Evaluation of the
Expanded L earning

Abt Time Initiative

Abt Associates Inc.

Year One Report

2006-2007
Cambridge, MA
Lexington, MA
Hadley, MA
Bethesda, MD
Chicago, IL
Prepared for
Karen Vigue
M assachusetts Department of
Education
350 Main Street

Malden, MA 02148

Abt Associates Inc.
55 Wheedler Street

Cambridge, MA 02138 Prepared by

Beth Peabody
Megan Horst
Fran O'Rellly



Contents

g T [ Tox 1 o] o 1
History of the Expanded Learning Time INitialiVe........cccoiieiriiriee e 2
ROBAMAP 10 thE REPOIT ...ttt s r e e s reeae s resaeensesne e 3
SUMMANY Of KEY FINGINGS......cceeiiiiicie ettt et s re et e eereessesaeesaesreeneenresneas 4

EVAIUBLION ...t b et b et et s bt bbb et et et ne bt bt bt e a e e 5
Study Objectives and Conceptual MOAE ..........ccveciiiiiiii e 5
Data Collection MethodS @nd SOUICES..........coiieeririnierie sttt st 6
N 7= £ 1TSS 9

Early Planning and Implementation FINAINGS........ccccoceieii e 12
(0 SRR 12
PLaNNiNG PrOCESS..... .ottt ettt e te e e s e be s be e e e s besaeessesseensesteaneensesressnentesreas 14
T oL aT= 1= 4 o o TS 17

L T YA O T | o] =SS 53

(00T 11 1 o o LT 62

Areasfor FUrther EXamINALION .......ccciiiiiiiresieeeiee sttt et 64

REFEI BINICES. ...ttt b e bbb et R Rt Rt R e R e bRt Rt bbbt e e e 65

Appendix A: Interview and Focus Group Protocols

Appendix B: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher and Student Surveys, 2006 and 2007
Appendix C: Coding Manuals for the Massachusetts 2020 Teacher and Student Surveys
Appendix D: Additional Survey Data Statistics

Appendix E: Model Specificationsfor Year One Early Outcomes Analyses

Abt Associates Inc. Year One Report i



List of Exhibits

Exhibit 1:
Exhibit 2:
Exhibit 3:
Exhibit 4:
Exhibit 5:
Exhibit 6:
Exhibit 7:

Exhibit 8:

Exhibit 9:

Exhibit 10:

Exhibit 11:

Exhibit 12:

Exhibit 13:

Exhibit 14:

Exhibit 15:

Exhibit 16:

Exhibit 17:

Exhibit 18:

Exhibit 19:

Exhibit 20:

Exhibit 21:

Exhibit 22:

Conceptual Model of Expanded Learning Time Initiative in Massachusetts...........cccccoeceeeennee. 6
Characteristics of Cohort L ELT SCNOOIS.......ccoiiiiiriiriiieieeeeeeses e 19
Sample Integrated Student SChedUIE.............coeoeeii i e 20
Sample Divided Student SChEAUIE............coce i 24
Characteristics of Teacher Survey Samples, Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 ..........cccccvvvevenieenenne. 30
Teachers Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule, Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 ...... 31
Teachers Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Classroom Instruction, Fall
2006 and SPIiNG 2007 ........ecieeeeieieeie e seese et e ste st e ste e e sae e et e sbesreesesbeeeestesreeresreentenrenreas 32
Teachers Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Classroom Instruction, By

Whether Teachers Taught Longer Classes During the 2006-07 School Y ear, Spring 2007

Teachers Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Student Indicators, Fall 2006
AN SPIING 2007 ...ttt s e e et et e s e e te s be e aesteeseesbesreeasesbeaaeensesneeresreenaentenrens 34
Teachers Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Student Indicators, Overall
and By Whether Teachers Taught Longer Classes During the 2006-07 School Y ear, Spring
2007 (NFE23L) .eveeeteeeiereeieseeie e ste st see e s te e be e te e be e e beseese e ese e ebensese s ebe st esessenenteneeseneneenenras 35

Teachers Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Communication,
Collaboration, and Professional Development, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007
(ME23L) et E bkt E bt r et n et n e nr e 36
Teachers Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Global Indicators, Overall
and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (NT231) ....cooieeeeeieeeereeseeee e eee e e e e see e neeseeseeas 37
Teachers Perceptions of the Positive Impact of the Longer Schedule On Classroom
Instruction, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (N=231) .......ccourerrereeieeiereneseseseeseesneneas 38
Teachers Perceptions of the Positive Impact of the Longer Schedule On Classroom
Instruction, Overdl and By Level of Involvement In Planning for ELT, Spring 2007 (n=231)
................................................................................................................................................. 39
Relationship Between School Schedule and Teachers' Involvement In Planning for ELT
(22 1 TSSOSO 40

Ratings of Ease of Using Instructional and Management Strategies During Longer Classes as
Reported by Teachers Who Taught Longer Classes During the 2006-07 School Y ear, Overall
and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (N=116) .....oovveerereeeereereeeesieeee e see et see e e see e neeseeseeas 41
Teacher Open-Ended Responses of the Advantages of Teaching Longer Class Periods, as
Reported By Teachers Who Taught Longer Classes During the 2006-07 School Y ear, Overall
and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (N=116) .....cccveeeirreeeenierieeeeseeee e seee e ssesee e e seeseeeneeseeseeas 42
Teacher Open-Ended Responses of the Disadvantages of Teaching Longer Class Periods, as
Reported By Teachers Who Taught Longer Classes During the 2006-07 School Y ear, Overall
and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (N=116) .....coveeeeiereeieeeseeeesieeee e seee e esee e see e eeneeseeas 43
Teachers Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Student Indicators, Overall
and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (NT231) ....cooveeeeerieeeereesieeeesieeee st seesee e e esee e seeseeeneeseeseeas 43
Teachers Perceptions of the Positive Impact of the Longer Schedule On Student Indicators,
Overdl and By Level of Involvement In Planning for ELT, Spring 2007 (n=239)................ 44
Teacher Open-Ended Responses of the Advantages of the Redesigned School Day, Overall
and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (N2231) .....ocvieeeeeiieeeerieseeeeseeeeste e esae s seesse s e saesreeaessesreas 45
Teacher Open-Ended Responses of the Disadvantages of the Redesigned School Day, Overall
and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (NT231) ....cocvcieeieeieeeesieseeeeseeeeste e eaesse e e sse s e e see e aessesreas 45

Abt Associates Inc. Year One Report ii



Exhibit 23:
Exhibit 24:
Exhibit 25:
Exhibit 26:
Exhibit 27:
Exhibit 28:
Exhibit 29:

Exhibit 30:
Exhibit 31:

Exhibit 32:

Exhibit 33:

Exhibit 34:
Exhibit 35:

Exhibit 36:

Characteristics of Student Survey Samples, Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 .........ccccovvrenereeene. 46
Students' Feelings About Having a Longer School Day, Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 ............ 47
Students' Feelings Toward a Longer School Day, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007
(O ) S 48
Percent of Students Reporting Positive Feelings About a Longer School Day, By Grade,

S o T oo 20 A (o {0 ) S 49
Student Open-Ended Responses of the Best Thing About a Longer School Day, Overall and
By Schedule, Spring 2007 (N=1470) ....c..coueieeeesesienieeeeeseeeeessesie e seeseeseesesseesessessessessessenens 50
Student Open-Ended Responses of the Hardest Thing About a Longer School Day, Overall
and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (N=1470) ...cuoieeoee e e e eeesaeseeas 50
Students' Feelings About School in General, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=1470)
................................................................................................................................................. 51
Students' Feelings About School In General, By Grade, Spring 2007 (n=1470) ................... 52
Comparison of School-Level Characteristics of Cohort 1 ELT Schools and Matched
Comparison Schools, School Year 2006-07 ........ccvcoeieeeere e 55
School-Level Characteristics of Cohort 1 ELT Schools, 2005-06 Compared to 2006-07
(3 ) RSSO 56
Changesin the Student and Teacher Characteristics Before and After ELT Implementation:
Cohort 1 ELT Schools Relative To Matched Comparison Schools..........ccccvveeeieveecie i, 57
Percent of Studentsin Spring 2006-07 Who Attended the Same School in Spring 2005-06 . 58
Selected Characteristics of New Students In ELT and Matched Comparison Schools In Non-
Entry Grades During the 2006-07 SChOOl Y €I ........cccveeeviiiceese e 59
Effect of ELT on Student Behavior Indicators, 2006-07 School Year.........ccoceveverevencriennn. 60

Abt Associates Inc. Year One Report iii



Introduction

Ensuring that all studentsin the United States achieve academic proficiency is at the forefront of today’ s
domestic policy agenda, and over the past decade there has been a heavy emphasis on standards and
accountability as away to achieve this goal. Responding to the call to action, many districts and schools
are undertaking reform initiatives that challenge traditional images of public education. Providing
additional instructional time—in the school day and year—is one reform initiative that holds promiseto
help achieve the desired goals. With adequate time devoted to teaching and learning, schools may be able
to attain the ultimate goal of universal proficiency.

In the 1994 report, Prisoners of Time, the National Education Commission on Time and Learning
implores readers to acknowledge that the school calendar in this country is glaringly outdated. The utility
of 180 six-hour school days ended with the increasing closures of farms and factories over the last several
decades, yet in 2007 this schedule persistsin most school districts. Children need to know and be ableto
do more to succeed in today’ s global economy. American students are being outpaced by studentsin other
post-industrial nations which spend substantially more time on academic subjects than is spent in this
country (Schmidt et al., 1998; Stevenson & Stigler, 1992).

Not only is the current school schedule outdated, but also many schoolsfail to use the instructional time
that they do have as effectively as they could. A 1998 report by the Consortium on Chicago School
Research documents that rather than receiving the 300 minutes of daily instruction mandated by the state,
Chicago Public School students received only 80 percent of that time, around 240 minutes of instruction
each day, due to such factors as disruptive start-up and transition routines, special programs and events,
and preparation for standardized tests (Smith, 1998).

Initial research on extended |earning time suggests that student achievement can be significantly
improved by both providing more time in the school day and using the time available more efficiently and
more effectively. A variety of studies have shown that students who spend more time on academic
subjects show higher levels of achievement in those subject areas (Carroll, 1989; Gettinger, 1984; Purvis
& Levine, 1975; Schmidt et al., 1998; Stevenson & Stigler, 1992; Walberg, 1986). Thisrelationshipis
particularly pronounced in schools serving low-income and disadvantaged students (Rossmiller, 1986).
Studies a so show that students who spend more time actively engaged in academic subjects have higher
levels of achievement. Interestingly, these studies suggest that the more time students spend on a
particular subject the more engaged they become (Borg, 1980). A report issued by Massachusetts 2020 in
2005 showed similar findings and suggests that extended learning time may be one way to close the
achievement gap (Farbman & Kaplan, 2005). For example, the report indicated that Boston school s that
operated extended learning time schedules had larger percentages of students who receive free and
reduced price lunch achieving proficiency on the 2004 Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System
(MCAYS) than the district average. Y et despite al these findings, the one recommendeation in the oft-cited
A Nation at Risk that has not yet been implemented widely in the 23 years since the report was published
isthat to increase learning time by extending school day and/or year.
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History of the Expanded Learning Time Initiative

In 2005, the Massachusetts state | egislature authorized funding for the Expanded Learning Time (ELT)
Planning and Early Implementation Grant program as away to further its longstanding commitment to
improving student outcomes and reducing the achievement gap.

Expanding |learning time as a means to improve student outcomes in M assachusetts was recommended as
apossible solution as far back as 1995, when the Massachusetts Commission on Time and Learning
released Unlocking the Power of Time, areport that provided seven recommendations for extending
learning time in schools and promoting the effective use of time during the school day and year. Those
recommendations are evident among EL T’ s goals and objectives, and included: prioritizing academic
learning; accommodating differencesin rates of student learning; and enhancing opportunities for
teachers to plan lessons, participate in professional development activities, and collaborate with
colleagues. The Commission also recommended |lengthening the school year and providing optional
enrichment activities throughout the calendar year. Lastly, the Commission advocated building
relationships between schools and communities, which could serve both parties in important and powerful
ways with respect to learning and developing skills for today’ s labor market.

Thedriving force behind the ELT “movement” in Massachusetts is Massachusetts 2020 (Mass 2020), an
organization that has been working to expand learning opportunities for urban pupils and to improve the
lives of youth through education sinceitsinception in 2000. After several years pursuing improvements
through after-school programming, Mass 2020 determined that it had reached the limit of the out-of-
school-time strategy due to episodic funding and waning philanthropic interest, and was encouraged by
the potential benefits of expanding the school day as outlined in its 2005 report, Time for a Change. At
present, Mass 2020 views EL T as the best strategy for meeting its mission. Mass 2020 continuesto be a
strong advocate, and to raise the profile of ELT in order to encourage the state legislature and
organizations to support investments in this school reform initiative. The organization also provides
extensive technical assistance to participating schools who have received planning and implementation
grants.

The FY 2006 state budget included funds to create the ELT Planning and Early Implementation Grant
program.* The grant opportunity was announced in a July 2005 press release, and the Request for
Proposals (RFP) was released the following August. The RFP announced that $425,000 was available for
the planning and early implementation phase of the initiative, and that each award would be at |east
$25,000. Proposals were due from districts October 1, 2005, and funded districts would be expected to
submit implementation plansin mid-January 2006.

According to the RFP, the Planning and Early Implementation Grants were created to “ provide resources
for districts to plan theinnovative redesign of selected schools that will offer challenging, research-based,
and varied learning experiences focused on raising student achievement.”® The paramount requirement
was that redesigned schools must expand their days and/or year to include 30 percent more time than their

1 The Implementation funding was included in the FY 2007 state budget.

According to documents obtai ned from one of the participating school districts, the January deadline was
postponed to February.

Massachusetts Department of Education.
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previous schedules. Further, three specific objectives—which align with the Commission’s
recommendations listed above—were set out for use of the additional time:

e provide more instructional opportunitiesin math, literacy, science, and other core subjectsto
support student achievement;

e integrate enrichment opportunities into student learning; and

e provide educators with increased opportunities to plan and to participate in professional
development.*

Twenty-one districts applied for Planning and Early Implementation Grantsin fall 2006, and 16 were
awarded funds totaling $420,000.° In the grant application, districts described their goals and plans for
increasing time in specific schools, and elaborated on the existing conditions and perceived readiness to
initiate expanded schedules at those schools. Districts were also required to identify externa partners and
community stakeholders that would participate in the planning and implementation process.

Eight of the fourteen districts that received Planning and Early Implementation Grants submitted early
implementation plans to the Massachusetts Department of Education (MADOE). From those eight, five
districts (Boston, Cambridge, Fall River, Malden, and Worcester) were awarded Implementation Grants
to begin operating expanded programs in 10 schoolsin September 2006. The awards to individua schools
ranged from $195,000 to $1,527,500, amounting to an additional $1,300 per enrolled student, which
represents an increase of between five and 12 percent of the districts' regular per pupil expenditures. As
10 schoolsin those five districts began implementing their extended programs in the 2006-07 school year,
anew cohort of twenty-nine districts received grants to devel op implementation plans for 84 schools for
the 2007-08 and/or 2008-09 school years.® In the 2007-08 school year, a second cohort of 9 schoolsin an
additional four districts (and three districts that have Cohort 1 schools) will implement ELT plans.

Roadmap to the Report

This report presents findings in two parts. Thefirst part addresses the planning and early implementation
phases for the first cohort of Expanded Learning Time (ELT) schools (Cohort 1), which includes the 10
schoolsin five school districts that began implementation of ELT during school year 2006-07. The
planning and early implementation portion of the report concentrates on the process of ELT
implementation in the 10 schools and is primarily descriptive. In the following section we briefly describe
the evaluation and the methods used to gather evidence for thisfirst year report. Subsequent sections
present goals for ELT; descriptions of the ELT schedules in usein the 10 schools; common themes; and
perceptions of the effects of the first year of ELT implementation. Included in these findings are data
collected through interviews and focus groups with MADOE and Mass 2020 staff, district and school
administrators, teachers, parents, and school partners, as well as teacher and student surveys devel oped
and distributed by Mass 2020.

FY 2006 Planning and Early Implementation grant proposal, Massachusetts Department of Education.

®  The 14 funded districts were Boston, Cambridge, Fall River, Lawrence, Leominster, Lowell, Malden, North
Adams, Old Rochester Regional, Randolph, Reading, Springfield, Ware, and Worcester.

Total planning money was $324,000; the maximum grant was $15,000 and smallest award was $4,500.
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The second part of the report presents alook at early outcomes for the first cohort of ELT schools. The
outcomes portion of the report utilizes a matched comparison design, in which extant datafor each ELT
school is examined relative to a comparison school selected to match the ELT school on avariety of
demographic and academic characterigtics. Using a well-executed matched comparison design enables us
to suggest with confidence that differences observed between ELT schools and their matched comparison
schools are attributable to the effects of ELT. We begin the outcomes section of the report by describing
the process by which matched comparison schools were sel ected, demonstrating that the two groups of
schools (i.e., ELT and the matched comparison schools) are highly similar on the matching criteria. We
then examine how student and teacher characteristics of ELT schools have changed during the time of
ELT implementation relative to their matched comparison school. We also test for the effects of ELT on
student behavior variables such as attendance rate and out-of-school suspension rate.

We close the year one ELT evaluation report with brief conclusions regarding the planning,
implementation, and preliminary outcomes of ELT. In addition, we offer adiscussion of areas for further
examination and considerations for future analyses.

Summary of Key Findings

Early findings of the implementation of Massachusetts Expanded Learning Time initiative indicate that
the purpose and goals of ELT have been very well received by district and school personnel, parents, and
school partners. Findings based on interviews and focus groupsin particular demonstrate a great deal of
optimism about ELT’ s potential to improve the school experience for students and teachers. However, as
should be expected in such an early phase of any initiative, much attention was devoted this year to
working out logistical and procedural complexities. One teacher summed up her experience regarding
early implementation with the following statement: “1 think ELT this year is an experiment. In literature,
nothing isimplemented well the first time around. It takes a while—three to four years—for thingsto
gel.” Refinementsto schools' programs are expected for year two, asis continued progress toward a focus
on improving teaching and learning.

The interview findings highlight both the high expectationsfor ELT aswell as the challenges of
implementing an initiative of this magnitude; these findings are echoed in the first year survey data. Of
particular interest is our analysis of the relationship between survey findings and the type of expanded
schedule adopted by each EL T school. Our anaysis of the interview and focus group data suggested that
each ELT school adopted one of three types of expanded schedule—an integrated schedulein which the
added time was incorporated throughout the traditional school day and academic blocks were lengthened,
adivided schedule in which thereis the traditional school day plus a distinct expanded day program, and
amixed schedule that includes elements of both the integrated and divided schedules. Survey findings
consistently indicate patterns of implementation experiences by schedule type.

