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Executive Summary 
New Futures Outcome Evaluation 

 
 
Introduction 
 
 
This evaluation brief provides a summary of outcomes based on the study of New Futures 

participants from 2000-2010, as well as a comparative sample of students in the same school 

district as the program participants. 

 

New Futures is a nonprofit education organization that currently provides enriching afterschool 

and summer programs to students in three low income housing complexes in the South King 

County (Seattle, Washington) area that have been identified by their classroom teachers and 

New Futures staff in the Highline School District as needing more academic and social support. 

The mission of New Futures is to partner with families in their communities and with educators 

to ensure that children succeed in school and in life. The program uses a holistic, multi-level 

approach that targets individuals, families, communities, and systems. 

 
 

Study Methods 
 
 
All data analyzed for the evaluation were secondary data provided by the New Futures 

program, Highline School District, and Education Research and Data Center (ERDC) at 

Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM).  

 

Out of 1,166 New Futures students, 434 students (or 37.2%) had assessment data within 12 

months pre- and post-enrollment in the New Futures program. This sample was largely 

representative of the New Futures students served over a decade of programming. A smaller 

sample of comparison students was drawn (197 out of 1,516 – or 13.0%) to compare 

assessment data with the New Futures sample. The New Futures sample had a higher 

representation of Hispanic students and students that received English Language Learner (ELL) 

services than the comparison sample. The assessment data were from multiple assessments 

(e.g., Measurement of Student Progress [MSP], High School Proficiency Exams [HSPEs], and 

Measures of Academic Progress [MAP]), which were rescaled to create standardized measures 

of reading and math proficiency. 
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Post-secondary education data from OFM were available for 484 New Futures students and 614 

comparison students. High school graduation rates, General Equivalency Diploma (GED) 

attainment, and college enrollment were compared between New Futures students and 

comparison students. These outcome indicators also were examined for a subset of New 

Futures students that had assessment data available as described above. 

 

Summary of Findings 

 
Several evaluation questions guided this study of the New Futures program. These questions 

are presented below along with the main findings for these questions. The evaluation of New 

Futures yielded mainly positive results, indicating that program participants experienced higher 

rates of high school graduation and four-year college enrollment than comparison students. In 

addition, longer duration in the New Futures program was associated with higher rates of 

enrollment in a four-year college and greater improvement in reading test scores between pre- 

and post-enrollment.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Are high school graduation rates and post-secondary education enrollment rates 

higher for students who participated in New Futures programming than for the 

students in the comparison group?  

 New Futures students had significantly higher rates of high school graduation 

than comparison students. 

 New Futures students had significantly higher rates of four-year college 

attendance than comparison students. 

 A subset of New Futures students with standardized test scores had a 

significantly higher rate of four-year college attendance than comparison 

students. 

 There were no significant differences in GED earned between New Futures and 

comparison students. 
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Are student scores on standardized assessments given by the school district 

higher for students who participate in New Futures programming than for 

students in the comparison group?  

 There were no significant differences between New Futures students and 

comparison students on reading outcomes prior to controlling for group 

differences on pretest reading scores. 

 There were no significant differences between New Futures students and 

comparison students on math outcomes prior to controlling for group 

differences on pretest math scores. 

 There were no significant differences between New Futures and comparison 

students on reading or math scores after controlling for group differences on 

pretest scores and demographic characteristics. 

 

Do assessment scores improve when examining student cohorts over time?  

 The cohort of more recent New Futures students (2007-2010) had significantly 

greater improvement in math scores than the cohort of New Futures students 

enrolled during the first four years of programming (2000-2003). 

 There was no significant improvement in reading scores between the two 

cohorts of New Futures students. 

Do student assessment scores increase with longer duration in the New Futures 

program?  

Are graduation rates and post-secondary education enrollment higher with longer 

duration in the New Futures program? 

 A significantly positive relationship was found between duration in the New 

Futures program and improvement in reading scores. 

 There were no significant differences in duration in the New Futures program 

between those who graduated high school and those who did not. 

