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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Evaluation of Cumberland Special Education Student Outcomes 

Public Consulting Group’s Center for Resource Management (PCG-CRM) was contracted by the 
Cumberland Public Schools to conduct an evaluation of the district’s Special Education Program. The 
overall purpose of the evaluation was to determine its effectiveness in supporting positive outcomes 
for students receiving special education services. The evaluation was organized into two phases – an 
Outcome Analysis (Phase I) and an Organizational and Program Analysis (Phase II). The Phase I 
evaluation involved an analysis of the characteristics of the Cumberland special education population 
and their outcomes in areas related to attendance and performance on the NECAP reading and math 
assessments. It was designed to provide Cumberland Public Schools with a rich and integrated profile 
of the performance of students receiving special education services and the extent to which services 
are resulting in engagement with school (high attendance) and positive progress in reading and 
mathematics. 
 
Improving Data Access and Data Use 
Cumberland Public Schools should take steps to improve data quality and data access across the 
district. The process of acquiring data for the outcome evaluation revealed serious data system gaps, 
and highlighted that special education program data are not easily available on an ongoing basis to 
inform decisions within the district. It is recommended that the district take several steps to improve 
data quality and access: 1) ensure that SchoolMax, the district’s student information system, contains 
complete and accurate information on all students, including special education students, and that it is 
updated in a timely manner; 2) ensure that special education staff and school personnel are familiar 
with the range of reports that can be generated from SchoolMax, and establish a district-wide data 
access, dissemination, and analysis schedule that will support the timely distribution and use of 
pertinent data; and 3) archive regular education and special education information to allow 
longitudinal analysis of demographic and performance trends. 
 
Improving the Administration and Use of the Developmental Reading Assessment System 
The district should provide training to school staff to ensure the consistent administration and 
use of the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) system across classrooms. A review of DRA 
record forms indicated that teachers were not completing them in a uniform manner across 
schools/classrooms, which makes the reliability of the information highly questionable. The district 
should also consider using software applications available from the publisher of the DRA to improve 
the quality and use of student assessment results. 
 
Special Education Trends 
Variations in special education rates at different grade levels should be examined by the district 
to ensure they do not reflect procedural differences or a lack of supports that would inhibit 
students exiting from special education. Between the 2005–06 and 2007–08 school years, the 
percent of Cumberland students identified as needing special education services declined by 1% – 
from 20% to 19%, but rates varied at different grade levels. In 2007–08, grade levels where the 
special education rate was higher than the district average were 5th grade (21%), 6th grade (21%), 9th 
grade (20%), 11th grade (23%), and 12th grade (23%).  
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Special Education Demographics 
The district should critically examine the high percentage of male students and low economic 
level students identified for special education. In 2007–08, compared to the total Cumberland 
student population, the special education population included a significantly higher percentage of 
male students (67% vs. 52%) and students on free/reduced lunch (25% vs. 16%). The gender and 
economic differences in the special education population should be examined in terms of possible 
over-identification. Issues that have been identified in the literature on special education are that 
male students and students from poorer economic environments are frequently more likely to be 
struggling readers or exhibit behavior problems in the classroom versus having an actual 
handicapping condition.  
 
Special Education Population by Disability 
In the current school year, Cumberland Public Schools is providing services to a range of 
disability groups with students identified as having a learning disability comprising 27% of the K–
12 population, followed by speech/language (26%), other health impaired (26%), emotional 
disability (9%), autism (6%), and other (6%). The distribution of the population by disability varies 
at school levels, which has implications for the types of services offered. Students identified as having 
a speech/language disorder comprised nearly half of the special education students at the elementary 
level, while students with a learning disability comprised about a third of the middle and high school 
special education populations. Across grade levels, there is a steady increase in the proportion of 
special education students identified as other health impaired, from 16% at the elementary level to 
35% at the high school level. 
 
Attendance 
The district is to be commended for exemplary elementary attendance patterns for both special 
education and regular education students, but needs to monitor the increase in absence in grade 
8, and proactively address the attendance problems at the high school. High absence increases for 
special education students as they move through grades 9–12. In 2006–07, more than half of the 
grade 12 special education students missed 3 weeks or more of school compared to 34% in grade 9 
and 29% in grade 8.  
 
Longitudinal Special Education Student Achievement in Reading 
The district is to be commended that on the 2007 Grade 3 reading assessment, more than half of 
the tested special education students achieved proficiency. However, downward trends at other 
grade levels should serve as a caution to the district and an indicator to the special education 
program of the need for more intensive ongoing progress monitoring to improve performance. 
Across three years, with the exception of the 3rd grade assessment, the district did not show progress 
in reducing the percent of special education students who perform at Level 1. Longitudinal trends for 
the grades 6–8 assessments also showed no progress in reducing the percent of special education 
students scoring at Level 1. 
 
Longitudinal Special Education Student Achievement in Math 
Longitudinal increases in the percent of special education students scoring at Level 1 on the 
NECAP math achievement tests also underscore the need for more systematic monitoring of 
ongoing progress. The fact that nearly 60% of special education students scored at Level 1 on the 
2007 NECAP grade 4 and 5 math assessments is a very strong indicator that these students are not 
receiving the math support and intervention they need at the elementary level. The high percentages 
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of students scoring at Level 1 on the 6–8 NECAP math assessments indicate that most middle school 
special education students are performing significantly below grade level, and lack the math skills 
they will need to succeed in middle and high school math coursework.  
 
Cohort Progress in Reading and Math 
Cumberland Public Schools needs to intensify its efforts to provide the depth of reading and 
math intervention special education students need to improve their skills. An analysis of the 
longitudinal progress made by two same-group cohorts of students on the NECAP reading and math 
assessments from 2005 to 2007 showed that these students made minimal progress in moving toward 
proficiency. Also, as students moved from one grade to the next, the majority who were at Level 1 in 
the previous grade continued to score at Level 1. Progress or growth data provide important findings 
about the extent to which specific students are improving from one grade to the next, and provide a 
more robust indicator of program effectiveness than trend data. The cohort results indicated that the 
reading and math instruction provided to these special education students did not lead to improved 
performance on the NECAP assessments.  
 
Improving the Performance of the Lowest Performing Students 
The district needs to critically examine a lack of progress in improving the performance of the 
lowest performing special education students and develop a district-wide plan to address this 
issue. An analysis of the progress made by same-group cohorts of special education and regular 
education students who had scored at Level 1 on the 2005 NECAP reading and math assessments 
showed that the special education group made minimal or no progress. Progress for the regular 
education students was more positive, but about half showed no change in their performance from 
year to year. These results indicate a need for instructional improvement in meeting the needs of low 
performing students.  
 
NECAP Reading and Math Performance by Disability 
The Special Education Program should more closely monitor the ongoing reading and math 
performance of specific disability groups. While variations in performance may be expected, it is 
important that the special education program strategically examine the extent to which the reading 
and math support that is being provided to specific disability groups is resulting in students mastering 
essential skills. This is particularly true for the learning disability population at the elementary level 
where 2007 results showed more than half of these students scored at Level 1 on the NECAP reading 
and 80% scored at Level 1 for NECAP math. 



 
 

 



INTRODUCTION 

Public Consulting Group’s Center for Resource Management (PCG-CRM) was contracted by the 
Cumberland Public Schools to conduct an evaluation of the district’s Special Education Program. The 
overall purpose of the evaluation was to determine its effectiveness in supporting positive outcomes 
for students receiving special education services. The evaluation was organized into two phases – an 
Outcome Analysis (Phase I) and an Organizational and Program Analysis (Phase II). 
 
Across the two phases, the evaluation design incorporated data from three sources in arriving at 
findings and recommendations (Figure 1). The first component of the triangle involves the analysis of 
student achievement trends and growth patterns (Outcome Analysis); the second component focuses 
on program, school, and district factors that have an impact on instructional effectiveness and special 
education outcomes at the elementary, middle, and high school levels. The third component 
examines evaluation findings in the context of pertinent research and practice knowledge such as the 
emerging literature on the Response to Intervention (RTI) Model as an alternative approach to the 
identification of students with learning disabilities. 
 

Triangulated Evaluation Design 

 
Figure 1. Triangulated Approach to Evaluation 

 

PHASE I OUTCOME ANALYSIS 

Today more than ever, district leaders are expected to demonstrate the results of programs and services 
in terms of student learning and achievement. This means being able to determine how much progress 
specific groups of students are making and the extent to which services produce positive results. 
 
A key database application that was used to examine Cumberland special education student 
outcome variables in the Phase I evaluation was CRM’s SOCRATES Data System. SOCRATES is a highly 
sophisticated database application with powerful data integration and data disaggregation capabilities. 
SOCRATES imports data from school administrative systems, state assessment data files, testing program 
data files, and other data sources to create a fully integrated database that links information about 
student performance, student demographics, and pertinent aspects of students’ educational experiences. 
The system was specifically designed to support research and evaluation studies, allow virtually 
unlimited capability to disaggregate data by any number of defined variables, and provide extensive 
data analysis capability. 
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Accessing Cumberland Special Education Data 

As shown in Figure 2, the Phase I evaluation involved accessing pertinent information on 
Cumberland special education students from three distinct databases: 1) SchoolMax, the district’s 
student information system; 2) e-RIDE, the information system maintained by the Rhode Island 
Department of Education (RIDE); and 3) the State Special Education (SPED) Census database. 
 

Integrated Database 
 

 
 

Figure 2. Cumberland Integrated Database 
 
Each of the pertinent databases contained specific student information but none contained all of the 
pertinent information on each Cumberland student. All students are included in the district’s student 
information system, but the SchoolMax database does not include a code for students receiving 
special education services so these students could not be identified in this core district database. The 
e-RIDE system is a comprehensive database that includes data for regular education and special 
education students as well as New England Common Assessment Program (NECAP) performance 
data, but does not contain course grade data. The Special Education Census only contains data on 
special education students but does not contain many of the data elements included in SchoolMax. 
 
Data are periodically uploaded from SchoolMax to e-RIDE. Information on special education 
students is entered into the web-based State Special Education Census template, and twice each 
year, this information is uploaded to the State Special Education database. School personnel can 
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access and edit real-time information on current students within the SchoolMax and Special 
Education Census systems. Personnel can also access information from the e-RIDE system, but this 
point-in-time system can only be updated during scheduled uploading periods and data are not 
available in a timely manner. Only the e-RIDE database contains NECAP performance data. 
 
The process of acquiring data for the outcome evaluation revealed serious gaps in the data systems in 
place in the Cumberland School District. These gaps not only resulted in a time consuming and costly 
data acquisition process but also indicated that special education program data are not easily available on 
an ongoing basis to inform decisions within the district. Data access limitations that were revealed in 
the process of acquiring pertinent data from the Cumberland data files included the following: 

• The SchoolMax database does not identify students who are receiving special education 
services, a serious limitation in the district’s student information system. 

• Longitudinal data for regular education and special education students had to be accessed 
from different sources across three years. 

 2005–06: data were downloaded from a secure e-RIDE site, using the EAS-e Data 
Analysis Suite. 

 2006–07: data were accessed from multiple files supplied by the district. 
 2007–08: some data were accessed from a set of multiple files extracted from the 

district’s SchoolMax system, but special education students were not identified in the 
SchoolMax files. These data had to be matched to two spreadsheets of data on special 
education students and the services they were scheduled to receive. 

• Information on students’ disabilities, programs, and hours of service were only available for 
the 2007–08 year in the Special Education Census and for prior years in e-RIDE. Data for 
2006–07 were not available in e-RIDE in time for use in this study. 

• NECAP results were available for the Fall 2005 test in e-Ride, and on a CD that had been 
sent to the district for the Fall 2006 test. This CD took considerable time for district staff to 
locate. Fall 2007 results were acquired directly from the test publisher’s Web site. 