Notably, however, the distinction of schools by schedul e type nearly mirrors school grade spans: the three
elementary schools adopted integrated schedules while the four middle school s adopted divided
schedules; two of the three K-8 schools adopted mixed schedules. Thusit is difficult at this point to know
if our findings reflect the type of schedulein use or the grade span of the school. Further examination of
the link between grade span and schedule type will be conducted in subsequent data collection. In future
years we also will be able to explore the relationship between elements of implementation and student
achievement outcomes more fully. In this report, few analyses of outcomes were appropriate after only
one year of implementation, especially with limited outcomes data available.
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Evaluation

The evaluation of the ELT program was conceptualized as athree-year study and is being conducted as
two interrelated parts—a planning and implementation component that explores the early decision-
making phases and initial and subsequent execution of ELT programs in the funded districts and schools,
and an outcomes component that examines the outcomes of ELT for districts, schools, teachers, and
students. Ultimately, the implementation and outcomes components will be linked to determine if the
approaches to implementation are related to the outcomes achieved. We begin this section by outlining
the conceptual model behind expanded learning time, and follow with a description of data collection
methods and sources.

Study Objectives and Conceptual Model

The design of the evaluation was initialy derived from our conceptual understanding of the program
operations and desired outcomes, as depicted in Exhibit 1. The exhibit shows that the first stepin
successfully redesigning schools to provide expanded learning time involves extensive planning and the
ability to overcome numerous logistical and political obstacles, such as balancing adequate time for
additional instruction, additional enrichment opportunities, and teacher planning and coordination.
Similarly, districts and schools need to involve and gain the cooperation of community stakehol ders who
may help facilitate (viaresources or political connections) or impede the planning process. As shownin
the second part of Exhibit 1, under “Key ELT Components,” schools that are successful in implementing
ELT will meet three mgjor program goals: (1) to provide students with more instructional opportunitiesin
core subjects; (2) to increase enrichment opportunities that engage students in learning; and (3) to provide
educators with increased opportunities to plan and collaborate and participate in professional development
opportunities. These factors should lead to more meaningful peer-to-peer and teacher-student interactions,
as all members of the community will have more time to get to know and to learn about one another. A
major goal of this component of the evaluation is to document whether schools were able to achieve each
of these objectives and the processes used to attain those objectives.

Finally, as shown in the third section of Exhibit 1 under “Outcomes,” if implemented successfully,
expanded learning time should lead to a number of desirable outcomes. Research suggests that providing
students with more instructional time in core subjects, and providing educators with increased
opportunities to plan, analyze student data, and participate in professiona development, will lead directly to
increases in achievement for students (Carroll, 1989; Gettinger, 1984; Purvis & Levine, 1975; Schmidt et
al., 1998; Stevenson & Stigler, 1992; Walberg, 1986). In addition, by providing enough time to develop
meaningful relationships between students and teachers, other problems that can hinder achievement may
be identified early and successful interventions put in place.

Exhibit 1 shows that expanded |earning time may also lead to other desirable outcomes for students and
teachers. Theory suggests that as aresult of ELT students may become more engaged in school because
there are additional enrichment opportunities, they may devel op better communication and problem-
solving skills because they have more time to interact with teachers and peers, and they may be less likely
to engage in disruptive behavior because they have lessidle time. Teachers may find their teaching
experience more rewarding and satisfying because they have adequate time to plan, prepare, and instruct,
aswell as have additional opportunities to develop meaningful relationships with students. Similarly,
parents may be more satisfied with their children’ s schooling experience because they do not have to be
concerned about the safety of their children in the late afternoons, and because students are more engaged
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in school and show increased levels of achievement. All of these factors may ultimately persuade other
schoolsin the district to adopt an expanded |earning schedule and/or encourage state or district officials to
make policy changesto help facilitate the implementation of expanded school days. This study will
document whether any or al of these outcomes are observed in the M assachusetts schools that receive
expanded learning time grants.

Exhibit 1: Conceptual Model of Expanded Learning Time Initiative in Massachusetts

Planning and
Implementing ELT

Key ELT
Components

Outcomes

*Plan for expanded
learning time
*ELT implementation

grant
A

«Overcome logistical
and political barriers
to implementation

*Seek the
involvement and
cooperation of
community
stakeholders and
partners

* Characteristics and
demographics of
districts and schools

«Political climate of
districts and schools

*More instructional
time in core
subjects

*More staff time for
planning,
professional
development, and
analysis of student
data

Increased
enrichment
opportunities for
students

«More opportunities for
meaningful peer-to-peer
and teacher-student
interactions

«Increased student
satisfaction and
engagement with school

«Increased enrichment
opportunities for students

«Improved student social
and communication skills

«Increased job satisfaction
for teachers

«Increased parental
satisfaction with school

«Changes in district- or
state-level policy to support
expanded learning time

eIncreased student
achievement

Thus, the evaluation is guided by three overarching research questions:

1) How has expanded learning time been implemented in schools that have received ELT
grants?

2) What are the outcomes of expanded learning time for students, teachers, and schools?
3) What isthe relationship between implementation and outcomes?

This report presents early findings related to the first two research questions; the third question will be
addressed in future reports when appropriate outcomes data are available.

Data Collection Methods and Sources

For the planning and implementation component of the study, data collection methods relied on
interviews and focus groups with various constituencies involved with ELT, including Cohort 1 school
and district administrators, parents, teachers and community partners, as well as on document review. We
also used survey data collected by Mass 2020 staff, as described below. The study team downloaded
publicly available school-level extant data from the MADOE’ s website and received individual student-
level datafrom the MADOE to examine early outcomes.
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Interviews and Focus Groups

Initial data collection activitiesincluded interviews with MADOE and Mass 2020 staff. The study team
also conducted visits to school district offices to interview superintendents and district staff involved with
the ELT initiative; seven interviews were conducted at the district level acrossthefive districts. Between
March and June 2007, thirteen interviews and 28 focus groups were conducted with school personne,
parents,” and community partners.? In total, 210 respondents participated in interviews or focus groups.

Abt Associates project staff developed semi-structured focus group and interview guides to address the
research questions pertaining to EL T planning and implementation. The MADOE and Mass 2020
reviewed drafts of the guides and provided feedback, which was incorporated into afinal set of interview
protocols and focus group guides (see Appendix A).

Each school was asked to identify a study liaison to help recruit respondents and coordinate the data
collection activities; in most schools the principal or the ELT manager served as study liaison. The study
team provided introductory letters and consent forms, which contained information about the study and
described the data collection activities, for the liaison to distribute to parents and teachers to solicit focus
group participants.*® These documents were available in languages other than English at the liaison’s
request.™! The liaisons also received a focus group recruitment guide that outlined the procedure we
requested they follow for recruiting focus group participants.

Abt Associates project staff conducted the interviews and focus groups after a one-day training. Staff
were given a script to introduce the study and the purpose of the data collection activities, and read
various documents to put the initiative into context and familiarize themselves with the ELT schools and
their districts prior to conducting interviews and focus groups. Most focus groups and interviews were
facilitated by two members of the Abt study team; generally, one person led the discussion while the other
took notes.”

Focus groups ranged from 2 to 11 participants, and lasted 30 minutes to one hour. Efforts were made to
accommodate school personnel’ s schedules, so the configurations of the groups varied. For example,
while we planned to conduct no more than two teacher focus groups per school, a one school it was
infeasible to gather large groups of teachers at the same time so we conducted four smaller groups.

Parents were the most difficult respondents to recruit, especialy in non-neighborhood schools where
many families do not live close to the schools their children attend. It would be very difficult—if not
impossible—to recruit arepresentative sample of parentsfor afocus group, and it is worth noting that the

Two parent groups were conducted in Spanish.
Interviews with partners were conducted by telephone.

The consent forms were approved by Abt Associates' Institutional Review Board.

19 The consent formsincluded a form that asked parents and teachers to indicate whether they would be willing to

participate in afocus group, as well as dates and/or times that would be most convenient for them, and return
the form to the liaison.

1 The study team received and accommodated requests for materialsin Spanish and Portuguese.

2 To ensure that the notes accurately captured the discussion, the discussions were also tape recorded. Although

field notes were written up, tapes were not transcribed.
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opinions of parents represented in this report do not necessarily reflect the majority perceptions. At some
schools, liaisons contacted parents whom they know well and/or those who are very involved with the
school instead of sending the introductory letter and consent form to all parents as regquested. In others,
liaisons sent recruitment materials that included the date, time, and location of the focus groupsto all
parents. For future rounds of focus groups, the study team will make greater attempts to ensure that the
introductory letter and consent form be disseminated to all parents; once the forms that contain date
and/or time preferences have been returned, the team will work with the liaison to schedule groups and
distribute follow-up lettersto all parents with the date, time, and location of focus groups in an attempt to
ensure greater participation and a more representative sample of parents.

Document Review

In addition to conducting interviews and focus groups, the study team reviewed documents such as grant
applications, improvement plans, and schedules for each of the schools. The primary purpose of this
activity wasto gain a preliminary understanding of the planning and early implementation process. The
study team prepared summaries of the grant applications and implementation plans, and the information
gleaned enabled us to address issues relevant to individual districts or schools when talking with various
respondents. In addition, reviewing the documents enabled the team to triangulate various sources of data
regarding such issues as the planning process, goalsfor ELT, and fidelity to plans and/or reasons for
deviations.

Student and Teacher Surveys

In thefirst year of implementation of the ELT program, Mass 2020 devel oped, distributed, and data
entered teacher and student surveys.™ In fall 2006 and spring 2007, Mass 2020 asked teachers and
studentsin Cohort 1 ELT schools to complete anonymous surveys regarding the first year of
implementation of ELT at their school (see Appendix B). Surveys were not administered in the matched
comparison schoolsin thefirst year of the evaluation. Teacher surveys were completed at nine of ten ELT
schools during the fall and spring, and student surveys were completed in seven ELT schoolsin the fall
and ninein the spring. There is no one school that missed all survey data collections. It isimportant to
note that the fall and spring samples, for both teachers and students, are distinct. Although thereis
certainly some overlap in the teacher and student samplesin fall and spring, the surveys are not pre-post
measures of the same individuals.

Extant Data

The MADOE provided longitudinal, student-level datafor both the ELT schools and the matched
comparison schools that includes attendance rate, truancy rate, in-school suspension rate, and out-of -
school suspension rate. This dataset includes data for al students attending EL T schools and the matched
comparison schools in 2006-07 and their prior year data as far back as 2001-02, to the extent each data
element was collected by the MADOE and the student attended a public school in Massachusetts.

From the MADOE website (http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/), we obtained publicly available school-level
datasets for both ELT schools and matched comparison schools, for each school year available beginning

3 For subsequent years of the evaluation, Abt Associates will modify the Mass 2020 surveys to incorporate

additional implementation and outcome variables and will administer teacher and student surveysin both ELT
and matched comparison schools. Abt will also be responsible for survey administration and data entry.
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as early as 2001-02 through 2006-07. Data include school -level student and teacher characteristics, such
as percent of the student body receiving special education services, school enrollment, student-teacher
ratio, and percent of core academic teachersidentified as highly qualified.

The availability of other teacher characteristic data (e.g., teacher attendance, turnover, experience, and
education) and student benchmark assessment data (i.e., tests other than the MCAS) was limited although
we plan to obtain these data in future years of the evaluation.

Analysis
Qualitative Data

After each data collection activity, data collectors synthesized their notes from interviews and focus
groups and typed them into the protocols for consistency, and audiotape recordings were referenced for
fact-checking purposes. Notes were imported into NVivo, a software program that is used to organize
datafor qualitative analysis. An analysis meeting was held with all data collectors after district- and
school-level interviews and focus groups had been completed to discuss the information that had been
gathered and to identify emerging themes.

Surveys

Mass 2020 teacher and student survey data were data-entered by Mass 2020. Due to time and budget
constraints, not al student survey data were entered although all teacher surveys were. For grades at an
individual school in which more than 50 student surveys were completed, 50 percent of the surveys were
randomly selected to be data-entered. For grades in which fewer than 50 surveys were completed, all
student data were entered. Teacher and student survey datasets, without individual identifiers, were
provided to Abt Associatesfor analysis.

Teacher and student surveys included questions with rating scales (e.g., four-point scales from strongly
agree to strongly disagree) as well as questions with open-ended response formats. All data were analyzed
in the aggregate (i.e., across all ELT schools or for groups of ELT schools) for teachers or students using
chi-sgquare tests to compare the distributions of responses from fall to spring and among subsampl es of
respondents. These data were analyzed in two ways. First, to investigate the changes in teacher and
student perceptions of the implementation and effect of ELT, these analyses compared respondents
aggregate expectations for ELT at the beginning of ELT implementation (fall 2006) to respondents’
aggregate perceptions of ELT in practice at the end of thefirst year of ELT implementation (spring 2007).
Second, to examine teacher and student perceptions of the effects of ELT at the end of the first year of
ELT implementation (spring 2007), analyses compared respondents aggregate perceptionsof ELT in
practice by (a) the type of ELT schedule implemented (integrated, divided, or mixed) and (b) level of
involvement in planning for ELT (very involved, somewhat involved, or not involved).

We coded and analyzed six open-ended survey questions from the spring 2007 surveys: four from the
teacher survey and two from the student survey. These questions addressed the following topics:

o Advantages of aredesigned school day (teacher survey)

o Disadvantages of aredesigned school day (teacher survey)
e Advantages of teaching longer classes (teacher survey)

o Disadvantages of teaching longer class (teacher survey)
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e Best part of having alonger school day (student survey)
e Hardest part of having alonger school day (student survey)

For each open-ended survey guestion, a codebook was devel oped (see Appendix C). Approximately 15
percent of responses per question were double-coded for quality control purposes. For those questions
whereinter-rater reliability was less than 85 percent, the codes were discussed and refined. For the codes
with low initia inter-rater reliability, a second round of double-coding with 15 percent of the datawas
conducted to achieve 85 percent inter-rater reliability. These data were analyzed overall and by type of
ELT schedule adopted (integrated, divided, or mixed).

Extant Data

The analysis of extant data addresses the following questions:

e Based on the matching criteria selected for this evaluation, are there suitable matched
comparison schools for the Cohort 1 ELT schools?

¢ Have the student and teacher demographics changed in Cohort 1 ELT schools from pre-ELT
implementation to first year of ELT implementation, relative to the matched comparison
schools?

o What isthe effect of ELT on school-based student behavior indicators?

To assess the similarity between the ELT schools and the selected matched comparison schools, we
conducted individua t-tests for each school-level characteristic measured on a continuous scale used in
the matching process (e.g., student enrollment, percent low income). We also computed a composite F-
test including the nine characteristics measured on a continuous scal e used in the matching process.

To test for changes in the composition of ELT schools post-EL T implementation as compared to pre-EL T
implementation, we examined school-level teacher and student characteristics, such as percent of the
student population that is limited English proficient, percent of racial/ethnic minority students, percent of
teachersin core academic subjects who are highly qualified, and number of full-time equivaent (FTE)
teachers. First, we conducted a series of t-tests comparing these school-level characteristics pre- (2005—
06) and post-EL T implementation (2006-07). Next, to examine how the composition of ELT schools has
changed pre- and post-EL T implementation relative to the matched comparison schools, we conducted a
difference in difference analysis of these same school-level student and teacher characteristic data. In this
analysis, each school has apre-ELT mean (as many as five years of pre-ELT data from 2001-02 through
2005-06'*) and a post-EL T value (school year 2006-07). These time-oriented data are nested within
schools, which are then nested within matched pairs. Therefore, we fit atwo-level model (time within
schools) with fixed effects for matched pairs to obtain estimates of the differences in outcomes between
ELT and matched comparison schools over time. This model included a treatment variable at the school
level. Findly, we utilized the student-level dataset from the MADOE to investigate the stability of the
student population in the first year of the ELT initiative. Thisanalysis used t-tests to examine whether
ELT schools and matched comparison schools differed in what percent of their spring 2006-07 students

4" The number of school years included in the pre-ELT means varies from variable to variable, depending on when

the state began to collect that data.
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had also been enrolled at the same school the prior spring (2005-06).">*° For those students who were
new to ELT schools and matched comparison schools in non-entry grades as of spring 2006-07, we
looked at select student characteristicsto better understand if students who receive specia services were
disproportionately selecting into ELT schools. This analysis used chi-square tests to examine differences
between ELT schools and their matched comparison schools.

We aso tested for the effects of ELT on student behavior indicators, including rates of attendance,
truancy, in-school suspension, and out-of-school suspension. For this analysis, we utilized student-level
data which are nested within schools, which are then nested within matched pairs. Again, we used a two-
level mode (i.e., students within schools) with fixed effects for matched pairsto obtain estimates of the
differences in outcomes between ELT and matched comparison schools. The model also included a
treatment variable at the school level and a mean baseline measure (data from 2001-02 through 2005-06,
or as many baseline years as available) at the student level.

Because it was not feasible to conduct a random assignment evaluation of ELT, the effects presented do
not represent a causal relationship between ELT and the outcomes. In other words, there may be
alternative explanations for the effects found and the effect observed may or may not be attributable to
ELT. Using amatched comparison design and baseline datain our analyses, facilitates our ability to
attribute observed differencesto ELT.

Due to limited or no data availability at the time of this report of other teacher characteristic data (e.g.,
teacher attendance, turnover, experience, and education); student benchmark assessment data (i.e., data
from assessments other than MCASS used to determine students' academic progress throughout the year);
and 8" grade MCAS survey data, these data were not analyzed for the year one report.

A year two evaluation report will include analyses of student achievement datafrom MCAS. This
analysis will center on a comparative interrupted time series (ITS) analysis of theimpact of ELT on
student achievement. In a comparative interrupted time series analyses, the achievement level s of a group
of comparison schools over the same period of time are al so taken into account. If the studentsin the
treatment school are performing better than would have been predicted given the prior achievement of the
school, and assuming there were no other initiatives that were begun in that school at the same time asthe
intervention of interest, the achievement gains may be reasonably attributed to the intervention. Such
designs are strongest when there are at least five years of prior achievement data available and at least two
years of post-intervention achievement data available. We will be able to conduct this rigorous analysisin
winter 2008 when a second year of post-EL T implementation data will become available for MCAS and
other student outcomes data. Such an analysiswill allow us to suggest that changes in student outcomes
are atributable to the ELT program.

> Dueto the structure of the longitudinal dataset we were only able to look at student mobility into schoolsin

2006-2007. Future years of the evaluation may draw on additional longitudinal datasetsto examine student
mobility out of schools.

