstrated that the
achievement gap seen in students of poverty did not occur during the school year but
rather occurred over their summer break; thus, by grade nine, summer learning loss

® Heyns, B., “Summer Learning and the Effects of Schooling”, Academic Press, New York, 1978.

"H. Cooper, B. Nye, K. Charlton, J. Lindsay, and S. Greathouse, “The Effects of Summer Vacation on
Achievement Test Scores: A Narrative and Meta-Analysis Review”, Review of Educational Research,
1996.
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was responsible for more than half the achievement gap present by that time.®
Achievement gaps grow most during the elementary years; the growth of the gap is
cumulagt)ive; and most of the learning gap occurs over summer, when children are out of
school.

Research done over the past three years in Natrona County School District #1 brings
these national findings home to Wyoming in a study analyzing student academic growth
(or loss) in reading and math during the school year compared with the same over
summer.’® The investigation has found that growth in the achievement gap between
elementary students in low socioeconomic status (SES - as measured by free/reduced
lunch participation) and other elementary students did not occur during the school year.
Rather, the achievement gap began and grew during the summer months.** For the
groups of third grade students in the study, Dr. Michael Flicek found the achievement
gap increased from less than three RIT score points at the beginning of one summer to
five RIT points at the end of the following summer even though the gap did not grow at
all during the school year. In this example, the gap almost doubled as a direct result
of learning loss that occurred during only two subsequent summers. Thus, as a
group, students in low socioeconomic status who do not have instruction over the three-
month summer period are highly vulnerable to losing a full year of learning in two to
four summers.

Figure 5: Gaps between Title | Schools and non-Title | Schools, Grade 3 Reading Cohort
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& Alexander, K.L., Entwisle, D.R., “Early Schooling and Educational Inequality: Socioeconomic Disparities
in Children’s Learning”, James S. Coleman, Falmer Press, London, 1996.

° Alexander, K.L., Entwisle, D.R., & Olson, L.S., “Lasting Consequences of the Summer Learning Gap”,
American Sociological Review, 72, 178-180, 2007.

Y Flicek, M. & Xiang, Y., “Achievement Performance Gap and Achievement Growth Gap during the
School Year and during the Summer”, a paper presented at the annual meeting of the American
Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA, 2011.

! Flicek, Michael, “Subgroup Initial Status and Growth in Reading and Math Associated with Summer
School Participation in Wyoming — Final Version”, Assessment & Research Brief 39, Natrona County
School District #1, Casper, WY, 2010.
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It is heartening to know that additional instructional time during summer can help
mitigate this gap; but in Wyoming, this additional instruction is, by policy, targeted only
to students considered academically at risk, not more broadly to all students in low SES
status. As we gather more substantive “home-grown” data, we are beginning to
demonstrate that summer school, when adherence to research-based practices is in
place, can repair the learning deficiencies that may have caused these students to
initially be referred to summer school. Eventually there should be a discussion of the
possibility of making additional summer learning time available to all students in low
socioeconomic status, not only those who are already struggling academically, to further
mitigate serious, cumulative summer learning loss. To restate national and state
research findings, summer learning loss disproportionately harms economically
disadvantaged students; therefore the need for extra school days for this student
population is disproportionate. High poverty schools are in more need of extra school
days than low poverty schools. Summer school has a great potential to serve as the
primary factor in reducing achievement gaps between different socioeconomic groups,
and indeed summer may be the only time to bridge this gap. *?

Results — Site Monitoring Visits

During 2011, Department was able to conduct a site visit at only one district over the
summer. Since 2008, a total of eighteen districts with Bridges summer programs have
been observed.

Fremont County School District #1 operates its summer program for students in grades
kindergarten through eight for a period of nineteen days so additional time can be spent
on daily enriched learning hands-on activities and projects, without worry that instruction
time is adequate. The provision of additional learning time over and above the grant’s
minimum instructional-hour requirement is seen as a best practice and no doubt
contributes to the noticeable academic growth of students who attend the district’s
summer programs, as evidenced by summer RIT score growth from the Measurement
of Academic Progress, or MAP.

The district relies heavily on data from PAWS and MAP to direct assessment to
students as needed. Summer school administrators and teachers are quite familiar with
how to harvest useful information from MAP and how to correlate MAP and PAWS data.
Teaching staff has assured students were well aware of their MAP scores and students
actively participate in setting individual and class goals using MAP data.

There exists a strong relationship between the district's summer K-8 program and other
programs in the community such as 21% Century Lights On and the local museum.
Many summer school students end their day in the Lights On program which is
physically located in the same elementary school as the district’'s elementary summer
program, easing transition from one to another.

12 Miller, Beth, and the Nellie Mae Education Foundation, “The Learning Season: The Untapped Power of
Summer to Advance Student Achievement”, Quincy, MA, June 2007.
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Fifth and six-grade summer students were actively involved in learning through place-
based education which used curriculum specifically designed to incorporate reading,
writing and math in gathering data and investigating different ecosystems at Sinks
Canyon. Similarly, middle school students spend an additional hour daily developing
marketing materials for the Fremont County Pioneer Museum.

Recommendations to Policymakers

The Bridges Design Team applauds the legislature’s decision to maintain the Bridges
summer school and extended-day grant separate and independent of the block grant
school funding model to ensure program quality, integrity and effectiveness can be
maintained. Additionally, allowing both summer school and extended-day programs to
be funded as a single entity gives districts flexibility in targeting resources according to
perceived need.

As part of legislative changes made to the Bridges grant in 2008, statutory authority was
given to the Department to implement a common assessment evaluation of program
effectiveness. In response, the Department initiated a pilot project to study the
effectiveness of summer school; the protocol was established with one district in 2007,
then eight districts voluntarily participated in the 2008 and 2009 analyses. The project
utilizes MAP data to isolate growth of students attending summer school versus those
not in attendance. As a result of the pilot project, we find NWEA’s MAP is a valuable
tool that can answer the challenge of implementing the common assessment evaluation
needed to carefully look at summer program effectiveness. Over time, more and more
districts are using MAP, and now, all Wyoming districts have in place fall and spring
student assessments that can be used to complete this study. Thus, the Department
asked all districts wishing to receive Bridges grant funds to submit MAP student data to
the Department for analysis beginning with student scores the fall of 2009. The pilot
project was taken statewide for the 2010 summer school period. This first year, data
from only thirty districts was used for 2010 as the analysis requires four testing seasons
as a basis for study; it is anticipated forty districts will have four seasons of testing
available for summer 2011 analysis. We believe data analysis of program effectiveness
combined with on-site monitoring can provide an unprecedented insight into what is
working well in summer programs and in identifying what areas might need attention or
additional resources.

