Attachment 2, Samuel Lair, Literacy Rates, 3-6-25

Literacy Intervention Program

This year the Idaho Department of Education (IDOE) chose to lower its long-term academic goals.
According to IDOE, it made this decision because “feedback from a wide variety of stakeholders
indicated a desire to create new long-term goals and measurements of interim progress that achieve a
better balance between being ambitious and achievable.”

The previous goals established in 2017 sought to raise academic performance (measured by ISAT scores)
to 68.6 percent proficient or higher in ELA by 2022. At the time, proficiency rates were 52.9 percent.
Roughly eight years later, Idaho has failed to make any progress towards those goals, let alone achieve
them. As of the 2023-2024 school year, that rate was at 54 percent when it was projected to be at 73.8

percent. See below:
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The new plan lowered its goals to 58.6 percent in ELA by 2030 (a growth rate of one percent per year).
Under the current growth model, Idaho’s ELA proficiency rate would not match the current graduation
—. rate of roughly 80.0 percent until 2052.

Mersla-aeel ELA ISAT Growth Rate According to the
2024 Consolidated Plan
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The current budget request includes $72.8 million in “literacy proficiency/interventions based on IRI
(Idaho Reading Indicator Assessment).” This program is meant to provide additional resources for
students in grade K-3 who test basic or below on the Idaho Reading Indicator. Since fiscal year 2017, the
amount of money altlocated to the program per year has increased by nearly $64 million from $9.1 million
in fiscal year 2017.
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Despite this investment, fourth grade ELA proficiency rates have remained almost flat with only 48.0
percent scoring proficient or higher in 2017 compared to 49.4 percent in 2024.

Fourth Grade ISAT ELA Scores 2017-2024
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The NAEP scores tell an even bleaker story, with fourth grade reading proficiency dropping from 38
percentin 2017 to 32 percent in 2024.

Fourth Grade NAEP Reading Scores 2017-

2024
80%
70%
60%
50%
38% 37%
40% g o— 32% 32%
30% e —a
20%
10%
0%
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Source: The Nation’s Report Card



must be the same multi-year length of time for all students and for each subgroup of students in the
State, and (2) how the long-term goals are ambitious.

Idaho’s long-term goal for English/Language Art and Mathematics will be to reduce the percentage of

non-proficient students by 33% over six years. “Proficient” means that a student has met or exceeded

grade level standards in a specific subject as determined by performance on the associated

assessment. Robust stakeholder feedback took place to set long-term goals for the state that achieve a

balance of both ambitious and achievable. While several options were considered, the below long-

term goals were agreed upon by all stakeholders due to the following:

o The goals result in closing achievement gaps, especially for student groups that currently show
the lowest achievement.

e The target year — 6 years from 2017 — encompasses half of a student’s K-12 career and therefore
achieving the goal would impact students that are currently in the K-12 education system.

Historical data analysis indicates that, had these goals been set in the 2015 school year, a substantial

number of schools would have achieved their school-level goal in 2016.

Calculation:

Long-term goal = 33% x (100-previous year % proficient/advanced)

Interim progress goal = Difference between the long-term goal and the baseline / 6

Table 4: Mathematics baseline, long-term goals and interim targets

Long-
) Baseline Interim progress term
Mathematics goal
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
All Students 41.6% 44.8% 48.0% 51.2% 54.4% 57.6% 60.8%
Economically o - . o o R A
Disadvantaged Students 30.3% 33.8% 37.3% 40.8% 44.3% 47.8% 51.3%
Students with Disabilities [ 15.2% 19.8% 24.4% 29.0% 33.6% 38.2% 42.8%
English Learners 7.1% 12.2% 17.3% 22.4% 27.5% 32.6% 37.7%
Minority Students* 25.8% 29.8% 33.8% 37.8% 41.8% 45.8% 49.8%
Table 5: English Language Arts/Literacy baseline, long-term goals and interim targets
Long-
ELA/Literacy Baseline Interim progress tge;;rll
2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
All Students 53.0% 55.6% 58.2% 60.8% 63.4% 66.0% 68.6%
Economically o o o o o N o
Disadvantaged Students 40.6% 43.9% 47.2% 50.5% 53.8% 57.1% 60.4%
Students with Disabilities | 15.0% 19.7% 24.4% 29.1% 33.8% 38.5% 43.2%
English Learners 6.9% 12.0% 17.1% 22.2% 27.3% 32.4% 37.5%
Minority Students* 37.4% 40.9% 45.4% 45.4% 49.9% 54.4% 58.9%

* Data for the minority subgroup will be further disaggregated for the purpose of reporting for

American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian, Black or African American, Native Hawaiian or Pacific

