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The American Institutes for Research (AIR) prepared this memo to summarize preliminary findings 
from the summative evaluation of the Reading Instruction and Intervention (RII) grant and to examine 
Project ARISE’s impacts. The memo outlines the evaluation research questions, describes the data 
sources and methods, and summarizes analyses completed to date. It also provides a data-analysis 
update and provides an opportunity for input from CCEE prior to the upcoming summary report (e.g., 
format, language, and other expectations). This interim feedback will help AIR refine the final Year 4 
annual report, which will present final summative evaluation results and Year 4 qualitative findings. 

Summative Evaluation 

The purpose of the summative evaluation is (a) to assess whether Project ARISE is associated with 
improvement in instructional behaviors and (b) to measure the project’s impacts on learner outcomes. 
The summative evaluation will focus on the school–district partnerships within the three key counties 
(i.e., Contra Costa, San Diego, and Glenn Counties). It will employ a mixed-methods approach and draw 
on data collected throughout the project to assess how participant perceptions, instructional 
behaviors, student outcomes, and the grant program itself changed over the grant period. 
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Summative evaluation questions are provided in Exhibit 1. 

Exhibit 1. Summative Evaluation and Data Sources 

Summative evaluation question Data source 

1. Is ARISE professional learning associated with improved 
educator outcomes over time, such as self-efficacy for literacy 
instruction, related knowledge, and classroom practices in 
reading instruction? Is there variation across different types of 
educators (e.g., experience, grade level)? 

Educator pre-post survey 

2. How has the ARISE intervention improved student outcomes, 
such as English language arts achievement? 

State test scores, local 
standardized assessments 
(if available) 

Given the current understanding of how educators, schools, and LEAs were selected to participate in 
Project ARISE during the 2024–25 school year, AIR will conduct two sets of quantitative analyses. 

First, we used survey-based educator outcome measures collected online from participating educators 
in Project ARISE. Educators completed the pre-survey at the beginning of the 2024–25 school year, 
which coincided with the first year of implementation of the school-district partnerships with Project 
ARISE. Participants also took the post-survey in spring 2025 to measure change over 1 school year. This 
approach does not support causal inferences but can produce useful findings to inform continuous 
program improvement. 

We estimated the degree of association between participation in Project ARISE and specific educator 
outcomes from fall 2024 to spring 2025 using pre-post regression analysis. Our analysis will account for 
the nested structure of school data (i.e., educators nested within schools) and control for educator 
characteristics (e.g., years of teaching experience and grade level taught). To examine the extent to 
which the association differs across demographics, AIR used similar regression models that include 
interaction terms between demographics and the Project ARISE indicator. In addition to using the 
survey measures to assess progress over time, we tested for associations within Project ARISE between 
educator knowledge and the use of evidence-based classroom practices within the classroom. We also 
tested whether the program is linked to positive outcomes for various kinds of learners (ELs, students 
with disabilities). The outcomes of these analyses were presented in the Year 4 Interim Analysis Memo 
(Arellano et al., 2025). 

Second, to examine how Project ARISE has improved student outcomes for all schools within the 
school–district partnerships, AIR used a school-level quasi-experimental research design with a 
matched comparison group. This approach allows for a cost-efficient evaluation using extant data. 
During the summer of 2024, the implementing partners selected approximately 16 district-school 
partnerships in the three participating counties to implement Project ARISE during the 2024–25 school 
year. We then used publicly available school-level data provided by the California Department of 
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Education’s California School Dashboard1 and the Common Core of Data from the National Center for 
Education Statistics2 from the previous 3 school years (e.g., 2021–22, 2022–23, and 2023–24) to 
identify schools with similar observed characteristics to create a comparison group (Rosenbaum & 
Rubin, 1983). This approach helps to reduce selection bias so that differences in outcomes are more 
likely attributable to the intervention rather than to preexisting differences between schools. In the 
matched comparison schools, educators continued practices as usual. We compared average student 
achievement in English language arts (ELA) in schools that participated in Project ARISE during the 
2024–25 school year with the achievement of students enrolled in the matched comparison schools. 
This design has minimal risk of contamination or other treatment crossover effects, as educators had 
access to professional learning and resources through Project ARISE that were only available to schools 
in the district-school partnerships.3 