Finally, a topic of discussion which has been raised but still not discussed broadly
concerns how the Bridges grant may or may not be used to fund instructional
supervision for failed classes during summer for students participating in distance
education settings. We will need the guidance of policymakers to resolve issues such
as the sharing of district grant revenues when those revenues are based on district
proxy counts, minimum-hour instructional requirements, assessment of all students
through NWEA’s MAP, including students in a distance education environment, and
other matters which will no doubt be raised as this discussion takes place. Bridges
funds are paid only to districts which make local decisions on how those funds are
expended, within grant rules and guidelines. At this point, this is not changing; just as
districts remain responsible for expenditure of block grant funds, they remain the
gatekeeper and the responsible party for Bridges funds and program quality.
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NOTES ON THE FOLLOWING ATTACHMENT A TABLES:

The number of credits recovered in a particular content area is subject to data
interpretation which renders it inexact. For instance, a student recovering credits
for both a fall and spring math class will show only one semester credit
recovered in math while a student counted as a completer will be shown as
recovering a semester’s credit even if the student completed but failed the class.
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Attachment A-1

Wyoming Department of Education Math Credits Recovered
2011 Bridges High School Summer Enroliment
9th 10th 11th 12th

District Grade Grade Grade Grade 9-12 Total
Albany #1 3 7 2 0 12
Big Horn #1 3 0 1 0 4
Big Horn #2 1 1 5 0 7
Big Horn #3 1 0 1 0 2
Big Horn #4 1 1 0 0 2
Campbell #1 34 27 17 0 78
Carbon #1 1 3 2 0 6
Carbon #2 0 0 1 0 1
Converse #1 5 6 2 1 14
Converse #2 0 1 0 0 1
Crook #1 3 3 1 1 8
Fremont #1 3 2 1 0 6
Fremont #2 1 0 0 0 1
Fremont #6 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Fremont #14 7 3 0 1 11
Fremont #21 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Fremont #24 0 1 0 1 2
Fremont #25 16 9 10 0 35
Fremont #38 0 0 0 0 0
Goshen #1 6 5 7 0 18
Hot Springs #1 6 3 12 0 21
Johnson #1 1 11 3 0 15
Laramie #1 54 29 31 1 115
Laramie #2 2 3 0 7
Lincoln #1 1 0 0 1 2
Lincoln #2 3 7 5 1 16
Natrona #1 27 48 52 9 136
Niobrara #1 1 4 2 0 7
Park #1 4 2 0 1 7
Park #6 3 1 0 0 4
Park #16 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Platte #1 0 3 0 0 3
Platte #2 0 0 0 0 0
Sheridan #1 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Sheridan #2 8 1 3 1 13
Sheridan #3 0 0 0 0 0
Sublette #1 4 4 3 0 11
Sublette #9 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Sweetwater #1 18 14 13 1 46
Sweetwater #2 4 9 4 0 17
Teton #1 2 2 2 0 6
Uinta #1 14 27 19 4 64
Uinta #4 5 10 2 0 17
Uinta #6 0 0 0 0 0
Washakie #1 7 3 5 1 16
Washakie #2 (K-6) 0 0 0 0 0
Weston #1 0 0 0 0 0
Weston #7 0 1 2 0 3
State Total (37) 249 250 211 24 734
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Attachment A-2

Wyoming Department of Education Lang Arts Semester Credits Recovered
2011 Bridges High School Summer Enroliment
9th 10th 11th 12th

District Grade Grade Grade Grade 9-12 Total
Albany #1 2 2 3 0 7
Big Horn #1 4 0 1 0 5
Big Horn #2 7 1 8 0 16
Big Horn #3 0 0 1 0 1
Big Horn #4 1 1 0 0 2
Campbell #1 19 19 20 2 60
Carbon #1 2 0 2 0 4
Carbon #2 3 10 3 0 16
Converse #1 2 5 4 0 11
Converse #2 2 1 0 0 3
Crook #1 2 6 0 2 10
Fremont #1 8 5 7 0 20
Fremont #2 2 0 0 0 2
Fremont #6 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Fremont #14 7 10 2 0 19
Fremont #21 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Fremont #24 0 1 0 1 2
Fremont #25 29 4 4 0 37
Fremont #38 0 0 0 0 0
Goshen #1 2 5 1 0 8
Hot Springs #1 4 6 6 0 16
Johnson #1 2 2 4 0 8
Laramie #1 38 27 37 3 105
Laramie #2 0 1 1 0 2
Lincoln #1 2 3 0 0 5
Lincoln #2 2 2 9 0 13
Natrona #1 21 28 41 16 106
Niobrara #1 0 0 0 0 0
Park #1 13 1 2 1 17
Park #6 4 0 0 0 4
Park #16 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Platte #1 4 11 7 1 23
Platte #2 0 2 0 0 2
Sheridan #1 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Sheridan #2 3 5 7 1 16
Sheridan #3 0 0 0 0 0
Sublette #1 1 0 0 0 1
Sublette #9 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Sweetwater #1 14 17 12 2 45
Sweetwater #2 2 2 12 1 17
Teton #1 5 1 0 0 6
Uinta #1 20 8 6 3 37
Uinta #4 0 5 3 0 8
Uinta #6 0 0 0 0 0
Washakie #1 0 3 5 2 10
Washakie #2 (K-6) 0 0 0 0 0
Weston #1 1 2 1 1 5
Weston #7 1 0 1 0 2
State Total (38) 229 196 210 36 671
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Attachment A-3

Wyoming Department of Education Science Semester Credits Recovered
2011 Bridges High School Summer Enroliment
9th 10th 11th 12th

District Grade Grade Grade Grade 9-12 Total
Albany #1 0 0 0 0 0
Big Horn #1 2 0 0 0 2
Big Horn #2 1 1 0 0 2
Big Horn #3 1 1 1 0 3
Big Horn #4 0 0 0 0 0
Campbell #1 1 6 8 0 15
Carbon #1 1 2 3 0 6
Carbon #2 1 1 0 0 2
Converse #1 1 6 3 1 11
Converse #2 0 0 0 0 0
Crook #1 0 1 1 1 3
Fremont #1 1 2 2 0 5
Fremont #2 0 0 0 0 0
Fremont #6 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Fremont #14 7 2 1 0 10
Fremont #21 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Fremont #24 0 1 0 1 2
Fremont #25 0 0 0 0 0
Fremont #38 2 0 1 0 3
Goshen #1 17 4 13 0 34
Hot Springs #1 7 4 8 0 19
Johnson #1 0 0 0 0 0
Laramie #1 18 20 6 1 45
Laramie #2 0 0 0 0 0
Lincoln #1 2 0 3 0 5
Lincoln #2 4 0 1 0 5
Natrona #1 14 26 7 4 51
Niobrara #1 0 0 0 0 0
Park #1 3 2 1 0 6
Park #6 0 0 0 0 0
Park #16 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Platte #1 0 5 0 0 5
Platte #2 0 0 0 0 0
Sheridan #1 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Sheridan #2 2 4 2 1 9
Sheridan #3 0 0 0 0 0
Sublette #1 0 0 0 0 0
Sublette #9 (K-8) 0 0 0 0 0
Sweetwater #1 6 10 7 2 25
Sweetwater #2 8 4 6 1 19
Teton #1 0 0 3 0 3
Uinta #1 8 7 3 0 18
Uinta #4 0 0 0 0 0
Uinta #6 0 0 0 0 0
Washakie #1 5 3 4 0 12
Washakie #2 (K-6) 0 0 0 0 0
Weston #1 0 0 0 0 0
Weston #7 0 0 0 0 0
State Total (26) 112 112 84 12 320
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Attachment A-4

Wyoming Department of Education

2011 Bridges High School Summer Enroliment

District

Albany #1

Big Horn #1

Big Horn #2

Big Horn #3

Big Horn #4
Campbell #1
Carbon #1
Carbon #2
Converse #1
Converse #2
Crook #1
Fremont #1
Fremont #2
Fremont #6 (K-8)
Fremont #14
Fremont #21 (K-8)
Fremont #24
Fremont #25
Fremont #38
Goshen #1

Hot Springs #1
Johnson #1
Laramie #1
Laramie #2
Lincoln #1
Lincoln #2
Natrona #1
Niobrara #1

Park #1

Park #6

Park #16 (K-8)
Platte #1

Platte #2
Sheridan #1 (K-8)
Sheridan #2
Sheridan #3
Sublette #1
Sublette #9 (K-8)
Sweetwater #1
Sweetwater #2
Teton #1

Uinta #1

Uinta #4

Uinta #6
Washakie #1
Washakie #2 (K-6)
Weston #1
Weston #7

State Total (30)