 New Futures students that attended college spent significantly more time in the 

New Futures program than those who did not attend college.  
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Recommendations 
 
 
In light of the study findings, we offer the following recommendations to help guide decision 

making about forthcoming New Futures programming and evaluation. 

 Consider how program activities can be enhanced to more strongly encourage students 

and their families to contemplate and prepare for a path toward college education. 

 Continue to emphasize and direct resources toward efforts to include the full family 

support model. 

 Consider ways to support program graduates who enroll in college so that they stay 

enrolled and graduate. For example, develop new funding streams to support New 

Futures staff in this area and/or form partnerships with organizations that do this work. 

 Use the study findings to carefully consider the tradeoffs of serving students in the 

program for a longer duration. 

 Continue to place emphasis on supporting math instruction as part of the New Futures 

program. 

 Seek funding to support a comprehensive evaluation. Consider measuring program 

process data, such as dosage and program quality, as well as outcomes using a 

prospective, longitudinal, mixed-methods design. 

 Conduct in-depth qualitative case studies on program graduates to learn more about 

the longer term impacts of the program and the factors that influence success. Utilize 

the findings for learning and program improvement.  

 Include additional process and outcome indicators in future evaluation efforts, such as: 

o Parent knowledge and involvement in educational activities 

o Student self-efficacy  

o Student behavior (e.g., suspensions) 

o School attendance 

o Grade Point Average (GPA) or credits earned 

o 21st Century skills such as creative thinking, problem solving, and communication 

skills. 
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Evaluation Brief 
New Futures Outcome Evaluation 

 

Introduction 
 
 
New Futures is a nonprofit education organization that currently provides enriching afterschool 

and summer programs to students in three low income housing complexes in the South King 

County (Seattle, Washington) area that have been identified by their classroom teachers and 

New Futures staff as needing more academic and social support. The mission of New Futures is 

to partner with families in their communities and with educators to ensure that children 

succeed in school and in life.1 In particular, New Futures strives to reduce the gap that persists 

between the academic achievement of minority children and white children. The program 

attempts this using a holistic, multi-level approach that targets individuals, families, 

communities, and systems. At the individual level, New Futures programming supports children 

and youth ages three to 18 by providing academic tutoring and opportunities to develop life 

skills. At the family level, the program partners with parents in ways that help to meet their 

basic needs while offering self-advocacy and leadership skills that they can use to help their 

families in the future. In addition, New Futures works in the community to strengthen 

relationships among neighbors, reduce isolation, and improve safety. Finally, the program 

works with schools and service providers locally and throughout the state, striving for a 

transformed system that offers seamless service delivery and higher quality programming that 

supports diverse communities.  

 

New Futures has two main programs designed to provide academic support to its participants. 

The After School Program (ASP) provides students in grades 1 – 6 with academic tutoring twice 

a week. In addition to literacy and math support, students receive courses in arts, computer 

skills building, critical thinking skills, and social skills building. The Youth Program (YP) is for 

students in grades 7 – 12. Academically, YP students receive help with their homework and 

academic planning. Moreover, the Youth Program strives to increase students’ self-esteem and 

to foster positive peer interactions by providing a variety of skills-building and positive 

recreational opportunities. 

 

Over time, New Futures has developed a culture of evaluation in its organization by regularly 

utilizing evaluation as a tool for learning and strategic planning. New Futures has conducted 

formative evaluation looking at a range of outcomes including annual changes in student 

                                                            
1 See www.newfutures.org  

http://www.newfutures.org/
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reading scores, parent involvement, community connections, volunteerism, and youth 

leadership. With support from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, New Futures contracted 

with Clarus Research to conduct this current study, which is the program’s first examination of 

program impact on participants using a comparison group. In particular, the goal of this study 

was to understand whether New Futures program participants reach specific educational 

achievement benchmarks, such as high school graduation and enrollment in post-secondary 

education, at rates equal to or better than a comparison group of students facing similar 

educational barriers and challenges to academic success. 

 

This evaluation brief provides a summary of outcomes based on the study of New Futures 

participants from 2000-2010, as well as a comparative sample of students in the same school 

district as the program participants. 

 

Project Partners 

 

New Futures collaborated with three important partners in order to implement this evaluation. 