* " Thisanalysis only includes non-entry grades; in other words, this analysisdoes not include 2006-07 pre-

kindergarten or kindergarten students in elementary/K -8 schools or 6™ grade students in middle schools, as all
of these students would be new to these schools in 2006-07 given the grade span offered.
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Early Planning and Implementation Findings

This section presents our findings on early implementation of ELT based on information obtained through
interviews and focus groups, as well as Mass 2020’ s surveys of teachers and students. We present the
ELT schedulesimplemented in thisfirst year, and then discuss findings related to respondents
perceptions of the effects of ELT. Unless otherwise stated, reported findings represent the opinions of
multiple respondents and reflect a majority voice. The section begins with findings pertaining to the goals
of theinitiative and to the planning and early implementation phases. We continue with a description of
the planning process, including who participated and the role of teacher unions. We then present
descriptive information on each of the Cohort 1 schools and discuss the three major approaches to
implementing the ELT initiative in these schools and how these approaches are related to student and
teacher perceptions regarding early implementation.

Goals

Here we present the overarching objectives of the initiative, and then discuss districts' and schools' goas
in pursuing the opportunity to plan for and implement ELT.

Goals: The MADOE and Mass 2020

In interviews with staff from the MADOE' s Accountability and Targeted Assistance office—whichis
responsible for the initiative—and Mass 2020, respondents were asked to describe the goals of the ELT
initiative. The MADOE's goals, which were encompassed in the legislation, formulate the purpose and
priorities for the ELT redesign of schools and were articulated in the initial request for planning grant
proposals.

Our dataindicate that the MADOE staff we interviewed envisioned ELT primarily as a meansto provide
schools with more time for productive educational work. While math and literacy are often the focus of
improvement initiatives, expanding the day is expected to afford more attention and time for other core
subjects such as science, socia studies, and history. Further, schools can use the extratime to “catch up”
and then continue to make progress. Another goal of the initiative expressed by MADOE respondentsis
to encourage school s to engage students through hands-on learning techniques and enrichment activities.
According to one respondent at the MADOE, the ideaisto “make education exciting for kids.”

Finally, MADOE respondents reported that another major purpose of the ELT program is to give teachers
more time to work together in order to better understand individual students needs. In addition, the
MADOE would like teachers to have access to professional devel opment that provides strategies for
working in new and different ways.

Staff interviewed at Mass 2020 stated that they would like to see some of the extra time being devoted to
student devel opment of 21% century skills, which include oral and written presentation skills, problem-
solving, teamwork, and use of technology. Further, Mass 2020 respondents contend that all children need
and deserve opportunities for learning and enrichment regardless of whether their parents are able to
provide them. These respondents also included among their goals for ELT demonstrating to the public the
importance of expanding learning time, and garnering support for increased investments in education.
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Respondents from the MADOE and Mass 2020 agreed that statewide adoption of ELT is not necessarily a
long-term goal, and that not all schools possess the capacity to successfully expand learning time. Further,
the MADOE staff pointed out that there are many existing school improvement initiatives, and some are
more appropriate for certain school s than others. However, the state-level respondents agreed that it is
important that ELT be available for schools that can make productive use of extratime. Mass 2020 staff
interviewed articulated several characteristics of districts and schools that are integral to tackling this
initiative, including: strong, visionary, committed leaders who “think outside the box;” track records of
partnering with external organizations; positive relationships between the district and schools and the
unions; and an understanding of the needs of families and the community. Respondents from the
MADOE also suggested that a“ certain state of readiness’ is necessary for schools to optimize the extra
time and resources made available through the program.

Goals: Districts and Schools

Interviews with district superintendents and other administrators and with school principals specifically
asked about goalsfor participation in the ELT initiative. Respondents at the district and school levels
were consistent in reporting that their major goal was either to improve student achievement or, more
specifically, to improve student performance on MCAS. However, one superintendent commented that by
adding music, art, and drama back into the curriculum through EL T, students would be provided
incentives for learning. Another superintendent concurred, noting that the initiative would more aptly be
named “enriched learning” rather than expanded learning time, saying “it’s more than just adding
minutes.”

All school-level administrators agreed with the major goals stated by their respective district-level
administrators, but also offered more specific goals. Many noted that the implementation of ELT wastied
to the school’ simprovement plan. For example, one principal indicated that providing more time on math
and English targeted weaknesses noted in the school improvement plan. Similarly, another principal
reported that their school improvement plan targeted math as a weakness, and ELT was allowing students
and teachers to spend more time on math. A third principal held that ELT was providing the time the
teachers needed to address an identified gap in achievement between specia education and regular
education students. Similar goals were stated by remaining principals.

Provision of enrichment activities was also noted as agoal by a majority of principals, but typically asa
secondary goal of theinitiative. One principal, echoing many, indicated that another goal of ELT isto add
enrichment activities back to the school day: “We definitely wouldn’t have had e ective courses without
ELT.”

Three of the principals did not mention enrichment asagoal of ELT, focusing instead on how extratime
would alow the school to implement new curricula or different types of instructional strategies, such as
project-based work, small group work, or differentiated instruction. One principal mentioned common
planning time for teachers as agoal for their ELT program, and one mentioned increased time for teacher
professional development.

Thus, while the expanded learning time initiative is intended to address three components, as has been
noted earlier, the schools are most focused on using the time first and foremost for academics, and then
for enrichment activities. It would seem from our interviews with administrators that while some schools
have increased planning time and professiona development for teachers, thisis not viewed as a priority
goal either at the district or school levels.
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Planning Process

Interviews with district and school administrators and focus groups with teachers asked respondents to
discuss the process by which districts and schools decided to pursue ELT grants. None of the districts
imposed ELT on particular schools, and all of the ELT principals stated that it was their school’ s choice
to participate in the program.

All but one district initiated the planning process with more schools than eventually implemented ELT.
Two districts had a targeted eye on middle schools in the early phases. One of these ultimately proceeded
with three of the seven middle schools initially named on the planning grant application, while the other
moved ahead with interested elementary schools as well as one of the district’s four middle schools. Two
other districts opened the opportunity to any interested school. Only one district sought volunteers among
a selected group of schoolsin which the district thought ELT could be most effective. Common reasons
cited by district administrators for why some schools did not engage in the planning process were
inadequate time, insufficient resources, and lack of support from parents, teachers, and/or unions.

It was common for districtsto present the opportunity to principals, and principals to then introduce the
ideato their faculty and staff to gauge interest. Interview and focus group respondents indicated that
principalsled the planning process at al 10 schools.

Four of the 10 schools either had prior experience with extended schedules or proactively sought out the
opportunity; three of those ultimately devel oped and adopted integrated schedules. One of the four
schools had operated an extended day for over 20 years, but budget cuts required the school to pursue
aternative funding to maintain its expanded program. Another school lost its extended day four years
ago, also because of budget cuts. This school had been one of 10 extended day schoolsin the district prior
to the cuts. One elementary school principa reportedly had heard about the grants and was interested in
pursuing ELT prior to being approached by the district. In fact, that district had initially planned to target
only middle schools; however, lack of solid commitment from the middle schools caused the district to
reconsider the elementary school’ sinterest. Another principa began working with the school staff to
think about expanding learning time a year and a half before the announcement of the ELT initiative. This
school planned to add one hour, and had worked out many of the details; however, the plans were tabled
at that time because the school had failed to negotiate with the teachers’ union during the planning
process. The ELT initiative provided the opportunity to revisit the school’ s plans and ultimately expand
its day.

Asnoted earlier, the first step in implementing the ELT initiative for the Cohort 1 schools was to apply
for a planning and implementation grant and to spend several months devel oping an implementation plan
that could be rolled out during the 2006-07 school year. According to the MADOE, the planning grant
application essentially “front-loaded” the planning process, in that it asked districts and schoolsto do alot
of critical thinking early on. For example, applicants were required to demonstrate that they had
considered their existing improvement plans and had a solid rationale for how more time would help to
achieve districts' and schools' objectives. Further, they were asked to describe how expanded learning
time would fit with other improvement initiatives.

The implementation plans that districts submitted in February 2006 contained descriptions of proposed
courses, schedules, and staffing models, as well as timelines for when various aspects of the plan would
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be finalized.!” Portions of the plans were written at the district level, but much of the detail was provided
by schools. Some schools indicated that they received assistance with their pieces from district personnel,
including grant writers. The MADOE reviewed the plans, provided feedback, and asked for revisions.
Districts submitted their revised plansin April and updates in August 2006.

Staff from the MADOE noted that some schools initially had a difficult time connecting the use of time
with specific goals. The MADOE encouraged schoolsto be deliberate in the design of their programs, and
to allocate time to activities in a manner that truly addresses their specific needs. The following comment
made by a superintendent underscores this point: “ Time isameans to an end, not an end itself. More time
by itself is not miraculous.”

Mass 2020 provided technical assistance to districts and schools to develop and revise plans. Exampl es of
some of the services that Mass 2020 provided include: negotiating with unions; working out logistical
issues such as staffing and providing snacks to students; budgeting; facilitating conversations between
school leaders and the community and working with school committees; addressing parent concerns,

hel ping schools develop curriculum; and coaching principals. According to one Mass 2020 technical
assistance provider, “You name it, we provide it.”

The most commonly cited challenges to the planning process were the short timeframe in which to plan,
the uncertainty regarding the availability of short-term and long-term funding, and teacher buy-in. In the
words of one principal:

The biggest challenge was the uncertainty of the timeline and not knowing whether the school
would receive the ELT grant money. It was difficult to ask people who were already
extremely busy to commit a significant amount of time to planning for a new program without
knowing if they would ever implement it. It was aso difficult to not have money to start
hiring the additional staff needed for the coming year.... There was no guarantee for funding
for more than one year.

It should be noted that the 10 Cohort 1 schools may be unique in their willingness and ability to pioneer
the ELT initiative. Whileit is difficult to measure the types of unobservable characteristics that may have
driven the personnel in these schools to become early adopters of a nascent program, the study team will
seek to learn more about such factors as the eval uation progresses.

Planning Participants

Most of the schools formed planning committees and/or invited members of the school community—
including parents and school partners—to contribute their thoughts and ideas about implementing the
initiative via surveys or meeting attendance. Committees were mostly comprised of school personne,
though parents served on planning committees for at least two schools. Not surprisingly, teacher and
administrator reports suggested that larger proportions of the staff at smaller schools participated
consistently in planning than the staff at bigger schools. One school administrator mentioned that it was
difficult to accommodate both teachers and parents with regard to meeting times. If meetings were held in
the evenings, fewer staff members could attend; on the other hand, holding meetings during the day made
it difficult for working parentsto attend. Across the board, parents who attended the focus groups

¥ According to a memorandum submitted with one district’s proposal, the deadline was extended from January to

February.
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reported that schools communicated sufficient information about ELT to parents; however, parents at a
few schools did not feel that there were adequate opportunities to provide feedback about schools plans.

Union I nvolvement

Teachers unions played alarge role in the planning process for Cohort 1 schools, insofar as union support
was critical for districts wishing to initiate implementation plans. In addition to demonstrating their
capacity to plan for and implement ELT, districts were required to obtain letters from all collective
bargaining units that would be involved with implementation and submit them with their grant proposals.

The agreements were quite different across the districts, as were the reported tones of the negotiation
process. In general, districts and schools that had good relationships with unions prior to EL T, and/or
brought union representatives into the planning process from the very start, were less constrained by the
agreements both in terms of selecting schools to participate and redesigning individual schools
schedules.

In one district, the union’ s biggest concern was whether ELT would be mandatory or voluntary. The
compromise was that ELT is mandatory for al new teachers and voluntary for existing teachers. A district
administrator indicated that higher preference would have been to have ELT be mandatory for al staff.
While noting that the union would be resistant to this, this administrator believed that if “fair warning”
was given and teachers were allowed to transfer, then teachers could opt out of ELT schools. Teachersin
this district receive stipends for the additional time they work. District staff and Mass 2020 negotiated
with the union, and according to another district administrator, meetings with the union were “very
productive,” and the union was “very collegial and committed to resolving any issues that arose due to
ELT.”

Respondents from two of the schoolsin this district reported receiving support from the union while
planning for ELT; however, one school had aless favorable experience with the union. According to one
respondent at this school, the union had a“doom and gloom” perspective about EL T, which influenced
some teachers. This respondent added that the union was skeptical about the initiative and voiced
concerns that the initiative would be harmful to children because they would be getting home late in the
day; further, the union “gave [teachers] permission” to have a negative attitude about ELT.

In another district, respondents reported positive interactions with unions regarding EL T across the board.
According to one district administrator, the union president was included in the discussion about ELT
from the beginning stages, which enabled him to navigate the divergent perspectives of the teachers and
the school administrators to ensure that all parties were being heard. “ That strong union collaboration

hel ped overcome what could have been much more of a chalenge.” This sentiment was echoed by a
principal, who said, “| was surprised how easy that process [of developing the teacher contract] was. That
was a huge key to [district name's] success with this. Other districts had more glitches with the unions. It
was an amicable, win-win process.” Here, the union’s primary issue was compensation. The negotiated
agreement provides flexibility to schools with regard to staffing positions created by ELT, and gives
teachers who work expanded hours pension-eligible stipends that range depending on the number of years
worked (Pennington, 2007). While the agreement seems to have been positively received by all parties,
one principal did note that the compensation package “means we have less money for other things.”

The study team did not receive any information that would suggest there were difficulties with the union
in the third district. School administrators and teachers commented that there was no resistance from the
union, and that the district worked closely with the union to negotiate the contract for teachers. All
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teachers are required to teach the first of two additional class periods, for which they are paid a pension-
eligible stipend. The second additional period is optional, and teachers are paid an hourly rate that is not
pension-eligible.

Respondents from one district reported |ess favorable interactions with the teachers unions than those
already discussed. According to a district administrator, the most difficult aspect of initiating the planning
process was “ getting the union to sign on.” According to that respondent, union opposition to ELT among
the middle schools was what eventually led the district to abandon its focus on middle schools and
include elementary schoolsin ELT. Teachersat al three ELT schools perceived very little union
involvement in planning, though they were aware that the union would negotiate a contract for ELT. The
agreement in this district is that working the expanded day is voluntary, and the increase in teachers' pay
is commensurate with the amount of additional time they work—teachers who work 30 percent more time
receive a 30 percent increase in salary. A district administrator suggested that for future cohorts of
schools, the MADOE could require schools to obtain teacher buy-in from the start, as he believesthisto
be more important that having the union sign off on planning for ELT.

One district’ s experience is unique among the five. Asit neared time for the district to submit its revised
implementation plan, the school held a ballot that asked teachers two questions. 1) do you support the
ELT committee continuing its work and submitting its plan to the school committee and MADOE; and 2)
if ELT comesto [school name], do you accept and support the negotiated package? By a close vote, the
staff voted not to continue the planning process; and by overwhelming vote accepted the negotiated
packageif ELT came to fruition. It sounds as though the discrepancy in the votes was the result of the
union’s and/or teachers’ realization that they needed to protect themselves (in terms of the package) if
ELT wasimplemented despite losing a teacher vote, since according to negotiations laws teachers' votes
can be overridden if an initiative is identified that has a reasonable chance of improving performance in
underperforming schools. Participation in ELT is mandatory for teachers, and all teachers received an 18
percent increase in pay.

In sum, the planning process brings together many players. The process was iterative, with the MADOE
and Mass 2020 providing feedback as district and schools developed and revised their plans. The
planning of ELT was school-specific, with input from districts and community stakeholders. For schools
considering EL T, particular attention should be paid to teachers' unions and bringing all partiesto the
table as early in the process as possible in order to devise an agreement that facilitates implementation.

Implementation

The MADOE and districts provided very few parameters regarding what ELT programs should include;
therefore, schools had quite a bit of flexibility in developing program components. Several principals
voiced their appreciation of having freedom to think creatively about how to redesign the day. Still,
schools had to work within certain constraints, particularly around scheduling. For example, district-wide
transportation contracts dictated the start and end times for several schools.

Across theindividual 10 Cohort 1 schoals, two distinct ELT schedules emerged: the “integrated”
schedule and the “divided” schedule. The integrated schedule, which conforms to the conception of what
ELT should look like as described by the Massachusetts Commission on Time and Learning and by the
MADOE, makes little if any distinction between the “regular day” and the additional hours that comprise
the expanded portion; the three primary components of ELT are woven in throughout the day. The
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divided schedule, on the other hand, builds off the previous structure of the day without making
substantial changes to the original foundation. Two schools did not fit into either schedule; we designated
these as “mixed schedule” schools. The mixed schedule exhibits el ements of both the integrated and
divided schedules, but the two schools are not similar enough to constitute a schedul e themselves. Exhibit
2 presents the characteristics of Cohort 1 ELT schools, overall and by schedule type.

Exhibit 2 shows that the three elementary schools adopted integrated schedules while the four middle
schools adopted divided schedules; two of the three K-8 schools adopted mixed schedules. The alignment
between schools' grade spans and the schedule isimportant to consider, asit may be that a school’ s grade
span dictates logistical or procedural decisions and/or reduces the flexibility of the school schedule. Our
dataindicate that scheduling tended to be more difficult for the middle grades than for elementary grades
because middle school students usually change classrooms and teachers for each subject.

The Integrated Schedule

Four of the ELT schools used an “integrated” schedule during the first year of ELT implementation.
These schoolstook an explicitly needs-based approach to redesigning their school schedules, and their
expanded programs share severa characteristics. Chiefly, all of the schools altered the configuration of
the day to accommodate longer academic blocks and built enrichment activities into their schedules.
Exhibit 3 shows a sampleintegrated student schedule, as compared to a sample 2005-06 student schedule
for the same school.

The strategies for planning for ELT aso had some common elements among these four schools. For
example, the four principals presented their teachers with ELT as an option, and made clear that if they
were to pursue ELT they wanted buy-in from all teachers. While some principals may have advocated
more for ELT than others, they al emphasized that if they were to plan for and implement ELT they
wanted all teachers on board. New teachers were required to work the full day at one of the schooals, but
permanent teachers at this school and all teachers at the other schools were given the choice to opt out of
ELT either by transferring to another school or working only part of the expanded day. At the two schools
in which teachers had the option to work part of the day, the ELT hours ended up being oversubscribed,
so principal s and teachers made compromises to accommodate preferences (e.g., a one school, teachers
were guaranteed the extra hours for three of the four quarters of the school year).'® Another similarity
among the integrated schoolsis that comments from school administrators and teachers were largely
consistent, indicating that communication channels are open and information is being shared around the
schools.

These schools engaged in critical, deliberate planning; most prioritized afew key features and devel oped
a schedule that would accommodate their academic and enrichment goals. Changes that were made to the
schedule during the year predominantly responded to teacher or student needs, demonstrating a continued
effort to improve the school experience. For example, one K—8 school moved enrichment activities to the
end of the day for middle school students because these studentsinitially struggled with the longer day.
According to the principal, students were “much more responsive to this schedule.”