 

Another data source for the outcome analysis was the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) 
system. DRA results in the elementary grades were only available in paper format. The data record 
forms varied slightly across grade levels and schools and a review of the record forms indicated that 
teachers were not completing them in a uniform manner across schools/classrooms, which made the 
reliability of the information highly questionable. 
 

Improving Data Access and Data Use 
The experience of accessing data on Cumberland special education students combined with 
discussions with Information Technology and Special Education personnel identified several 
important areas for improvement in the district’s data system procedures. 
 
It is recommended that the Cumberland Public Schools take steps to: 

• Ensure that SchoolMax contains complete and accurate information on all students, including 
students receiving special education services, so that it can provide essential data and 
function appropriately as the district’s primary information system. 

• Ensure that data on all students are added to the student information system in a timely manner. 
• Ensure that special education staff and school personnel are familiar with the range of reports 

that can be generated from SchoolMax in aggregate form as well as on the individual student level. 
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• Define a set of key student outcome questions that focus the ongoing use of data by both 
special and regular education staff. 

• Identify the types of data needed to address the key questions, and establish a district-wide 
data access, dissemination, and analysis schedule that will support the timely distribution and 
use of pertinent data. 

• Archive regular education and special education information to allow longitudinal analysis of 
demographic and performance trends. 

• Work with RIDE to ensure that special education student data from SchoolMax can be 
electronically uploaded to the Special Education Census. 

• Utilize software applications available from the publisher of the DRA to improve the quality 
and use of student assessment results. 

• Provide training to school staff to ensure the consistent administration and use of the DRA 
assessment system across classrooms.  

 
Focus of the Phase I Outcome Analysis 

The Phase I evaluation involved an analysis of the characteristics of the Cumberland special 
education population and their outcomes in areas related to attendance and performance on the 
NECAP reading and math assessments. Key questions included: 
 
Population Characteristics 

• What changes have occurred in Cumberland special education rates over the past three years? 
• To what extent do specific demographic characteristics appear to act as factors in 

identification? 
• What is the distribution of the Cumberland special education population across disability groups? 

 
Attendance Outcomes 

• To what extent is the special education program achieving high attendance patterns as an 
indicator of engagement with school? 

• Are there major differences in the attendance patterns of special and regular education students? 
• How do attendance patterns vary at different grade levels, demographics, and at different schools? 

 
NECAP Achievement 

• Do longitudinal NECAP achievement trends in reading and math show a pattern of 
improvement for both the special and regular education populations? 

• How do Cumberland special education NECAP performance trends compare to state special 
education performance trends? 

• How does NECAP special education performance vary by disability and number of service hours? 
• What progress have same group cohorts of special education students made across three 

years of the NECAP reading and math assessments? 
• To what extent is the special education program improving the achievement of the lowest 

performing students? 
 
The outcome analysis was designed to provide the Cumberland School District with a rich and 
integrated profile of the performance of students receiving special education services and the extent 
to which services are resulting in engagement with school (high attendance) and positive progress in 
reading and mathematics. 
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RESULTS OF THE PHASE I OUTCOME ANALYSIS 

Cumberland Special Education Population 

Between the 2005–06 and 2007–08 school years, the percent of Cumberland students identified as 
needing special education services declined by only 1% – from 20% to 19%. However, as shown in 
Figure 3, the special education rate varied across the years at different grade levels. 
 

Note 2: Arrows indicate where the percent of special education students exceeds the percent at the district level (19%) in 2007–08.

Figure 3: 2005–06 to 2007–08, Percent of Special Education Students by Grade Level, Cumberland School District, RI.

Percent of Special Education Students by Grade Level

Note 1: Grades K–5: 2005–06 N=415, 2006–07 N=412, 2007–08 N=373. Grades 6–8: 2005–06 N=266, 2006–07 N=253, 2007–08 N=250. 
Grades 9–12: 2005–06 N=327, 2006–07 N=327, 2007–08 N=324. 
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• Special education identification rates were lowest at the elementary level and highest at the 
high school level. 

• From 2005–06 to 2007–08, the percent of students identified as needing special education 
services declined from 19% to 17% at the elementary level, from 21% to 20% at the middle 
school level, and from 22% to 20% at the high school level. 
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• In 2007–08, the grade levels where the special education rate was lower than the district rate 
of 19% were: Kindergarten (11%), 1st grade (17%), 3rd grade (16%), 4th grade (18%), and 10th 
grade (16%). 

• In 2007–08, the grade levels where the special education rate was higher than the district 
rate of 19% were: 2nd grade (20%), 5th grade (21%), 6th grade (21%), 9th grade (20%), 11th 
grade (23%), and 12th grade (23%). 

 

The variations in special education rates at the different grade levels should be examined by the 
district to ensure that the variations do not reflect procedural differences or a lack of supports that 
would be an obstacle to students exiting from special education. 
 

Demographic Characteristics 
Table 1 compares the demographic characteristics of the Cumberland special education population to 
the total population across three school years. As shown in the table, representation by race/ethnicity 
in the special education population closely matches the composition of the total population for all 
years. However, the table shows significant gender and economic differences. The fact that in 2007–
08 males comprise 52% of the Cumberland student population, but 67% of the special education 
students indicates that a disproportionate percent of male students are being identified as needing 
special education services. Similarly, while lower economic level students comprise 16% of the total 
Cumberland population, they comprise a quarter of the special education population. 
 

N % N % N % N     % N     % N     %

Grades K–12 5,001 5,085 5,084 1,008 20% 992 20% 947 19%

Gender    
   Female 2,399 48% 2,476 49% 2,460 48% 344 34% 335 34% 316 33%
   Male 2,602 52% 2,609 51% 2,624 52% 664 66% 657 66% 631 67%
Ethnicity    
   African-American 101 2% 116 2% 123 2% 28 3% 32 3% 28 3%
   Hispanic 195 4% 207 4% 225 4% 34 3% 37 4% 46 5%
   White 4,617 92% 4,668 92% 4,644 91% 931 92% 910 92% 864 91%
   Other 88 2% 94 2% 92 2% 15 1% 13 1% 9 1%
Economic Level      
   Free/Red. Lunch 661 13% 710 14% 792 16% 231 23% 229 23% 237 25%

 
Note 1: In 2005–06 and 2006–07, N=end-of-year active population and in 2007–08, N=quarter 1 active population.

Table 1. 2005–06 to 2007–08 Distribution of the Total Population and Special Education Students
Cumberland School District, RI

  Total Population Special Education Students
2005–06 2006–07 2007–08

Note 2: Due to the small size of the Asian, Pacific Islander, and Native American special education populations, these students are 
grouped as "Other" in the distribution by ethnicity .

2005–06 2006–07 2007–08

 
 

Figure 4 further illustrates the gender and economic differences in the special education population when 
compared to the total population at the elementary, middle, and high school levels across three school 
years. At each of the three school levels, and for all three years, there is an over-representation of male 
students and economically poorer students in the special education population. These demographic 
factors in the special education population should be examined in terms of over-identification, and 
whether male students or students from poorer economic environments are more likely to be struggling 
readers or exhibit behavior problems in the classroom versus having an actual handicapping condition. 
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Note 1: In 2005–06 and 2006–07, N=end-of-year active population and in 2007–08, N=quarter 1 active population.

Figure 4. 2005–06 to 2007–08 Distribution of the Total Population and Special Education Students Across 
Subpopulation by School Level, Cumberland School District, RI.

Note 2: N=the Total Population and n=Special Education Students.

Longitudinal Characteristics of Total and Special Education Students by School Level
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Special Education Population by Disability 
The Cumberland special education population includes a range of disabilities with students identified 
as having a learning disability comprising 27% of the K–12 population, followed by speech/language 
(26%), other health impaired (26%), emotional disability (9%), autism (6%), and other (6%). 
 
The distribution of the population by disability varies at school levels as shown in Table 2 and Figure 5. 

• Students identified as having a speech/language disorder comprise the highest percentage of 
special education students at the elementary level (nearly half) compared to 13% at the 
middle school level. 

• Students with a learning disability comprise about a third of the middle and high school 
special education populations compared to 19% of the elementary special education 
population. 

• There is a steady increase in the proportion of special education students identified as other 
health impaired, from 16% at the elementary level to 35% at the high school level. 

 
 

N % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Grades K–12 947 100% 254 27% 248 26% 247 26% 81 9% 56 6% 61 6%

Grades K–5 373 39% 71 19% 59 16% 181 49% 10 3% 22 6% 30 8%
Kindergarten 36 10% 1 3% 2 6% 19 53% 3 8% 2 6% 9 25%
Grade 1 66 18% 4 6% 7 11% 41 62% 5 8% 2 3% 7 11%
Grade 2 62 17% 13 21% 10 16% 31 50%  ---  --- 2 3% 6 10%
Grade 3 61 16% 9 15% 11 18% 34 56%  ---  --- 4 7% 3 5%
Grade 4 66 18% 17 26% 11 17% 28 42% 2 3% 6 9% 2 3%
Grade 5 82 22% 27 33% 18 22% 28 34%  ---  --- 6 7% 3 4%

Total 6–8 250 26% 82 33% 77 31% 33 13% 23 9% 25 10% 10 4%
Grade 6 89 36% 28 32% 20 23% 17 19% 8 9% 11 12% 5 6%
Grade 7 78 31% 23 30% 33 42% 7 9% 7 9% 7 9% 1 1%
Grade 8 83 33% 31 37% 24 29% 9 11% 8 10% 7 8% 4 5%

 
Total 9–12 324 34% 101 31% 112 35% 33 10% 48 15% 9 3% 21 6%
Grade 9 90 28% 26 29% 30 33% 16 18% 14 16% 1 1% 3 3%
Grade 10 64 20% 22 34% 25 39% 7 11% 5 8% 1 2% 4 6%
Grade 11 88 27% 32 36% 27 31% 7 8% 16 18% 1 1% 5 6%
Grade 12 82 25% 21 26% 30 37% 3 4% 13 16% 6 7% 9 11%

  

 

Cumberland School District, RI

Learning
 Disability

Disability

Note: N=quarter 1 active special education population.

Table 2. 2007–08 Quarter 1 Special Education Students By Disability and Grade Level

Other
SPED 

Students Autism
Other
Health

Emotional
 Disability

Speech/
Language
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Figure 5. 2007–08 Quarter 1 Special Education Students by Disability and School Level, Cumberland School District, RI.

2007–08 Disability Groups by School Level
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Demographics of Disability Groups 
Cumberland special education student data were further disaggregated to examine the demographic 
characteristics of the different disability groups. Results are displayed in Figure 6, which again suggest 
the need to examine whether male students are being over-identified in some areas of disability. 
With the exception of autism, the high percentage of male students in the various disability 
categories should be critically examined by Cumberland special education staff. The high proportion 
of low economic level students diagnosed as having an emotional disability (38%) should also be 
examined to ensure that social misbehavior is not being classified as an emotional handicap. 
 

Figure 6. 2007–08 Grades K–12, Distribution of Female, Male, and Free/Reduced Lunch Students Across the Total 
Population and Disability Groups, Cumberland School District, RI.

2007–08 Demographics of Disability Groups

48%

33%
40%

26%
34%

38%

23%

52%

67%
60%

74%
66%

62%

73%

16%
25% 27% 24% 21%

38%

14%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Total
Population
(N=5,084)

SPED
Students
(N=947)

Learning
Disability
(N=254)

Other
Health

(N=248)

Speech/
Language
(N=247)

Emotional
Disability
(N=81)

Autism
(N=56)

Female Male Free/Reduced Lunch

 
 

9 



Cumberland Attendance Trends 

Student attendance is an important indicator of the extent to which students are engaged with school 
and it can have a major impact on learning and achievement. The Phase I Outcome Analysis 
examined longitudinal attendance patterns for both special and regular education students and how 
attendance patterns varied at different grade levels, by student demographics, and different schools. 

Demographic Attendance Patterns 
Table 3 provides a summary display of end-of-year 2005–06 and 2006–07 attendance data for the Cumberland 
regular and special education population disaggregated by ethnicity, economic level, and school level.  
 