Soc Studies Semester Credits Recovered

9th 10th 11th 12th

Grade Grade Grade Grade 9-12 Total
4 5 18 0 27
0 0 0 0 0
2 1 2 0 5
1 0 2 1 4
0 0 0 0 0
1 2 6 3 12
3 0 0 2 5
0 4 2 0 6
0 2 1 1 4
0 1 1 0 2
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
13 0 0 0 13
0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 1 2
1 4 10 0 15
3 3 0 0 6
9 1 4 0 14
1 1 9 0 11
0 0 0 0 0
13 13 12 2 40
1 0 0 0 1
2 1 0 1 4
0 4 5 0 9
18 32 21 9 80
1 4 2 0 7
0 3 1 1 5
1 0 0 0 1
0 0 0 0 0
1 1 4 0 6
0 2 0 0 2
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 3 0 3
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
12 12 16 1 41
3 3 2 1 9
1 2 1 0 4
0 6 4 0 10
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 2 5 3 10
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0
91 110 131 26 358

31




Attachment A-5

Wyoming Department of Education

2011 Bridges High School Summer Enroliment

Career/Tech Semester Credits Recovered

District 9th Grade

10th
Grade

11th
Grade

12th
Grade

9-12 Total

Albany #1

Big Horn #1

Big Horn #2

Big Horn #3

Big Horn #4
Campbell #1
Carbon #1
Carbon #2
Converse #1
Converse #2
Crook #1
Fremont #1
Fremont #2
Fremont #6 (K-8)
Fremont #14
Fremont #21 (K-8)
Fremont #24
Fremont #25
Fremont #38
Goshen #1

Hot Springs #1
Johnson #1
Laramie #1
Laramie #2
Lincoln #1
Lincoln #2
Natrona #1
Niobrara #1

Park #1

Park #6

Park #16 (K-8)
Platte #1

Platte #2
Sheridan #1 (K-8)
Sheridan #2
Sheridan #3
Sublette #1
Sublette #9 (K-8)
Sweetwater #1
Sweetwater #2
Teton #1

Uinta #1

Uinta #4

Uinta #6
Washakie #1
Washakie #2 (K-6)
Weston #1
Weston #7
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Attachment A-6

Wyoming Department of Education

2011 Bridges High School Summer Enroliment

Fine Arts Semester Credits Recovered

9th
District Grade

10th
Grade

11th
Grade

12th
Grade

9-12 Total

Albany #1

Big Horn #1

Big Horn #2

Big Horn #3

Big Horn #4
Campbell #1
Carbon #1
Carbon #2
Converse #1
Converse #2
Crook #1
Fremont #1
Fremont #2
Fremont #6 (K-8)
Fremont #14
Fremont #21 (K-8)
Fremont #24
Fremont #25
Fremont #38
Goshen #1

Hot Springs #1
Johnson #1
Laramie #1
Laramie #2
Lincoln #1
Lincoln #2
Natrona #1
Niobrara #1

Park #1

Park #6

Park #16 (K-8)
Platte #1

Platte #2
Sheridan #1 (K-8)
Sheridan #2
Sheridan #3
Sublette #1
Sublette #9 (K-8)
Sweetwater #1
Sweetwater #2
Teton #1

Uinta #1

Uinta #4

Uinta #6
Washakie #1
Washakie #2 (K-6)
Weston #1
Weston #7
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Attachment A-7

Wyoming Department of Education

2011 Bridges High School Summer Enroliment

Foreign Lang Semester Credits Recovered

9th
District Grade

10th
Grade

11th
Grade

12th
Grade

9-12 Total

Albany #1

Big Horn #1

Big Horn #2

Big Horn #3

Big Horn #4
Campbell #1
Carbon #1
Carbon #2
Converse #1
Converse #2
Crook #1
Fremont #1
Fremont #2
Fremont #6 (K-8)
Fremont #14
Fremont #21 (K-8)
Fremont #24
Fremont #25
Fremont #38
Goshen #1

Hot Springs #1
Johnson #1
Laramie #1
Laramie #2
Lincoln #1
Lincoln #2
Natrona #1
Niobrara #1

Park #1

Park #6

Park #16 (K-8)
Platte #1

Platte #2
Sheridan #1 (K-8)
Sheridan #2
Sheridan #3
Sublette #1
Sublette #9 (K-8)
Sweetwater #1
Sweetwater #2
Teton #1

Uinta #1

Uinta #4

Uinta #6
Washakie #1
Washakie #2 (K-6)
Weston #1
Weston #7
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Attachment A-8

Wyoming Department of Education

2011 Bridges High School Summer Enroliment

Health Semester Credits Recovered

9th
District Grade

10th
Grade

11th
Grade

12th
Grade

9-12 Total

Albany #1

Big Horn #1

Big Horn #2

Big Horn #3

Big Horn #4
Campbell #1
Carbon #1
Carbon #2
Converse #1
Converse #2
Crook #1
Fremont #1
Fremont #2
Fremont #6 (K-8)
Fremont #14
Fremont #21 (K-8)
Fremont #24
Fremont #25
Fremont #38
Goshen #1

Hot Springs #1
Johnson #1
Laramie #1
Laramie #2
Lincoln #1
Lincoln #2
Natrona #1
Niobrara #1

Park #1

Park #6

Park #16 (K-8)
Platte #1

Platte #2
Sheridan #1 (K-8)
Sheridan #2
Sheridan #3
Sublette #1
Sublette #9 (K-8)
Sweetwater #1
Sweetwater #2
Teton #1

Uinta #1

Uinta #4

Uinta #6
Washakie #1
Washakie #2 (K-6)
Weston #1
Weston #7
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Attachment A-9

Wyoming Department of Education

2011 Bridges High School Summer Enroliment

PE Semester Credits Recovered

9th
District Grade

10th
Grade

11th
Grade

12th
Grade

9-12 Total

Albany #1

Big Horn #1

Big Horn #2

Big Horn #3

Big Horn #4
Campbell #1
Carbon #1
Carbon #2
Converse #1
Converse #2
Crook #1
Fremont #1
Fremont #2
Fremont #6 (K-8)
Fremont #14
Fremont #21 (K-8)
Fremont #24
Fremont #25
Fremont #38
Goshen #1

Hot Springs #1
Johnson #1
Laramie #1
Laramie #2
Lincoln #1
Lincoln #2
Natrona #1
Niobrara #1

Park #1

Park #6

Park #16 (K-8)
Platte #1

Platte #2
Sheridan #1 (K-8)
Sheridan #2
Sheridan #3
Sublette #1
Sublette #9 (K-8)
Sweetwater #1
Sweetwater #2
Teton #1

Uinta #1

Uinta #4

Uinta #6
Washakie #1
Washakie #2 (K-6)
Weston #1
Weston #7
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Attachment B

A Study of Summer Changes to Reading and Math Achievement Gaps Associated with
2010 Summer Program Participation in Wyoming (Working Paper)

Working Paper Prepared for Wyoming Department of Education by
Michael Flicek, Ed.D.

Abstract

This study is the third in an ongoing investigation of the effect of summer school in Wyoming. Previous
studies sampled just eight school districts while the current study sampled 30 school districts. All three studies have
found that students attending summer school had low initial reading and math skills and that students on free or
reduced lunch and students in special education were overrepresented in summer school. Attending summer school
was again found to be associated with either no growth reading or math achievement gaps or a narrowing of reading
or math achievement gaps.