For years, New Futures has worked closely with Dr. Susan Hautala at the University of 

Washington. She is a professor and expert in statistics who volunteers her time to analyze 

short-term program data. In addition to that ongoing partnership, New Futures developed 

Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) and/or data sharing agreements with the Office of 

Accountability at Highline Public Schools in Highline, Washington, as well as the Education 

Research and Data Center (ERDC) at the Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM) in 

order to access the data necessary for the study.2  

 

These project partners worked closely with New Futures to help determine the project scope 

based on the evaluation questions of interest to New Futures and their knowledge of the 

available data. They then worked with the evaluation contractor to explain and select the 

available data elements, to identify New Futures students in their respective data systems, to 

identify a matched comparison group of students, and to extract data for all of the New Futures 

and comparison group students for analysis. Project partners helped to guide and support the 

evaluation throughout, by reviewing and providing input into study design, sampling strategies, 

preliminary interpretations, and the draft report.  

 

 

                                                            
2 An underlying purpose of the grant from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation was to pilot the formulation and 
use of data sharing agreements across community-based organizations, school districts, and state systems to learn 
more about the potential and pitfalls of these types of agreements. These questions were not addressed as part of 
the outcome evaluation design and are not discussed in this evaluation brief. 
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Evaluation Questions 

 

The overarching purpose of the New Futures evaluation is to examine the extent to which 

educational benchmarks have been achieved by New Futures participants. 

 

The study questions were:  

 

• Are student scores on standardized assessments given by the school district higher for 

students who participate in New Futures programming than for students in the 

comparison group?  

• Are high school graduation rates higher for students who participated in New Futures 

programming than for the students in the comparison group?  

• Are post-secondary education enrollment rates higher for students who participate in 

New Futures programming than for those in the comparison group? 

• Do student assessment scores increase with longer duration in the New Futures 

program?  

• Are graduation rates, GED attainment, and post-secondary education enrollment higher 

with longer duration in the New Futures program? 

• Do assessment scores improve when examining student cohorts over time?  

In the pages that follow, a description of the sampling and analysis methods precedes a 

detailed reporting of findings on selected outcomes of the New Futures program. The 

evaluation brief ends with a discussion of the findings and offers supporting recommendations. 

 

Methods  
 

The New Futures evaluation employed a retrospective quasi-experimental, pre- and post-test 

design that compared the New Futures program participants to a comparative sample of 

students in the Highline School District. All data analyzed for the evaluation were secondary 

data provided by the New Futures program, Highline School District, and the ERDC.  

 

Data Sources: Obtaining Program and Comparison Data 

 

A list of New Futures students (along with their school district identification numbers and 

program enrollment periods) was provided by the New Futures program. This information was 

used by the Highline School District to retrieve student demographic and test score data from 

their data system. The school district utilized a list of addresses for the comparison housing 
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complexes to draw a sample of comparison students. Both the New Futures and comparison 

samples were submitted to ERDC to match graduation and post-secondary enrollment data 

using their data system(s). 

 

Study Indicators and Measures (Standardized Assessments) 

 

A number of standardized assessments (also referred to as “tests”) were used for analysis, 

including statewide assessments administered across Washington, as well as assessments 

administered in additional states and various districts across the country. The statewide 

assessments administered in Washington include the Washington Assessment of Student 

Learning (WASL), which was replaced by the Measurement of Student Progress (MSP) and High 

School Proficiency Exams (HSPEs) in 2010. The additional tests included in the analysis for this 

study are the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 

Literacy Skills (DIBELS), and the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS). For detailed information about 

these tests and how they are scored, please refer to Appendix A. 

 

Sampling Procedures 
 
The New Futures program has collected data on its participants for over 10 years. To date, 

there have been close to 1,500 participants from the Highline School District. In order to draw a 

sample for the New Futures program, it was necessary to first “match” students’ enrollment 

period in the program to available test scores. It was important to select test scores that were 

administered as close to the enrollment periods as possible. After analyzing several possibilities 

for measurement points (i.e., six months, 12 months, and 18 months pre- and post-enrollment), 

a 12-month period was selected to maximize the number of test scores available for analysis. In 

other words, we identified test scores 12 months prior to enrollment and 12 months after 

enrollment. For the After School Program (ASP) students, there were multiple enrollment 

periods spanning several years for many students. Therefore, it was necessary to select the 

enrollment periods that would maximize the sample size. The final enrollment periods selected 

for ASP students were the first enrollment start date and up to the second enrollment end date. 