 
05–06 06–07 05–06 06–07 05–06 06–07 05–06 06–07 05–06 06–07

N N % % % % % % % %

Grades K–12 1,008 992 40% 37% 25% 25% 12% 13% 24% 25%
Gender
Female 344 335 38% 38% 24% 24% 10% 15% 28% 24%
Male 664 657 40% 37% 25% 26% 13% 12% 21% 25%
Ethnicity
African American 28 32 50% 28% 18% 34% 11% 9% 21% 28%
Hispanic 34 37 38% 43% 15% 16% 18% 8% 29% 32%
White 931 910 39% 37% 25% 25% 12% 13% 23% 24%
Economic Level
Free/Red. Lunch 231 229 31% 28% 24% 25% 13% 13% 32% 35%
School Level
Elementary 415 412 53% 50% 28% 30% 10% 10% 9% 10%
Middle 266 253 44% 37% 26% 29% 15% 15% 15% 19%
High 327 327 20% 21% 20% 17% 12% 15% 48% 48%

Grades K–12 3,993 4,093 45% 41% 28% 29% 12% 11% 16% 18%
Gender
Female 2,055 2,141 44% 41% 27% 29% 13% 12% 16% 18%
Male 1,938 1,952 45% 42% 29% 30% 11% 11% 15% 18%
Ethnicity
African American 73 84 51% 52% 29% 27% 8% 8% 12% 12%
Asian/Pacific Islander 61 70 57% 60% 23% 21% 8% 4% 12% 14%
Hispanic 161 170 35% 34% 29% 27% 12% 12% 23% 27%
White 3,686 3,758 45% 41% 28% 30% 12% 11% 16% 18%
Economic Level
Free/Red. Lunch 430 481 38% 37% 26% 25% 13% 12% 23% 27%
School Level
Elementary 1,795 1,802 54% 51% 30% 32% 9% 10% 7% 8%
Middle 1,014 1,059 53% 49% 26% 28% 11% 12% 10% 11%
High 1,184 1,232 23% 21% 27% 27% 17% 13% 34% 39%

Table 3. 2005–06 and 2006–07 Special and Regular Education Student Demographics by Number of
Days Absent, Cumberland School District, RI

 End-of-Year Days Absent
Enrolled 0–5 Days 6–10 Days 11–14 Days 15+ Days

REGULAR EDUCATION STUDENTS

SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS

Note 2: Due to the small sizes of the Native American regular education population, and the Asian, Pacific Islander, and Native 
American special education populations, these students are not included in the distribution by ethnicity .

Note 1: N=end-of-year active students.

 
The data presented in Table 3 showed both similarities as well as significant differences in the 
attendance patterns of the different student groups. 
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• For the total K–12 population, about 40% of both the special and regular education students 
had exemplary attendance patterns (0–5 days absent) during both school years. However 
there were significant differences between the two groups in the percent of students who 
were frequently absent across the two years (15 days or more), about 17% of the regular 
education students compared to 25% of the special education students. 

• There were significant differences in attendance patterns as students progressed from the 
elementary to the high school level. More than half of the elementary special and regular 
education students had exemplary attendance compared to about 20% at the high school level. 

• In both years, nearly half of the high school special education students and about a third of 
the regular education students were frequently absent from school. 

• For both the special and regular education population, Hispanic students and students on 
free/reduced lunch showed a higher pattern of absence. 

 

School Attendance Patterns 
Table 4 provides a summary display of end-of-year 2005–06 and 2006–07 attendance data for the 
Cumberland special and regular education populations at each of the district’s schools. While there 
were variations in school level attendance patterns for the regular and special education populations, 
it is noteworthy that in both years the Community, Garvin, and Cumberland Hill Schools were 
effective in achieving high attendance patterns for half or more of both groups of students. 
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05–06 06–07 05–06 06–07 05–06 06–07 05–06 06–07 05–06 06–07

School N N % % % % % % % %

Grades K–12 1,008 992 40% 37% 25% 25% 12% 13% 24% 25%
Ashton School 80 77 45% 40% 23% 36% 19% 16% 14% 8%
B.F. Norton Elem. 78 73 49% 45% 30% 23% 12% 10% 10% 22%
Community School 103 113 57% 51% 33% 35% 7% 7% 3% 6%
Garvin Memorial 65 81 57% 59% 29% 26% 6% 10% 8% 5%
Cumberland Hill 79 66 54% 52% 27% 27% 9% 9% 10% 12%

Joseph L. McCourt 144 147 42% 32% 24% 27% 15% 17% 19% 25%
North Cumberland 114 104 44% 43% 32% 33% 15% 14% 10% 11%

Cumberland High 311 318 16% 20% 21% 17% 13% 15% 50% 49%
Other1 34 13 74% 69%  --- 8% 3% 15% 24% 8%

Grades K–12 3,993 4,093 45% 41% 28% 29% 12% 11% 16% 18%
Ashton School 248 276 49% 48% 24% 30% 16% 12% 11% 11%
B.F. Norton Elem. 260 253 59% 49% 25% 26% 12% 10% 5% 15%
Community School 502 564 57% 51% 33% 34% 7% 8% 4% 7%
Garvin Memorial 273 277 52% 50% 31% 34% 7% 10% 10% 6%
Cumberland Hill 492 411 50% 50% 33% 33% 9% 11% 9% 6%

Joseph L. McCourt 422 432 47% 45% 27% 27% 12% 13% 14% 15%
North Cumberland 578 609 56% 50% 27% 30% 11% 12% 7% 8%

Cumberland High 1,175 1,221 22% 21% 27% 27% 17% 13% 34% 39%
Other1 43 50 100% 96%  --- 2%  ---  ---  --- 2%

REGULAR EDUCATION STUDENTS

Note: N=end-of-year active students.

SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS

Absent, Cumberland School District, RI

 End-of-Year Days Absent
Enrolled 0–5 Days 6–10 Days 11–14 Days

Table 4. 2005–06 and 2006–07 Special and Regular Education Students by School and Number of Days

1 Other=Students who were not coded to a Cumberland public school in the census data provided to CRM from the district.

15+ Days

 



School level attendance patterns for the special education population showed the following: 
• In 2005–06, while 53% of the elementary special education students had very high 

attendance patterns (0–5 days absent) there were significant variations cross the schools. High 
attendance patterns were most positive at Community School (57%), Garvin (57%), and 
Cumberland Hill (54%), and somewhat lower at B.F. Norton (49%) and Ashton (45%). 

• In 2006–07, 51% of the elementary special education students had very high attendance 
patterns (0–5 days absent), and again there were variations cross the schools. High 
attendance patterns were most positive at Garvin (59%) and lowest at Ashton (40%). 

• In 2006–07, the percent of special education students who were frequently absent increased 
to 22% at B.F. Norton. 

• At the middle school level, there was a significant decrease in the percent of special 
education students  with high attendance rates at McCourt, from 42% to 32%, and an 
increase in the percent with high absence, from 19% to 25%. 

• There is a major problem with special education student absence at Cumberland High 
School. In both years, about half of the population was absent 15 or more days, which 
translates into missing three weeks or more of their schooling. 

 
Figures 7A and 7B provide a graphic illustration of the high attendance and high absence patterns of 
the special education population by school for the most recent completed school year, 2006–07. 
This is an example of the type of display that can facilitate an analysis of special education 
attendance patterns by Cumberland district and school staff, foster more systematic monitoring of 
attendance, and support targeted intervention to improve attendance patterns where needed. The 
district should update and disseminate attendance information on an annual basis to determine 
progress in sustaining high attendance and in reducing absence. At the school level, attendance 
should be examined on a quarterly basis. 
 

Figure 7A. 2006–07 Special Education Students: Days Absent by Elementary School, Cumberland School 
District, RI.

Percent of Special Education Students with High Attendance and High Absence in 
2006–07 by Elementary School
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Figure 7B. 2006–07 Special Education Students: Days Absent by Middle and High School, Cumberland 
School District, RI.
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Grade Level Patterns 
Figures 8A and 8B depict two year absence trends for the special and regular education population 
by grade level. They answer the questions: 

• What percent of the special education and regular education populations had High 
Attendance patterns at each of the grade levels from 3–12? 

• What percent of the special education and regular education populations had High Absence 
patterns at each of the grade levels from 3–12? 

 
Figure 8A grade level attendance patterns for grades 3–8 show the following: 

• Special Education High Attendance: For both school years, the majority of special education 
students were rarely absent from school in grades 3, 4, and 5. However, there was a decline 
in the percentage of special education students who had this exemplary attendance record in 
grades 6, 7, and 8. 

• Special Education High Absence: Less than 15% of the special education population was 
absent 15 days or more in grades 3–5. In grades 6, 7, and 8, high absence patterns varied 
across the two years with a significant increase to 29% in grade 8 in 2006–07. 

•  Regular Education High Attendance: Fifty percent or more of Cumberland regular 
education students in grades 3–6 had an exemplary attendance record in both years. There 
was a slight decline to 48% in grades 7 and 8 in 2006–07. 

• Regular Education High Absence: Frequent absence is not an issue for regular education 
students in grades 3–6 where less than 10% of the students were absent 15 days or more in 
both years. In 2006–07, there was a notable increase to 14% of the students who were 
frequently absent in grade 8. 
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Grades 3–8 Comparison of 2005–06 and 2006–07 End-of-Year Absence Trends for Special and Regular Education Students
Cumberland School District, RI

Figure 8A. Grades 3–8 Absence Trends for Special and Regular Education Students by Grade Level, Cumberland School District, RI.
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Figure 8B grade level attendance patterns for grades 9–12 show the following: 
• Special Education High Attendance: High attendance patterns varied across the two years 

for the 9–12 population but illustrated the continued decline in the percentage of special 
education students rarely absent from school, a pattern that started in grades 7 and 8. In 
2005–06, about 20% of the special education students had exemplary attendance in grades 
9–11, and 15% in grade 12. The pattern in 2006–07 showed 30% with high attendance in 
grade 9, about 15% in grades 10 and 11, and 26% in grade 12. 

• Special Education High Absence: High absence increases for special education students as 
they move through grades 9–12. In 2006–07 the percent of students with high absence 
increased from 34% in grade 9 to 57% in 11 and 51% in grade 12. 

• Regular Education High Attendance: High attendance patterns for regular education 
students also varied across the two years, but also showed a significant decline in the 
percentage of students with high attendance when compared to the grade 7 and 8 
populations shown in Figure A. Significant declines in high attendance also occur from grade 
9 to 12. 

• Regular Education High Absence: Where frequent absence was not an issue for regular 
education students in the earlier grades, it is an issue that significantly increases as students 
move from grade 9 to grade 12. In 2006–07, the percent of regular education students 
frequently absent increased from 27% in grade 9 to 48% in grade 12. 
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Grades 9–12 Comparison of 2005–06 and 2006–07 End-of-Year Absence Trends for Special and Regular Education Students

Cumberland School District, RI

Figure 8B. Grades 9–12  Absence Trends for Special and Regular Education Students by Grade Level, Cumberland School District, RI.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN READING 

An analysis of NECAP reading achievement data was conducted to determine the extent to which 
Cumberland special education students are developing the reading skills essential for success in 
school and preparation for their future. DRA reading assessment data were also acquired on the 
special education population. However, as noted previously, a review of the DRA record forms 
indicated that teachers were not completing them in a uniform manner across schools/classrooms, 
thus making the reliability of the information questionable. 
 
The analyses of NECAP reading achievement data addressed several key questions. 

1. What progress are special education students making in developing essential reading skills at 
different grade levels? What progress is being made by different disability groups? 

2. What progress has been made in closing achievement gaps in reading between special and 
regular education students?  

3. How do Cumberland students perform on the NECAP compared to state averages? 
4. What progress has been made by same-group cohorts of special education students as they 

move through the grades? 
5. What progress has been made in improving the reading skills of special education students 

who perform at the lowest levels of the NECAP? 
 

