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2.5 years of reading/writing and 1.5 years of math student levels
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strengths, areas for improvement, relevant recommendations, * Reading MAP %ile (Median 13% increase,
and overall conclusions are presented. 18% decrease, 67% no change)
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decrease, 60% no change)
* District Writing (Median 25% increase, 22.5%

District administrative and building level support was secured to decrease, 50% no change)
conduct a formative program evaluation of MTSS organizational * Math MAP %ile (Median 30% increase, 32%
framework at the elementary school. Assuming that decrease, 50% no change)
interventions were delivered with fidelity of intensity and
implementation, student outcome data in reading, writing, and 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% Based on Student Outcome Data
mathematics are analyzed. Additionally, the effectiveness of m 3rd-5th (N=8,7,3) 2nd-4th (N=20,11,11) m 3rd-5th (N=8,7.3) 2nd-4th (N=19,11.11) + Reading
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cohorts and by specific intervention received are addressed. o - Math MAP Percentile Color Change by School Year: Tnstruct onal Text Level
Furthermore, potentially differential outcomes by student District Writing Color ggﬁgﬁ%g}(’ascmd Year: Student Student Cohort Data Fall 2018 Fall 2019 + Writing
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received. Finally, overall conclusions, including perceived e Math

strengths and recommendations for improving the school’s * Do the Math/DreamBox combined intervention
current MTSS initiative are identified.
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Conclusions/Recommendations

SUMMARY: Overall Student
Outcomes - Frequency of Color
Years Covered Fall 2017 to Fall 2019 Change Across Academic Areas Fall
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K (18-19), 15t (19-20) 10, 8 (10 total) m—

31%
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— receiving intervention from Fall 2017-Fall 2019
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- NO CHANGE . R MAP %ile: most NC, least DEC across
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Z
O

W17-SP'18 W'18-SP'19
FA'"18-SP'19
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