8 At one of these schools one additional hour is mandatory for teachers, and a second additional hour is voluntary.
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Exhibit 2: Characteristics of Cohort 1 ELT Schools

Number of ELT schools

All Cohort | Integrated Divided Mixed
ELT schools schedule schedule schedule
(n=10) (n=4) (n=4) (n=2)
Grade span
Elementary school 3 3 0 0
K-8 school 3 1 0 2
Middle school 4 0 4 0
High school 0 0 0 0
School location®
City 9
Suburb 1
Town 0
School Size
600 students or more 3 0 2 1
400-599 students 2 1 1 0
200-399 students 3 1 1 1
Fewer than 200 students 2 2 0 0
Low Income Student Population
75 percent or more 6 2 4 0
50-74 percent 4 2 0 2
25-49 percent 0 0 0 0
Less than 25 percent 0 0 0 0
Minority Student Population
75 percent or more 5 1 3 1
50-74 percent 2 1 0 1
25-49 percent 3 2 1 0
Less than 25 percent 0 0 0 0
SPED Student Population
20 percent or more 3 1 2 0
10-19 percent 6 2 2 2
Less than 10 percent 1 1 0 0
LEP Student Population
20 percent or more 2 1 1 0
10-19 percent 2 0 2 0
Less than 10 percent 6 3 1 2
Met Aggregate Adequate Yearly Progress
(AYP) in 2006
English language arts 5 3 1 1
Math 2 2 0 0
No Accountability Status in 2006 (school
had made AYP for previous two years)®
English language arts 4 2 1 1
Math 3 2 0 1

Notes:
2The breakdown of school location by schedule is not provided to maintain school confidentiality.
® Accountability Status categories: No status, identified for improvement, corrective action, and restructuring.

Sources: All data presented in this table were compiled from the Massachusetts Department of Education School Profiles
webpages (http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/), except school location data which were compiled from the NCES Common Core
of Data (http://nces.ed.gov/ccd/districtsearch/).
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Exhibit 3: Sample Integrated Student Schedule

2005-06 2006-07
8:00 8:00
Elective
8:45 .
Literacy
Math
9:45
. 10:00
Science
Social Studies
10:45
Social Studies 11:00
Lunch/Recess
11:30
Lunch/Recess
11:45 ]
Enrichment
12:00
12:30 )
. Enrichment
English/Language Arts
1:15
— Science
2:00 Dismissal
2:30
Math
3:45 Dismissal

At integrated schools, ELT isameansto an end rather than a stand-alone improvement strategy. Much of
the additional time is used to enhance programs that were already planned or in progress in the absence of
ELT, and ELT gives schools the flexibility to try new things without sacrificing other important parts of
school. Further, one principal noted that some of the ideas which were generated during the planning
phase likely would have been implemented even if the school had not received an implementation grant.
In other words, additional time is viewed as a viable way to accomplish existing goals.
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Core Academics

All of theintegrated schools increased time for core academic instruction. The increased time tended to
focus on literacy and math instruction, though some schools were able to devote more time to other core
academic subjects as well.

One principal reported that the school previoudy had a*very skeleton schedule” of seven 45-minute
periods. Two periods were used for reading, and one was used for math. The remaining four blocks were
used for classes such as art, music, and physical education, as well additional academic instruction. With
ELT, the school kept its seven periods and “ elongated the times.” Instead of two 45-minute blocksin
reading and one 45-minute block in math, the school now has two 55-minute reading blocks and one 60-
minute block in math. Art, music, and physical education, and other academics continue to be 45 minutes,
and enrichment activities were scheduled to fit around the core academic periods.

One of the integrated schools implemented a dedicated two-hour literacy block each day, and increased
time for math from 60 to 90 minutes. According to one teacher at the school, the uninterrupted school -
wide literacy block is*“the single best thing to come out of ELT.” Others commented that the literacy
block allows teachers to have more contact with students and make more productive use of the
instructional time. We aso heard that the increased time for math makesiit easier to “fit in al the lessons
of the math program.” However, some teachers noted that they fed that science and social studies are
“still getting short shrift.” One teacher remarked that when s/he heard that two hours would be added to
each school day, s/he thought they would have more time to spend on these subjects, but that s/he “still
struggles to get adequate time” for science and social studies.

In addition to expanding time for literacy, math, and science, one principal described ELT asaway to
begin to narrow an achievement gap in math between special education and regular education students.
Further, it provides time to address the school’ s failure to make Adequate Y early Progress (AY P).
Students who fail the math MCAS are placed in amath MCAS class two days aweek during elective
periods (these students participate in electives on the other three days). The principal said that with ELT,
“we have time to teach the state standards without teachers feeling harried.”

The reported focus of one school isto have every child reading at or above grade level. The school had
previoudy implemented a mgjor literacy initiative that facilitated the creation of uninterrupted literacy
blocks. ELT enabled the school to increase the length of the literacy block from one and a haf hoursto
two hours, and to devote extratime to writing and a supplemental reading program. The school also
implemented uninterrupted blocks for math and lengthened the time for science and social studies.

Several principals and teachers mentioned that ELT enables them to go more deeply into the topics they
cover with students, spend additional time with students who need extra attention, and practice more
project-based instruction. According to one principal, “We haven't covered more, but we' ve gotten
deeper and done more project-based work.” This principal is aso noticing “time being used wisely
because we don’'t have to rush through it; we' re getting things done the way we think [they] should be
done.”

Enrichment

While improving academic achievement is the primary goal, respondents at each of the schools
commented that enrichment activities provide their students with experiences and opportunities that they
would not otherwise have. Respondents at two of the schools commented that their schools would not be
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ableto offer enrichment activities without ELT; one noted that the focus on math and reading causes
schools to sacrifice nearly everything else, particularly the “things that make school fun.”

The integrated schools use externa partners to conduct at least some of their enrichment activities. The
partners that were interviewed noted that working with ELT schoolsis great exposure for their
organizations, and it enables them to reach more students. Two of the four principals said that at |east
some of their enrichment activities are tied to the curriculum. A third principal, who said that the school
was much more concerned with academics than enrichment, ended up with activities that are not tied to
standards. Though the principal reported that ideally al of the activities should be tied to standards, ghe
is content with the current programs because they are “ meaningful and enrich [students’] lives.”

Planning, Collaboration, and Professional Devel opment

Only one of the four schoolsin this category included additional individual planning or preparation time
for teachersin their redesigned day. Teachers at two of the schools commented that they need more time
to plan for the increased amount of instruction.*® One stated that teachers need “more time to plan for
more time,” while others echoed this sentiment by saying that they have two additional hours of lessons
to plan for without additional planning time. Teachers at one of the two schools a so mentioned that prior
to ELT, they were able to “sgueezein” extra planning time before or after school, but that now that time
is spent in the classroom providing instruction.

One schooal initially intended to provide additional planning time to teachers by extending elective classes
such as art and music, but these classes are taught by itinerant teachers and the district prohibited the
change. Further, this school’ s plan to offer still more planning time by releasing classroom teachers
during enrichment activities provided by partners fell through because the partners needed teachers to be
in the classrooms in order to be effective, as most partners were unfamiliar with classroom management
strategies.

Three of the schools offered teachers more time to collaborate during the expanded day. For one of these
schooals, increasing collaboration and collegiality was aready part of its improvement plan prior to ELT.
At the other two schoals, the principals noted that the collaboration time was not very structured during
thefirst year of ELT; one school will have a praotocol for how to use collaboration time in the 2007-08
school year. At the fourth integrated school, collaboration time was problematic because meetings used to
be held after school for al teachers. With ELT, when “after school” begins depends on whether or not
teachers are teaching during the expanded portion of the day; therefore, they can only meet with other
teachers who share their schedule in a given quarter.

Teachers at the four schools reported receiving professiona development (PD) this year, though several
mentioned that they were not able to attend as much offsite or district PD asin previous years because
their school days end too late for them to attend. Two schools make extensive use of instructional coaches
onsite, and principals view this as highly beneficial. One school emphasized that additional PD in math is
needed. Teachers at a school that has traditionally offered extensive PD credit ELT with providing time to
actually implement the strategies that they have been trained to use.

19 Comments about not having additional preparation time for extended blocks and/or elective courses were

common across schedules.
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The Divided Schedule

Four of the schools participating in the ELT initiative designed and implemented a“divided” schedule
wherethe ELT portion of the day is distinctly separate from the regular school day. That is, in these
schools the schedule for core academics was kept intact, and extra academic and enrichment activities
were added at the end of what had been the regular school day (see Exhibit 4 for a sample divided student
schedule). So, for example, if the regular school day consisted of four academic periods, 1 to 4, ELT was
scheduled as periods 5 to 7. All four of the Cohort 1 ELT middle schools ascribed to the divided schedule
in the first year. School and district administrators associated with these school s reported that they were
reluctant to plan a schedul e that might not get implemented if funding did not come through; in other
words, the complexity of scheduling necessitated having a“Plan B.” Another reason cited by severa
administrators was that partners who could provide enrichment activities tended to be more available
towards the end of the day. Nevertheless, principals in these schools agreed that one of the biggest
challenges was erasing the dividing line between the regular day and the extended day, especialy when a
large group of teachers leaves and another group comes to the school to provide enrichment activities. As
aresult, principalsin three of the four schools indicated that they intend to work on a different, more
integrated schedule in year two.

Despite the commonalitiesin the way each of these schools scheduled ELT time, the activities that
occurred during that time varied tremendoudly, as described below.

Core Academics

Although these four schools did not opt to integrate extratime into their existing core academic classes,
all four of the schoolsin this group have increased the amount of time students spend on core academics.
For the most part, the focus of the extra academic time was motivated by a desire to improve MCAS
scores. Thus, in one school in this group, students in the upper grades have an extra hour of math every
day because MCAS scores for these students show weaknessesin math. In another school students take
an extraclassin English Language Arts (ELA), science, and math three days aweek. For ELA and math,
students are grouped by their MCAS proficiency level for different sub-areas of the subject (e.g.,
fractions) and the extratimeis spent addressing that specific content area. Teachersin this school
reported that this extra time provided opportunities for more one-on-one and small group instruction, for
which they previously did not have time.

In the third school, the amount of time each student spends on academics is based on individual student
performance. All students spend some of the extra 12 hours per week on math and ELA, but students who
are performing especially poorly in their classes spend additional time in “remediation.” We were told by
teachers that for these students, enrichment time is replaced by remedia time until student performance
improves. They can return to their selected enrichment activity once the tutors who instruct the remedial
classes determine that they are meeting standards. This can be challenging for teachers and frustrating for
students, since many of the enrichment activities, such as foreign language instruction, continue to move
forward. When the students return to the enrichment classes, they may be quite far behind. Several
teachers in this school aso noted that many students dread the expanded period when all they have to
look forward to is more school work in subjectsin which they do poorly. We were told by teachers that
sometimes students hide in the stairways to avoid going to these tutoring classes, and that the classrooms
used for these sessions are often “trashed and vandalized.” Although teachersin this school provided
many negative comments about EL T, they also indicated that they are generally positive about the idea;
they thought that ELT was poorly executed the first year. One teacher suggested, and others agreed, that it
would work better if the school used a different schedule—* areshuffling of the entire deck.”
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In the fourth school, the extratime provided through EL T was reported by teachersto allow more hands-
on work with students, by grouping students into clusters to address specific instructiona needs. Teachers
in the integrated schedule schools reported similar types of strategies being used, suggesting that the extra
time provides teachers with opportunities to incorporate a variety of instructional techniques, regardiess
of when that timeis provided.

Exhibit 4: Sample Divided Student Schedule

2005-06 2006-07
Homeroom Homeroom
7:25 AM 7:25 AM
Block 1 Block 1
7:32 AM Geometry 7:32AM Geometry
Block 2 . Block 2
8:54 AM English Language Arts 8:54 AM English Language Arts
Lunch Lunch
10:16 AM 10:16 AM
Block 3 History/ Social Studies Block 3 Science
10:43 AM (Fall Semester) 10:43 AM (Fall Semester)
Science History/ Social Studies
(Spring Semester) (Spring Semester)
Block 4 . . Block 4 . .
12:05 PM Elective or I?hysmal 12:05AM Elective or thyswal
Education Education
Dismissal Block 5
1:30 PM 1:30 PM Mathematics
Snack
2:20 PM
Block 6 _
2:40 PM Tutoring
Block 7 .
3:30 PM Enrichment
Dismissal
4:30 PM
Enrichment

All divided schools aso added enrichment activities at the end of the instructional day for students. The
use of partners as enrichment service providers was common across the schools. In one of the schools,
one partner donated services, while in the other three schools a variety of partners worked in the schools
and were paid for in part by ELT funds. In one school, existing community partners were relied on nearly
exclusively to provide enrichment activities. In the other three schools enrichment was provided by
varying combinations of community partners and teachers who developed new elective courses. Some of
the new courses were developed based on student demand; others were devel oped based on teacher
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interests. Electing an enrichment activity versus being assigned to one varied across the schools for both
students and teachers.

Aswould be expected given the variation in time and approach for core academics, the time and approach
for enrichment activities also varied widely. In one school, students have one elective period per week,
while in othersthey have one elective period per day. The types of activities offered to students ranged
from homework help to sailing to apprenticeships to mentoring to forensic science. Foreign language was
a common offering, as were sports and exercise programs.

Three of the four schools had extensive after-school programs provided by community partners prior to
ELT, but not al students participated, and some of the activities were a some cost to students. One goal
for ELT in these schools was to provide no-cost enrichment activities to all students in the school. Thus,
while the types of activities provided in these schools were similar to what was provided prior to ELT,
enrollment increased, sometimes dramatically. This was a challenge to existing partners who did not have
the immediate capacity to meet the needs of the ELT schools and their non-EL T clients, and did not have
time to gear up before notification that the program would be implemented. One of the partnerstold us,
for example, that they had to delay program startup in non-EL T schools until they could hire and train
additional staff.

Planning, Collaboration and Professional Development

Providing sufficient planning, collaboration and professional development for teachers was a chalenge
for schools using the divided schedule, especially in schools where teachers provided enrichment
activities. Teacherstypically had the same amount of planning time they had prior to the implementation
of ELT. However, teachersin three of the four schoolsin this group reported that they had little if any
planning time for their extra class loads resulting from electives, and that there were fewer opportunities
for professional development. They also noted that time to collaborate with other teachers was not as
frequently available as they hoped it would be.

School administrators and teachers at one school reported that the principal had been up front with
teachers that there would be no planning or professional development time for any electives they wanted
to teach, but that many teachers underestimated the amount of time it would take to plan and carry out a
new course. One teacher told us that planning during evenings and weekends was exhausting, and another
opted out of teaching an elective after the first semester because of this.® A third teacher indicated that
she has had to forgo severa professional development activities during the year because they conflicted
with the school’ s expanded schedule. These sentiments were echoed by teachers across the four schoals,
and are likely pervasive among ELT schoolsin general.

In one school, additional planning time for teachers was added hafway through the school year with
some reshuffling of schedules. In that school, the principal indicated that it was unclear during the
planning phase whether there would be sufficient time to cover al classrooms and provide additional
planning time. Once they figured out how to do it, the extra planning time was added to the schedule. In
only one school did teachersindicate that collaboration time was built into the schedule. In this school,
teachers meet by grade level and subject for two hours and 45 minutes per week. They also have two
hours of professional development time every Friday.

% This school does not permit teachers to work all of the elective periods every day, as experiencesin the

beginning of the year indicated that “it’s simply too much.”

Abt Associates Inc. Year One Report 25



The Mixed Schedule

Two schools devel oped expanded programs that can be categorized neither as fully integrated nor
particularly divided. While both of these schools took a more continuous approach to adding extra time—
they did not simply tack new activities on to the end of the day—they did not achieve the prescribed
combination of the three ELT components school-wide. As such, these schools are categorized as
possessing a mixed schedule, though the schedule itself is not explicitly defined. The two schools share
considerably fewer common characteristics than the schoolsin the integrated and divided categories, and
their programs bear closer resemblance to integrated rather than divided schedules.® For example, both
schools created longer academic blocks as opposed to working around the existing schedules.

Unlike integrated schoals, principals and teachers at mixed schedule schools seemed more disconnected,
asjudged by interview and focus group responses. In some cases, their descriptions of the schools
progressin implementing ELT diverged, and at both schools there are some teachers who fed that the
school’ s leadership could have been stronger during the first year.

One of the mixed schedule school s received this designation because it implemented enrichment activities
for only some of its students. Students in lower grades participated in enrichment activities provided by
multiple partners and some teachers, while students in middle grades received no enrichment. Instead,
upper grade students receive only additional instructional time. Teachers were divided about whether the
longer classtimeis effective for the older students, especialy since students are reportedly less ableto
concentrate in the afternoon. Several commented that enrichment activities that reinforce academic
objectives, such as a school newspaper or drama, would be a better way to continue learning at day’s end
than additional core classes.

The other schooal in this category designed an integrated schedule, but continuous strugglesto overcome
significant logistical and programmatic challenges prevented the school from fully implementing its
plans. For example, an enrichment program slated for several grades had to be cut back because teachers
were experiencing “angst” due to feelings that they would not have enough time to complete their
academic lessons. According to administrators, the school “went from having too little enrichment to too
much in one year.” The school created longer academic teaching blocks in core subjects, but
administrators said that they made “lots of tweaks’ to the schedule throughout the year and plan to refine
it further next year. Lastly, though common planning time was included in the schedule, teachers reported
that their “common planning has been taken away from us, sometimes without notice, sometimes five
minutes before we' re supposed to meet. People who are supposed to cover our classes are pulled out to do
other things, so we' re missing out on that common planning time ... it was sacred time.”

Common Themes Across Schedules

A number of themesthat cut across ELT schedules surfaced through interviews and focus groups. We
present these themes as they relate to schools overal, parents, and school partners.

2 Thissection is not divided into the subtopics Core Academics, Enrichment, and Planning, Collaboration and

Professional Development due both to the lack of commonality between the two schools and the resemblance to
the integrated schedule schools in these areas described previously.
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Schools

The majority of respondents reported benefits to expanding learning time for students and teachers, and
most see ELT as a positive step towards improving teaching and learning. Teachers routinely reported
that they have been able to accomplish substantially more as aresult of ELT, either by covering more
ground, delving deeper into content, and/or employing cresative instructional strategies. In particular,
many teachers mentioned that EL T allows them to use more hands-on and project-based componentsin
their lessons. Teachers have also forged more meaningful connections with students, especially through
enrichment. It was common to hear teachers and administers say that enrichment activities enabled
teachers and students to interact in new ways and see different sides of each other.