Islander, White, and Hispanic or Latino.
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American Indian

or Alaskan Native 18.7% 20.0% | 21.3% 22.6% 24.0% 25.3% 26.6% 27.9%
Asian or Pacific

lslander 60.0% 61.0% | 62.0% 63.0% 64.0% 65.0% 66.0% 67.0%
Black / African

Ameri/can 17.6% 18.9% | 20.3% 21.6% 22.9% 24.2% 25.6% 26.9%
Hispanicor

Lati‘; ’ 221% | 23.4% | 24.6% | 25.9% | 27.2% | 28.4% | 29.7% | 31.0%
Native Hawaiian

/ Other Pacific 30.0% | 31.2% | 32.3% | 33.5% 34.6% | 35.8% | 36.9% 38.1%
Islander

Two or More

Races 42.6% 43.6% | 44.6% 45.6% 46.6% 47.6% 48.6% 49.6%
White 45.7% 46.7% | 47.7% 48.7% 49.7% 50.7% 51.7% 52.7%

Table 4: English Language Arts/Literacy — 2023 baseline, 2030 long-term goal, and 2024-2029

interim targets

2023 2030
ELA/Literacy Baseline 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 | Long-term
Goal

All Students 51.6% 52.6% 53.6% 54.6% 55.6% 56.6% | 57.6% 58.6%
Economicall
Disadvantagzlad 36.2% 37.4% 38.6% 39.9% 41.1% 42.3% | 43.5% 44.7%
English Learners 8.1% 9.7% 11.3% | 13.0% | 14.6% | 16.2% | 17.8% 19.5%
Students with
Disabilities 13.6% 15.1% 16.7% 18.2% 19.8% 21.3% | 22.9% 24.4%
American Indian

. 27.6% 28.9% 30.3% 31.6% 33.0% 34.3% | 35.7% 37.0%
or Alaskan Native
Asian or Pacific
lelardler 65.0% 66.0% 67.0% 68.0% 69.0% 70.0% | 71.0% 72.0%
Black / African
Ameri/can 27.9% 29.2% 30.6% 31.9% 33.3% 34.6% | 35.9% 37.3%
Hispanic or Latino | 33.8% 35.1% 36.3% 37.6% | 38.8% | 40.1% | 41.3% 42.6%
Native Hawaiian
/ Other Pacific 39.4% 40.6% 41.7% 42.9% 44.1% 45.3% | 46.4% 47.6%
Islander
Two or More B : 0 0 0 0 0 o
Races 55.7% 56.7% 57.7% 58.7% 59.7% 60.7% | 61.7% 62.7%
White 56.4% 57.4% 58.4% 59.4% 60.4% 61.4% | 62.4% 63.4%

1. Provide the measurements of interim progress toward meeting the long-

term goals for academic achievement in Appendix A.

MARCH 23, 2024

Idaho’s Consolidated State Plan — Proposed Amended | 17




FY 2018 Public Schools Support Program (K-12)
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FY 2017
Original
Approp.

FY 2018
Approp Bills
(H284-H290)

APPROPRIATION

Sources of Funds

General Fund

Dedicated Funds

Federal Funds

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS

General Fund Percent Change:
Total Funds Percent Change:

PROGRAM DISTRIBUTIONS

Statutory Requirements

$1,584,669,400
$77,496,200
$264,338,500

$1,685,262,200
$91,637,700
$264,338,500

$1,926,504,100

Transportation $71,152,000
Border Contracts $1,200,000
Exceptional Contracts/Tuition Equivalents $5,065,600
Salary-based Apportionment $186,979,800
State Paid Employee Benefits $35,470,000
Career Ladder Salaries $673,145,000
Career Ladder Benefits $127,695,600
Bond Levy Equalization $22,400,000
Idaho Digital Learning Academy $8,365,300
|daho Safe & Drug-Free Schools $4,024,900
Math and Science Requirement $5,157,200
Advanced Opportunities $6,000,000
National Board Teacher Certification $90,000
Facilities {Lottery) & Interest Earned $18,000,000
Facilities State Match (GF) $3,479,500
Facilities - Charter School Funding $5,531,000
Leadership Awards/Premiums $16,645,200
Continuous Improvement Plans and Training $652,000
Mastery Based System $1,400,000
Online Class Portal Managed by SDE $150,000
Literacy Proficiency/Interventions Based on IRI $9,100,000
Academic & College/Career Advisors and Mentors $5,000,000
Innovation Schools $100,000

Sub-total -- Statutory Requirements

Other Program Distributions

$1,206,803,100

$2,041,238,400
6.3%
6.0%

$71,643,800
$1,200,000
$5,390,900
$195,929,000
$36,834,700
$726,236,400
$136,532,400
$20,500,000
$9,122,000
$4,024,900
$5,478,100
$7,000,000
$90,000
$18,075,000
$3,827,500
$6,084,100
$17,401,600
$652,000
$1,400,000
$150,000
$11,416,200
$7,000,000
$100,000
$1,286,088,600