Introduction

Since the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 1965, as part of the war on
poverty, federal policy in the United States has funded programs intended to narrow or close the gap in achievement
between disadvantaged students and their more advantaged peers. A growing body of research has documented a
differential summer learning loss associated with students being from economically disadvantaged backgrounds. A
gap in cognitive skills associated with poverty is present when students first enter school (Alexander, Entwisle, &
Olson, 2007; Downey, von Hipple, & Broh, 2004). As early as 1978 Barbara Heyns reported the finding that
achievement gaps widened more during the summer than during the school year. Students from less affluent back
grounds lost significantly more academic skills than their more affluent peers during the summer. Downy et al.
(2004) found that schooling slowed growth in the achievement gap. Schools were, in their view, "great equalizers".
They went so far as to claim that time spent in an underperforming school substantially slowed growth in the
achievement gap for students from backgrounds of poverty relative to not being in school at all. Alexander and
Entwisle (1996) demonstrated that summer loss rather than differential learning during the school year was primarily
responsible for the growth in the achievement gap during elementary school years. Alexander et al. (2007) found
summer learning loss to be responsible for more than half of the achievement gap that was present by the time
students entered grade 9. They suggested that summer learning loss for students from backgrounds of poverty
contributed to a variety of negative later outcomes like a decreased likelihood of being enrolled in college
preparatory classes in high school, an increased likelihood of dropping out and a decreased likelihood of attending a
4 year college. It is not just those disadvantaged students with low achievement skills that lose ground on their peers
over the summers. McCall, Hauser, Cronin, Kingsbury, and Houser (2006) found that students from disadvantaged
backgrounds with average or above achievement also lost ground relative to their peers from more advantaged
backgrounds during the summer.

In recognition of the problem of summer learning loss, funding for summer programs was authorized in
Wyoming. Student eligibility for summer programs in Wyoming is unrelated to student socioeconomic background.
Instead, it is based upon low academic performance. McCombs, Augustine, Schwartz, Bodilly, Mclnnis, Lichter,
and Cross (2011) concluded from their review of the research that summer programs could be a "key strategy" for
helping low-achieving students. Specifically, low-achieving students have been found to learn at slower rates
(Walberg, 1988) and more time on task does benefit them (Ketterlin-Geller, Chard, & Fien, 2008). Furthermore,
extra learning time in the summer for low performing students would provide additional opportunities for practice.
Spaced practice has been found to be more effective at promoting learning than longer, more concentrated practice
(Walberg, 1988; Rohrer & Pashler, 2010).

The current study is the third in a series looking at the effects of summer on the reading and math growth

rates for students who participated in summer programs in Wyoming. Following the summers of 2008 and 2009,
studies were conducted that included data from eight school districts in Wyoming (Flicek, 2009 & 2010). These
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studies investigated growth rates in reading and math achievement associated with summer school participation. The
methodology employed controlled for the effect associated both free or reduced lunch status (FRL) and special
education status (SPED). In both of these studies, growth rates during the summer were isolated from growth rates
during the prior 12 months by deploying a piecewise hierarchical linear model (HLM). This model estimated one
slope for the 12 months prior to the summer of summer program attendance and another slope for the 3 months of
the summer during which students were attending the summer program.

In both previous studies in all grades in both reading and math, the findings indicated that students
attending summer programs had an initial gap versus control students in reading or math skills that ranged from 60%
of a standard deviation to 87% of a standard deviation. The control students were those students not in summer
school, not on free or reduced lunch and not in special education. Three grade level groups were studied in each of
the two previous years for both reading and math. McCombs et al. (2011), based upon their extensive research
review, suggested that a reasonable goal for summer learning programs would be to mitigate or narrow the
achievement gap during the summer. When reading and math growth rates during the summer of students attending
summer school are either not significantly different from the controls or significantly higher than controls, the
achievement gap is not growing or is becoming more narrow. During 2008 and 2009, the summer growth rate was
significantly high (i.e., at least p <.05), signifying a narrowing of the gap, for summer school versus controls for
three of the 12 grade-by-content samples analyzed. Another four of the 12 samples were trending toward a
significantly (i.e., p < .10) high growth rate during the summer. The remaining four samples had summer growth
rates that were not significantly high or low (i.e., p > .10). As such, the achievement gap did not grow for any of the
groups studied and narrowed for some of the groups studied. The strongest summer growth occurred in grades seven
and eight reading in 2008 where attending summer school was associated with the achievement gap closing by 19%
of a standard deviation during the summer.

The current study also addressed the contribution of the growth rate during summer to growth in the
achievement gap for students who were in a summer program. While the previous studies investigated the growth
rate for students attending summer school in 2008 and 2009, the current study investigated the growth rate for
students who attended summer school in 2010. This study differed from the previous studies in that data was
included from 30 Wyoming school districts instead of just eight. Like the previous studies, the effect of summer
growth rates on the achievement gap associated with summer program attendance was estimated after controlling for
FRL and SPED status. This study specifically sought to determine if summer growth rates associated with attending
a summer program contributed to a stable, increasing, or narrowing achievement gap during the summer.

Method
Samples

The total sample consisted of students from 30 Wyoming school districts who were in grades 3 through 7
during the spring of 2010. Table 1 shows the total number of students from each district and the number of students
from each district that were in summer school in each grade level studied. The total number of students participating
was 23,424. There were 2,510 students in the sample that attended summer programs. Some students attended
summer programs for reading which will be referred to as SummerRdg for the remainder of this paper. Some
students attended summer programs for math and this status will be referred to as SummerMath for the remainder of
this paper. Some students were in summer programs for both reading and math and these students were included in
the samples for analyses in both content areas. As in the past studies, students with FRL and SPED status were
overrepresented in the summer program groups (see Table 2). Again, it is important to remember that low academic
skills and not status as disadvantaged was the criteria used for summer school placement.

Measures

The Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) tests from the Northwest Evaluation Association were used to
measure reading and math achievement for this study. These tests are well suited for studying initial status (i.e.,
where students start) and growth in achievement over time since they are adaptive tests with a vertical scale.
Adaptive tests will adjust item difficulty for individual students based upon the pattern of correct and incorrect
responses that a student provides. As such, these tests have high reliability and accuracy for students at all
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achievement levels, including students with low achievement for their grade in school and students with very high
achievement for their grade in school. All items on these tests are multiple choice and they are calibrated on a
vertical scale so that total scores (i.e., scale scores that are referred to as RIT scores) have a comparable meaning
independent of a student’s grade in school. The distance between any two points on the scale are equal so that the
scale can be thought of as functioning like a ruler of reading or math skills. There is a national norm sample for the
tests with more than one million students.

Analyses

To investigate the impact of summer school attendance on reading and math initial status and growth, two
level HLM models were employed where test occasion i was at level 1 and between student j was at level 2.
Piecewise linear models of reading and math achievement were employed which included a separate growth slope
for spring ’09-to-fall *09-to-spring ’10 prior to the entry of the student into summer school and then another slope
for spring *10-to-fall 10 during the time that the students were in summer school. In other words the first slope
measured the spring-to-spring reading and math growth prior to summer school and the second slope measured the
spring-to-fall growth while the students were attending summer school.

As recommended by Singer and Willett (2003) and Holt (2008) for both reading and math the
unconditional means model was fitted first in order to partition the variance between the two levels and to serve as a
baseline for future models. In the model, Yj; is reading or math achievement for student i at time j.

Yij= Boj + Iij (12)
Boj = oo * Ug;,

Where it is assumed that:

Fij - NG, 652 yand Uoi ~ N(o, O'g) (1b)

Next, an unconditional growth model with two slopes was employed. This model fit two linear trajectories
to each student in the data set. First, a random slope was fitted for growth from spring-to-fall-to-spring prior to the
summer of 2010. This slope is designated as Prior Year slope in the models. Next, a second slope was fitted for
growth from spring-to-fall for the summer when the students were attending summer school. This slope is
designated as SUMMER slope in the models. Time was coded in months with the Prior Year slope including 12
months and SUMMER slope including 3 months. The final unconditional growth model is presented in equation 2.

Yij= Boj T Pyj(Prior Year;) + B,(SUMMERy) + rj; (2
Boj = yoo + Ugj

B1j= y10+ Uy

B2 = 720

The final model for each grades-by-content analyses had three predictor variables for initial status and both
growth slopes. The predictors (i.e., SummerRdg, FRL, and SPED) were described above. The final model for a
reading is presented in equation 3.