Special Education NECAP Reading Assessment Performance Trends 

The NECAP State Assessment for Reading is the required state assessment and provides student 
performance levels in reading that indicate student proficiency on GLEs. The NECAP was piloted in 
2004 and implemented fully for grades 3–8 starting in fall 2005. This section presents longitudinal 
NECAP reading results for Cumberland special and regular education students for the fall 2005, 
2006, and 2007 testing years. 
 
Cumberland NECAP Reading Assessment Results for Grades 3–5 
Cumberland NECAP reading assessment results for Grades 3–5 are shown in Figure 9 on the following page. 
 

The elementary reading achievement patterns shown in Figure 9 indicate that: 
• The percent of special education students achieving proficient or above showed an up 

and down pattern across the three years at the three grade level. This likely reflects the 
fact that trend data reflects different populations of students each year.  

• At the 3rd grade level, the Cumberland district showed a decrease in the percent of special 
education students achieving proficiency on the 3rd grade NECAP reading assessment from 
2005 to 2006 (45% to 34%) and a significant increase from 2006 to 2007 (34% to 54%).  

•  At the 4th grade level, the pattern was reversed. From 2005 to 2006, there was an increase in 
the percent proficient (32% to 37%) and a decrease from 2006 to 2007 (37% to 30%). 

• The 5th grade pattern was similar with an increase from 2005 to 2006 (31% to 40%) and a 
decrease from 2006 to 2007 (40% to 29%). 

• With the exception of the 3rd grade assessment, the Cumberland district did not show 
progress in reducing the percent of special education students who perform at the lowest 
level of the reading assessment. Between 2005 and 2007, the percent at Level 1 increased 
from 34% to 41% on the 4th grade assessment, and from 29% to 33% on the 5th grade 
assessment.  
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Note: Data obtained from: http://www.ride.ri.gov/Assessment/Results.aspx.

2005–2007 Fall NECAP Reading Performance for Grades 3–5 Special and Regular Education Students

Figure 9. Grades 3–5, 2005–2007 Fall NECAP Reading Performance, Cumberland School District, RI.
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The data in Figure 9 also illustrate the challenge faced by the Cumberland district in closing 
achievement gaps between Cumberland special education and regular education students as 
reflected in the percent of students achieving proficiency. Across the district, the gap between the 
percent of special and regular education students scoring proficient on the 2007 NECAP reading 
assessment at the elementary grade levels is shown below. 
 
 
 % Prof. Reg. Ed. % Prof. Spec. Ed. Proficiency Gap 

Grade 3 83% 54% 29% points 
Grade 4 78% 30% 48% points 
Grade 5 75% 29% 46% points 

 
 
An indicator of a district’s progress in closing achievement gaps for underperforming populations is 
reflected in schools’ Annual Yearly Progress (AYP). For the 2006 assessment, School Accountability 
Reports posted by e-RIDE indicated that four of the Cumberland elementary schools were rated as 
high performing in meeting AYP targets, and one school was “moderately performing with caution.” 
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These positive AYP results reflect some of the progress noted above in improving proficiency from 
2005 to 2006. The AYP results for the 2007 assessment had not yet been posted at the time of this 
evaluation. However, the downward trend in NECAP reading assessment results for special education 
students from 2006 to 2007 should serve as a caution to the district and is an indicator of the need 
for systematic monitoring of the ongoing reading performance of special education students.  
 
Cumberland NECAP Reading Assessment Results for Grades 6–8 
Cumberland NECAP reading assessment results for Grades 6–8 are shown in Figure 10 below. 
 

Note: Data obtained from: http://www.ride.ri.gov/Assessment/Results.aspx.

Figure 10. Grades 6–8, 2005–2007 Fall NECAP Reading Performance, Cumberland School District, RI.

2005–2007 Fall NECAP Reading Performance for Grades 6–8 Special and Regular Education Students
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The reading achievement patterns shown in Figure 10 indicate that: 
• The pattern of special education students achieving proficient or above was inconsistent 

at the 6th and 7th grade levels across the three years, and reflected a steady decline in 
performance at the 8th grade level. At the 6th and 8th grade levels, there was a significant 
decline in performance from 2006 to 2007.  

• At the 6th grade level, the Cumberland district showed an increase in the percent of special 
education students achieving proficiency on the 6th grade NECAP reading assessment from 
2005 to 2006 (34% to 40%) and a significant decrease from 2006 to 2007 (40% to 25%).  
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• At the 7th grade level, from 2005 to 2006, there was a significant decrease in the percent 
proficient (40% to 29%) which was reversed from 2006 to 2007 (29% to 37%). 

• As noted, the 8th grade pattern showed a steady decrease in the percent proficient across the 
three years, from 35% to 32% to 26%. 

• Longitudinal trends showed an increase in the percent of special education students 
scoring at the lowest level of the NECAP reading assessments for grades 6–8. Between 
2005 and 2007, the percent at Level 1 increased from 29% to 41% on the 6th grade 
assessment, from 22% to 29% on the 7th grade assessment, and from 23% to 38% on the 8th 
grade assessment.  

 
Similar to the grade 3–5 reading results, the data presented in Figure 10 highlight the challenges 
faced by the Cumberland district in closing achievement gaps between Cumberland special 
education and regular education students as students progress through the grades. Across the district, 
the gaps between the percent of special and regular education students scoring proficient on the 
2007 NECAP reading assessment for grades 6–8 are shown below. 
 
 

 % Prof. Reg. Ed. % Prof. Spec. Ed. Proficiency Gap 
Grade 6 77% 25% 52% points 
Grade 7 84% 37% 47% points 
Grade 8 72% 26% 46% points 

 
 
While 2006 AYP results for Cumberland middle schools were positive, AYP results for 2007 were not 
yet available. However, the downward trend on the NECAP reading assessment for grades 6-8 across 
the three testing years is an overall indicator that the majority of special education students at these 
grade levels will need more support in developing the reading skills needed to succeed in middle 
school content areas classrooms.  
 
Comparison of Cumberland and State Special Education Reading Trends for Grades 3–5 
Another indicator of school district performance is to compare special education achievement levels 
to state averages. Figure 11A depicts the percent of Cumberland special education students 
performing at Levels 4/3 (proficient and above) and the percent performing at Level 1 compared to 
the state average across the three testing years.  
 



 

 

Note 1: Data obtained from: http://www.ride.ri.gov/Assessment/Results.aspx.

Grades 3–5 Cumberland School District and State NECAP Reading Trends for Special Education Students

Note 2: Number of Grades 3–5 tested students is represented as N=Cumberland/State.
   2005: Grade 3 N=82/1,964, Grade 4 N=86/2,133, Grade 5 N=83/2,253.
   2006: Grade 3 N=62/1.787, Grade 4 N=83/2,038, Grade 5 N=74/2,083.
   2007: Grade 3 N=57/1,702, Grade 4 N=64/1,898, Grade 5 N=83/2,036.

Figure 11A. 2005–2007 Fall NECAP Reading Performance Comparison for Grades 3–5 Special Education Students, 
Cumberland School District, RI.
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The district and state comparisons for the NECAP grades 3–5 reading assessments showed that the 
Cumberland district demonstrates more positive NECAP reading results for special education students 
than the state average. For the 2007 test, Cumberland exceeded the state average for the percent of 
students scoring at Level 4/3 on the grade 3 and 4 reading assessment and nearly matched it for the 
grade 5 test (29%/30%). At the three grade levels, Cumberland also had a lower percentage of special 
education students scoring at Level 1. 
 

Comparison of Cumberland and State Special Education Reading Trends for Grades 6–8 
Similar to the analysis of grade 3–5 trends, Figure 11B depicts the percent of Cumberland special 
education students performing at Levels 4/3 and the percent performing at Level 1 compared to the 
state average for grades 6–8.
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Note 1: Data obtained from: http://www.ride.ri.gov/Assessment/Results.aspx.

Grades 6–8 Cumberland School District and State NECAP Reading Trends for Special Education Students

Figure 11B. 2005–2007 Fall NECAP Reading Performance Comparison for Grades 6–8 Special Education Students, 
Cumberland School District, RI.

Note 2: Number of tested Grades 6–8 students is represented as N=Cumberland/State.
   2005: Grade 6 N=87/2,294, Grade 7 N=89/2,242, Grade 8 N=77/2,294.
   2006: Grade 6 N=78/2,211, Grade 7 N=90/2,262, Grade 8 N=82/2,166.
   2007: Grade 6 N=76/2,070, Grade 7 N=76/2,194, Grade 8 N=77/2,209. 
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District NECAP 6–8 reading trends for the percent of students scoring at Level 4/3 across the three 
years showed more variation than the state averages across the three years. In 2005 and 2006, a 
significantly higher percentage of Cumberland special education students scored at Level 4/3 
compared to the state average, but was close to the state average in 2007 for the grade 6 and 8 
reading assessment. There was a similar pattern for the percent of students scoring at Level 1. In 
2005 and 2006 a significantly lower percentage of Cumberland special education students scored at 
Level 1 compared to the state average, but moved closer to the state average in 2007 for the grade 6 
and 8 reading assessment. 
 

While the district and state comparisons can be viewed as a positive finding for the district, it must be 
recognized that the state results posted on the RIDE web site include results for all districts across the 
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state, many of which are very different from Cumberland. RIDE has classified Rhode Island school 
districts into three categories: Urban (4 districts); Urban Ring (7 districts), and Suburban (all other 
districts, which includes Cumberland), but has not provided state NECAP results for these three 
classifications. If data were available, a more relevant indicator for Cumberland would be a 
comparison to the Suburban state average.  
 

NECAP Reading Performance by Disability 

Figure 12 provides an analysis of Fall 2007 NECAP reading performance for the higher incidence disability 
groups in the Cumberland special education population across grades 3–5 and 6–8. Data are presented 
for disability groups where there was a sufficient number of tested students across the 3–5 and 6–8 grade 
levels to allow analysis. The data shows significant variations in performance by disability groups.  
 

Figure 12. 2007 NECAP Reading: Tested Special Education Students by Disability, Cumberland School District, RI. 

Note 2: N=Number of Students tested.
Note 1: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 

2007 Fall NECAP Reading: Special Education Students by Disability 

14%

52%
43%

29%
19%

37%
31% 30% 30%

36%
47%

37%

56%

18%
27%

35% 34%
26%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Learning
Disability
(N=52)

Speech/
Language

(N=88)

Other
Health
(N=37)

Learning
Disability
(N=77)

Speech/
Language

(N=32)

Other
Health
(N=73)

Grades 3-5 Grades 6-8

Levels 4/3 Level 2 Level 1

 
 

Grades 3–5 
• The combined results for the NECAP grade 3–5 reading assessments showed that students 

classified as speech language had the highest percent achieving proficiency (52%), and the 
lowest percent at Level 1. 

• This group was followed by other health impaired with 43% at Level 4/3 and 27% at Level 1. 
• Conversely, only 14% of students with a learning disability achieved proficiency and nearly 

60% scored at Level 1. This suggests that a majority of students who have been coded as 
having a learning disability in grades 3–5 are struggling readers who are performing 
significantly below grade level in reading.  

 

Grades 6–8 
• The pattern was different for the combined NECAP 6–8 reading assessment results where the 

number of students tested for speech language was lower than those tested in grades 3–5, 
and the number of other health tested students was higher.
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• Students classified as other health impaired had the highest percent achieving proficiency 
(37%) and the lowest percent at Level 1 (26%). 

• This was followed by students with a learning disability where 29% achieved proficiency and 
35% scored at Level 1.  

• Only 19% of the speech language students achieved proficiency and 34% scored at Level 1.  
 

Analyzing reading performance by disability allows the special education program to strategically 
examine the extent to which the reading support that is being provided to specific disability groups is 
resulting in students mastering the essential reading skills they need for success in school. For 
example, the grade 3–5 results suggest that a majority of students who have been coded as having a 
learning disability at the elementary level are struggling readers who are performing significantly 
below grade level in reading, and are not making sufficient progress.  
 