In Year 3, AIR followed three steps to conduct matching: (1) We compiled a list of schools that were 
not participating in the school–district partnerships in each of the three counties to serve as the initial 
pool of comparison schools (a separate pool for each county). (2) We compiled a list of schools from 
districts with similar locales and characteristics to complement the pool of comparison schools within 
the same county (e.g., similar rural or town locales and with similar demographic composition of their 
student populations). (3) From each pool, AIR identified comparison schools that were most similar to 
the Project ARISE schools using propensity score matching (Rubin, 1997).4 Schools were matched on 
their average Grade 3 ELA achievement score, the school size, the percentage of students receiving 
free or reduced-price lunch, and the percentage of students belonging to certain race and ethnicity 
categories. We repeated the matching process until we achieved a comparison group of schools that 
was observationally similar to the treatment group on average Grade 3 reading achievement. In total, 
39 schools (26 comparison and 13 treatment schools) were included in the summative evaluation. The 
three treatment schools in Glenn County were excluded from the ELA analysis due to data limitations. 
Two of the schools had fewer than 10 students who took the Grade 3 ELA assessment in the 2023–24 
school year, which led to their results being suppressed in the publicly available data to protect student 
privacy. The third school only serves grades K–2 and therefore does not have any Grade 3 ELA data 
available. 

In Year 4, AIR conducted analyses using a two-level hierarchical linear model, with schools nested 
within district blocks to estimate the 1-year effect of Project ARISE on student Grade 3 ELA 
achievement in the 2024–25 school year. To improve the precision of the estimates, we controlled for 
school-level characteristics (e.g., average prior Grade 3 ELA achievement, race/ethnicity, gender, 
English learner status, disability status, and free or reduced-price lunch status). A school-level 
treatment indicator signaled whether a school participated in the Project ARISE program. However, 

 
1 https://www.cde.ca.gov/ 
2 https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/ 
3 We will not be able to control for or rule out whether educators in the comparison schools are participating in the online modules or 
workshops, which are available to all educators for free, as part of Project ARISE. 
4 We matched each San Diego County school with similar schools in the county and will match each Glenn County and Contra Costa 
County school with similar schools in suburban areas, towns, and rural districts across California. 

https://www.cde.ca.gov/
https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/
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with our current sample of participating schools (13 treatment schools and 26 control schools), the 
study is underpowered statistically based on a power analysis we conducted. Therefore, we also 
conducted descriptive analyses comparing implementation schools and state-level student 
demographic characteristics (i.e., student ethnicity, percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-
price lunch, percentage of English language learners, percentage of students with disabilities) and 
Grade 3 ELA outcomes for the 2022–23 and 2023–24 school years to provide additional context. 

Preliminary Outcomes 
 

The following section summarizes preliminary results from the Year 4 analyses of Project ARISE, 
including impact findings and descriptive comparisons with state averages in Grade 3 ELA performance. 
These findings provide early evidence of program outcomes and should be interpreted in the context 
of limited statistical power. Exhibits 3 and 4 present school-level comparisons of Grade 3 ELA 
performance between treatment and control schools relative to the state average. 

Main Results 

• Both treatment and control schools saw improvements in ELA scores from the 2024-25 to the 
2025-26 school year, with control schools showing larger gains (treatment: +10.91 points and 
control: +14.65 points; see Exhibit 2). However, the impact analysis found no statistically 
significant difference (p= 0.686) between treatment and control groups.  

• For ELA proficiency rates, both treatment and control schools saw improvements from the 
2024-25 to the 2025-26 school year, with control schools showing larger gains (treatment: +3% 
and control: +7%; see Exhibit 3). However, the impact analysis found no statistically significant 
difference (p= 0.499) between the treatment and control groups.  

• Compared to the state average, treatment schools showed greater improvement from the 
2024-25 to the 2025-26 school year. However, their overall ELA scores and proficiency rate 
remained slightly below the state mean in both 2024-25 and 2025-26 school year (see Exhibit 2 
for ELA score and Exhibit 3 for proficiency rate outcomes).  