Yij = ,B()j + Blj(Prior Year) ij + Bz,(SUMMER) ij + rij (3)
Boj = yoo * yor(SummerRdg) j + yoa(FRL) j + 703(SPED) j + Uy,

B1j = 710+ y12(SummerRdg) j + y12(FRL) j + 713(SPED); + yi4(Initial Status) ; + uy;

B2 = 720 +y21(SummerRdg) j + y22(FRL) j + 23(SPED)

The findings of interest were the coefficients for initial status and growth during SUMMER for
SummerRdg and SummerMath. 80% confidence intervals around the SummerRdg and SummerMath coefficients for
the SUMMER slope were constructed for the purpose of charting the effect of SummerRdg and SummerMath on the
change in RIT scores that occurred from the spring-to-fall tests during the year that the students were in summer
school. The use of 80% confidence intervals for chart, instead of more conventional 95% confidence intervals, is
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consistent with the recommendation of Cohen (1990, 1992). Cohen’s recommendation was particularly appropriate
in this type of situation since there could be a potentially high cost associated with a type 11 error (i.e., concluding
that summer school was not effective, when, in fact, it was effective). Cohen and others (e.g., Denis, 2006;
Thompson, 1996) have been very critical of strict adherence to conventional significance testing practices where
findings are not considered significant unless the p < .05 level is reached. While this traditional convention guards
against a Type | error (e.g., concluding that summer school is effective, when in fact it is not), the critics of this
approach have called for more researcher judgment to be employed.

Results
Initial Status and Summer Growth
Reading.

As described above, there were four waves of test scores for students in this study. The first wave was the
test score from spring 2009, the second was from fall 2009, the third was from spring 2010 and the fourth was from
fall 2010. Initial status refers to the student’s status during the first spring of the study (i.e. spring 2009). Tables 3
through 8 present the findings from the final HLM models for each grade from 2 through 7 in reading. At every
grade initial status associated with SummerRdg, after controlling for the effects associated with FRL and SPED,
were significantly low (i.e., p <.001). Students attending summer programs for reading in Wyoming in 2010 did, as
a group, have low performance in reading. Put another way, there was an initial achievement gap between the
SummerRdg students and the control students. The question of interest here was, did this gap remain stable, become
more narrow, or grow wider during the summer for SummerRdg status?

The findings on the SUMMER slope answer this question. In grades 2 through 7 the SUMMER slope
coefficient associated with SummerRdg was not statistically significant (i.e., p < .05), which suggests that the
achievement gap associated with Summer Rdg neither grew wider nor narrowed during that summer. Rather, the gap
remained stable. Figure 1 presents the 80% confidence intervals for SummerRdg for the SUMMER slope. The
confidence intervals for grades 3 through 7 all intersect with O, providing additional evidence that the reading
achievement gap for SummerRdg remained stable during the summer. The 80% confidence interval in grade 2 was
also below the 0 suggesting that the gap was growing in grade 2 even though this growth did not reach a level of
statistical significance of at least p < 05.

Both FRL and SPED were also associated with significantly low initial reading status (p <.001) indicating
that an achievement gap was also present for these conditions. Figure 2 shows the 80% confidence intervals for FRL
on the SUMMER slope. The upper limit on the confidence interval in grades 2, 5, and 7 did not intersect with 0
suggesting that the reading achievement gap associated with FRL was growing. The growth reached statistical
significance (p <.01) in grade 5 and approached significance (p <.10) in grade 2. In grades 3, 4 and 6 the
confidence interval intersected with 0 suggesting that the summer growth for FRL did not differ from that for the
control.

The effect of summer growth on the reading gap associated with SPED was more negative. Figure 3 shows
that the upper limit on the confidence interval was below 0 in every grade studied except for grade 7. The reading
achievement gap grew significantly (at least p <.01) in grades 3, 4 and 5 and the growth in the gap approached
significance in grades 2 and 6 (p < .10). The reading achievement gap for SPED did not grow during the summer for
grade 7.

Math.

The study of math gaps associated with attending summer school used the same four waves of data as those
used for reading. At every grade initial status associated with SummerMath, after controlling for the effects
associated with FRL and SPED, were significantly low (i.e., p <.001). Students attending summer school for math
instruction in Wyoming in 2010 did, as a group, have low performance in math. The next question of interest was,
did the math achievement gap associated with SummerMath narrow, grow or remain stable during the summer that
the students attended summer school.
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The findings on the SUMMER slope again answered this question. In grade 5 the math gap associated with
SummerMath narrowed significantly (i.e., p <.01) by a magnitude of 1.41 RIT points. In grades 2 and 7 the gap
narrowed by an amount that approached statistical significance (i.e., p < .10). The gap narrowed by 0.84 RIT points
in grade 2 and 0.96 RIT points in grade 7. Figure 2 presents the 80% confidence intervals for SummerMath for the
SUMMER slope. The confidence interval for grade 3 intersected with 0, providing additional evidence that the
achievement gap remained stable in these grades during the summer. The lower limit of the 80% confidence
intervals for SummerMath for the SUMMER slope were above 0 for grades 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7, suggesting that the gap
in these grades was narrowing even when this narrowing did not reach the level of statistical significance of at least
p < .05. The findings here are consistent with those from studies in two previous years (Flicek, 2009; 2010) in
suggesting the math achievement gap for students attending summer school either narrowed or remained stable
during the summer.

Both FRL and SPED were also associated with significantly low initial math status (p < .001) indicating
that an achievement gap was also present for these conditions. The growth coefficient for the SUMMER slope was
not statistically significant in any of the tested grades (i.e., p > .05) suggesting that FRL was not associated with
growth in the math gap during the summer. Figure 5 shows the 80% confidence intervals for FRL on the SUMMER
slope and all confidence intervals intersect with 0 except for grades 3 and 5, both of which were just barely below
the 0.

The effect of summer growth on the math gap associated with SPED was again more negative. Figure 6
shows that the upper limit on the confidence interval was well below 0 in 4 of the 7 grades studied. The math gap for
SPED grew significantly (i.e., at least p < .05) during the summer for grades 4, 5 and 6.

Reading and Math Gaps.

Table 15 shows the initial achievement gaps for students attending summer school versus the control
students expressed as RIT point gaps and as effect sizes. In all cases students attending summer school had
significantly low initial achievement. The largest initial gap occurred in grade 3 reading where students attending
summer school were 103% of a standard deviation below the controls. The smallest initial gap was in grade 7 math
where the summer school students were 50% of a standard deviation lower than controls. Table 15 also shows the
impact of summer growth rates on the achievement gaps following the summer when the students were attending the
summer program. The p values for the growth rates indicated that summer program students did not have
significantly low growth rates in any grade in either content. For nine of the twelve groups studied the growth rates
were not statistically significant (i.e., p > .10). For two groups in math, growth rates were significantly high (i.e., at
least p <.05) and the remaining group, also in math, had growth that was trending high (i.e., p <.10). The strongest
summer growth occurred in grade 5 math where the gap closed by 14% of a standard deviation. Four of the 12
groups had negative growth rates but in every one of these instances the growth rate was not significant. One of
these four groups, grade 3 math, had a change to the gap that rounded to 0.00. The lowest growth rate was in grade 2
reading where the reading gap at the end of the summer was 7% of a standard deviation below where it was at the
start of the summer. As stated previously, however, the growth rate that led to this decrease was not statistically
significant.