Though we reported that the absence of highly specific requirements fostered creativity and was a
welcome feature of the planning process, it seems as though additional guidance regarding how to work
with students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) would be beneficial to ELT schools.
Several schools tried to make enrichment opportunities all-inclusive, with varying levels of success. One
principal reported that s/he “ignored” |EPs during enrichment and had no magjor problems, and another
also had success with all-inclusive enrichment. At athird school, attempting to mainstream students for
enrichment who received their other instruction in substantially separate classrooms was a“ big mistake,”
as students found it difficult to transition. This school decided it was best to have these students stay in
their substantially separate classrooms for al of their classes and activities, which made them “feel much
more comfortable.” Another school took the same approach, and found that some special needs students
thrived. Others, however, “have struggled and been very disruptive.” At this school, IEPs are not
disclosed to enrichment teachers, and teachers reported that they did not receive enough in-class support
to make the arrangement work. Finally, one school decided not to extend the day for 10 specia needs
students; these students arrive in the morning at the new start time, but leave school at the same time they
did last year (an hour before the expanded day ends).

In interviews and focus groups, respondents from all 10 Cohort 1 schools mentioned that the level of
funding limits their programs, especialy with respect to staffing. Finding a reasonable mix of permanent
staff and partners has been difficult for several schools, and some administrators commented that the
staffing level sthat they are able to fund do not cover the class sizes they envisioned for some of their new
activities. One principa reportedly regretted not funding an ELT manager or facilitator to manage
partnerships, assist with scheduling, and support staff, as had been done in three other ELT schools; after
executing the school’s Y ear 1 plans, there were no remaining resources to create such a position.?

Some of teachers’ survey responses, which are presented in the following section, resonate with
gualitative reportsthat ELT istiring for students and school staff. At least one respondent from nearly
every school commented on the physical exhaustion that school staff experienced during the first year of
implementation. The perceived level of support for staff, however, seems to moderate the pressure
associated with planning for and teaching in an expanded day. One principal advises others contemplating
ELT that “the most important thing is to support the staff.” Part of this, the respondent explains, isto
ensure that teachers feel a sense of ownership of and involvement in the school’ s redesigned educational
program. Teachers at this school validated this assertion with comments such as, “[ The principal] worked
really hard to pick a schedule that worked out well, to make sure that none of us burn out.” Conversely, at
a school where exhaustion was credited for causing rifts among teachers, administrators, and other school

% The specific role and responsibilities of ELT managersis likely worth exploring further in future rounds of data

collection.
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staff, some teachers reported that they felt that their extra work goes unappreciated. Others at this school
stated that they are lacking guidance with respect to ELT.

Parents

Most parents who participated in focus groups were generally positive about ELT. Some parents
acknowledged that they initially were apprehensive about how the expanded day would impact their
children and/or their family time, but very few reported that they continued to feel this way throughout
the year. Likewise, many respondents indicated that their children’s attitudes about school improved over
time. Quite afew parents found that the new school hours were more conducive to their work schedules,
and many working parents are more comfortable having their children engaging in learning and
enrichment opportunities at school than some of the alternatives. Several working parents commented that
early release days posed challenges with regard to child care arrangements. While early release days are
not exclusiveto ELT schools, they may occur moreregularly in ELT schoolsto allow for teacher
planning or professional development time. Some parents did report conflicts with other after-school
commitments; however, most of these parents altered or eliminated after-school activities rather than
considering a different school. And while some parents reported that their children were very tired after a
very long day, sometimes too tired to do any homework, these parents were in the minority. As noted
earlier, however, we are uncertain about the representativeness of our parent sample.

School Partners

All schools had at least one partner or external organization that provided services to students. While
some schools rely heavily on partners for the provision of enrichment activities, others supplement their
offerings with focused programs such as nutrition education.

Comments from both schools and partners indicate that there tended to be fewer discipline issues when
teachers were present during enrichment activities. We heard that lack of clarity about how enrichment
classes would be graded and the introduction of instructors who are not necessarily viewed by students as
authority figures contributed to discipline problemsin some schools. Teachers at one school
recommended that schools provide professional development to partners regarding particular schools
cultures and policies, as this would help to assimilate them into the school community.

In general, the partners who were interviewed agreed that ELT provides a great opportunity for
organizations to reach more students and work towards their missions. The benefits seem to outweigh
challenges in staffing and modifying curricula or program components to fit into a school day that were
reported by some respondents. Partners advise organizations that are considering partnering with ELT
schools to be aware of and responsive to schools' needs. One respondent put it thisway: “Ensure that you
arerelevant and belong there, and the only way you do that is by sitting and talking with the education
leadersin that community. And identify that there is a need; and that you legitimately have the ability to
meet that need for at least one student.” This supports other reports that good communi cation with
schoolsis an important el ement of a successful partnership.

Survey Findings

Further information regarding teachers and students' perceptions of ELT during the first year of
implementation was captured by Mass 2020’ s surveys, which were administered in fall 2006 and spring
2007. Comparisons between fall and spring survey responses show the extent to which expectations about
ELT at the beginning of the first year of implementation differ from perceptions of the effectsof ELT
near the end of the first year of implementation. In general, expectations at the beginning of the year
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tended to be more positive than perceptions of ELT’s early effects at the end of the year; however, large
percentages of respondents still selected favorable responses to survey questions in the spring.” The more
positive responsesin the fall may reflect the type of attitude necessary to implement an initiative as
complex as ELT, while the spring responses may reflect the reality of gradual change common after
program implementation. Since the spring survey results reflect respondents’ actual experiences with ELT
rather than their expectations, when exploring possible trends and explanatory factors for perceptions of
the impacts of ELT we looked only at the spring data. Specifically, we looked at whether responsesto
survey items varied by the type of schedule schools adopted (i.e., integrated, divided, or mixed). We aso
expected that there might be some differences among teachers perceptionsof ELT at the end of the first
year depending on their level of involvement in the planning phase for ELT given the emphasis placed on
the importance of inclusive planning and teacher buy-in by interview and focus group respondents. We
examined those relationships as well as described in the following sections.

Teachers

Background and descriptive information regarding the teachers surveyed in fall 2006 and spring 2007 are
presented in Exhibit 5. The fall 2006 and spring 2007 teacher samples are comparable on some
dimensions; however, it isnot clear if these samples are representative of the teacher populations at each
school. Several survey questions had a high non-response rate. At both time points, about one-third of
teachers chose not to answer questions about which subject they teach or if their union agreement
required them to teach additional hours; teachers may have viewed these as potential identifiers. Far fewer
teachers completed the surveysin spring than in fall (308 vs. 231). Teachersin K-8 school s accounted for
avery small proportion of the fall teacher sample (about 5 percent).?* The vast majority of teachers taught
at the same school the previous year (about 85 percent). Sixty-five percent of teachers surveyed in the fall
reported teaching additional hours during the expanded day compared with 71 percent of teachersin the
spring. Teachers who reported working additional hours indicated that on average they worked close to
two additional hours per day and about an additional seven and a half hours over the course of aweek.

Despite the qualitative evidence that suggests that the overall sense among respondentsisthat ELT is
good for students, the survey resultsindicate that expectations for what could happen in the first year of
implementation were higher or more positive than the perceptions of the actual experiences turned out to
be. For example, in thefall, 71 percent of teachers expected that the expanded day would improve the
overall climate of the school, whereas in the spring, only 44 percent of teachersindicated that the overall
climate had been made better because of ELT (see Exhibit 6). Given what we know about implementation
of reform initiatives, it may be that some teachers had unrealistic expectations for the first year, and that
their perceptions in the spring are on par with what one might expect to see after one year of such a
transformative initiative.

More than half of the teachers surveyed in the fall aso thought the new schedule would improve their
professiona development opportunities, their ability to confer with colleagues, and their connections with

% |tisimportant to note that we can make no qualitative judgments about expectations or perceptions of “no

impact” for particular items. If arespondent already had very positive feelings about an item prior to ELT,
indicating that ELT had no impact may be a positive finding. However, there could be negative connotations if
an item refersto an areain which a particular school isin need of improvement.

2 Four of the 10 ELT schools are K—8.
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school partners, but |ess than 40 percent of teachers reported similar beliefsin the spring.” Likewise,
close to 50 percent of teachersin the fall reported positive perceptions of the expected impact of ELT on
attitudes towards teaching; however, approximately two-thirds of teachersin the spring reported that there
was no impact or a negative impact.

Exhibit 5: Characteristics of Teacher Survey Samples, Fall 2006 and Spring 2007

Fall 2006 Spring 2007
Number of teachers who completed surveys 308 231
Number of ELT schools represented 9 9
Mean number of years teaching experience (standard 14.7 years (+10.6) 14.2 years (¥10.2)
deviation)
Percent of teachers by school configuration
Elementary school 31 30
Middle school 50 55
K-8 5 6
Missing 14 8
Percent of teachers by subject they teach®
Core academics (math, ELA, science, history) 36 46
Electives/Non-core academics 12 7
English language learners 2 2
Special education 7 6
Administration/support staff 12 7
Missing 34 36
Percent of teachers at same school as previous year 85 84
Percent of teachers working additional hours
Yes 65 71
No 22 17
Missing 13 12
If yes, mean number of additional hours per day 1.8 hours (£0.6) 1.9 hours (£1.0)
(standard deviation)
If yes, mean number of additional hours per week 7.7 hours (£3.3) 7.6 hours (+4.1)
(standard deviation)
Percent of teachers required by union agreement to
teach additional hours
Yes 18 22
No 47 50
Missing 35 29

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, fall 2006 and spring 2007.

2The total percentage may exceed 100 percent because teachers could provide more than one response.

% |tisimportant to reiterate that the teacher surveysin fall and spring are distinct. In other words, the surveys are

not pre-post measures administered to the same samples. Although the two samples appear to be similar on a
number of characteristics (Exhibit 5), the samples do vary in which schools were surveyed (i.e., each sasmpleis
missing one school though it is not the same school in both fall and spring) and the subject taught (e.g., core
academic subjects versus electives). Further, the high response-rate on some items makes it difficult to assess
the equivalence of the two samples.
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Exhibit 6: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule, Fall 2006 and Spring 2007

Fall 2006 Spring 2007
(n=308) (n=231)
71| _ 44
16 E Overall climate 18
14 of the school* 38
60| - Ability to confer = 38
23 |£ with colleagues* a
57 ; ;
% Connection with 37
2#8 school partners* . 58
51 Professional | 33
27 development 36
23 opportunities* 31
49 Attitude toward | o
a7 teaching 49
5 generally* 16
49 Attitude toward 35
41 teaching at this 1
10 school* 24
39 Communication 31
48 3 with parents 53
1 16
100 80 60 40 20 0 0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of Teachers

‘D Better m No impact O Worse

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Surveys, fall 2006 and spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from: fall=6.8 to 18.5 percent, spring=6.5 to 15.6 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distributions of teacher responsesin fall
and spring.

Exhibit reads: In fall 2006, 71 percent of teachers felt that the longer school day would improve the overall climate of their
school, compared with 38 percent of teachersin spring 2007. The distributions of teacher responses to thisitem varied
significantly from fall to spring (x?=43.12, p<.05).

As shown in the exhibit, some changes in these perceptions were reported in the spring of 2007, after
nearly afull year of ELT implementation. The percentage of teachers who thought that the new schedule
had a positive effect on school climate decreased to 44 percent, while those who thought that the school
climate got worse increased to 38 percent (from 14 percent in fall 2006). There were aso increasesin the
percentage of teachers who felt that the expanded day had no effect or a negative effect on the time they
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had for professiona development and conferring with colleagues and school partners; these findings are
consistent with qualitative reports about time for PD and collaboration from school personnel. Similarly,
more teachers reported no effect or a negative effect of the longer school day on their attitudes toward
teaching. Survey results also suggest that teachers may have had higher expectations for the effects of
expanded time on classroom instruction at the beginning of the school year than they did by the end.

Exhibit 7 shows that the pattern of teachers’ perceptions of the effect of the longer schedule on classroom
instruction for al teachers—those who taught longer classes and those who did not—was similar in fall
2006 and spring 2007; however, positive perceptions were attenuated somewhat in the spring. For
example, in thefall, teachers expected that the expanded day would improve instruction, with over 70
percent responding that they would be able to expand their teaching practicesin avariety of ways. The
pattern of responses in spring was similar; however, the percent of teachers reporting they would be better
able to incorporate specific teaching practices decreased from fall to spring, while the percent of teachers
reporting that there would be no difference in their teaching practices or they would be less able to
incorporate various teaching practices increased from fall to spring. Still, over half the teachers reported
at the end of the year that they felt that ELT had positive effects on the listed instructional strategies.

Exhibit 7: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Classroom Instruction,
Fall 2006 and Spring 2007

Fall 2006 Spring 2007
(n=308) (n=231)
84 Ability to integrate 65
14 > experiential s 30
learning*
7| 17 Ability to cover 7 60
4 more material* 7
74] Ability to 60
24 q encourage small- 34
21l group learning* 6
74| Ability to 61
25 differentiate 34
1 instruction* 5
10080 60 4 20 0 0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of Teachers

‘D Better m No impact O Worse

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Surveys, fall 2006 and spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from: fall=5.2 to 6.2 percent, spring=7.8 to 9.5 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-vaue < .05) in the distributions of teacher responsesin fall
and spring.
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Half of teachers who completed surveys reported that they taught longer classes under the redesigned
school day than they did in the previous year. It is reasonable to hypothesize that respondents’ perceptions
on theimpact of ELT on classroom instruction would vary depending on whether or not they taught
longer classes as part of the expanded schedule. Exhibit 8 shows that teachers who taught longer classes
were significantly more likely in spring 2007 to report positive impacts of ELT on instructional practices
than those who did not teach longer classes. There were no statistically significant differencesin
responses between fall 2006 and spring 2007.

Exhibit 8: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Classroom
Instruction, By Whether Teachers Taught Longer Classes During the 2006-07 School Year,
Spring 2007 (n=231)

100
77
80 - 4 72 70
Percent of |
Teachers who 50 45 49 48
Reported
Positive Impact
20
0 ‘
Ability to Ability to Ability to Ability to cover
integrate encourage differentiate more material*
experiential small-group instruction*
learning* learning*

@ Did Not Teach Longer Classes  m Taught Longer Classes

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from 6.5 to 8.2 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of teacher
responses by those who teach longer classes and those who do not.

For analysis of these items, the five-point response scale from much better to much worse was collapsed into a tri-level
variable (positive impact — no impact — negative impact). The graphic above presents the percent of teachers who
reported a positive impact. The remaining percent of teachersin order to total 100 percent includes both those teachers
who reported no impact and those who reported a negative impact.

Additional statistics by whether teachers taught longer classes are presented in Appendix D.1.

Exhibit reads: At the end of the first year of ELT implementation, 77 percent of teachersin Cohort 1 ELT schools who
reported that they taught longer classes during the 2006-07 school year responded that the longer schedule had improved
their ability to integrate experientia learning, as compared with 50 percent of teachersin Cohort 1 ELT schools who
had not taught longer classes. Teachers' responses to thisitem did not vary significantly by whether or not they taught
longer classes during the 2006-07 school year (3°=23.65, p<.05).

The teacher surveys a so asked respondents about their expectations for and perceptions of the impact of
ELT on anumber of student indicators. Exhibit 9 suggests that teachers' perceptions of the impact of ELT
on certain student indicators were less favorable in the spring than in the fall. In fall 2006, the majority of
teachers felt that the longer school day would have a positive effect on student academic performance,
student engagement and homework completion rates. The same was true in spring 2007, although there
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was a considerable decrease in the percentage of teachers reporting that the new schedule would improve
these aspects of student performance and an increase in the proportion of teachers who felt that the new
schedule had no impact or made things worse. Still, 70 percent of teachers in the spring reported that they
perceived ELT to have a positive impact on student academic performance. For aprogram in itsfirst year
of implementation, this number is quite impressive. It isimportant to caution, however, that thisfinding is
based on perception and that at present we do not have assessment data to answer this research question
with rigor.

Exhibit 9: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Student Indicators, Fall
2006 and Spring 2007

Fall 2006 Spring 2007
(n=308) (n=231)

| |
89 | Student | 70
7 academic 23
4 . 7
performance

77| Student 55
14 engagement in 20
9 25
| school* |
24
27
49

68 | Homework 48
14 i 29
6 I£ completion 5—‘
| rates* |
3%2 Student
30 behavior*
35 Student 32
36 41
29 attendance o
0 20 40 60

100 80 60 40 20 0

80 100
Percent of Teachers

‘D Better m No impact O Worse

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Surveys, fall 2006 and spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from: fall=7.1 to 19.2 percent, spring=10.4 to 16.9 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distributions of teacher responsesin the
fall and spring.

In terms of student behavior, aimost equal proportions of teachersin fall 2006 reported that the new
schedule would improve student behavior, have no impact, or make it worse. This distribution changedin
the spring, with 49 percent of teachers reporting that the longer school day made student behavior worse.
Teachers were also split in terms of the effect of the new schedule on student attendance in both fall and
spring, with “no impact” the most common response (36 percent vs. 41 percent).

Respondents who taught longer classes were more likely to report improvements on student indicators
than respondents who did not teach longer classes. Namely, 77 percent of teachers who taught longer
classes reported that ELT had a positive impact on student academic performance as compared with 61
percent of teachers who did not teach longer classes; thisis a statistically significant difference (see
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Exhibit 10). A similar pattern was found in regards to student engagement in school (65 percent versus 44
percent, respectively). Differences on the other three indicators, though positive, were not statistically
significant.

Exhibit 10: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Student
Indicators, Overall and By Whether Teachers Taught Longer Classes During the 2006-07
School Year, Spring 2007 (n=231)

100
80 - 77
61 65
Percent of 60
Teachers who 44 45 49
Pogt?\?: rIJ[r::)]Iact 407 31 >4
22 25
N 1
0
Student Student Student Student Homework
academic behavior  engagement in attendance completion
performance* school* rates
@ Did Not Teach Longer Classes m Taught Longer Classes

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from 9.7 to 14.3 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of teacher responses by
those who taught longer classes during the 2006-07 school year and those who do not.

For analysis of these items, the five-point response scale from much better to much worse was collapsed into atri-level
variable (positive impact — no impact — negative impact). The graphic above presents the percent of teachers who reported a

positive impact. The remaining percent of teachersin order to total 100 percent includes both those teachers who reported
no impact and those who reported a negative i mpact.

Additional statistics by whether teachers taught longer classes are presented in Appendix D.1.