Math Initiative $1,817,800 $1,817,800
Remediation-Based-on-ldaho-Readingndicater $2,316,200

Remediation Based on ISAT $5,456,300 $5,456,300
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) $3,870,000 $3,870,000
District IT Staffing $2,500,000 $7,500,000
Technology (Classroom, WiFi Contract/Distribute, IMS) $18,000,000 $28,142,000
Wirsless-Infrastrusture-{Wi-F) $2,100,000

Administrative-Evaluations-of Teachers $300,000

Student Achievement Assessments $1,758,500 $1,758,500
Instructional- Management Systems-{IMS}-state&-losal $3,000,000

Prof, Development and Gifted & Talented $16,388,700 $20,950,000
Cantent and Curriculum ) $4,250,000 $5,050,000
GiltedFatented-Grants $1,000,000

Bureau of Services for the Deaf & Blind (Campus) $6,857,500 $6,921,100
Bureau of Services for the Deaf & Blind (Outreach) $3,454,800 $3,963,200
Federal Funds for Local School Districts $264,115,000 $264,115,000
Sub-total -- Other Program Distributions $337,184,800 $349,543,900

. TOTAL CATEGORICAL EXPENDITURES

$1,543,987,900

. STATE DISCRETIONARY FUNDS $382,516,200
. ESTIMATED SUPPORT UNITS 14,886
STATE DISCRETIONARY $ PER SUPPORT UNIT $25,696

$1,635,632,500
$405,605,900

15,164
$26,748

2017 Idaho Legislative Fiscal Report 1-4

Analyst: Headlee



Public School Support
Agency Profile

Analyst: Tatro

Comparison of the FY 2025 Original Appropriation, FY 2026 Public School
Support Budget Request, and FY 2026 Governor's Recommendation

FY 2025
Original

Appropriation

FY 2026
Request

FY 2026
Governor
Rec.

Statutory References

FUND SOURCES

General Fund

$2,651,908,900

$2,721,810,000

$2,788,847,800

Dedicated Funds $284,030,400 $277,072,100 $277,072,100
Federal Funds $351,106,500 $260,647,800 $260,647,800
TOTAL APPROPRIATION $3,287,044,800) $3,259,529,900| $3,326,567,700
General Fund Percent Change from Current Year: 2.8% 5.2%
Total Funds Percent Change from Current Year: (0.8%) 1.2%
I. DISTRIBUTIONS
Statutory Requirements
1 Transportation $106,149,800 $112,377,800 $118,901,800] §33-1006; 33-1002(2)(b)
2 Border Contracts $2,462,700 $2,462,700 $2,462,700| §33-1002(2)(d); 33-1403
3 Exceptional Contracts/Tuition Equivalents $6,448,100 $6,448,100 $6,448,100] §33-1002(2)(e); 33-2004; 33-2005
4 Salary-Based Apportionment $343,341,100 $342,509,800 $356,071,000] §33-1002(2)(f); 33-1004E(4)(5); 33-1004F
5 State Paid Employee Benefits $68,868,000 $68,701,500 $71,421,700| §33-1002(2)(f); 33-1004E(4)(5); 33-1004F
6 Career Ladder Salaries $1,036,266,000 $1,047,988,200| $1,089,492,600| §33-1004B; 33-1004F
7 Career Ladder Benefits $218,963,000 $221,439,900 $230,209,900| §33-1004B; 33-1004F
8 Idaho Digital Learning Academy $21,362,400 $24,940,000 $24,940,000| §33-1020; 33-1002(2)())
9 Idaho Safe & Drug-Free Schools $4,324,900 $0 $0| §63-2506; 63-2552A(3); 63-3067
10 Math and Science Requirement $7,358,700 $0 $0| §33-1021; 33-1002(2)(n)
11 Advanced Opportunities $27,000,000 $27,000,000 $27,000,000| §33-1002(2)(m); Chapter 46, Title 33
12 National Board Teacher Certification $40,000 $40,000 $40,000| §33-1004E(4)
13 Facilities - Charter School Funding $12,003,400 $12,589,700 $12,589,700| §33-5208(5); 33-1002(2)(k)
14 Continuous Improvement Plans and Training $652,000 $652,000 $652,000| §33-320(4)
15 Literacy Proficiency/interventions Based on IR! $72,812,000 $72,812,000 $72,812,000| §33-1002(2)(r); 33-1632
16 Academic & College/Career Advisors and Mentors $9,000,000 $9,000,000 $9,000,000| §33-1002(2)(q); Title 33, Chapter 18
17 H282 & H521 Facility Fund/Prop Tax Relief $202,978,700 $180,822,300 $180,822,300] §33-911; 67-7434
Sub-total -- Statutory Requirements $2,140,030,800 $2,129,784,100 | $2,202,863,900
Other Program Distributions
18 Program Support (Math Initiative, LEP, Learning Loss) $7,279,100 $2,909,100 $2,909,100| §33-1627; Approp. Bill: H460
19 Technology (Classroom, WiFi, LMS) $36,500,000 $36,500,000 $36,500,000{ Approp. Bill: H460
20 Student Achievement Assessments $2,258,500 $3,025,800 £3,025,800| Approp. Bill: H460
21 Professional Development $18,250,000 $8,900,000 $8,900,000| Approp. Bill: H460
22 Content and Curriculum $11,335,000 $5,020,000 $5,020,000| Approp. Bill: H460
23 Bureau of Services for the Deaf & Blind (Campus) 59,484,400 $9,803,800 $10,097,400| Title 33, Chapter 34, |daho Code; & Approp.
24 Bureau of Services for the Deaf & Blind (Outreach) $6,130,400 $6,544,800 $6,733,200| Bills: H460, H719
25 Federal Funds for School Districts (Excluding [ESDB) $251,147,800 $260,647,800 $260,647,800| Approp. Bill: H460
26 COVID-19 Relief Funds $99,957,700 $0 $0| Approp. Bill: H763
27 Health Insurance $325,503,100 $353,620,400 $353,620,400| Approp. Bills: H460; H763
28 Discretionary Funding $379,168,000 $439,504,100 $432,980,100| §33-1009, 33-1018, Approps: H460, H763
29 Special Needs Fund $0 $3,000,000 $3,000,000( TBD
30 Data Dashboard $0 $270,000 $270,000| TBD
Sub-total -- Other Program Distributions $1,147,014,000 | $1,129,745,800 | $1,123,703,800