Discussion

This study is the third in an ongoing series of studies of the effect of summer school participation on
summer growth rates and the corresponding changes to the achievement gap in reading and math for samples from
multiple Wyoming school districts (see Flicek, 2009 and Flicek, 2010). The sample for the current study included 30
Wyoming school districts whereas the samples from the previous two studies included just 8 Wyoming school
districts each. The past studies and the current study have each shown that an initial gap in reading and math
achievement was present for students who attended summer school versus those who did not. Students attending
summer school were a half a standard deviation to a full standard deviation behind the control students in reading
and math skills. Eligibility for the program is based upon low academic skills and these findings indicate that the
programs are serving the intended audience.
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Attending summer school, in this current study and the two past studies, has consistently been found to be
associated with summer growth rates in reading and math that were not statistically significant (i.e., p > .10), that
were trending toward being significantly high (i.e., p < .10), or that were significantly high (i.e., p < .05). None of
the three studies has found a summer growth rate associated with summer school attendance that was significantly
low. The design of the study does not permit an estimate the amount of change in the achievement gap that would
have occurred during the summer if the students had not attended summer school. Nevertheless, there is evidence
from each of the three studies that the low achieving students attending summer school in Wyoming have not fallen
further behind during the summer. As such, the achievement gap for students attending summer school has remained
stable or narrowed, outcomes which were suggested by McCombs et al. (2011) to be a reasonable summer program
outcome.

All three studies compared the summer growth of students who attended summer school, after controlling
for the effect associated with FRL and SPED, with the summer growth of a control group that included all students
not attending summer school, not on FRL and not in SPED. The current study again found that FRL was associated
with a reading growth rate that was either not significant or significantly low depending upon the grade. FRL was
associated with a summer growth rate in math that was not significant at any grade. SPED was generally associated
with the lowest initial status and both the reading and math and significantly low summer growth rates during the
summer in most grades and both contents studied.

Going forward the findings in Wyoming along with findings from past research are instructive. First,
achievement gaps are known to increase the most during the elementary years and the increase is cumulative across
the grades (Alexander et al., 2007). As such elementary and middle school years should be a priority for summer
interventions. More time in school in the summer is seen as especially important as a strategy for limiting growth in
the achievement gap during the elementary school years (Alexander et al., 2007; McCombs et al., 2011). Therefore,
continued support for summer learning opportunities in Wyoming, therefore, remains important. In addition, the
benefit of "extra time" interventions is not equitable. Because the gap grows more for economically disadvantaged
when they are not in school, economically disadvantaged students have a higher need extra time programming than
their more economically advantaged counterparts (Alexander et al., 2007; McCombs et al., 2011). Further,
economically disadvantaged students should benefit regardless of their skill level (McCall et al., 2006). These last
two points are particularly important in Wyoming since eligibility for summer school is based upon low academic
skills.

Economically disadvantaged students and special education students have been overrepresented among
summer school attendees in Wyoming by virtue, perhaps, of their increased likelihood of having low academic
skills. Much of the concern of federal policy makers and in the research discussed in this paper has focused on
narrowing the achievement gaps between disadvantaged subgroups and more advantaged students. The
economically disadvantaged may well benefit the most from summer programming. These students are known to do
nearly as well as (e.g., Alexander et al., 2007; Downey et al., 2004; Heyns, 1978) and in some cases even better than
(Flicek & Xiang, 2011) their more advantaged classmates when school is in session. Summer time, however, is
especially detrimental for these students. Alexander et al. (2007) has implicated the summer slide experienced by
these students during the elementary grades in negative outcomes during high school and beyond (see Alexander et
al., 2007). In addition to economically disadvantaged students, special education students are also at considerable
risk for increasing already large achievement gaps during the summer (Flicek & Xiang, 2011). As with
economically disadvantaged, summer programming should likewise be a high priority for students in special
education.

Summer programs, like school year programs, ought to be subjected to continuous improvement efforts.
Rather than focusing upon preventing growth in the achievement gap of students attending summer school,
improvement efforts could focus on increasingly narrowing the achievement gap of students in attendance. The
Cooper, Charlton, Valentine, Muhlenbruck, and Borman (2000) and McCombs et al. (2011) reviews suggested a
number of features of summer programs to which improvement efforts could attend. Some of the suggested features
for effective programs have already been built into the Wyoming structure for summer programming. For example,
McLaughlin and Pitcock (2009) suggested that the minimum duration for a summer program should consist of 80
hours. In addition, recruiting students and maintaining attendance are challenges that deserve monitoring and

42



Attachment B

improvement efforts. Incentives for attendance have been suggested as a way to address this issue as has providing
engaging and rigorous programming with some opportunity to engage in enrichment activities. A focus on
remediation alone, without enrichment has been discouraged as potentially having a negative effect on attendance.
Small learning groups and individualized instruction have been encouraged. The importance of alignment of the
summer curriculum with the school-year curriculum was stressed. An increased focus upon gaining parent buy-in
and involvement in summer programs holds potential for furthering student attendance and engagement. Finally,
improvement efforts are generally strengthened by evidence of effectiveness. Specifically, ongoing evaluation of
summer programs is known to lead to improvements over time (Beckett, 2008; Bell & Carrillo, 2007; Boss &
Railsback, 2002; McLaughlin & Pitcock, 2009). Toward this end, part of Wyoming's evaluation effort has involved
providing district level evidence of reading and math summer growth rates for students attending summer school.
The increased accountability associated with this type of evidence can play an important role in informing,
encouraging and focusing improvement efforts.
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Table 1. Total Number of Students in the Sample and Number of Students in Summer School by District.

Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7
School District Totaln Summern Totaln Summern Totaln Summern Totaln Summern Totaln Summern Totaln Summern
Big Horn #1 39 7 45 10 35 2 42 3 49 1
Big Horn #2 43 6 54 6 59 7 46 4 56 5 53 3
Big Horn #3 30 13 42 9 31 10 49 10 42 10 46 9
Big Horn #4 20 3 19 4 20 3 18 0 30 2 20 2
Campbell #1 650 81 644 74 619 68 652 54 625 26 586 11
Crook #1 89 18 67 18 93 19 70 6 61 3 86 5
Fremont #1 124 13 114 13 110 8 118 8 122 8 116 5
Fremont #2 8 1 12 3 12 3 14 0 11 1 14 2
Fremont #21 47 16 39 16 44 14 40 8 44 11 35 6
Fremont #24 15 3 21 0 19 1 24 1 28 7 19 7
Fremont #25 181 32 192 27 198 11 190 8 204 27 190 21
Fremont #6 40 2 37 1 25 1 32 1 30 1 31 0
Goshen #1 129 23 125 23 170 10 139 8
Hot Springs #1 58 5 51 6 48 7 56 3 46 4 37 2
Johnson #1 87 14 72 12 90 4 87 7 82 5 94 3
Lincoln #1 38 4 37 3 43 2 56 7 37 4
Natrona #1 898 167 864 159 866 152 892 55 834 59 835 49
Park #1 143 21 127 16 127 18 116 8 120 17 112 15
Park #16 9 2 9 1 10 2 8 0 11 1 7 2
Park #6 157 15 148 12 157 9 144 11 182 12 155 9
Platte #2 10 3 21 1 6 0 14 4 20 3 13 0
Sheridan #1 68 17 69 19 72 14 80 18 67 8 72 8
Sublette #1 84 6 70 6 79 4 74 1 60 2 93 2
Sweetwater #1 426 40 386 41 395 30 420 44 377 3
Sweetwater #2 229 32 201 14 187 13 185 11 204 13
Teton #1 197 21 169 19 199 31 172 7 175 8 186 11
Uinta #1 215 46 226 41 250 50 223 20 233 29
Uinta #6 54 9 55 4 49 3 47 8 49 2 54 5
Washakie #1 117 10 101 8 93 6 112 6 102 15 101 13
Weston #7 16 1 23 5 19 3 20 2 20 1 22 2
Total Sample 3571 519 3927 569 4078 519 4135 364 3697 289 4016 250
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Table 2. Percentage of Students in Special Education and on Free or Reduced Lunch Attending and Not
Attending Summer School.