This timeframe captured the majority of ASP students, who, on average, were enrolled in the 

New Futures program for 8.96 months, with a range of 3 to 28 months. The Youth Program (YP) 

students did not have multiple enrollment periods; therefore, an enrollment timeframe 

criterion was not necessary. The ASP and YP students were combined to constitute one New 

Futures program sample in order to maximize the sample size.  

The comparative data set of Highline School District students was originally drawn based on 

four housing complexes that matched (as closely as possible) the units occupied by the New 
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Futures students.3 The comparison group was matched only on residence in these housing 

units.4 Because the comparison students do not have enrollment periods (i.e., they are not 

from a comparative program but are instead students in the district), it was necessary to use a 

timeframe to identify the test scores that would be used for the comparison group. Using the 

New Futures approach described above, we applied the most common enrollment periods for 

the New Futures sample to select the comparison group, using the same 12-month pre- and 

post-enrollment timeframe. 

Sample Description 
 
Samples for Analyzing Standardized Assessments 

Due to the relatively small sample sizes for each assessment and/or subscale, it was necessary 

to combine all assessments into a set of standardized test scores. (See Appendix B for the 

number of matched pre- and post-test sample sizes per assessment.) For example, the reading 

assessments from the WASL, MSP, HSPE, ITBS, and MAP were all combined to form a single 

reading test score. To account for the different scaling across different assessments, scores 

were standardized before combining into a subject score. Standardized scores were calculated 

using the mean and standard deviation for each assessment and subscale for ASP, YP, and 

comparison students.  

Because it is possible that a student might have had more than one assessment per subject (i.e., 

reading, math, language, and science) at a given time point, a hierarchy of assessments was 

established. (See Appendix C for more details on this approach.) Even after combining multiple 

tests across subjects, there were still not enough matched pre- and post-tests for language and 

science. Therefore, only reading and math scores were analyzed. Based on reading and math 

assessments, the sample size for the New Futures group was 434 students with matched pre- 

and post-test standardized scores. The sample size for the comparison group was 197 students 

with matched pre- and post-test standardized scores. 

The 434 students in the New Futures sample that had at least one matched test were compared 

to the 732 New Futures students that did not have a matched test. The sample that had at least 

one matched test had more Hispanic students, more students receiving English Language 

Learner (ELL) services, and more students receiving Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL). We believe 

these differences are largely due to the fact that we have more information on students who 

                                                            
3 Originally, there were five potential housing complexes for the comparison group. However, one housing 
complex was eliminated from our comparison pool because an organization similar to New Futures was providing 
services there. 
4 The matching criterion was students’ residence in the housing units. Other criteria were not used because the 
sample size became too small for analyses. 
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have test scores than on students who do not. For those students who have test scores, there is 

a larger amount of data available on such variables as gender, ELL services, and FRL. For 

example, we are missing less than 0.5% of data on gender for students with test scores 

compared to 11.0% of data on gender for students with no matched test scores. (For more 

detailed information on this comparison, see Appendix D.) 

 

Likewise, the 197 students in the comparison sample with at least one matched test were 

compared to the 1,319 students that did not have a matched test. The comparison sample that 

had at least one matched test had more students receiving FRL. As with the New Futures 

sample, we believe this difference is due to the greater availability of information on students 

who have assessments. In other words, when students do not have assessments, information 

about them is less likely to be available in data systems. (For more detailed information on this 

comparison, see Appendix D.) 

 

Finally, the 434 students in the New Futures sample with at least one matched test were 

compared to the 197 students in the comparison sample with at least one matched test to see 

whether there were any differences between the two groups in terms of demographic 

characteristics. Two statistically significant differences were found: 

 

 70.4% of New Futures students with matched test scores are Hispanic compared to 

58.8% of comparison students with matched test scores. 