Teacher Reports by School Schedule

Because the three schedul e types identified for implementing the ELT initiative as discussed above
presented different challenges and opportunities, we expected there to be differencesin teachers survey
responses to questions about the effects of implementing an expanded schedule according to the type of
schedule their school employed.?® Exhibits 11 and 12 present teachers perceptions of the impact of ELT
by schedule type. The findings indicate that schedule type does produce statistically significant
differences in responses to the survey items presented in Exhibit 11. The exhibit shows that teachers

% Of the 231 teachers who completed spring 2007 surveys, 19 percent taught at schools with integrated schedules,

57 percent taught at schools with divided schedules, and 24 percent taught at schools with mixed schedules. As
apoint of reference, of the total number of 2006-07 full-time equivalent teachersin the 10 ELT schools
(http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/), 21 percent taught at ELT schools with integrated schedules, 48 percent at
schools with divided schedules, and 32 percent as schools with mixed schedules.
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perceptions of the positive impacts of ELT on communication, collaboration, and professional
development varied by model type; however, no clear pattern emerges which indicates the superiority of

any one model in promoting improvements in these areas. Teachers' perceptions of the impact of ELT on

global indicators such as their feelings about the overall climate of their school, their attitudes toward
teaching at their school, and their attitudes toward teaching in general also varied by schedule type, with
respondents who teach in schools with integrated schedul es reporting positive impacts with the greatest

frequency (see Exhibit 12).

Exhibit 11: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On

Communication, Collaboration, and Professional Development, Overall and By Schedule,

Spring 2007 (n=231)

31
Communication 40
with parents* 31
22
Connection |37 55
with school 3 O Cohort 1 Overall
partners 30 O Integrated Schedule
b m Divided Schedule
Professional 33 47 @ Mixed Schedule
development 57
opportunities* 39
Ability to confer | 3843
| with . 57
colleagues | 64
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of Teachers who Reported Positive Impact

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from 3.0 to 12.1 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of teacher
responses by schedule.

For analysis of these items, the five-point response scale from much better to much worse was collapsed into atri-level
variable (positive impact — no impact — negative impact). The graphic above presents the percent of teachers who
reported a positive impact. The remaining percent of teachersin order to total 100 percent includes both those teachers
who reported no impact and those who reported a negative impact.

Additional statistics by schedule are presented in Appendix D.2.

Exhibit reads: At the end of the first year of ELT implementation, 31 percent of teachersin Cohort 1 ELT schools
reported that the longer schedule had improved their communication with parents. More specifically, 40 percent of
teachers in schools with integrated schedules, 31 percent of teachersin schools with divided schedules, and 22 percent
of teachersin schools with mixed schedules reported that the longer schedule had improved communication with
parents. Teachers' responsesto thisitem varied significantly by schedule (x°=11.64, p<.05).
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Exhibit 12: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Global
Indicators, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=231)

|44
Owerall climate of 75
the school* 42
23
) O Cohort 1 Owerall
Attitude toward | 35 53 O Integrated Schedule
teaching at this 7 m Divided Schedule
*
school 24 B Mixed Schedule
Attitude toward |35
teaching 60
27
generally* 30
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of Teachers who Reported Positive Impact

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from 4.3 to 10.9 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of teacher
responses by schedule.

For analysis of these items, the five-point response scale from much better to much worse was collapsed into atri-level
variable (positive impact — no impact — negative impact). The graphic above presents the percent of teachers who
reported a positive impact. The remaining percent of teachersin order to total 100 percent includes both those teachers
who reported no impact and those who reported a negative impact.

Additional statistics by schedule are presented in Appendix D.2.

While the mgjority of respondents from schools with integrated schedules reported positive impacts on
the overall climate of the school, their attitudes toward teaching at their school, and their attitudes toward
teaching in general, lessthan half of the respondents from both schools with divided and mixed schedules
reported positive impacts on these indicators. These differences might be explained by the more frequent
reports of logistical and procedural challenges among teachers and administrators from schools with
divided or mixed schedules than from schools with integrated schedules, as obtained through interviews
and focus groups.

As shown in Exhibit 13 responsesto survey items pertaining to the impact of ELT on classroom
instruction varied significantly by schedule type. It appears as though the overall percentages of perceived
positive impacts are driven largely by differences in perceptions among teachers in schools with
integrated schedules and those in schools with divided schedules. Larger percentages of respondents who
teach in schools with integrated schedules indicated that ELT had positive impacts on their ability to
cover more material, differentiate instruction, encourage small-group learning, and integrate experimental
learning than the overall responses to these survey items. Respondents who taught in schools with divided
schedules reported positive impacts on classroom instruction with far less frequency, falling below the
overall percentages of respondents who reported positive impacts. The percentages of respondents who
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taught in schools with mixed schedules who reported positive impacts are on par with the average for
Cohort 1.

Exhibit 13: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Positive Impact of the Longer Schedule On
Classroom Instruction, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=231)

60
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|61

Ability to 87
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learning* 63
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Percent of Teachers who Reported Positive Impact

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from 4.3 to 6.1 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of teacher
responses by schedule.

For analysis of these items, the five-point response scale from much better to much worse was collapsed into atri-level
variable (positive impact — no impact — negative impact). The graphic above presents the percent of teachers who
reported a positive impact. The remaining percent of teachersin order to total 100 percent includes both those teachers
who reported no impact and those who reported a negative impact.

Additional statistics overall are presented in Appendix D.2.

Teachers perceptions of the impact of the expanded schedule on classroom instruction al so varied by
their level of involvement in planning for ELT, as shown in Exhibit 14. On three of the four items, the
differencesin teachers responses reached statistical significance. Teachers who reported that they were
very involved in planning reported positive impacts on classroom instruction with the greatest frequency,
while those who were not involved were the least likely to report positive impacts. Further, teachers who
were very involved in planning for ELT were more likely to report a positive impact of the longer
schedule on classroom instruction than were teachers who were somewhat involved or not involved. It
should be noted that a minority of teachers responding to the survey were very involved in the planning
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process for ELT (13 percent), with most teachers reporting they were somewhat involved (46 percent) or

not involved (41 percent).

Exhibit 14: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Positive Impact of the Longer Schedule On
Classroom Instruction, Overall and By Level of Involvement In Planning for ELT, Spring
2007 (n=231)

Percent of Teachers who Reported Positive Impact

Level of Involvement in Planning for ELT

Cohort 1 Very Somewhat Not
Overall Involved Involved Involved
Ability to cover more material* 60 86 61 50
Ability to differentiate 61 83 61 56
instruction
Ability to encourage small- 60 86 59 53
group learning*
Ability to integrate 65 90 66 58

experiential learning*

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from 6.5 to 8.2 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of teacher
responses by their level of involvement in planning for ELT.

For analysis of these items, the five-point response scale from much better to much worse was collapsed into a tri-
level variable (positive impact — no impact — negative impact). The graphic above presents the percent of teachers
who reported a positive impact. The remaining percent of teachersin order to total 100 percent includes both those
teachers who reported no impact and those who reported a negative impact.

Additional statistics by level of involvement are presented in Appendix D.3.

Exhibit reads: At the end of the first year of ELT implementation, 60 percent of teachersin Cohort 1 ELT schools
reported that the longer schedule had improved their ability to cover more material. More specifically, 86 percent of
teachers who reported they were very involved in planning for ELT, 61 percent who reported they were somewhat
involved, and 50 percent who reported they were not involved indicated that the longer schedule had improved their
ability to cover more material. Teachers' responsesto thisitem varied significantly by level of involvement in
planning for ELT (x*=13.46, p<.05).

Interestingly, the pattern of responses to these items by teachers' reported level of involvement in

planning for ELT was nearly identical to the pattern by schedule type. The similarity prompted usto ask

whether there was considerable overlap in the subsets of teachers by schedule and by level of

involvement. In other words, we deemed it important to determine whether the group of respondents that
was “very involved” in planning was the same group of respondents from integrated schools. Exhibit 15

indicates that while more than half of respondents who were “very involved” in planning were from

schools with integrated schedules, level of involvement and schedule type are actually distinct subsets of

teachers.
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Exhibit 15: Relationship Between School Schedule and Teachers’ Involvement In Planning for
ELT (n=231)

Very nobed IO 5 |
Somewhat Involved | 27
Not Involved | 26

0 20 4‘0 66 86 160

Percent of Teachers

@ Mixed Schedule m Divided Schedule O Integrated Schedule

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rate is 2.5 percent.

Teachers who indicated that they taught longer classes because of ELT were asked to rate the ease or
difficulty of employing a variety of instructiona and management strategies specificaly for longer class
periods; responses are shown in Exhibit 16. Larger percentages of teachers in schools with integrated
schedules reported ease in the areas listed than teachers in schools with divided or mixed schedules. As
compared to mixed schedule schoals, teachers at divided schedule schools indicated greater ease in
implementing the instructional strategies. On the other hand, teachers in mixed schedule schools tended to
report ease in classroom management strategies and lesson planning in larger numbers than teachersin
schools with divided schedules.

The subset of teachers who taught longer classes was asked in open-response format to identify the
advantages of teaching longer classes (see Exhibit 17). A mgjority of these teachers (53 percent) cited
increased instructional time as an advantage of teaching longer class periods. Some teachers provided
more specific instructional advantages. For example, one third of teachers reported being able to provide
more individual and small group instruction, while about one quarter of teachers cited time to offer more
in-depth instruction (23 percent) and to include more activities and projects (24 percent). These findings
correspond to those from the focus groups with teachers. Ten percent of teachers, however, did not
identify any advantages of teaching longer classes. No rea patterns emerged when we looked at teachers
responses by schedule type.
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Exhibit 16: Ratings of Ease of Using Instructional and Management Strategies During
Longer Classes as Reported by Teachers Who Taught Longer Classes During the 2006-07
School Year, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=116)

How easy or difficult was it for you to do the following in (or for) longer classes?

| 85
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small-group learning* 82
76
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Percent of Teachers who Reported Strategy was Easy to Do

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from 1.7 to 7.8 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of teacher
responses by schedule.
For analysis of these items, the four-point response scale from very easy to very difficult was dichotomized into easy or

difficult. The graphic above presents the percent of teachers who reported it was easy. The percent who reported it was
difficult equals 100 minus this value.

Additional statistics by schedule are presented in Appendix D.4.
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Exhibit 17: Teacher Open-Ended Responses of the Advantages of Teaching Longer Class
Periods, as Reported By Teachers Who Taught Longer Classes During the 2006-07 School
Year, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=116)

Percent of Teachers

Cohort 1 Integrated Divided Mixed
Overall Schedule Schedule Schedule
Increased instructional time 53 68 44 45
More small group and individual 33 43 25 29
instruction
More activities and projects 24 15 35 24
More in-depth instruction 23 23 21 26
Better student engagement 3 3 6 2
No advantages identified 10 3 12 17

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Notes: Percentages may not total 100 percent because some teachers provided more than one response.

Exhibit reads: At the end of the first year of ELT implementation, 53 percent of teachers who taught longer classes during
the 2006-07 school year reported that increased instructional time was an advantage of teaching longer classes.

Further information about teachers' perceptions of instructional time is presented in Exhibit 18 which
shows teachers' responses to survey items pertaining to the challenges presented by teaching longer
classes. Those teachers who reported that they taught longer classes under the redesigned school day than
in the previous year were asked in open-response format to identify the disadvantages of teaching longer
classes. Mirroring concerns about the longer school day in general, 41 percent of teachers reported
student fatigue as a disadvantage of teaching longer class periods. This concern, however, was
predominately reported by teachersin ELT schools with divided or mixed schedules (62 percent and 50
percent, respectively); in comparison, only 15 percent of teachersin ELT schools with integrated
schedules indicated that student fatigue was a disadvantage of longer classes. Keeping students on task
during longer periods was a concern for 22 percent of teachers. In general, responses seem to indicate
stronger support among teachers for extending class periods than expanding the school day in general,
with 28 percent of teachers overall, and 45 percent of teachersin integrated schools, not identifying any
disadvantages of teaching longer classes.

Aswasthe case for teachers' perceptions of theimpact of ELT on classroom instruction, responses to
guestions regarding the impact of ELT on student indicators also varied by schedule type (see Exhibit 19.
Respondents from schools with mixed schedules were least likely to report positive impacts on four of the
five student indicators.
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Exhibit 18: Teacher Open-Ended Responses of the Disadvantages of Teaching Longer
Class Periods, as Reported By Teachers Who Taught Longer Classes During the 2006-07
School Year, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=116)

Percent of Teachers

Cohort 1 Integrated Divided Mixed

Overall Schedule Schedule Schedule
Student fatigue 41 15 62 50
Keeping students on task 22 18 24 26
Scheduling issues 14 10 9 21
Lack of planning time 12 13 12 12
Student behavioral issues 8 0 9 14
Administrative issues 4 0 9 5
Lack of professional development 3 3 6 0
No disadvantages identified 28 45 18 21

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Notes: Percentages may not total 100 percent because some teachers provided more than one response.

Exhibit 19: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Impact of the Longer Schedule On Student Indicators,

Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=231)
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Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items ranged from 7.0 to 13.4 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of teacher responses by

schedule.

For analysis of these items, the five-point response scale from much better to much worse was collapsed into atri-level variable

(positive impact — no impact — negative impact). The graphic above presents the percent of teachers who reported a positive

impact. The remaining percent of teachersin order to total 100 percent includes both those teachers who reported no impact and

those who reported a negative impact.
Additional statistics by schedule are presented in Appendix D.2.
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Exhibit 20 shows that teachers perceived impact of ELT on student behavior indicators varied
significantly depending on their level of involvement in planning. Teachers who were not involved in
planning were the least likely to report positive impacts, while more than half of the respondents who
were very involved with planning reported positive impacts for each indicator.

Exhibit 20: Teachers’ Perceptions of the Positive Impact of the Longer Schedule On
Student Indicators, Overall and By Level of Involvement In Planning for ELT, Spring
2007 (n=239)

Percent of Teachers who Reported Positive Impact
Level of Involvement in Planning for ELT

Cohort 1 Very Somewhat Not

Overall Involved Involved Involved
Student academic performance* 70 93 73 59
Student engagement in school* 55 93 60 38
Homework completion rates* 48 71 49 35
Student attendance* 32 69 34 19
Student behavior* 24 57 28 10

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items range from 9.1 to 15.6 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of teacher
responses by their level of involvement in planning for ELT.

For analysis of these items, the five-point response scale from much better to much worse was collapsed into a tri-
level variable (positive impact — no impact — negative impact). The graphic above presents the percent of teachers
who reported a positive impact. The remaining percent of teachersin order to total 100 percent includes both those
teachers who reported no impact and those who reported a negative impact.

Additional statistics by level of involvement are presented in Appendix D.3.

In addition to asking teachers arange of questions about the their perceptions of the implementation and
impact of ELT, teachers were given opportunities on the Mass 2020 surveys to report on what they felt
were the primary advantages of the redesigned school day as awhole. At the end of the first year of
implementation, teachers provided a relatively narrow range of responses, as seen in Exhibit 21. The most
common advantage, cited by 39 percent of teachers, was the availability of increased instructional time, a
primary component of ELT. Teachersin schools with integrated or mixed schedules were more likely
than teachersin schools with divided schedules to cite increased instructional time as an advantage of
ELT. Despite the additional time, less than 10 percent of teachers noted improved student learning as an
advantage of the redesigned day. Twenty-five percent of teachers reported that enrichment opportunities,
an additional key component of ELT, were an advantage. Increased planning time was an advantage cited
by some respondents, but with low frequency (fewer than 10 percent overall or by schedule). Eighteen
percent of teachers did not identify any advantages of the redesigned day.
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Exhibit 21: Teacher Open-Ended Responses of the Advantages of the Redesigned School
Day, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=231)

Percent of Teachers

Cohort 1 Integrated Divided Mixed
Overall Schedule Schedule Schedule
Increased instructional time 39 67 21 55
Enrichment opportunities 25 35 27 11
Student safety 16 10 21 11
Opportunities to provide students 9 12 11 0
with instructional review
Improved student learning 9 12 10 4
Increased planning time 3 2 3 5
No advantages identified 18 6 20 23

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
Notes: Percentages may not total 100 percent because some teachers provided more than one response.

Teachers were also asked in open-response format to identify the disadvantages of a redesigned school
day (see Exhibit 22). Overadll, teachers gave more varied responses when asked about disadvantages of the
redesigned school day. Concerns about fatigue, however, far outweighed all other responses, with 44
percent of teachers citing student fatigue as an issue and 23 percent of teachers reporting teacher and staff
fatigue as disadvantages. Several of the disadvantages identified by teachers may be considered
“logistical” challenges, including scheduling issues (11 percent), administrative issues (8 percent), and
sharing classroom space (6 percent). Fifteen percent of teachers did not identify any disadvantages of the
redesigned school day.

Exhibit 22: Teacher Open-Ended Responses of the Disadvantages of the Redesigned
School Day, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=231)

Percent of Teachers

Cohort 1 Integrated Divided Mixed

Overall Schedule Schedule Schedule
Student fatigue 44 33 48 43
Teacher and staff fatigue 23 31 22 20
Scheduling issues 11 14 5 23
Administrative issues 8 4 11 5
Student behavioral issues 8 0 12 7
Limits students’ time for other 8 4 11 5
activities
Lack of planning time 7 12 4 9
Sharing classroom space 6 6 7
Not enough funding 4 2 3 7
Lack of professional development 2 2 1 4

No disadvantages identified 15 18 15 13

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Teacher Survey, spring 2007.

Notes: Percentages may not total 100 percent because some teachers provided more than one response.
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Students

Background and descriptive information regarding the students surveyed in fall 2006 and spring 2007 are
presented in Exhibit 23. The student survey samplesin fall 2006 and spring 2007 are similar on several
dimensions, but there are some important differences as well. As mentioned previously, student surveys
were completed at seven ELT schoolsin the fall and nine schoolsin the spring. Furthermore, whereas 73
percent of students surveyed in the fall reported that they attended the same school the previous year, only
66 percent of the students surveyed in the spring reported similarly. There was also some variation
between the fall and spring distributions of student grade level, gender, race/ethnicity, and language
spoken at home. These differencesin the survey samples between fall and spring are an important caveat
to keep in mind when comparing fall and spring survey findings.

Exhibit 23: Characteristics of Student Survey Samples, Fall 2006 and Spring 2007

Fall 2006 Spring 2007
Number of students who completed surveys 1367 1470
Number of ELT schools represented 7 9
Percent of students who attended the same school 73 66
last year
Percent of students by grade level
3" grade 4 <1
4" grade 10 13
5" grade 13 10
6" grade 30 29
7" grade 20 26
8" grade 23 21
Percent male 50 53
Percent of students by race/ethnicity
White 24 22
Black 19 18
Hispanic 29 33
Asian 7 7
American Indian 1 <1
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander <1 <1
Other 8 9
Multiracial 7 8
Missing 4 3
Percent of students by language spoken at home ab
English 75 82
Spanish 29 31
Portuguese 7 6
Chinese 5 4
Creole 2 3

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Student Survey, fall 2006 and spring 2007.