NECAP Reading Performance by School  

Table 5 depicts 2007 NECAP reading performance by school for both special and regular education 
students. For the special education population, the number of students tested at each grade level is too 
small for a comparative analysis. At each school, the results for special education students varied at the 
different grade levels. In considering these results, the special education program should ensure that 
schools identify the students who scored at Level 1 and Level 2 on the Fall 2007 test, and ensure they are 
currently receiving the reading support they need to improve their progress toward proficiency. 
 

 
N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1 N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1 N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1

Elementary School # % % % # % % % # % % %

Ashton School 9 67%  --- 33% 11 18% 27% 55% 17 24% 35% 41%
B.F. Norton Elem. 10 20% 20%  60% 18  --- 33% 67% 18 28% 39% 33%
Community School 18 78% 22%  --- 12 83% 17%  --- 14 57% 29% 14%
Garvin Memorial 16 44% 19% 38% 9 11% 22% 67% 14 21% 36% 43%
Cumberland Hill 4 50%  --- 50% 11 45% 36% 18% 15 13% 47% 40%

     

Ashton School 48 77% 19% 4% 56 68% 21% 11% 54 70% 26% 4%
B.F. Norton Elem. 42 69% 14% 17% 32 53% 31% 16% 47 60% 32% 9%
Community School 91 89% 11%  --- 85 93% 7%  --- 96 91% 9%  ---
Garvin Memorial 54 85% 15%  --- 50 72% 24% 4% 40 55% 40% 5%
Cumberland Hill 84 82% 11% 7% 84 83% 17%  --- 75 79% 17% 4%

     

 
N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1 N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1 N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1

Middle School # % % % # % % % # % % %

Joseph L. McCourt 38 21% 42% 37% 45 40% 31% 29% 46 24% 43% 33%
North Cumberland 37 30% 27% 43% 30 33% 40% 27% 29 31% 24% 45%

     

Joseph L. McCourt 128 76% 20% 4% 135 81% 16% 3% 170 66% 29% 5%
North Cumberland 203 79% 20% 1% 203 87% 12% 1% 185 76% 21% 3%

Table 5. 2007 Fall NECAP Reading Performance for Special and Regular Education Students by School
Cumberland School District, RI

Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8
Grade Level

SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS

Grade Level

Note: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 

SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS

REGULAR EDUCATION STUDENTS

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5

REGULAR EDUCATION STUDENTS

 



 

Special Education Student Cohort Progress  

The SOCRATES database that was created to support the Cumberland Special Education Program 
Evaluation allowed repeat measure longitudinal comparisons of student performance on the NECAP 
Reading Assessments from one grade to the next for specific student cohorts. The trend data that 
have been presented in this report are certainly an important indicator of the district’s progress in 
supporting student achievement in reading, but the same group analysis is a more robust indicator of 
progress. In conducting progress or growth analyses, issues with the vertical equating of assessments 
at different grade levels must be taken into account. However, the NECAP assessments are very 
aligned in the constructs they assess at different grade levels. Progress or growth data provide 
important findings about the progress of specific students in developing essential reading skills from 
one grade to the next. In particular, this type of analysis addresses the question of whether the district 
is making progress in improving the performance of students who need the most intensive 
intervention.  
 
The first set of cohort analyses followed the progress of the following two special education cohorts of 
students: 

• 2007 Grade 5 Cohort: Progress made on NECAP Reading from grade 3 to grade 5 
• 2007 Grade 8 Cohort: Progress made on NECAP Reading from grade 6 to grade 8 

 
2007 Grade 5 Cohort Progress 
Figure 13 graphically depicts NECAP progress from grades 3–5 for 60 special education students who 
are currently in grade 5. The bar graphs on the left hand side of the display show the overall progress 
of the group as they moved from grade 3 to 4 and from grade 4 to 5. The graphic on the right hand 
side of the display provides a more detailed picture of progress within performance levels, i.e., 
progress of students who were at specific performance levels of the test the prior year.  
 
The grade-to-grade performance of the student cohort presented in Figure 13 indicates that 
these students made very uneven progress in improving their reading skills as they moved from 
grade to grade. The overall number of students who were proficient (21) and below proficient (42) 
in 2005 was the same in 2007. 
 
Overall Progress  
From grade 3 to grade 4 the overall performance of this group of students declined; the pattern was 
reversed from grade 4 to grade 5.  

• From grade 3 to 4, the percent of students in Level 1 increased from 43% to 50% and the 
percent achieving proficiency declined from 35% to 30%  

• From grade 4 to 5, the percent of students in Level 1 decreased from 50% to 32% and the 
percent achieving proficiency increased from 30% to 35%
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2007 Grade 5 Cohort of Special Education Students: Progress Made on NECAP READING from Grade 3 to Grade 5 
N=60 
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L1 up: 43% to 50%; L2 down: 22% to 20%; L4/3 down: 35% to 30%. 69% at L1 stayed, 31% improved. 62% at L4/3 maintained, 38% declined. 
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L1 down: 50% to 32%; L2 up: 20%; to 33%; L4/3 up 30% to 35%. 53% at L1 stayed, 46% improved. 72% at L4/3 maintained, 28% declined. 
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Figure 13. NECAP Reading, Special Education Students: 2005 Grade 3 to 2007 Grade 5, Cumberland School District, RI. 

 
  Level 1  Level 2   Levels 4/3 



 

Progress Within Performance Levels 
Progress within performance levels from one grade to the next showed that the majority of 
students at Level 1 continued to score at Level 1, although some students did improve their 
performance levels. The majority of students who had scored at Level 4/3 maintained proficiency but 
some students declined.  

• In 2006, 69% of the grade 4 students who had been at Level 1 in grade 3 stayed at Level 1 
and 31% improved; 15% who were at Level 2 stayed at Level 2, 15% improved, and 69% 
declined to Level 1; and 62% who had been proficient in grade 3 maintained proficiency 
while 38% declined. 

• In 2007, 53% of the grade 5 students who had been at Level 1 in grade 4 stayed at Level 1 
and 46% improved; 42% who were at Level 2 stayed at Level 2, 33% improved, and 25% 
declined to Level 1; and 72% who had been proficient in grade 4 maintained proficiency 
while 28% declined. 

 
2007 Grade 8 Cohort Progress 
Figure 14 graphically depicts NECAP progress from grade 6 to grade 8 for 73 special education 
students who are currently in grade 8. 
 
The grade-to-grade performance of the student cohort presented in Figure 14 shows that these 
students made little to no progress in moving toward proficiency. Similar to the previous cohort, 
the overall number of students who were proficient (20) and below proficient in 2005 (52) was 
the same in 2007. 
 
Overall Progress  
The progress of these students from grade 6 to 8 did not reflect an overall pattern of improvement. In 
2005, 20 of these students were proficient and 52 were below proficient. In 2007, the numbers were 
the same, but there was a higher percent of students at Level 1.  

• From grade 6 to 7, the percent of students in Level 1 decreased from 31% to 26%, but the 
percent achieving proficiency declined from 28% to 22%. 

• From grade 7 to 8, the percent of students in Level 1 increased from 26% to 35% and the 
percent achieving proficiency returned to the 2005 level of 28%. 

 
Progress Within Performance Levels 
Similar to the previous cohort, progress within performance levels from one grade to the next 
showed that the majority of students at Level 1 continued to score at Level 1, but some students 
improved their performance level. From grade 6 to grade 7, half of the students who had scored at 
Level 4/3 in grade 6 declined in grade 7.  

• In 2006, 64% of the grade 7 students who had been at Level 1 in grade 6 stayed at Level 1 
and 37% improved; 70% who were at Level 2 stayed at Level 2, 17% improved, and 61% 
declined to Level 1; and 50% who had been proficient in grade 6 maintained proficiency 
while 50% declined. 

• In 2007, 68% of the grade 8 students who had been at Level 1 in grade 7 stayed at Level 1 
and 32% improved; 46% who were at Level 2 stayed at Level 2, 24% improved, and 30% 
declined to Level 1; and 69% who had been proficient in grade 7 maintained proficiency 
while 31% declined. 
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2007 Grade 8 Cohort of Special Education Students: Progress Made on NECAP READING from Grade 6 to Grade 8 
N=72 
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L1 down: 31% to 26%; L2 up: 42% to 51%; L4/3 down: 28% to 22%. 64% at L1 stayed, 37% improved. 50% at L4/3 maintained, 50% declined. 
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L1 up: 26% to 35%; L2 down: 51% to 38%; L4/3 up: 22% to 28%. 68% at L1 stayed, 32% improved. 69% at L4/3 maintained, 31% declined. 
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Figure 14. NECAP Reading, Special Education Students: 2005 Grade 6 to 2007 Grade 8, Cumberland School District, RI. 
 

  Level 1  Level 2   Levels 4/3 

 



 

Improving the Performance of Low Performing Students  

Finally, the Phase I evaluation pursued the question: What specific progress is the Cumberland 
district making in improving the performance of its lowest performing special and regular education 
students. To create large enough cohorts of students for the analysis, cohorts of special education and 
regular education students were created by: 1) combining current grade 5 and 6 students who had 
scored below proficient in 2005; and 2) and combining current grade 7 and 8 students who had 
scored below proficient in 2005.  
 

Grade 5 and 6 Cohorts 
The grade 5 and 6 cohorts included the following students: 

• A combined cohort of 2007 grade 5 and 6 special education students who scored below 
proficient on the Fall 2005 NECAP reading assessment: N=73 students – 44 scored at Level 
1 in 2005, and 29 scored at Level 2.  

• A combined cohort of 2007 grade 5 and 6 regular education students who scored below 
proficient on the Fall 2005 NECAP reading assessment: N=102 students – 20 scored at Level 
1 in 2005, and 82 scored at Level 2.  

 

Grade 5 and 6 Special Education Cohort 
The progress of the 2007 grade 5 and 6 special education cohort from 2005 to 2007 is shown in 
Table 6A and the related graphic display Figure 15. 
 

Mean 
Scaled Score

# # % # % # % # %

2005 Grades 3 and 4 26
2006 Grades 4 and 5 32 14 19% 41 56% 18 25% 6 8%
2007 Grades 5 and 6 31 25 34% 37 51% 11 15% 9 12%

Note 1: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 
Note 2: 2005 Special Education cohort of students not proficient: Level 1 N=44 and Level 2 N=29.

Table 6A. Cohort of 2007 Grades 5 and 6 Special Education Students Not Proficient

Imp. 1 or 
More Levels

No
Change

Declined 1 or
More Levels

Reached
Proficient

on the 2005 NECAP Reading, Cumberland School District, RI

Special Education Students Not Proficient in 2005 (N=73)

 
 

Figure 15. NECAP Reading Performance for Special Education Students Not Proficient in 
2005, Cumberland School District, RI.
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• The performance of the special education cohort showed some progress over the two years. 
There was a marginally statistically significant improvement in their mean scaled score, from 
26 to 31. 

• Progress varied across the three years with about half of the students showing no change. 
However, in 2007 12% of these students had achieved proficiency, and the percent scoring 
at Level 1 was 49% compared to 60% in 2005.  

 
Grade 5 and 6 Regular Education Cohort 
The progress of the 2007 grade 5 and 6 regular education cohort from 2005 to 2007 is shown in 
Table 6B and the related graphic display Figure 16. 
 

Mean 
Scaled Score

# # % # % # % # %

2005 Grades 3 and 4 35
2006 Grades 4 and 5 39 24 24% 41 40% 37 36% 43 42%
2007 Grades 5 and 6 37 31 30% 50 49% 21 21% 39 38%

Note 1: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 
Note 2: 2005 Regular Education cohort of students not proficient: Level 1 N=20 and Level 2 N=82.