TOTAL DISTRIBUTIONS (LINE ITEMS)

ESTIMATED SUPPORT UNITS (Best 28 weeks)
STATE DISCRETIONARY $ PER SUPPORT UNIT

. STATE HEALTH INSURANCE $ PER SUPPORT UNIT

$3,287,044,800

16,154
$0
$20,150

$3,259,529,900

15,954
$0
$22,165

{The Discretionary Funds distribution includes $300/support unit for safe school environments {§33-1002{2}(p), Idaho Code)

$3,326,567,700

15,954
$27,139
$22,165

Approp. Bills: H460; H763
Approp. Bills: H460; H763

FY 2026 Idaho Legislative Budget Book

Public School Support




3o

Nation's Report Card

Idaho Overview
Idaho Performance Data
Idaho Complete Results

ASSESSMENT AVERAGE SCORE ACHIEVEMENT LEVELS

Difference
) from At or above | Ator above
Subject Grade Year Score National Basic Proficient At Advanced
public (NP)
238

Mathematics 4 2024 76 41 9

(scale range 0—

500) 2022 236 76 36 7
2019 242 82 43 8
2017 240 81 40 7
2015 239 80 38 6
2013 241 83 40 6
2011 240 83 39 5
2009 241 85 41 5
2007 241 85 40 5
2005 242 86 40 5
2003 235 80 31 2
2000 224 68 20 1
2000" 227 71 21 1
19921 222 63 16 1

Reading (scale 4 2024 216 61 32 8

range 0-500)
2022 215 61 32 8
2019 223 69 37 9
2017 223 70 38 9
2015 222 69 36 8
2013 219 68 33 7
2011 221 69 33 6
2009 221 69 32 6
2007 223 70 35 8
2005 222 69 33 7
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ABSTRACT

Many American states require that students lacking basic reading proficiency after third grade be
retained and remediated. We exploit a discontinuity in retention probabilities under Florida's test-
based promotion policy to study its effects on student outcomes through high school. We find
large positive effects on achievement that fade out entirely when retained students are compared
to their same-age peers, but remain substantial through grade 10 when compared to students in
the same grade. Being retained in third grade due to missing the promotion standard increases
students' grade point averages and leads them to take fewer remedial courses in high school but
has no effect on their probability of graduating.
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Holding Back to Move Forward:
The Effects of Retention in the Third Grade on Student Outcomes
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We evaluate the effects of grade retention on students’ academic, attendance, and
disciplinary outcomes in Indiana. Using a regression discontinuity design, we show
that third grade retention increases achievement in English Language Arts (ELA)
and math immediately and substantially, and the effects persist into middle school.
We find no evidence of grade retention effects on student attendance or disciplinary
incidents, again into middle school. Our findings combine to show that Indiana’s
third grade retention policy improves achievement for retained students without
adverse impacts along (measured) non-academic dimensions.

Keywords: grade retention, student achievement, test-based retention policy, school discipline,
absence
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