Grade Not Summer School Summer School
Free or Reduced Lunch (FRL)
2 39% 58%
3 38% 54%
4 38% 56%
5 38% 55%
6 37% 62%
7 34% 62%
Special Education (SPED)
2 14% 27%
3 14% 25%
4 13% 26%
5 13% 34%
6 13% 31%
7 11% 24%
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Table 3. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Reading Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 2 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx. -
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. value
For INTRCPT1, mo
INTRCPT2, Soo 179.31 0.30 597.84 3560 <0.001
SummerRdg, p01 -9.26 0.63 -14.80 3560 <0.001
SPED, 02 -8.46 0.61 -13.96 3560 <0.001
FRL, 03 -4.28 0.45 -9.53 3560 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, =1
INTRCPT2, Bio 1.30 0.02 61.54 3560 <0.001
SummerRdg, B11 -0.09 0.04 -2.14 3560 <0.05
SPED, B12 -0.02 0.04 -0.57 3560 ns
FRL, B13 0.02 0.03 0.76 3560 ns
For SUMMER slope, =,
INTRCPT2, S -0.10 0.08 -1.23 3560 ns
SummerRdg, p21 -0.25 0.17 -1.41 3560 ns
SPED, 22 -0.31 0.17 -1.83 3560 <0.10
FRL, B23 -0.22 0.12 -1.80 3560 <0.10

Table 4. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Reading Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 3 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx. -
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. value
For INTRCPTY, =
INTRCPT2, By 193.51 0.26 732,57 3915.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, B01 -10.82 0.56 -19.43 3915.00 <0.001
SPED, B02 -12.66 0.55 -23.15 3915.00 <0.001
FRL, 03 -4.64 0.40 -11.57 3915.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, 1
INTRCPT2, B9 0.95 0.02 53.18 3915.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, p11 0.13 0.04 3.50 3915.00 <0.001
SPED, B12 0.15 0.04 3.95 3915.00 <0.001
FRL, p13 0.05 0.03 1.89 3915.00 <0.10
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, S5 -0.17 0.07 -2.37  3915.00 <0.05
SummerRdg, p21 -0.10 0.15 -0.67  3915.00 ns
SPED, p22 -0.41 0.15 -2.77 3915.00 <0.01
FRL, B23 -0.07 0.11 -0.66  3915.00 ns
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Table 5. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Reading Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 4 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx. o-
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. value
For INTRCPT1, 7,
INTRCPT2, Soo 203.92 0.25 808.02 4061.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, p01 -8.86 0.57 -15.63 4061.00 <0.001
SPED, 02 -14.26 0.53 -27.14  4061.00 <0.001
FRL, 03 -4.52 0.39 -11.73  4061.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, m;
INTRCPT2, Bio 0.73 0.02 4534  4061.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, B11 0.05 0.04 1.43 4061.00 ns
SPED, B12 0.16 0.03 4.77 4061.00 <0.001
FRL, B13 -0.01 0.02 -0.56  4061.00 ns
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, S -0.16 0.06 -243  4061.00 <0.05
SummerRdg, p21 0.02 0.14 0.13 4061.00 ns
SPED, 22 -0.50 0.13 -3.72  4061.00 <0.001
FRL, B23 -0.05 0.10 -0.49  4061.00 ns

Table 6. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Reading Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 5 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx. o-
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. value
For INTRCPT1, 7,
INTRCPT2, Boo 210.32 0.24 881.37 4124.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, B01 -7.53 0.65 -11.64 4124.00 <0.001
SPED, B02 -14.90 0.51 -29.00 4124.00 <0.001
FRL, 03 -5.09 0.37 -13.73  4124.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, nl
INTRCPT2, B1o 0.56 0.02 37.00 4124.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, p11 0.02 0.04 0.39 4124.00 ns
SPED, B12 0.17 0.03 5.34 4124.00 <0.001
FRL, B13 0.04 0.02 1.70 4124.00 <0.10
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, S5 -0.21 0.06 -3.35  4124.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, p21 0.15 0.17 0.88 4124.00 ns
SPED, B22 -0.58 0.13 -433  4124.00 <0.001
FRL, B23 -0.29 0.10 -3.03  4124.00 <0.01
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Table 7. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Reading Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 6 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx.

Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. vaFI)ue
For INTRCPTY, =,
INTRCPT2, Boo 216.41 0.25 865.41 3683.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, B01 -6.51 0.72 -9.06 3683.00 <0.001
SPED, p02 -16.44 0.54 -30.33  3683.00 <0.001
FRL, 03 -5.21 0.39 -13.24  3683.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, 1
INTRCPT2, p1o 0.42 0.02 25.88  3683.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, B11 -0.02 0.05 -0.42 3683.00 ns
SPED, B12 0.10 0.04 2.92 3683.00 <0.01
FRL, B13 0.01 0.03 0.56 3683.00 ns
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, B2 -0.06 0.07 -0.92 3683.00 ns
SummerRdg, B21 -0.18 0.19 -0.95 3683.00 ns
SPED, p22 -0.24 0.14 -1.72 3683.00 <0.10
FRL, 23 -0.12 0.10 -1.12 3683.00 ns

Table 8. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Reading Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 7 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx. -
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. value
For INTRCPT1, 7,
INTRCPT2, By 219.93 0.24 929.15  3980.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, B01 -6.49 0.80 -8.16 3980.00 <0.001
SPED, 02 -17.30 0.58 -29.95 3980.00 <0.001
FRL, 03 -4.86 0.40 -12.26  3980.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, nl
INTRCPT2, B9 0.32 0.01 21.14  3980.00 <0.001
SummerRdg, p11 -0.02 0.05 -0.33 3980.00 ns
SPED, B12 0.21 0.04 5.61 3980.00 <0.001
FRL, p13 0.00 0.03 0.10 3980.00 ns
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, S5 0.01 0.06 0.13 3980.00 ns
SummerRdg, p21 0.26 0.21 1.25 3980.00 ns
SPED, B22 -0.14 0.15 -0.91 3980.00 ns
FRL, B23 -0.17 0.10 -1.63 3980.00 ns
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Table 9. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Math Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 2 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx. o-
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. value
For INTRCPT1, 7,
INTRCPT2, Soo 181.44 0.27 660.72  3463.00 <0.001
SummerMath, p01 -8.19 0.57 -14.31  3463.00 <0.001
SPED, 02 -6.60 0.55 -11.99  3463.00 <0.001
FRL, 03 -4.06 0.41 -9.93 3463.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, ntl
INTRCPT2, Bio 1.28 0.02 67.13  3463.00 <0.001
SummerMath, B11 0.03 0.04 0.78 3463.00 ns
SPED, B12 0.17 0.04 4.37 3463.00 <0.001
FRL, B13 0.04 0.03 1.30 3463.00 ns
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, S -0.50 0.07 -6.83 3463.00 <0.001
SummerMath, 21 0.28 0.15 1.88 3463.00 <0.10
SPED, 22 -0.02 0.15 -0.12 3463.00 ns
FRL, B23 -0.08 0.11 -0.71 3463.00 ns