 78.1% of New Futures students with matched test scores received ELL services 

compared to 53.3% of comparison students with matched test scores. 

 

The New Futures students have a higher representation of Hispanic students and students that 

received ELL services than the comparison group. Because these characteristics indicate that 

the two samples are not a “perfect” match, we use statistical controls (e.g., race/ethnicity, ELL 

services received) in our analysis to examine the extent to which these differential 

characteristics explain the outcomes. Details of these analyses are presented below. 

 

Samples for Analyzing Rates of High School Graduation and Post-Secondary Education 

Enrollment 

Analyses were conducted to assess whether students enrolled in New Futures had higher high 

school graduation rates or attended college at a higher rate than a comparison sample of 

students. Data for this analysis were provided by the ERDC for 484 New Futures students (or 

41.5% of the New Futures “population”) and 614 students in the comparison sample (or 40.8% 

of the comparison “population”) for a total of 1,098 students. 
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Demographic comparisons were made in each sample to determine whether there are any 

systematic biases between students that had graduation or college entrance data and those 

students that had no such data. In both samples, there were differences between those 

students that had data compared with students that did not have data in terms of receiving ELL 

services or FRL. Among New Futures students with ERDC data, fewer received ELL services while 

more were qualified for FRL compared to those with no ERDC data. Among comparison 

students with ERDC data, the pattern was similar: fewer received ELL services while more were 

qualified for FRL. (For more detailed information on this comparison, see Appendix D.) 

Finally, among only students with ERDC data, the New Futures and comparison samples were 

compared. Two statistically significant differences were found: 

 New Futures students had a greater proportion of students receiving ELL services 

(53.1%) compared to students in the comparison sample (47.1%). 

 New Futures students had a greater proportion of students receiving FRL (90.9%) 

compared to students in the comparison sample (79.3%). 

Caution should be taken in comparing the two samples. In addition, it is important to note that 

based on these two findings, the New Futures sample may be over-represented by “higher risk” 

students. This has implications for interpreting the findings in that null findings comparing the 

two samples may nonetheless indicate that New Futures students are still benefiting from the 

program because without it, they would theoretically be worse off given the greater adversities 

to educational “success” that they face. 

A subset of students (from both New Futures and comparison samples) also was analyzed to 

assess rates of high school graduation and post-secondary education enrollment. Specifically, 

students in each sample for whom standardized test scores (matched pre- and post-tests) were 

available also were analyzed. In the New Futures sample, 166 (14.2% of the New Futures 

“population”) had ERDC data, and in the comparison sample, 116 (7.7% of the comparison 

“population” had ERDC data. 

 

Data Analysis 

 

In addition to the chi-square tests conducted above to examine associations between sample 

characteristics, a series of t-tests and regression models were conducted to determine whether 

New Futures students improved on reading and math achievement compared to a sample of 

students in the same school district. (The application of these tests is described further in the 

findings section below.) When statistical tests are conducted comparing the two samples, the 

test results are reported as “statistically significant” or “not statistically significant” based on a 

probability level of .05 (reported as “p” in the report). The probability level was set at 0.05 for 
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this study, meaning that a result was not reported as statistically significant if the probability 

value (or p-value) was higher than 0.05. This is a typical cut-off point for studies of this nature 

and indicates that a relationship occurred due to chance no more than five times out of 100 

randomized trials. 

 

Findings 
 

Test Score Outcomes 

Four separate t-tests were conducted to compare New Futures and comparison students’ math 

and reading standardized scores at pre- and post-enrollment. Comparisons were limited to 

students that had both pre- and post-tests. The results for these four tests are presented in 

Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Comparisons of pre- and post-reading and math test scores between New Futures 

and comparison students 

Pre- and Post-Test Comparisons New Futures  

Mean (SD) 

Comparison 

Mean (SD) 

t df p 

Reading Standardized Score – Pre -.115 (.953) -.132 (.921) -.193 544 .838 

Reading Standardized Score – Post .025 (.973) .143 (.965) 1.676 544 .178 

Math Standardized Score – Pre -.174 (.932) -.034 (.946) 1.580 430 .134 

Math Standardized Score – Post  .032 (.967) .122 (1.00) 1.257 430 .354 

 