@ The number of students who completed surveys was actually greater than this table indicates. Due to time and budget
constraints, not al student survey data were entered. For grades at an individual school where more than 50 student
surveys were returned, arandomly selected number of surveys were data-entered, with a minimum of 50 students per
grade entered. In cases where the total number of surveys exceeded 100, 50 percent of the total number of surveys was
entered, so in agrade of 120 students, for example, 60 surveys were entered. In all other cases, all student data were
entered.

®The percentages do not sum to 100 percent because more than one language could be selected.
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During the focus groups with parents and teachers we heard that many students warmed up to the
expanded day after initial skepticism. Parentsin particular often talked about how their children came
home from school very tired in the beginning of the school year, but then adjusted to the new schedule.
They aso mentioned their children’ s positive experiences with enrichment activities. However, results
from the student surveysindicate a great deal of variation in students' feelings towards having alonger
school day. As shown in Exhibit 24, students’ attitudes moved in the opposite direction of what was often
reported anecdotally in interviews and focus groups, though by arelatively small margin. Again, without
information about the representativeness of the student survey sample, we cannot be certain that these
findings accurately characterize the feelings of the entire population of studentsin ELT schools. In both
the fall and spring, most student survey respondents indicated that they were unhappy with having a
longer school day, with over half of students indicating that they were “somewhat” or “very” unhappy
(fall: 56 percent, spring: 65 percent). The percent of students reporting that they were “very unhappy”
about having alonger school day increased from 35 percent in fall 2006 to 42 percent in spring 2007,
whereas the percent of studentsindicating that they were “very happy” decreased from 15 percent in fall
2006 to nine percent in spring 2007.

Exhibit 24: Students’ Feelings About Having a Longer School Day, Fall 2006 and Spring
2007

100%
15

80% - 28
30

O Very happy

60% -
Percent of O Happy
Students - ] Unhappy

40% -
@ Very unhappy
20% - 35 42
0%
Fall 2006 Spring 2007
(n=1367) (n=1470)

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Student Surveys, fall 2006 and spring 2007.
Non-response rates: fall=1.5 percent, spring= 0.9 percent.

Exhibit reads: Fifteen percent of students were very happy about the longer school day in the fall compared to 9
percent in the spring. Thereis a statistically significant difference between the fall and spring distributions of
responses (y=28.31, p<.05).
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Data from the spring survey indicate that students' level of happiness with ELT varies by schedule type
(see Exhibit 25).%” Sixty-nine percent of students at schools with integrated schedules reported that they
were happy or very happy with ELT, whereas 29 percent of studentsin schools with divided schedules
and 31 percent of students in schools with mixed schedules responded that they were happy or very happy
with ELT.

Exhibit 25: Students’ Feelings Toward a Longer School Day, Overall and By Schedule,
Spring 2007 (n=1470)

100%

9 7 4
22
80% | o5 22 27
O Very ha
60% - ry nappy
Percent of 47 O Happy
Students Unh
40% - & Unhappy
@ Very unhappy
20% | | 42 - 48 A8
18
0% ‘
Cohort 1 Integrated Divided Mixed
Overall Schedule Schedule Schedule

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Student Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rate: 1.0 percent.

Note: The star (*) indicates statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of student
responses by schedule.

Exhibit reads: At the end of the first year of ELT implementation, 9 percent of studentsin Cohort 1 ELT schools
reported that they were very happy about alonger school day. More specifically, 22 percent of studentsin schools with
integrated schedules, 7 percent in schools with divided schedules, and 4 percent in schools with mixed schedules
reported they were very happy about alonger school day. Students’ responses varied significantly by schedule
(¥*=160.25, p<.05).

Differencesin students' feelings towards alonger school day may be areflection of the age of the
children—rather than a commentary on the schedule type itself—with student responses varying
significantly by grade level (x°=160.25, p<.05). Recall that schedule type overlaps with school grade span
such that integrated schedules are found in elementary schools, while divided schedules are in the middle
schools. Exhibit 26 showsthat nearly two-thirds of studentsin elementary grades (i.e., grades 4 and 5)
were happy or very happy about alonger school day as compared to 35 percent or less of studentsin
middle school grades (i.e., grades 6-8). Anecdotal evidence suggests that younger students had an easier

# Of the 1470 students who completed spring 2007 surveys, 19 percent attended schools with integrated
schedules, 57 percent attended schools with divided schedules, and 24 percent attended schools with mixed
models.
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time adjusting to the expanded day because they had less school experience to compare with, whereas
middle school students were significantly more cognizant of the change.

Exhibit 26: Percent of Students Reporting Positive Feelings About a Longer School Day,
By Grade, Spring 2007 (n=1470)

100 -
80 -
64
60
Percent of 60
Students who
were Happy or 40 | 35
Very Happy 25 28
20 A
0
grade 4 grade 5 grade 6 grade 7 grade 8

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Student Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rate: 1.0 percent.

For analysis of this question, the four-point response scale from very happy to very unhappy was dichotomized into
happy or unhappy. The graphic above presents the percent of students who reported they were happy. The percent who
reported they were unhappy equals 100 minus this value.

Exhibit reads: At the end of the first year of ELT implementation, 64 percent of grade 4 studentsin Cohort 1 ELT
schools reported that they were happy or very happy about alonger school day. Students’ distributions of responses
(very happy — happy — unhappy— very unhappy) varied significantly by grade level (x°=132.16, p<.05).

Exhibits 27 and 28, which present open-response data from the student surveys, distill some of students
feelings about ELT. Students were asked to identify the best part about having alonger school day. The
most common response cited was the addition of enrichments or electives, with one third of students
reporting that these activities were the best thing about having alonger school day. Other students liked
receiving additional help (15 percent) or learning more (11 percent), while some enjoyed having more
time for gym and recess (8 percent) or time to spend with their friends (9 percent). Nearly one quarter of
students (22 percent) did not identify any advantages to having alonger school day. There waslittle
variation in responses by type of school schedule.

Students were al so asked in open-response format to identify the hardest part about having a longer
school day. While 34 percent of students reported that the length of the day or not having time at home
was the hardest thing about a longer school day, particularly for studentsin schools with divided
schedules (45 percent), only two percent of students cited specific after-school activities that they were
missing due to longer school hours. In accordance with teachers' concerns regarding student fatigue, 19
percent of students stated specifically that they felt tired. While 18 percent of students didliked having
longer class periods, particularly studentsin schools with mixed schedules (35 percent), 12 percent
identified specifically that having more work was difficult. Ten percent of students did not identify
anything as hard about the longer school day.
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Exhibit 27: Student Open-Ended Responses of the Best Thing About a Longer School Day,
Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=1470)

Percent of Students

Cohort 1 Integrated Divided Mixed

Overall Schedule Schedule Schedule
Enrichments/electives 33 51 27 32
Getting extra help 15 8 17 16
Learning more 11 14 10 12
More time with friends 9 4 13 6
More gym or recess 8 11 5 13
Having snack 2 2 3 0
Nothing 22 10 26 21

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Student Survey, spring 2007.

Exhibit 28: Student Open-Ended Responses of the Hardest Thing About a Longer School
Day, Overall and By Schedule, Spring 2007 (n=1470)

Percent of Students

Cohort 1 Integrated Divided Mixed

Overall Schedule Schedule Schedule
Long day/No time at home 34 19 45 21
Getting tired 19 20 20 15
Having longer classes 18 16 12 35
Having more work 12 19 8 17
Staying out of trouble 2 1 2 3
Enrichment activities 2 2 3 0
Missing other activities 2 4 1 1
Getting hungry 1 1 1 1
Nothing 10 18 8 7

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Student Survey, spring 2007.

There were statistically significant differencesin students' responsesto items pertaining to their feelings

about school according to schedule type (see Exhibit 29), such that students in schools with integrated
schedules tended to have more positive feelings about school than studentsin schools with divided or

mixed schedules.
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Exhibit 29: Students’ Feelings About School in General, Overall and By Schedule, Spring

2007 (n=1470)

| 67
I am often bored in 51
class.* 70
73
My teachers know if | 70 O Cohort 1 Overall
| don’tunderstand 80 O Integrated Schedule
the material they 70 m Divided Schedule
are teaching.* 62
| O Mixed Schedule
| 85
| feel like I learn a 92
lotin school.* 84
82
0 20 40 60 80 100

Percent of Students who Agree or Strongly Agree

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Student Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items ranged from 1.6 to 2.2 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of student
responses by schedule.

For analysis of these items, the four-point response scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree was dichotomized
into agree or disagree. The graphic above presents the percent of students who reported they agree with the statement.
The percent who disagreed equals 100 minus this value.

Additional statistics by schedule are presented in Appendix D.5.

In addition, students’ feelings about school were generally consistent across time: in both the fall and
spring, most students agreed or strongly agreed that they learned alot in school (fall: 89 percent, spring:
85 percent) and that their teachers were aware if they were having difficulty with their schoolwork (fall:
75 percent, spring: 70 percent). However, there was a statistically significant increase in the percentage of
students who reported being bored in class (58 percent in fall 2006 and 67 percent in spring 2007 (p<.05).

Student responses aso varied by grade level (see Exhibit 30). Studentsin elementary grades, in
comparison to middle school grades, were more likely to report that they learned alot in school and that
their teachers understood when they did not understand something, and less likely to report that they were
bored in class.
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Exhibit 30: Students’ Feelings About School In General, By Grade, Spring 2007 (n=1470)

Percent of Students who Agreed or Strongly Agreed

Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8

| am often bored in class.* 46 62 70 74 71
My teachers know if | don’t

understand the material they are 80 76 71 60 70
teaching.*

| feel that | learn a lot in school.* 92 91 87 82 80

Source: Massachusetts 2020 Student Survey, spring 2007.
Non-response rates for individual items ranged from 1.6 to 2.2 percent.

Note: The stars (*) indicate statistically significant differences (i.e., p-value < .05) in the distribution of student
responses by grade level.

For analysis of these items, the four-point response scale from strongly agree to strongly disagree was dichotomized into
agree or disagree. The table above presents the percent of students who reported they agree with the statement. The
percent who disagree equals 100 minus this value.

Exhibit reads: At the end of the first year of ELT implementation, 46 percent of grade 4 studentsin Cohort 1 ELT
schools reported that they were often bored in class, as compared with 62 percent in grade 5, 70 percent in grade 6, 74
percent in grade 7, and 71 percent in grade 8. Students' responses to this item varied significantly by grade level
(¥°=52.88, p<.0001).
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Early Outcomes

In addition to investigating the process by which expanded time has been implemented in the first cohort
of ELT schools, and teacher and student perceptions about ELT, we have also conducted anal yses of
several early outcomes based on thefirst year of implementation. The following section regarding early
outcomes in the first cohort of ELT schools addresses the following questions:

e Based on the matching criteria selected for this evaluation, are there are suitable matched
comparison schools for the Cohort 1 ELT schools?

o Have the student and teacher demographics changed in Cohort 1 ELT schools from pre-ELT
implementation to first year of ELT implementation, relative to the matched comparison
school s?

e What isthe effect of ELT on school-based student behavior indicators?

Data from the 8" grade MCAS survey, additional teacher data, and benchmark assessment data will be
included in the year two evaluation report, which will also include analyses of student achievement data
fromthe MCAS.

Matched Comparison Schools

The outcomes component of the evaluation of the Expanded Learning Time (ELT) initiative utilizes a
guasi-experimental matched comparison design. Using a matched comparison design enables usto select
comparison schools that are similar to (i.e., “match”) the ELT schools on a number of observable
characteristics and allows us to suggest that differences between the two groups are aresult of the ELT
program.”®

Early in the evaluation the MADOE and Abt decided that it was important to try to match ELT schools
with non-ELT comparison schoolsin the same district due to important contextual differences among
participating districts. Because the pool of potentia comparison schoolsis small within each district, itis
not feasible statistically to use propensity scores to identify matched comparison schools. Instead, ELT
schools are matched to non-EL T schools within district and grade span (e.g., K-8, 6-8) based on the
following prioritization of matching variables decided in concert with MADOE staff involved in the
program:

Tier 1: Highest priority matching variables
e ELA Cycle IV Composite Performance Index (CPI) * %

% However, there may be important unobservable characteristics that cannot be a part of the matching process but
ultimately may be responsible for any observed difference between groups. Only arandom assignment study,
which was not feasible given the program design, can provide causal explanations for effects.

% The period from 1998 to 2014 has been divided into eight two-year cycles, and intermediate performance
targets have been set for each cycle. To make AY P, districts, schools, and subgroups must meet these
intermediate targets, or demonstrate improvement at arate that puts them “on target” for all studentsto reach
proficiency by 2014. Fall 2006 marks the end of Cycle 1V, encompassing the 2004-05 and 2005-06 school
years. (http://www.doe.mass.edu/sda/ayp/cyclel V/glossary.html).

% The Composite Performance Index (CP!) is a measure of the extent to which students are progressing toward
proficiency in English language arts (ELA) and mathematics, respectively. The CPI is a 100-point index that

Abt Associates Inc. Year One Report 53



¢ Math Cycle IV Composite Performance Index (CPl)
e Aggregate ELA Cycle |V Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) *
o Aggregate Math Cycle IV Adequate Y early Progress (AY P)

Tier 2: High priority matching variables
e ELA Accountability Status™
¢ Math Accountability Status

Tier 3: Medium priority matching variables
e  Student enrollment

e Percent minority (i.e., percent non-White)
o Percent limited English proficiency (LEP)
e Percent low-income

o Percent special education

Tier 4: Lower priority matching variables
o Percent male
o Percent of teachersin core academic subjects who are highly qualified

After identifying two potential matched comparison schools based on the above criteria, the study team
contacted the district superintendents to obtain qualitative information to help us determine which of the
two potential non-EL T matched comparison schoolsis the better match.* Superintendents volunteered a
range of information regarding the tenure of the school’ s leadership, district context, and demographics of
the school’ s neighborhood. This process allows the study team to select matched comparison schools
based on critical quantitative and qualitative factors. We then contacted the principals of potential
matched comparison schools directly to discuss their school’ s participation in the evaluation. Although
participation in this evaluation as a matched comparison schools will aso include teacher surveys, student
surveys, and a principal interview in future years of the evaluation, the first year only includes an analysis
of extant data from preferred matched comparison schools.

combines the scores of students who take standard MCAS tests (the Proficiency Index) with the scores of those
who take the MCAS-Alternate Assessment (MCAS-Alt) (the MCAS-Alt Index).

3 Toreceive an affirmative 2006 AY P determination, schools and districts must meet a student participation

requirement, an additional attendance or graduation requirement, and either the State's Cycle IV performance
target for that subject or the school or district's own Cycle IV improvement (gain) target. A group may also
make AY P by reducing the percentage of non-proficient students by 10 percent between 2004-05 and 2005-06
(NCLB's Safe Harbor provision). (http://www.doe.mass.edu/sda/ayp/cyclel V/

glossary.html)

% Districts, schools, and student subgroups are expected to make AYP in ELA and mathematics. Districts,

schools, or subgroups that make AY P in consecutive years have no Accountability Status. Those that do not
make AY P for two consecutive years or more may be identified for Improvement, Corrective Action, or
Restructuring for students in the aggregate or for one or more student subgroups. | mprovement, Corrective
Action, and Restructuring status all trigger specific consequences.

(http://www.doe.mass.edu/sda/ayp/cyclel V/glossary.html)

% Any non-ELT school identified as a potential ELT implementation school (i.e., the school received a planning

grant or was in the process of applying for a planning grant) was not eligible to serve as a matched comparison
school because that school could be an ELT school in future years of the evaluation.
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To assess the similarity between the ELT schools and the preferred matched comparison schools, the
following statistical tests were conducted:

o Individual t-testsfor each characteristic measured on a continuous scale used in the matching
process (e.g., student enrollment, percent low-income). There were nine t-tests.

o A composite F-test of al characteristics measured on a continuous scale used in the matching
process. The single composite test included the nine characteristics analyzed individually via
t-tests.

The results of these analyses are summarized in Exhibit 31.

Exhibit 31: Comparison of School-Level Characteristics of Cohort 1 ELT Schools and
Matched Comparison Schools, School Year 2006-07

Mean
Cohort 1 Matched
ELT schools comparison
Characteristic (n=10) schools (n=10) p-value
ELA Cycle IV CPI 69.8 70.8 7714
Math Cycle IV CPI 54.2 54.4 .9670
Student enroliment 445 422 .8420
Percent minority 68.0 62.1 .5906
Percent limited English proficiency 11.6 11.6 .9926
Percent low income 75.8 69.6 .4063
Percent special education 175 20.2 .3520
Percent male 52.6 52.1 .7440
Percent of teachers in core academic 88.6 90.7 .7522

subjects who are highly qualified

Composite F-test .6645

Source: Extant data extracted from the Massachusetts Department of Education’s “ School Profiles” website as of
February 2007 (http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/).

Exhibit reads: The ELA Cycle IV CPI score was on average 69.8 points for the Cohort | ELT schools and 70.8 points
for the matched comparison schools. The difference was not statistically significant (p>.05).

The results of the above analyses suggest that the ELT schools and matched comparison schools are
comparable on the specific set of characteristics used in the matching process. Using a well-matched
comparison group allows us to suggest that differences between the two groups can be attributed to the
effects of the ELT program since the ELT and matched comparison schools are similar on a variety of
demographic variables, school characteristics, and academic indicators. However, it isimpossible to say
definitely whether or not any differences observed can be directly attributable to the ELT program
because (a) thisis not arandomized experiment and (b) the matching process cannot include every
possible characteristic that may be related to the outcomes.

Student and Teacher Demographics During the First Year of ELT

For a number of reasons, one of which could be the advent of ELT, it is possible that there have been
noteworthy changesin the student and teacher populations at EL T schools during the first year of
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implementation. For example, parents may have elected to withdraw their child from a school
implementing ELT or, on the other hand, parents may have chosen to send their child to a school offering
an expanded day. Similarly, there may have been shiftsin the teaching staff at ELT schools. In order to
investigate the stability of student and teacher characteristics before and after the implementation of ELT,
we conducted two sets of analyses.