Table 6B. Cohort of 2007 Grades 5 and 6 Regular Education Students Not Proficient
on the 2005 NECAP Reading, Cumberland School District, RI

Regular Education Students Not Proficient in 2005 (N=102)
Imp. 1 or 

More Levels
No

Change
Declined 1 or
More Levels

Reached
Proficient

 
 

Figure 16. NECAP Reading Performance for Regular Education Students Not Proficient in 
2005, Cumberland School District, RI.
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• The performance of the regular education cohort showed some positive progress in 
improving proficiency over the two years. There was a statistically significant improvement in 
their mean scaled score from 2005 to 2006 (from 35 to 39). However, the mean score 
decreased to 37 in 2007.  

• Progress varied across the three years with 40% or more showing no change in their 
performance level from year to year. Nevertheless, in 2007 38% of these students had 
achieved proficiency, and the percent scoring at Level 1 was 12% compared to 20% in 2005.  
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Grade 7 and 8 Cohorts 
The grade 7 and 8 cohorts included the following students: 

• A combined cohort of 2007 grade 7 and 8 special education students who scored below 
proficient on the Fall 2005 NECAP reading assessment: N=101 students – 42 scored at Level 
1 in 2005, and 59 scored at Level 2.  

• A combined cohort of 2007 grade 7 and 8 regular education students who scored below 
proficient on the Fall 2005 NECAP reading assessment: N=130 students – 16 had scored at 
Level 1 in 2005, and 114 had scored at Level 2.  

 
Grade 7 and 8 Special Education Cohort 
The progress of the 2007 grade 7 and 8 special education cohort from 2005 to 2007 is shown in 
Table 7A and the related Figure 17 graphic display. 
 

Mean 
Scaled Score

# # % # % # % # %

2005 Grades 5 and 6 33
2006 Grades 6 and 7 33 27 27% 67 66% 7 7% 14 14%
2007 Grades 7 and 8 30 19 19% 60 59% 22 22% 19 19%

Note 1: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 
Note 2: 2005 Special Education cohort of students not proficient: Level 1 N=42 and Level 2 N=59.

Table 7A. Cohort of 2007 Grades 7 and 8 Special Education Students Not Proficient
on the 2005 NECAP Reading, Cumberland School District, RI

Special Education Students Not Proficient in 2005 (N=101)
Imp. 1 or 

More Levels
No

Change
Declined 1 or
More Levels

Reached
Proficient

 
 

Figure 17. NECAP Reading Performance for Special Education Students Not Proficient in 
2005, Cumberland School District, RI.

Special Education Students Not Proficient in 2005
Progress Made from 2005 to 2007 on NECAP Reading (N=101)

42% 35% 42%

58%
40%
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52%
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• The special education cohort showed minimal progress in improving their performance level 
over the two years, and there was a decrease in their mean scaled score, from 33 to 30. 

• From year to year, about 60% or more of the students showed no changed in their 
performance level.  

• In 2007, only 19 of the 101 special education students had achieved proficiency (less than 
20%), and the percent at Level 1 was the same as 2005 (42%).  
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Grade 7 and 8 Regular Education Cohort 
The progress of the 2007 grade 7 and 8 regular education cohort from 2005 to 2007 is shown in 
Table 7B and the related Figure 18 graphic display. 
 

Mean 
Scaled Score

# # % # % # % # %

2005 Grades 5 and 6 39
2006 Grades 6 and 7 40 52 40% 72 55% 6 5% 43 33%
2007 Grades 7 and 8 39 29 22% 78 60% 23 18% 51 39%

Note 1: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 
Note 2: 2005 Regular Education cohort of students not proficient: Level 1 N=16 and Level 2 N=114.

Imp. 1 or 
More Levels

No
Change

Declined 1 or
More Levels

Reached
Proficient

Regular Education Students Not Proficient in 2005 (N=130)

Table 7B. Cohort of 2007 Grades 7 and 8 Regular Education Students Not Proficient
on the 2005 NECAP Reading, Cumberland School District, RI

 
 

Figure 18. NECAP Reading Performance for Regular Education Students Not Proficient in 
2005, Cumberland School District, RI.

Regular Education Students Not Proficient in 2005
Progress Made from 2005 to 2007 on NECAP Reading (N=130)

12% 9% 10%

88%

51%

33% 39%

59%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

2005 2006 2007

Level 1 Level 2 Levels 4/3

 
 
The performance of the regular education cohort showed some positive progress in improving 
proficiency over the two years, although there was no change in their mean scaled score from 2005 
to 2007. Progress varied across the three years with between 55% and 60% showing no change in 
their performance level from year to year. Nevertheless, in 2007 39% of these students had achieved 
proficiency, and there was a slight decrease in the percent scoring at Level 1 (10%) compared to 12% 
in 2005.  
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SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN MATHEMATICS 

Similar to the analysis of NECAP reading, an analysis was conducted of the NECAP math assessment results 
to determine the extent to which Cumberland special education students are developing essential math 
skills. The analyses addressed the same types of key questions that were examined in the reading analysis. 

1. What progress are special education students making in developing essential math skills at 
different grade levels? What progress is being made by different disability groups? 

2. What progress has been made in closing achievement gaps in math between special and 
regular education students?  

3. How do Cumberland students perform on the NECAP compared to state averages? 
4. What progress has been made by same-group cohorts of special education students as they 

move through the grades? 
5. What progress has been made in improving the math skills of special education students who 

perform at the lowest levels of the NECAP? 
 

Special Education NECAP Math Assessment Performance Trends 

The NECAP math assessment was piloted in 2004 and implemented fully for grades 3–8 starting in 
fall 2005. This section presents longitudinal NECAP math results for Cumberland special and regular 
education students for the fall 2005, 2006, and 2007 testing years. 
 

Cumberland Math Assessment Results for Grades 3–5 
Cumberland NECAP math assessment results for grades 3–5 are shown in Figure 19 below. 
 

Note: Data obtained from: http://www.ride.ri.gov/Assessment/Results.aspx.

2005–2007 Fall NECAP Mathematics Performance for Grades 3–5 Special and Regular Education Students

Figure 19. Grades 3–5, 2005–2007 Fall NECAP Mathematics Performance, Cumberland School District, RI.

Grades 3–5 SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS
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The elementary math achievement patterns shown in Figure 19 indicate that: across the three years, 
the percent of special education students achieving proficient or above varied significantly at the 
three grade levels with the most improvement shown on the grade 3 assessment. 

• The Cumberland district showed a significant increase in the percent of special education 
students achieving proficiency on the 3rd grade NECAP math assessment from 2005 to 2007. 

• At the 4th grade level, from 2005 to 2006, there was an increase in the percent proficient and 
above (26% to 30%), followed by a significant decrease from 2006 to 2007 (30% to 17%). 

• The 5th grade pattern showed a small increase in the percent proficient and above from 2005 
to 2006 (25% to 26%) and a small decrease from 2006 to 2007 (26% to 24%). 

 
With the exception of the 3rd grade assessment, the Cumberland district did not show progress in 
reducing the percent of special education students who perform at Level 1 in math, and there 
was a significant increase in Level 1 performance between 2005 and 2007 on the 4th and 5th 
grade assessments. Level 1 increased from 49% to 58% on the 4th grade assessment, and from 43% 
to 58% on the 5th grade assessment. The fact that nearly 60% of special education students scored at 
Level 1 on the 2007 NECAP grade 4 and 5 math assessments is a very strong indicator that these 
students are not receiving the math support and intervention they need at the elementary level. 
 
The data in Figure 19 also illustrate the challenge faced by the Cumberland district in closing 
achievement gaps between Cumberland special education and regular education students as 
reflected in the percent of students achieving proficiency. Across the district, the gap between the 
percent of special and regular education students scoring proficient or above on the 2007 NECAP 
math assessment at the elementary grade levels is shown below. 
 
 
 % Prof. Reg. Ed. % Prof. Spec. Ed. Proficiency Gap 

Grade 3 69% 42% 27% points 
Grade 4 60% 17% 43% points 
Grade 5 68% 24% 44% points 

 
 
Cumberland NECAP Math Assessment Results for Grades 6–8 
Cumberland NECAP math assessment results for grades 6–8 are shown in Figure 20 on the following 
page. 
 
The math achievement patterns shown in Figure 20 indicate that: special education performance 
trends on the NECAP grades 6–8 math assessments did not show a pattern of improvement 
between 2005 and 2007 and showed a decrease in the percent scoring proficient or above.  

• The percent of special education students achieving proficiency on the 6th grade NECAP 
math assessment showed a steady decline from 2005 to 2007. From 2005 to 2006 there was 
a decrease from 31% to 26%, and from 2006 to 2007 there was a decrease from 26% to 11%. 

• At the 7th grade level, from 2005 to 2006 there was no significant change in the percent 
proficient, and a decrease from 2006 to 2007 (24% to 18%).  

• The 8th grade pattern showed a decline in the percent proficient across the three years, from 
20% in 2005 to 14% in 2006 and 15% in 2007. 
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2005–2007 Fall NECAP Mathematics Performance for Grades 6–8 Special and Regular Education Students

Note: Data obtained from: http://www.ride.ri.gov/Assessment/Re

Figu es 6–8, 2005– all NECAP Mathemat ormance, Cumbe rict, RI.
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Lon ds show  increase in the p t of special ed dents scoring at 

vel 1 between 2005 and 2007. The percent at Level 1 increased from 47% to 70% on the 6th 
rade assessment, from 49% to 57% on the 7th grade assessment, and from 53% to 60% on the 8th 

ta presented in Figure 20 also highlight the challenges faced by the Cumberland district in 
losing achievement gaps between Cumberland special education and regular education students. As 

gitudinal tren ed an ercen ucation stu
Le
g
grade assessment.  
 
The da
c
shown below, in 2007 the gaps between the percent of special and regular education students 
scoring proficient were high across all grades. 
 
 

 % Prof. Reg. Ed. % Prof. Spec. Ed. Proficiency Gap 
Grade 6 66% 11% 55% points 
Grade 7 65% 18% 47% points 
Grade 8 65% 15% 50% points 

The downward trend in math performance on the NECAP grades 6–8 math assessments and the high 
percentages of students scoring at Level 1 are strong indicators that middle school special education 
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students lack the math skills they will need to succeed in middle and high school math coursework. 
They are also strong indicators that these students are not receiving the additional math support they 
need to improve their skills.  
 
Comparison of Cumberland and State Special Education Math Trends for Grades 3–5 
Cumberland special education achievement levels were compared to state averages. Figure 21A 
depicts the percent of Cumberland special education students performing at Levels 4/3 (proficient or 
above) and the percent performing at Level 1 compared to the state average across the three testing 
years.  
 

Note 1: Da  obtained from: ta http://www.ride.ri.gov/Assessment/Results.aspx.

Figure 21A. 2005–2007 Fall NECAP Mathematics Performance Comparison for Grades 3–5 Special Education 
tudents, Cumberland School District, RI.
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Across the three years, Cumberland and state averages for the percent of special education students 
 
 
 

ent (17% vs. 26%). 
he percent 

. 

omparison of Cumberland and State Special Education Math Trends for Grades 6–8 
Similar to the analysis of grades 3–5 trends, Figure 21B depicts the percent of Cumberland special 
education students performing at Levels 4/3 and the percent performing at Level 1 compared to the 
state average for grades 6–8.  
 

scoring at Levels 4/3 on the grades 3 and 4 NECAP math assessments were closest in 2005 and 2006. 
• For the 2007 test, Cumberland exceeded the state average for the percent of students scoring

at Levels 4/3 on the grade 3 math assessment (42% vs. 37%), and was below the state average
on the grade 4 assessm

• For the grade 5 NECAP math assessment, Cumberland matched the state average for t
proficient in 2005 and 2006, and was slightly below the state average in 2007 (24% vs. 26%)

• In 2006 and 2007, Cumberland also had a higher percentage of special education students scoring at 
Level 1 on the grades 4 and 5 NECAP math assessments. For the grade 3 assessment, the Cumberland 
percent at Level 1 was higher than the state average in 2005 and 2006, and lower in 2007. 