None of the comparisons resulted in statistically significant differences between the New 

Futures and comparison samples on test outcomes. Both groups started roughly equivalent on 

pre-test reading scores and ended with the comparison group slightly higher than the New 

Futures group; however, the differences were not statistically significant (p > .05). In math, the 

New Futures group had lower pre-test scores than the comparison group, and also had lower 

post-test scores than the comparison group; however, none of these contrasts were statistically 

significant (p > .05).  

A series of regression models was then used to test whether differences in reading and math 

post-test scores exist after accounting for differences in pre-test scores. A second series of 

regression models also was conducted to test whether differences in post-test scores are 

apparent after controlling for pre-test scores and demographic characteristics (i.e., special 

education status, ELL, FRL, and whether student is Hispanic). The unstandardized regression 

coefficients for each regression model are presented in Table 2 below. In all regression models, 
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the New Futures group was dummy-coded so that positive coefficients indicate greater scores 

for New Futures students over comparison students. 

 

Table 2. Regression of reading and math post-test scores on pre-test scores, group 

assignment, and demographic characteristics 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Subject Read Math Read Math 

(Intercept) .213** .143* .538 .397 

Pre-test score .532*** .642*** .469*** .570*** 

Group -.127 -.001 -.084 .026 

Special Education   -.402*** -.486*** 

ELL   -.100 -.061 

FRL   -.085 -.043 

Hispanic   -.209** -.166* 

R2 (5) .269 .378 .305 .419 

* p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 

 

The first two models (models 1 and 2 in Table 2) regressed reading and math post-test scores 

on group assignment and pre-test scores, respectively. Not surprisingly, pre-test scores were 

significant predictors of post-test scores for each subject (p < .05) (see model 1). For reading, 

after adjusting for differences in pre-test scores, New Futures students had a test score that 

was -.127 standardized points below the comparison students on post-test measures; however, 

this difference between the two groups was not statistically significant (p > .05) (see model 2). 

In other words, placing both groups on an equal playing field at pre-test did not change our 

earlier finding that advancement in test scores for the New Futures students were not different 

from that of the comparison students. The findings for math test scores were similar. After 

adjusting for differences at pre-test, New Future students scored -.001 standardized points 

below the comparison group. The difference between the two groups was not statistically 

significant (p > .05), indicating that changes in math test scores for New Futures students were 

no better or worse than their comparative counterparts when controlling for pre-test scores.  

                                                            
5 R-squared (R2) represents the percentage of the variance in the dependent variable (i.e., test score) that is 
explained by the variables in the regression analysis (e.g., ELL services, FRL status). For example, in model 4, the R2 

value is .419, which indicates that about 42% of the math test score is explained by all the variables in the 
regression analysis. Conversely, approximately 58% of the variance detected is not explained by the measured 
variables.  



Evaluation Brief: New Futures 10 

When scores were adjusted for demographic differences, the mean difference between New 

Futures students and comparison students and post-tests were reduced (see models 3 and 4 in 

Table 2). For reading scores, after accounting for differences in demographic characteristics and 

pre-test scores, the New Futures group scored -.084 less than the comparison group, but this 

difference was not statistically significant (p > .05). For math, after controlling for demographic 

characteristics and pre-test scores, the New Futures students scored .026 standardized points 

more than the comparison students. Again, the difference we found was not significant (p > 

.05), and none of the variables we controlled in terms of demographics and pre-test scores 

explain the lack of differences in test score outcomes between the two samples.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Post-Secondary Education Outcomes 
 

High School Graduation Rates 

When calculating high school graduation rates, only students with ERDC data for at least the 

12th grade level were considered. This included 110 New Futures students and 158 comparison 

students. There were no significant differences between these two groups with respect to 

Special Education (SPED), ELL, or FRL.  