Demographic characteristics 

• Similar patterns were observed among White, Hispanic and economically disadvantaged 
students. From 2024–25 to 2025–26, ELA scores increased for both treatment and control 
groups. Among White students, treatment schools showed larger gains (treatment: +19.3 
points; control: +13.3 points; see Exhibit 2). However, among Hispanic and economically 
disadvantaged students, control schools showed larger gains (Hispanic treatment: +10.4 points 
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and control: +11.5 points; economically disadvantaged treatment: +11.3 points and control: 
+16.5 points; see Exhibit 2). Statistical tests were not conducted due to the small sample size.5 

• Additionally, for ELA proficiency rates, both treatment and control groups increased from the 
2024-25 to the 2025-26 school year. However, among White, Hispanic and economically 
disadvantaged students, control schools showed larger gains in proficiency rates (White: 
treatment +6% and control +10%; Hispanic: treatment +0% and control +7%; economically 
disadvantaged: treatment +5% and control +8%; see Exhibit 3). 

• Compared to the state average, treatment White, Hispanic and economically disadvantaged 
students demonstrated greater improvement from the 2024-25 to the 2025-26 school year. 
However, their overall ELA scores remained slightly below the state mean in both school years. 

• Comparisons for other racial/ethnic groups (e.g., Black or African American, Asian, Native 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, American Indian or Alaska Native, and students identifying as two 
or more races) and English Learner (ELL) and Special Education (SPED) students were not 
conducted due to insufficient sample sizes. 

Exhibit 2. Treatment and Comparison School-Level ELA Scale Scores Compared to the State Average 
for Grade 3 

 School 
Year 

Treatment  Comparison  State Level 
N Mean SD N Mean SD Mean 

All Student 
2024-25 13 2398 54.78 26 2407 55.63 2410 
2025-26 13 2409 50.25 26 2421 47.55 2414 
White  
2024-25 8 2417 47.07 16 2442 35.28 2442 
2025-26 8 2437 36.77 16 2455 34.52 2445 
Hispanic 
2024-25 9 2386 58.46 17 2383 53.03 2385 
2025-26 9 2396 51.17 17 2394 42.66 2391 
Economically disadvantaged 
2024-25 11 2376 48.23 21 2378 51.68 2386 

2025-26 11 2387 46.40 21 2395 39.80 2389 

Data source: California Department of Education 

Exhibit 3. Treatment and Comparison School-Level Percent Meeting or Exceeding Proficiency 
Compared to the State Average for Grade 3 

 
5 All data were obtained from the California Department of Education. Some schools in the treatment and control groups did not report 
subgroup results due to small sample size reporting rules or because the demographic group was not present or had missing data. As a 
result, comparisons across these groups were not possible. 
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 School 
Year 

Treatment  Comparison  State Level 
N Mean SD N Mean SD Mean 

All 
2024-25 13 37% 21.55 26 40% 22.2 43% 
2025-26 13 40% 21.63 26 47% 19.7 44% 
White 
2024-25 8 46% 18.28 16 54% 16.3 57% 
2025-26 8 52% 19.68 16 63% 12.28 58% 
Hispanic 
2024-25 9 33% 22.83 17 29% 20.68 32% 
2025-26 9 33% 21.34 17 36% 18.14 34% 
Economically disadvantaged 
2024-25 11 25% 18 21 28% 20.56 33% 
2025-26 11 31% 19.88 21 37% 17.53 33% 

Data source: California Department of Education 
Note: The number of schools differs between the treatment and comparison groups for school-level subgroups 
(e.g., White, Hispanic and economically disadvantaged status) due to missing data from the California 
Department of Education's publicly available datasets. Data were either suppressed due to small sample sizes or 
were unavailable. The treatment schools in the study in 2024-25 initially had slightly lower proficiency and mean 
scale scores than the control schools so it is possible that the school-district partnership with Project ARISE 
purposely targeted these schools for support to improve ELA schools. However, these differences are not 
statistically significant from the comparison group, likely due to small sample sizes.   

These findings should be interpreted with caution. Although propensity score matching was used to 
create comparable treatment and comparison groups at the school level, the subgroup comparisons 
(i.e., student ethnicity, percentage of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, percentage of 
English language learners, percentage of students with disabilities) were not part of the original 
matching design. As a result, these subgroup comparisons are descriptive and should not be 
interpreted as causal effects. In addition, many subgroup analyses were based on small sample sizes, 
leading to limited statistical power to detect meaningful differences. 

Next Steps 

AIR is working on an annual report for year 4. It would include a full write-up of the summative analysis 
findings. It will also include focus group data from site/leaders and teachers as they reflect on their 
experiences with Project ARISE. The focus group data will complement the site leader/principal survey 
that was administered in January – February of 2026 and the participant survey that was administered 
in the fall of 2024 and spring of 2025.   
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