 

C

Note 1: Data obtained from: http://www.ride.ri.gov/Assessment/Results.aspx.

Grades 6–8 Cumberland School District and State NECAP Mathematics Trends for Special Education Students

Figure 21B. 2005–2007 Fall NECAP Mathematics Performance Comparison for Grades 6–8 Special Education 
Students, Cumberland School District, RI.

Note 2: Number of Grades 6–8 tested students is represented as N=Cumberland/State.
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   2007: Grade 6 N=76/2,066, Grade 7 N=76/2,195, Grade 8 N=77/2,197.
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District NECAP 6–8 math trends for the percent of students scoring at Levels 4/3 across the three 
years showed more variation than the state average across the three years.  

• In 2005 and 2006 a significantly higher percentage of Cumberland special education students 
scored at Levels 4/3 compared to the state average, but the percentage was close to the state 
average in 2007 for the grade 7 and 8 assessments, and lower than the state average on the 
grade 6 assessment.  

• There was a similar pattern for the percent of students scoring at Level 1. In 2005 and 2006 a 
significantly lower percentage of Cumberland special education students scored at Level 1 
compared to the state average, but the percentage moved closer to the state average in 2007 on 
the grade 7 and 8 assessments, and exceeded the state average on the grade 6 assessment. 

districts across the state, many of which are very different from 
umberland. RIDE has classified Rhode Island school districts into three categories: Urban (4 

districts); Urban Ring (7 districts); and Suburban (all other districts, which includes Cumberland), but 
has not provided state NECAP results for these three classifications. If data were available, a more 
relevant indicator for Cumberland would be a comparison to the Suburban state average. However, 
the district should pay close attention to those instances where special education results were less 
positive than the state averages, particularly in the percent of students scoring at Level 1.  
 

NECAP Math Performance by Disability  

Figure 22 provides an analysis of Fall 2007 NECAP math performance for the higher incidence 
disability groups in the Cumberland special education population across grades 3–5 and 6–8. Data 
are presented for disability groups where there was a sufficient number of tested students across the 
3–5 and 6–8 grade levels to allow analysis. The data show significant variations in performance by 
disability groups. 
 

 
As noted in the reading achievement section of this report, the state averages posted on the RIDE 
web site include results for all 
C

Figure 22. 2007 NECAP Mathematics: Tested Special Education Students by Disability, Cumberland School District, RI. 

Note 1: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 
Note 2: N=Number of students tested.
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Grades 3–5 
Math performance patterns by disability were similar to the reading performance patterns, with 

for the NECAP grades 3–5 math assessments showed that students 

 
e 

than 80% scored at Level 1.  

mber 

lowed by 
learning disability (68%) and other health impaired (53%). 

 
Similar to reading, analyzing performance by disability allows the special education program to 

bility 

l of the disability groups need more intensive math support to move them out of 
evel 1. 

 
NECAP Math Performance by School  

Table 8 depicts Fall 2007 NECAP math performance by school for both special and regular education 
students. For the special education population, the number of students tested at each grade level is 
too small for a comparative analysis. At each school, the results for special education students varied 
at the different grade levels. Similar to reading, what is important in considering these results is for 
schools to identify the students who scored at Level 1 and Level 2 on the Fall 2007 assessment, and 
ensure they are currently receiving the math support they need to improve their progress toward 
proficiency.  
 

speech/language showing the most positive results. However, compared to the reading results for 
each group, the percent achieving proficiency in math was lower and the percent at Level 1 was 
higher.  

• The combined results 
classified as speech/language had the highest percent achieving proficiency (44%) and the 
lowest percent at Level 1 (32%). 

• This group was followed by other health impaired with 16% at Levels 4/3 and 43% at Level 1.
• Conversely, only 10% of students with a learning disability achieved proficiency and mor

 
Grades 6–8 
The pattern was different for the combined NECAP 6–8 math assessment results, where the nu
of students tested for speech/language was lower than those tested in grades 3–5, and the number of 
other health students tested was higher. 

• For all three disability groups, only about 15% achieved proficiency on the 2007 Math 
NECAP. 

• Students classified as speech/language had the highest percent at Level 1 (72%), fol

strategically examine the extent to which the math support that is being provided to specific disa
groups is resulting in students mastering essential math skills. For example, the grades 3–5 results 
indicate that a very high majority of students who have been coded as having a learning disability at 
the elementary level need far more math support and intervention. The grades 6–8 results 
underscore that al
L
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Table 8. 2007 

 
N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1 N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1 N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1

%

11 9% 18% 73% 17 18% 24% 59%

25% 11 27% 36% 36% 15 20% 20% 60%

Elementary School # % % % # % % % # % %

Ashton School 9 44% 33% 22%
B.F. Norton Elem. 10  --- 20%  80% 18 6% 11% 83% 18 11% 17% 72%
Community School 18 67% 11% 22% 12 50% 33% 17% 14 43% 14% 43%
Garvin Memorial 16 31% 38% 31% 9  --- 22% 78% 14 21% 14% 64%
Cumberland Hill 4 75%  ---

     

Ashton School 48 60% 23% 17% 56 41% 34% 25% 54 59% 26% 15%
B.F. Norton Elem. 42 43% 29% 29% 32 22% 44% 34% 47 47% 23% 30%
Community School 91 89% 11%  --- 85 78% 18% 5% 96 88% 9% 3%
Garvin Memorial 54 72% 20% 7% 50 70% 20% 10% 40 65% 18%
Cumberland Hill 83 64% 23% 13% 84 62% 32% 6% 75 65% 17%

18%
17%

     

 
N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1 N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1 N Lvl 4/3 Lvl 2 Lvl 1

iddle School # % % % # % % % # % % %

2%

M

Joseph L. McCourt 38 3% 18% 79% 45 22% 16% 62% 46 17% 33% 50%
North Cumberland 37 19% 22% 59% 30 13% 40% 47% 29 14% 14% 7

     

Joseph L. McCourt 129 64% 19% 18% 135 49% 29% 22% 170 58% 29% 12%
North Cumberland 203 68% 23% 9% 203 76% 20% 4% 185 72% 19% 9%

SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS

REGULAR EDUCATION STUDENTS

Fall NECAP Mathematics Performance for Special and Regular Education Students by School

ote: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 

REGULAR EDUCATION STUDENTS

Cumberland School District, RI

Grade Level
Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5

SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS

Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8
Grade Level

N  
 
 

 

de 
 particular, the analysis addresses the question of whether the district is making 

rogress in improving the performance of students who need the most intensive intervention.  
 
The first set of cohort analyses followed the progress of the same two special education cohorts of 
students that were examined in the reading cohort analyses.  

• 2007 Grade 5 Cohort: Progress made on NECAP Math from grade 3 to grade 5 
• 2007 Grade 8 Cohort: Progress made on NECAP Math from grade 6 to grade 8 

 

Special Education Student Cohort Progress 

The SOCRATES database that was created to support the Cumberland Special Education Program 
Evaluation allowed repeat measure longitudinal comparisons of student performance on the NECAP
math assessments from one grade to the next for specific student cohorts. The focus of the cohort 
analysis was to determine the progress of students in developing essential math skills from one gra
to the next. In
p
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2007 Grade 5 Cohort Progress 
Figure 23 graphically depicts NECAP math progress from grades 3–5 for 55 special education 
students who are currently in grade 5. Similar to the previous cohort graphs, the bar graphs on the 
left hand side of the display show the overall progress of the group as they moved from grade 3 to 4 
and from grade 4 to 5. The graphic on the right hand side of the display provides a more detailed 
picture of progress within performance levels, i.e., progress of students who were at specific 
performance levels of the test the prior year.  
 
The grade-to-grade performance of the student cohort presented in Figure 23 indicates that 
these students made very uneven progress in improving their math skills as they moved from 
grade to grade. The number of students who were proficient only increased from 12 in 2005 to 15 
in 2007. The number of students below proficient decreased from 43 to 40.  
 
Overall Progress  
From grade 3 to grade 4 the overall performance of this group of students improved; the pattern was 
reversed from grade 4 to grade 5. It is noteworthy that this is the opposite of their pattern of progress 
in reading, where their overall performance declined from grade 3 to grade 4 and improved from 
grade 4 to grade 5. 

• From grade 3 to 4, the percent achieving proficiency increased from 22% to 38%; the 
percent of students in Level 1 decreased from 55% to 35%.  

• From grade 4 to 5, the percent achieving proficiency declined from 38% to 27%, and the 
percent in Level 1 increased from 35% to 51%.  

 
Progress Within Performance Levels 
Progress within performance levels from one grade to the next showed that the majority of 
students at Level 1 continued to score at Level 1, although some students did improve their 
performance levels. The majority of students who had scored at Levels 4/3 maintained proficiency 
but some students declined.  

• In 2006, 53% of the grade 4 students who had been at Level 1 in grade 3 stayed at Level 1 
and 47% improved; 39% who were at Level 2 stayed at Level 2, 46% improved, and 15% 
declined to Level 1; and 75% who had been proficient in grade 3 maintained proficiency 
while 25% declined.

• In 2007, 74% of the grade 5 students who had been at Level 1 in grade 4 stayed at Level 1 
, 

 

and 26% improved to Level 2; 20% who were at Level 2 stayed at Level 2, 13% improved
and 67% declined to Level 1; and 62% who had been proficient in grade 4 maintained 
proficiency while 38% declined. 

 



 

 

2007 Grade 5 Cohort of Special E ation t ents: Progress Made NECAP MATHEMATICS from Grade 3 to Grade 5 
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2007 Grade 8 Cohort Progress 
Figure 24 graphically depicts NECAP math progress from grades 6–8 for 72 special education 

y in grade 8. 

e-to-grade performance of the stude ohort presented in Figure 24 shows that e 
ade little to no progress in moving ward proficiency, and from 2005 to 2007 there 

the percent at Level 1. 

of these students from grade 6 to 8 showed an overall decline in performance. 
these students were proficient and 54 we ficient. In 2007, 12 were proficie an

were below proficient. 
• From grade 6 to 7, the percent of students in Level 1 increased from 53% to 63%, and the

percent achieving proficiency showed a ght decrease from 25% to 24%. 
• From grade 7 to 8, the percent of students in Level 1 decreased to 57% but was still highe

than the 53% at Level 1 in 2005. The percent achieving proficiency continued to decrease to 
17%. 

rformance Levels 
e levels from one gra next showed that a high major o

coring at Level 1 the previous year ed to score at Level 1.  
In 2006, nearly all (90%) of the grade 7 s who had been at Level 1 in grade 6 ye
at Level 1; 38% who were at Level 2 st d 25% improved, and 38% dec d
Level 1; and 67% who had been profic t rade 6 maintained proficiency while 2  
declined to Level 1. 
In 2007, 76% of the grade 7 student o  been at Level 1 in grade 6 stayed a el 
and 24% improved; 40% who were at Level 2 stayed at Level 2, 10% improved, and 50%
declined to Level 1; and 65% who had been proficient in grade 7 maintained proficiency
while 36% declined. 
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Improving the Performance of Low Performing Students  

 Phase I evaluation also pursued the question: What specific progress is the Cumberland district 
king in improving the math performance of its lowest performing special and regular education 
dents? As with the reading cohorts, large enough sample cohorts of special education and r lar 
cation students were created by: 1) combini 6 students who had sc d 

ow proficient in 2005; and 2) combining current grade 7 and 8 students who had scored below 
ficient in 2005.  

de 5 and 6 Cohorts 
 grade 5 and 6 cohorts included the followin udents: 
• A combined cohort of 2007 grade 5 and 6 special education students who scored belo

proficient on the Fall 2005 NECAP math assessment: N=88 students – 57 scored at Le  1
in 2005, and 31 scored at Level 2.  