As shown in Table 3, for 110 New Futures students, 83 students (75.5%) graduated from high 

school. This was a higher proportion than students in the comparison sample, where 100 

In summary, the findings on reading and math assessments are: 

 

 There were no significant differences between New Futures students 

and comparison students on reading outcomes prior to controlling for 

group differences on pretest reading scores. 

 There were no significant differences between New Futures students 

and comparison students on math outcomes prior to controlling for 

group differences on pretest match scores. 

 There were no significant differences between New Futures and 

comparison students on reading or math scores after controlling for 

group differences on pretest scores and demographic characteristics. 

 



Evaluation Brief: New Futures 11 

students out of 158 (63.3%) graduated from high school. This difference in graduation rates was 

statistically significant (p < .05).  

 
 

Table 3 – Graduation rates among 12th graders in  
New Futures and comparison samples 

 Graduation Rate* 

New Futures (n = 110) 83 (75.5%) 

Comparison (n = 158) 100 (63.3%) 

* χ2(1) = 4.43, p < .05 

 

When the subset of students with matched pre- and post-test standardized test scores was 

compared, the graduation rates did not differ, as shown in Table 4 (p > .05).  

 

Table 4 – Graduation rates among 12th graders in New Futures 
and comparison samples with standardized test scores 

 Graduation Rate* 

New Futures (n = 26) 18 (69.2%) 

Comparison (n = 17) 12 (70.6%) 
* χ2(1) = .009, p > .05 

 

In addition, the rates of earning a General Equivalency Diploma (GED) were analyzed. In our 

analysis, earning a GED was not restricted to 12th graders. As shown in Table 5, for New Futures 

students, 7 students (1.8%) earned their GED whereas in the comparison sample, 25 students 

(4.1%) earned their GED. This difference was not statistically significant (p > .05). 

 

Table 5 – GED earned in New Futures and 
comparison samples 

 GED Earned 

New Futures (n = 394) 7 (1.8%) 

Comparison (n = 614) 25 (4.1%) 

* χ2(1) = 3.996, p > .05 
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When the subset of students with matched pre- and post-test standardized test scores was 

compared, the GED rates between the two samples also did not significantly differ, as shown in 

Table 6 (p > .05).  

 

Table 6 – GED earned in New Futures and comparison 
samples with standardized test scores 

 GED Earned 

New Futures (n = 145) 0 (0.0%) 

Comparison (n = 116) 1 (0.9%) 

* χ2(1) = 1.255, p > .05 

 

College Attendance Rates 

Only Washington state publically funded colleges were included in the data; therefore, college 

attendance for both groups may be underestimated if students attended a private or out-of-

state college. 

As presented in Table 7, four-year college attendance rates were compared among 12th grade 

students in the New Futures and comparison samples. Results show that 12 (10.9%) New 

Futures students attended a four- year college after graduating high school. In the comparison 

sample, 7 (4.4%) students attended a four-year college after completing high school. This 

difference was statistically significant (p < .05). 

 

Table 7 – Four-year college attendance rates among 12th graders 
in New Futures and comparison samples 

 Four-year College* 

New Futures (n = 110) 12 (10.9%) 

Comparison (n = 158) 7 (4.4%) 

* χ2(1) = 4.132, p < .05 

 

When the subset of students with matched pre- and post-test standardized test scores was 

compared, the four-year college attendance rates between the two samples did not 

significantly differ, as shown in Table 8 (p > .05). In the New Futures sample, 5 of 26 students 

(19.2%) attended a four-year college after high school. In the comparison sample, none of the 

17 students attended a four-year college after high school. Although this represents a 
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noticeable difference between the two groups in attending a four-year college, the difference 

was not statistically significant due to the small sample size. 

 

Table 8 – Four-year college attendance rates among 12th graders 
in New Futures and comparison samples with standardized 

test scores 

 Four-year College* 

New Futures (n = 26) 5 (19.2%) 

Comparison (n = 17) 0 (0.0%) 

* χ2(1) = 3.699, p > .05 

 

Entering a two-year college is not dependent on the student graduating from high school or 

earning a GED, and is not restricted to only 12th grade students. Thus, the analysis of students 

attending a Washington state publically funded two-year college included the full sample of 

students with ERDC data. As shown in Table 9, for New Futures students, a total of 74 students 

(18.8%) attended a two-year college. In the comparison sample, 126 students (20.5%) attended 

a two-year college. The difference between the two samples in the percentage of students 

attending two-year colleges was not statistically significant (p > .05). 