First, looking at the 10 Cohort 1 ELT schools only, we conducted t-tests to examine differencesin the
ELT schools student and teacher characteristics from the year immediately prior to ELT implementation
(2005-06) to thefirst year of ELT implementation (2006-07). The results of this analysis are presented in
Exhibit 32. This exhibit shows that there have been few practical changesin the student and teacher
populations on specific characteristicsin Cohort 1 ELT in thefirst year of ELT implementation. Only the
percent of students who are racia/ethnic minoritiesis significantly different in the first year of
implementation than in the previous year (68.0 vs. 65.4 percent, p=.0075). In all Cohort 1 ELT schoals,
there was a dight increase in the percent of minority students in 2006—07. In each year of the evaluation,
we will monitor the composition of the ELT schoolsto see what trends may occur.

Exhibit 32: School-Level Characteristics of Cohort 1 ELT Schools, 2005-06 Compared to
2006-07 (n=10)

Mean
Year prior to ELT ELT year one
(2005-06) (2006-07) p-value

Student population

Student enrollment 460 445 0.1010

Percent low income 78.1 75.8 0.3671

Percent minority 65.4 68.0 0.0075

Percent male 51.1 52.6 0.0871

Percent special education 17.0 175 0.4970

Percent limited English proficiency 11.2 11.6 0.7690

Percent first language not English 35.5 35.1 0.7009
Teacher population

Number of FTE teachers 42 39 0.1215

Percent of teachers licensed in their

teaching assignment 95.2 96.3 0.4250

Percent of core academic teachers

identified as highly qualified 88.6 93.8 0.4417

Student teacher ratio 11.2 11.2 0.7955

Source: Extant data downloaded from the M assachusetts Department of Education website
(http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/).

Exhibit reads: During the first year of ELT implementation (2006-07), the average student enrollment across the 10
cohort 1 ELT schools was 445 students school, as compared with 460 students the previous year (2005-06). This
difference was not statistically different (p>.05).

Next, to examine how the composition of ELT schools has changed pre- and post-EL T implementation
relative to the matched comparison schools, we conducted a difference in difference analysis of these
same school-level student and teacher characteristic data. In this anaysis, each school hasapre-ELT
mean (as many asfive years of pre-ELT data from 2001-02 through 2005-06) and a post-EL T value
(school year 2006—07) and the schools are clustered by their matched pairs. We therefore fit a two-level
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model (pre- or post-ELT datawithin schools) with fixed effects for matched pairs.® This analysis
examines the change in a specific characteristic (e.g., percent specia education) in thefirst year of ELT
implementation as compared to the average for the years prior to ELT, for ELT schoolsrelative to the
matched comparison schools. The results of this analysis are presented in Exhibit 33.

Exhibit 33: Changes in the Student and Teacher Characteristics Before and After ELT
Implementation: Cohort 1 ELT Schools Relative To Matched Comparison Schools

Cohort 1 ELT schools Matched comparison (MC)
(n=10) schools (n=10)
Difference in
difference®
Baseline 2006— Baseline  2006— (ELT diff. —
mean® 07 Diff. mean 07 Diff. MC diff.) p-value
Student population
Student enroliment 504.9 445.3 -59.65 470.3 422.3 -48.02 -11.63 4172
Percent low income 73.6 75.8 2.23 66.0 69.6 3.57 -1.35 .6057
Percent minority 61.4 68.0 6.62 56.6 62.0 5.41 1.22 .5399
Percent male 51.4 52.6 1.15 52.0 52.1 0.04 1.11 .2538
Percent special 12.7 17.5 4.73 134 20.2 6.81 -2.08 .0117
education
Percent limited English 10.3 11.6 1.31 12.0 11.6 -0.35 1.66 4243
proficiency
Percent first language 35.2 35.1 -0.14 36.4 34.4 -1.97 1.83 4491
not English
Teacher Population
Number of FTE 42.5 39.2 -3.27 39.6 37.3 -2.27 -1.00 .5964
teachers
Percent of teachers 93.0 96.2 3.27 89.5 91.9 2.38 0.88 7442
licensed in their
teaching assignment
Percent of core 89.5 93.8 4.32 90.5 92.4 1.93 2.39 .6074
academic teachers
identified as highly
qualified
Student teacher ratio 11.6 11.2 -0.40 12.1 11.4 -0.72 0.32 5213

Source: Extant data downloaded from the M assachusetts Department of Education website (http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/) as of
September 2007.

Notes:
2The baseline mean includes data, to the extent available, from the 2001-02 school year through the 2005-06 school year.

® A two-level model of time (pre- or post-ELT) nested in schools with fixed effects for matched comparison schools was fit for
difference in difference analyses.

Exhibit reads: During the 2006-07 school year, the student enroliment in Cohort 1 ELT schools declined nearly 60 studentsin
comparison to the average student enrollment from 2001-02 through 2005-06. The matched comparison schools declined 48
students during this same time period. Following the implementation of ELT, the loss in student enrollment was nearly 12 students
greater in the Cohort 1 ELT schools than the matched comparison schools. This differencein difference was not statistically
significant (p>.05).

% The model specifications are included in Appendix E.
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Note in Exhibit 33 the difference in difference scores are not statistically significant (i.e., p>.05) for all
but one of the student or teacher characteristics. Other than the percent of special education students,
these analyses suggest that there have been no large changes in the student and teacher popul ations on
specific characteristics at the EL T schools during the time of ELT implementation that differ from
changes occurring in the matched comparison schools.® The statistically significant negative difference
score for the percent of special education students points out that there has been alarger change in the
percent of special education students in the matched comparison schools than the ELT schools from pre-
ELT to thefirst year of ELT implementation (2006-07). Both ELT schools and matched comparison
schools have experienced increases in the percent of students receiving specia education services (4.73
percentage points and 6.81 percentage points, respectively). In future years of the evaluation, we will
continue to monitor and explore this finding.

These findings are important for moving forward with the interrupted time series analysis of MCAS
student achievement data planned for future years of the evaluation. Because the t-test analyses show little
significant change in the student and teacher populations on specific characteristicsin the Cohort 1 ELT
schoolsin thefirst year of ELT implementation, we can be confident that any observed changesin MCAS
scores post-EL T implementation are unlikely due to changes in these populations. Further, as evidenced
by the difference-in-difference analyses, what changes there have been in the student and teacher
populationsin ELT schools since 2001-02 are similar to those that have occurred in the matched
comparison schools. Therefore, we do not expect that these characteristics will have differential effects on
student achievement outcomes. However, we will test for the effects of student and teacher demographics
as we conduct analyses of MCAS student achievement datain future years of the evaluation.

Exhibit 34: Percent of Students in Spring 2006-07 Who Attended the Same School in
Spring 2005-06

Cohort 1ELT Matched Comparison

Schools (n=10) Schools (n=10) p-value
Elementary, K-8 Schools # 72.8 725 .8087
Middle Schools 72.5 72.1 .1086

Source: Individual level datafiles obtained from the Massachusetts Department of Education.

aThis analysis only includes non-entry grades; in other words, this analysisdoes not include 2006-07 pre-kindergarten
or kindergarten studentsin elementary/K -8 schools or 61 grade students in middle schools, as all of these students
would be new to these schools in 2006-07 given the grade span offered.

Exhibit reads: In Cohort 1 elementary and K-8 ELT schools, 72.8 percent of students who attended the school in
spring 2006-07 a so attended the same school in spring 2005-06.

% These analyses were also conducted with one year of baseline (2005-06) as opposed to five years of baseline

(2001-02 through 2005-06) to examine changes in school composition immediately pre- and-post ELT
implementation. All results were comparable.
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We aso utilized student-level datato examine student stability in ELT schools and the matched
comparison schools during the first year of ELT implementation (2006-07).% For this analysis, we looked
only at non-entry grades; that is, we did not consider pre-kindergarten or kindergarten studentsin
elementary or K-8 schools or sixth grade students in middle schools as these students would be new to
these schools in 2006-07 given the grade span offered. Using paired t-tests, we found that 72-73 percent
of studentsin both ELT schools and matched comparison schools who were attending these schoolsin
spring 2007 had been attending these same schools in spring 2006 (see Exhibit 35).

Exhibit 35: Selected Characteristics of New Students In ELT and Matched Comparison
Schools In Non-Entry Grades During the 2006-07 School Year

Percent of New Students in Non-entry Grades®

Students in Students in
cohort 1 ELT matched
schools comparison
(n=1192) schools (n=1318) p-value
Special Education Level of Need
Do not receive special education 79.4 77.0 .1492
Low — Less than 2 hours of services/week 0.6 0.9
Low — 2 or more hours of services/week 55 5.5
Moderate 6.9 9.6
High 7.6 7.1
Special Education Placement
Do not receive special education 79.2 76.9 .2673
Do not receive special education, but did so during 0.5 0.3
current school year
Full inclusion (Special education services outside general 10.8 12.6
education classroom less than 21% of the time)
Partial inclusion (Special education services outside 3.3 4.0
general education classroom 21% - 60% of the time)
Substantially separate classroom (Special education 6.2 6.1
services outside general education classroom more
than 60% of the time)
Special education services provided in a separate facility 0.0 0.2
Limited English Proficiency
Capable of performing ordinary classwork in English 89.1 85.9 .0150
Not capable of performing ordinary classwork in English 10.9 141

Source: Individual level datafiles obtained from the Massachusetts Department of Education.

3This analysisdoes not include 2006-07 pre-kindergarten or kindergarten students in elementary/K-8 schools or 6™ grade
studentsin middle schools, as these students would be new to these schools in 2006-07 given the grade span offered.
Exhibit reads: In the first year of ELT implementation, 79.4 percent of new studentsin non-entry gradesin ELT schools did
not receive special education services as compared with 77.0 percent of new studentsin matched comparison schools. The
distribution of the level of special education needed among new students in non-entry grades did not vary significantly
between EL T schools and matched comparison schools (p>.05).

% Dueto the structure of the longitudinal dataset we were only able to look at student mobility into schoolsin

2006-2007. Future years of the evaluation may draw on additional longitudinal datasetsto examine student
mobility out of schools.
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We next looked at students who were new to ELT schools and matched comparison schoolsin non-entry
gradesin 2006-07. Again, these were students who were new to these schools in grades other than pre-
kindergarten or kindergarten (for elementary schools or K-8 schools) or sixth grade (for middle schools)
when al students are new to a school. The MA DOE asked Abt to examine if students who require extra
services, such as specia education or limited English proficiency, and thereby may require extra financia
resources, were disproportionately selecting into ELT schools. Thisis of particular interest from a policy
perspective given that ELT funding is $1300 per student, regardless of specia education status or limited
English proficiency status.

Using chi-square tests, we found among the new students in non-entry gradesin ELT schools and
matched comparison schools, there were no statistically significant differencesin special education
placement or the level of need (see Exhibit 35). However, there were a statistically significant greater
percentage of limited English proficient students in non-entry grades who entered matched comparison
schoolsin 2006-07 than ELT schools. At thistime, therefore, it does not appear that students who require
extra services, disproportionately entered ELT schoolsin 2006-07. Again, we will continue to monitor
changesin the student population of ELT schools in future years of the evaluation.

Effect of ELT on Student Behavior Indicators

We examined the effect of ELT on severa student-level behavior indicators, including rates of
attendance, truancy, in-school suspension, and out-of-school suspension. Because it was not feasible to
conduct arandom assignment evaluation of ELT, the effects presented do not represent a causa
relationship between ELT and outcomes. In other words, there may be alternative explanations for the
effects found, and the effect observed may or may not be attributableto ELT. Using a matched
comparison design, as well as baseline datain our analyses, facilitates our ability to attribute observed
differencesto ELT.

Exhibit 36: Effect of ELT on Student Behavior Indicators, 2006—-07 School Year

Means®
Cohort 1ELT Matched
schools comparison ) b
(n=10) schools (n=10) Difference p-value
Attendance rate 93.34 92.91 0.432 0.4601
Truancy rate 0.48 0.59 -0.107 0.3633
In-school suspension rate 0.05 0.07 -0.024 0.5610
Out-of-school suspension rate 0.12 0.14 -0.026 0.2463

Source: Individual level data files obtained from the Massachusetts Department of Education.
2All numbers reported in this exhibit are based on estimates generated by a multi-level model; they are not raw numbers.

b Because student data are nested in schools, which are nested in pairs of ELT and matched comparison schools, we fit
two-level models of student-level datawithin schools with fixed effects for matched comparison schools. This model also
included a baseline covariate of the outcome variable at the student level and the treatment variable at the school level.

Exhibit reads: Controlling for students’ prior years' attendance rates, the estimated average student attendance rate during
the 2006-07 school year at Cohort 1 ELT schools was 93.34 percent and 92.91 percent at matched comparison schools.
The estimated effect of ELT on student attendance rates was .432 percentage points. This effect was not statistically
significant (p>.05).
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For this set of analyses, we fit atwo-level model of student-level data nested in schools with fixed effects
for matched comparison schools to obtain estimates of the differences in outcomes between ELT and
matched comparison schools.®” In the analysis we also controlled for the student-level rate (e.g.,
attendance) prior to ELT.*® For these student behavior indicators, we found no differences between the
ELT schools and the matched comparison schoolsin the first year of ELT implementation, suggesting
that ELT has not significantly affected these particular indicators (see Exhibit 36).

3 The model specifications are included in Appendix E.

% For ease of interpretation and comparison, we chose to present estimates of results by school type (i.e., ELT
schools versus matched comparison schools) rather than a difference in difference analysis.
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Conclusions

The 10 Cohort 1 schools started out with enthusiasm, learned some important |essons along the way, and
made plans to tweak and refine their initial plans to continue their participation for the 2007-08 school
year. Although survey results suggest that teachers and students had high expectations in the fall and
somewhat less enthusiasm in the spring, overall our interview findings suggest that despite some
criticisms and unanticipated logistical issues, the early implementation of ELT has been successful.
Teachers, principals, parents, and community partners continue to be supportive of the idea of expanded
learning time and embrace it in concept, even if there are some challenges to work out in its execution.
Their willingness to stick with it isasignal of that support.

By the end of the school year, schools had made the most progressin adding instructional time, whichis
among the initiative' s central objectives aimed at improving student achievement. They also made strides
in fostering better connections and more meaningful relationships between students and staff, whichisa
positive intermediate step towards generating desired student outcomes. Nearly three quarters of teachers
responding to the survey in spring 2007 indicated that they perceive positive effects on student academic
performance asaresult of ELT.

There were qualitative and quantitative differences in respondents’ experiences with ELT initsfirst year
according to the type of schedules schools adopted. The integrated schedule, which is most similar to the
vision for ELT that the MADOE articulated, seems to have several advantages over divided and mixed
schedules as documented by interview and focus group findings, as well as teacher and student survey
results. However, it isimportant to note that the year one findings by schedule type were likely
confounded by the grade span of ELT schools. Schools with particular grade spans were more likely to
adopt certain schedules, and the age of the students may have had more to do with teachers' and students
perceptions about the impacts of ELT than the schedule type. In addition, schools grade spans may have
influenced the scheduling options due to the relative complexity of scheduling for middle grades as
compared to elementary grades. As schedules change over time and additional schoolsimplement ELT,
we will try to disentangle some of the effects of students' age from the effects of ELT on teachers and
students’ feelings about ELT. Similarly, we will explore whether a school’ s grade span dictates logistical
or procedural decisions and/or reduces the flexibility of the school schedule.

One school administrator summed up the findings quite nicely, noting that this year “has been about
working out the procedural kinks (i.e., logistics and operations). Improving instructiona quality is next.”
With a short planning period, and eleventh hour notification that grants had been received, Cohort 1
schools are redlly pioneering the initiative. Subsequent cohorts have had more opportunity to plan, and as
each year of funding is approved by the legislature we hypothesi ze that schools will perceive a stronger
likelihood that funding will come through and will be less hesitant to make commitments to major
schedule changes and community partners. Thus we might also expect to see faster or greater
improvements in student outcomes in schoolsin later years. For the early implementation sites, we are not
expecting dramatic early improvementsin student outcomes given the complexities they experienced in
implementation. As schools are better able to consistently provide teachers with adequate individual and
collaborative planning time and professional development, and to offer student-centered enrichment
opportunities, we anticipate that the added instructiona time will be put to more productive use.

In this report we have only briefly explored the effects of the ELT initiative beyond teacher and student
perceptions. Perhaps not surprisingly given only one year of implementation, we found no effect of ELT
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on indicators of student behavior. We did find that the student and teacher populationsin the ELT and
matched comparison schools are comparable on specific characteristics over time with minor changesin
these populations in the first year of ELT. These are important findings for the integrity of future student
achievement analyses. Our evaluation design calls for more rigorous impacts data to be examined in
future years of the evaluation. Future years of the evaluation also will provide an opportunity to pursue
different questions, such as student engagement, and to pursue in depth some of the issues raised by this
year’ sfindings.
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Areas for Further Examination

Through our year one analyses and discussions with the MADOE, the study team has uncovered topics
that may warrant further examination as the evaluation continues. One such topic is technical assistance
(TA) for ELT schools. Although the interview protocol used with principalsincluded questions about TA,
few spoke at length about the breadth and depth of help they received in planning for and implementing
ELT. Welearned from Mass 2020 staff that many schools need significant outside support to develop and
implement their expanded learning time plans—and we know the types of services that Mass 2020
provides—but as the initiative continues to grow it will be important to have a more thorough
understanding of the level of internal and external capacity that is necessary to roll out theinitiative.
Future cohorts will benefit from the lessons learned through Cohort 1's experiences and from additional
planning time; however, at least some of the early adopters may have been so highly motivated asto
reduce their need for help. In future phases of the implementation component of the study, we will ask
principals and TA providersto speak in more detail about the nature and amount of TA schools receive.
Depending on the variation, it may be possible to analyze certain implementation data and outcomes
according to schools' level of TA.

Documenting the characteristics, challenges, and successes of existing ELT schoolsisincredibly valuable
for guiding future ELT schools; however, there is selection biasinsofar as there are likely unique qualities
of schoolsthat pioneer this sort of major initiative. Unpacking the factors that contributed to a number of
planning grant awardees failing to implement ELT will provide insights as to the potential implications of
rolling out ELT on alarger scale, and will inform the selection of districts and schools that are best suited
to effectively use ELT resources.

Other areas to investigate further may include the financia costs of theinitiative, particularly focusing on
the actual costs of expanding the school day in comparison to the grant amount. While schools were
directed to add 25 to 30 percent more time, the increase in per pupil funding for the Cohort 1 schools
ranges from five to 12 percent of the districts’ regular per pupil expenditures. Other issuesto examine are
therole of ELT coordinators, if/now ELT affects district policies or practices (e.g., scheduling of
professional development), the role of the principals and district/school interactions, MCAS survey data,
and additional teacher data should it become available (e.g., attendance, turnover, experience, education).
Subsequent reports will include analyses of MCAS student achievement data. In addition, we will explore
the relationships between implementation and student achievement outcomes in more detail aswell asthe
relationship between the ELT schools and districts and the state technical assistance providers.
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