• A combined cohort of 2007 grade 5 and egular education students who scored belo
proficient on the Fall 2005 NECAP math assessment: N=202 students – 66 scored at el
in 2005, and 136 scored at Level 2.  

de ducation Cohort 
 pr ss of the 2007 grade 5 and 6 special e c n cohort from 2005 to 2007 is shown in 
le nd the related Figure 25 graphic display. 
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Mean 
Scaled Score

# # % # % # % # %

2005 Grades 3 and 4 29
2006 Grades 4 and 5 29 44 50% 38 43% 6 7% 26 30%
2007 Grades 5 and 6 31 7 40 45% 41 47% 9 10%

Note 1: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System
Note 2: 2005 Special Education cohort of students n roficient: Level 1 N=57 and Level 2 N=31.
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Figure 25. NECAP Mathematics Performan for Special Education Students Not 
Proficient in 2005, Cumberland School Di t, RI.
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The performance of ogress over the 
two years, with the most improvement shown between 2005 and 2006 and a decline in 

 of these students achieved proficiency, and the percent scoring at Level 1 
 to 67%. 

the special education cohort showed a varied pattern of pr

performance from 2006 to 2007. Their mean scaled score showed a slight but not significant 
increase from 29 to 31. 

• From year to year, more than 40% showed no change in their performance. 
• Significant improvement occurred between 2005 and 2006 where the percent at Level 1 

decreased to 38% and 30% achieved proficiency. 
• In 2007, 10%

significantly increased
 
Gra  5de  and 6 Regular Education Cohort 
The progress of the 2007 grade 5 and 6 regular education cohort from 2005 to 2007 is shown in 
Table 9B and the related Figure 26 graphic display. 
 

Table 9B. Cohort of 2007 Grades 5 and 6 Regular Education Students Not Proficient
on the 2005 NECAP Mathematics, Cumberland School District, RI

Mean 
Scaled Score

# # % # % # % # %

2005 Grades 3 and 4 34
2006 Grades 4 and 5 36 84 42% 100 50% 18 9% 60 30%
2007 Grades 5 and 6 36 38 19% 112 55% 52 26% 59 29%

Note 1: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 
Note 2: 2005 Regular Education cohort of students not proficient: Level 1 N=66 and Level 2 N=136.
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Figure 26. NECAP Mathematics Performance for Regular Education Students Not 
Proficient in 2005, Cumberland School District, RI.
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The performance of the regular education cohort showed some progress over the two years, and a 
slight increase in their mean scaled score from 34 in 2005 to 36 in 2007. Progress varied across the 
three years with about half showing no change in their performance level from year to year. In 2007 
29% of these students had achieved proficiency, but the percent scoring at Level 1 was slightly higher 
than 2005 (35% compared to 33%). 
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Grade 7 and 8 Cohorts 
The grade 7 and 8 cohorts included the following students  

• A combined cohort of 2007 grade 7 and 8 special education students who scored below
proficient on the

 
 Fall 2005 NECAP math assessment: N=108 students – 70 scored at Level 1 

210 students – 69 had scored at 

rade 7 and 8 Special Education Cohort 
cial education cohort from 2005 to 2007 is shown in 

in 2005, and 38 scored at Level 2.  
• A combined cohort of 2007 grade 7 and 8 regular education students who scored below 

proficient on the Fall 2005 NECAP math assessment: N=
Level 1 in 2005, and 141 scored at Level 2.  

 
G
The progress of the 2007 grade 7 and 8 spe
Table 10A and the related Figure 27 graphic display. 
 

Mean 
Scaled Score

# # % # % # % # %

2005 Grades 5 and 6 29
2006 Grades 6 and 7 28 21 19% 72 67% 15 14% 12 11%
2007 Grades 7 and 8 27 16 15% 75 69% 17 16% 9 8%

Note 1: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 
Note 2: 2005 Special Education cohort of students not proficient: Level 1 N=70 and Level 2 N=38.
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Figure 27. NECAP Mathematics Performance for Special Education Students Not 
Proficient in 2005, Cumberland School District, RI.
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The performance of the special education cohort showed a decline in performance over the two 
 29 to 27. From year to year, close to 

elow. 

years, including a decrease in their mean scaled score from
70% showed no change in their performance. In 2007, only 8% of these students achieved 
proficiency, and the percent scoring at Level 1 was 69% compared to 65% in 2005. 
 
Grade 7 and 8 Regular Education Cohort 
The progress of the 2007 grade 7 and 8 regular education cohort from 2005 to 2007 is shown in 
Table 10B and the related Figure 28 graphic display b
 

Table 10B. Cohort of 2007 Grades 7 and 8 Reg
on the 2005 NECAP Mathematics, Cumberland School District, RI

Mean 
Scaled Score

# # % # % # % # %

2005 Grades 5 and 6 37     
2006 Grades 6 and 7 38 84 40% 104 50% 22 10% 58 28%
2007 Grades 7 and 8 35 43 20% 113 54% 54 26% 47 22%

Note 1: Data obtained from SOCRATES Data System. 
Note 2: 2005 Regular Education cohort of students not proficient: Level 1 N=69 and Level 2 N=141.
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Figure 28. NECAP Mathematics Performance for Regular Education Students Not 
Proficient in 2005, Cumberland School District, RI.
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The performance of the regular education cohort showed some positive progress in improving 
proficiency over the two years, although there was a slight, but not statistically significant decrease in 
their mean scaled score from 37 in 2005 to 35 in 2007. Progress varied across the three years with 
about half showing no change in their performance level from year to year. In 2007 22% of these 
students had achieved proficiency, and there was a decrease in the percent scoring at Level 1, from 
33% in 2005 to 29% in 2007.  
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

 
The Phase I evaluation yielded an array of findings related to Cumberland Public Schools special 
ducation trends and student outcomes. This section presents an overall summary of findings and 

umberland Public Schools should take steps to improve data quality and data access across the 
district. The process of acquiring data for the outcome evaluation revealed serious data system gaps, 
and highlighted that special education program data are not easily available on an ongoing basis to 
inform decisions within the district. It is recommended that the district take several steps to improve 
data quality and access: 1) ensure that SchoolMax, the district’s student information system, contains 
complete and accurate information on all students, including special education students, and that it is 
updated in a timely manner; 2) ensure that special education staff and school personnel are familiar 
with the range of reports that can be generated from SchoolMax, and establish a district-wide data 
access, dissemination, and analysis schedule that will support the timely distribution and use of 
pertinent data; and 3) archive regular education and special education information to allow 
longitudinal analysis of demographic and performance trends. 
 
Improving the Administration and Use of the Developmental Reading Assessment System 
he district should provide training to school staff to ensure the consistent administration and 

use of the Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) system across classrooms. A review of DRA 
record forms indicated that teachers were not completing them in a uniform manner across 
schools/classrooms, which makes the reliability of the information highly questionable. The district 
should also consider using software applications available from the publisher of the DRA to improve 
the quality and use of student assessment results. 
 
Special Education Trends 
Variations in special education rates at different grade levels should be examined by the district 
to ensure they do not reflect procedural differences or a lack of supports that would inhibit 
students exiting from special education. Between the 2005–06 and 2007–08 school years, the 
percent of Cumberland students identified as needing special education services declined by 1% – 
from 20% to 19%, but rates varied at different grade levels. In 2007–08, grade levels where the 
special education rate was higher than the district average were 5th grade (21%), 6th grade (21%), 9th 

20%), 11th grade (23%), and 12th grade (23%).  

cial education population should be examined in terms of possible 
ver-identification. Issues that have been identified in the literature on special education are that 

male students and students from poorer economic environments are frequently more likely to be 
struggling readers or exhibit behavior problems in the classroom versus having an actual 
handicapping condition.  

e
conclusions.  
 
Improving Data Access and Data Use 
C

T

grade (
 
Special Education Demographics 
The district should critically examine the high percentage of male students and low economic 
level students identified for special education. In 2007–08, compared to the total Cumberland 
student population, the special education population included a significantly higher percentage of 
male students (67% vs. 52%) and students on free/reduced lunch (25% vs. 16%). The gender and 
economic differences in the spe
o
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Special Education Population by Disability 

 the current school year, Cumberland Public Schools is providing services to a range of 

), autism (6%), and other (6%). The distribution of the population by disability varies 
t school levels, which has implications for the types of services offered. Students identified as having 

early half of the special education students at the elementary 

e 
es for 

 the 
 school compared to 34% in grade 9 

nd 29% in grade 8.  

t other 

ade assessment, the district did not show progress 
 reducing the percent of special education students who perform at Level 1. Longitudinal trends for 

also showed no progress in reducing the percent of special education 

 strong indicator that these students are not 
ceiving the math support and intervention they need at the elementary level. The high percentages 

 6–8 NECAP math assessments indicate that most middle school 

h 
ving toward 

ts moved from one grade to the next, the majority who were at Level 1 in 

In
disability groups with students identified as having a learning disability comprising 27% of the K–
12 population, followed by speech/language (26%), other health impaired (26%), emotional 
disability (9%
a
a speech/language disorder comprised n
level, while students with a learning disability comprised about a third of the middle and high school 
special education populations. Across grade levels, there is a steady increase in the proportion of 
special education students identified as other health impaired, from 16% at the elementary level to 
35% at the high school level. 
 
Attendance 
The district is to be commended for exemplary elementary attendance patterns for both special 
education and regular education students, but needs to monitor the increase in absence in grad
8, and proactively address the attendance problems at the high school. High absence increas
special education students as they move through grades 9–12. In 2006–07, more than half of
grade 12 special education students missed 3 weeks or more of
a
 
Longitudinal Special Education Student Achievement in Reading 
The district is to be commended that on the 2007 Grade 3 reading assessment, more than half of 
the tested special education students achieved proficiency. However, downward trends a
grade levels should serve as a caution to the district and an indicator to the special education 
program of the need for more intensive ongoing progress monitoring to improve performance. 
Across three years, with the exception of the 3rd gr
in
the grades 6–8 assessments 
students scoring at Level 1. 
 
Longitudinal Special Education Student Achievement in Math 
Longitudinal increases in the percent of special education students scoring at Level 1 on the 
NECAP math achievement tests also underscore the need for more systematic monitoring of 
ongoing progress. The fact that nearly 60% of special education students scored at Level 1 on the 
2007 NECAP grade 4 and 5 math assessments is a very
re
of students scoring at Level 1 on the
special education students are performing significantly below grade level, and lack the math skills 
they will need to succeed in middle and high school math coursework.  
 
Cohort Progress in Reading and Math 
Cumberland Public Schools needs to intensify its efforts to provide the depth of reading and 
math intervention special education students need to improve their skills. An analysis of the 
longitudinal progress made by two same-group cohorts of students on the NECAP reading and mat
assessments from 2005 to 2007 showed that these students made minimal progress in mo
proficiency. Also, as studen
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e previous grade continued to score at Level 1. Progress or growth data provide important findings 
e improving from one grade to the next, and provide a 

at the 

tion group made minimal or no progress. Progress for the regular 
ducation students was more positive, but about half showed no change in their performance from 

These results indicate a need for instructional improvement in meeting the needs of low 

cial education program strategically examine the extent to which the reading 
nd math support that is being provided to specific disability groups is resulting in students mastering 

lation at the elementary level 

th
about the extent to which specific students ar
more robust indicator of program effectiveness than trend data. The cohort results indicated th
reading and math instruction provided to these special education students did not lead to improved 
performance on the NECAP assessments.  
 
Improving the Performance of the Lowest Performing Students 
The district needs to critically examine a lack of progress in improving the performance of the 
lowest performing special education students and develop a district-wide plan to address this 
issue. An analysis of the progress made by same-group cohorts of special education and regular 
education students who had scored at Level 1 on the 2005 NECAP reading and math assessments 
showed that the special educa
e
year to year. 
performing students.  
 
NECAP Reading and Math Performance by Disability 
The Special Education Program should more closely monitor the ongoing reading and math 
performance of specific disability groups. While variations in performance may be expected, it is 
important that the spe
a
essential skills. This is particularly true for the learning disability popu
where 2007 results showed more than half of these students scored at Level 1 on the NECAP reading 
and 80% scored at Level 1 for NECAP math. 
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