Table 10. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Math Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 3 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx. o-
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. value
For INTRCPTY, =g
INTRCPT2, Boo 194.37 0.23 847.52 4039.00 <0.001
SummerMath, B01 -7.68 0.49 -15.71  4039.00 <0.001
SPED, 02 -7.40 0.48 -15.54  4039.00 <0.001
FRL, p03 -3.79 0.35 -10.90  4039.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, nl
INTRCPT2, B9 1.26 0.02 81.88 4039.00 <0.001
SummerMath, B11 0.02 0.03 0.46 4039.00 ns
SPED, B12 0.07 0.03 2.08 4039.00 <0.05
FRL, B13 0.03 0.02 1.30 4039.00 ns
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, B -0.52 0.06 -8.45  4039.00 <0.001
SummerMath, 21 0.00 0.13 -0.03  4039.00 ns
SPED, 22 -0.20 0.13 -1.56  4039.00 ns
FRL, 23 -0.14 0.09 -1.52  4039.00 ns
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Table 11. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Math Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 4 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx. o-
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. value
For INTRCPT1, 7,
INTRCPT2, Soo 207.60 0.22 932.19  4069.00 <0.001
SummerMath, 01 -6.85 0.50 -13.68  4069.00 <0.001
SPED, 02 -8.89 0.46 -19.18  4069.00 <0.001
FRL, 03 -3.79 0.34 -11.14  4069.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, ntl
INTRCPT2, Bio 0.97 0.01 68.26  4069.00 <0.001
SummerMath, B11 -0.02 0.03 -0.47 4069.00 ns
SPED, B12 0.02 0.03 0.77 4069.00 ns
FRL, B13 -0.02 0.02 -0.90 4069.00 ns
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, S -0.66 0.06 -11.72  4069.00 <0.001
SummerMath, 21 0.18 0.13 1.45 4069.00 ns
SPED, 22 -0.43 0.12 -3.64 4069.00 <0.001
FRL, B23 -0.09 0.09 -1.01 4069.00 ns

Table 12. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Math Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 5 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx. o-
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. value
For INTRCPT1, =,
INTRCPT2, Boo 216.34 0.23 943.15 4123.00 <0.001
SummerMath, p01 -7.38 0.62 -11.88 4123.00 <0.001
SPED, 02 -10.27 0.49 -20.84 4123.00 <0.001
FRL, 03 -4.42 0.36 -12.42  4123.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, nl
INTRCPT2, B1o 0.82 0.01 58.74  4123.00 <0.001
SummerMath, B11 -0.05 0.04 -1.32 4123.00 ns
SPED, B12 -0.01 0.03 -0.30  4123.00 ns
FRL, B13 -0.03 0.02 -1.21  4123.00 ns
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, By -1.10 0.06 -19.46  4123.00 <0.001
SummerMath, B21 0.47 0.15 3.12 4123.00 <0.01
SPED, 22 -0.31 0.12 -256  4123.00 <0.05
FRL, B23 -0.12 0.09 -1.38  4123.00 ns
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Table 13. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Math Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 6 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx.

Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. vaFI)ue
For INTRCPT1, 7,
INTRCPT2, Soo 223.91 0.25 885.68 3604.00 <0.001
SummerMath, p01 -6.29 0.74 -8.54 3604.00 <0.001
SPED, 02 -14.11 0.54 -25.92  3604.00 <0.001
FRL, 03 -4.40 0.40 -11.11  3604.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, ntl
INTRCPT2, Bio 0.61 0.02 37.72  3604.00 <0.001
SummerMath, B11 -0.16 0.05 -3.48 3604.00 <0.001
SPED, B12 0.00 0.03 0.03 3604.00 ns
FRL, B13 -0.09 0.03 -3.49 3604.00 <0.001
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, S -0.15 0.07 -2.25 3604.00  <0.05
SummerMath, 21 0.31 0.19 1.65 3604.00 ns
SPED, 22 -0.57 0.14 -4.05 3604.00 <0.001
FRL, B23 0.03 0.10 0.31 3604.00 ns

Table 14. Results of Fitting Final HLM Models for Math Initial Status and Growth During the School Year (i.e.,
from Spring 1-to-Fall 1-to-Spring 2) and Summer (i.e., from Spring 2-to-Fall 2) for a Sample of Wyoming Students
in Grades 7 during Spring 2010.

Standard Approx. o-
Fixed Effect Coefficient error t-ratio d.f. value
For INTRCPT1, =,
INTRCPT2, Boo 228.78 0.26 896.86 3962.00 <0.001
SummerMath, p01 -5.74 0.85 -6.75  3962.00 <0.001
SPED, 02 -15.14 0.62 -24.38  3962.00 <0.001
FRL, 03 -5.01 0.43 -11.73  3962.00 <0.001
For Prior Year slope, nl
INTRCPT2, B1o 0.63 0.01 4458 3962.00 <0.001
SummerMath, g11 -0.11 0.05 -2.28  3962.00 <0.05
SPED, B12 -0.09 0.03 -247  3962.00 <0.05
FRL, B13 -0.09 0.02 -3.73  3962.00 <0.001
For SUMMER slope, 7,
INTRCPT2, By -0.20 0.05 -3.61  3962.00 <0.001
SummerMath, B21 0.32 0.18 1.78 3962.00 <0.10
SPED, p22 -0.07 0.14 -0.51 3962.00 ns
FRL, B23 0.05 0.09 0.54 3962.00 ns
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Table 15. Initial (i.e., Spring 1) Gaps in RIT Scores and Changes to the RIT Score Gaps During the Summer
Expressed in RIT Points and Effect Sizes* for Students in Summer School in 2010.

RIT Points Effect Size p Value
Initial Gap Change Gap Change
Status Initial Gap ~ Spring 2-to- Spring 2-to- For Growth Rate:
n  Stand. Dev. (Spring1) Fall 2 Initial Gap Fall 2 Spring 2-to-Fall 2
Reading
Grade 2 3564 11.044 -9.263 -0.738 -0.839 -0.067 ns
Grade 3 3919 10.510 -10.823 -0.300 -1.030 -0.029 ns
Grade 4 4065 10.501 -8.858 0.054 -0.844 0.005 ns
Grade 5 4128 10.137 -7.525 0.438 -0.742 0.043 ns
Grade 6 3687 10.101 -6.507 -0.535 -0.644 -0.053 ns
Grade 7 3984 10.357 -6.493 0.769 -0.627 0.074 ns
Math
Grade 2 3467 9.869 -8.189 0.850 -0.830 0.086 p<.10
Grade 3 4043 9.277 -7.684 -0.012 -0.828 -0.001 ns
Grade 4 4073 9.290 -6.854 0.551 -0.738 0.059 ns
Grade 5 4127 9.878 -7.383 1.411 -0.747 0.143 p<.01
Grade 6 3608 10.124 -6.290 0.937 -0.621 0.093 ns
Grade 7 3966 11.508 -5.738 0.975 -0.499 0.085 p <.05

*Effect sizes were computed using Initial Status Standard Deviation.
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Figure 1. The Change to the Reading RIT Score Achievement Gap (with 80% Confidence Intervals) during Summer

2010 Associated With Summer School Attendance for Approximately 30 Participating Wyoming Districts.
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Figure 2. The Change to the Reading RIT Score Achievement Gap (with 80% Confidence Intervals) during Summer
2010 Associated With Free & Reduced Lunch Eligibility for Approximately 30 Participating Wyoming Districts.
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Figure 3. The Change to the Reading RIT Score Achievement Gap (with 80% Confidence Intervals) during Summer
2010 Associated With Special Education for Approximately 30 Participating Wyoming Districts.
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Math
RIT Score

Figure 4. The Change to the Math RIT Score Achievement Gap (with 80% Confidence Intervals) during Summer

2010 Associated With Summer School Attendance for Approximately 30 Participating Wyoming Districts.
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Figure 5. The Change to the Math RIT Score Achievement Gap (with 80% Confidence Intervals) during Summer
2010 Associated With Free & Reduced Lunch Eligibility for Approximately 30 Participating Wyoming Districts.
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Math
RIT Score

Figure 6. The Change to the Math RIT Score Achievement Gap (with 80% Confidence Intervals) during Summer

2010 Associated With SPED for Approximately 30 Participating Wyoming Districts.
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