 

Table 9 – Percent of students attending college in New Futures 
and comparison samples 

 Two-year College 

New Futures (n = 394) 74 (18.8%) 

Comparison (n = 614) 126 (20.5%) 

 

When the subset of students with matched pre- and post-test standardized test scores was 

compared, any college attendance rates between the two samples significantly differed (p < 

.05). As shown in Table 10, in the New Futures sample, 5 students (3.4%) attended a four-year 

college and 20 students (13.8%) attended a two-year college. In the comparison sample, no 

students attended a four-year college and 10 students (8.6%) attended a two-year college. The 

rate of attending a four-year college was significantly higher for the New Futures sample than 

that of the comparison sample (p < .05). 
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Table 10 – Percent  of students attending college in New Futures and 
comparison samples with standardized test scores 

 Four-year College* Two-year College 

New Futures (n = 116) 5 (3.4%) 20 (13.8%) 

Comparison (n = 145) 0 (0.0%) 10 (8.6%) 

* χ2(1) = 3.748, p < .05 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Duration in Program and Outcomes for New Futures Students 

Standardized Assessments in Reading and Math 

There was considerable variation in the amount of time that New Futures students were 

enrolled in the program. The average duration of enrollment for ASP students was 213 days, 

whereas the average for YP students was 442 days. Combined between the two programs, 

individual students had a range of duration in the program from three months to over five 

years. Improved reading and math achievement outcomes may be influenced by the amount of 

time spent in the New Futures program. Correlations between program length and change in 

In summary, the findings on rates of high school graduation and post-

secondary education enrollment are: 

 

 New Futures students had significantly higher rates of high school 

graduation than comparison students. 

 New Futures students had significantly higher rates of four-year college 

attendance than comparison students. 

 A subset of New Futures students with standardized test scores had a 

significantly higher rate of four-year college attendance than 

comparison students. 

 There were no significant differences in GED earned between New 

Futures and comparison students. 
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standardized test scores were conducted to determine whether there are any relationships 

between duration and outcomes. This analysis was conducted only for the New Futures sample. 

Table 11 presents Pearson’s r correlations between the number of program enrollment days 

and changes in standardized test scores in reading and math. In reading, the correlation 

between duration and reading achievement was .108. This positive correlation was statistically 

significant (p < .05), indicating a positive relationship between duration and improvement in 

reading scores. In math, the correlation was -.011, which was not statistically significant (p > 

.05), suggesting no relationship between duration and improvement in math scores. 

 

Table 11 – Correlations between New Futures program length and 
standardized test scores 

 Reading Math 
 N r N r 

Correlation 358 .108* 270 -.011 

*p < .05 

 

High School Graduation Rates 

A t-test was conducted to determine if there were significant differences between New Futures 

students that graduated from high school and those that did not in terms of duration in the 

New Futures program. In total, 119 New Futures students in the 12th grade had data on high 

school graduation and duration in the New Futures program. 

As presented in Table 12, for 30 students that did not graduate high school, the average 

duration in the New Futures program was approximately 496 days. In contrast, the average 

duration in the New Futures program for 89 students that graduated high school was 

approximately 451 days. On average, students that graduated spent less time in the program; 

however, this difference was not statistically significant (p > .05). 

 

Table 12 – Average number of days enrolled in New Futures by  
high school graduation 

 Mean SD 

Did not Graduate High School (n = 30) 496.50 443.15 

Graduated High School (n = 89) 451.28 379.02 
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The subset of New Futures students with matched pre- and post-test standardized test scores 

was compared to examine whether there were differences in duration between students that 

graduated and those that did not graduate. As shown in Table 13, 18 New Futures students 

graduated from high school compared to 127 students that did not. Although the average 

duration in the New Futures program was higher for high school graduates (mean = 451.33) 

than non-high school graduates (mean = 419.12), this difference was not statistically significant 

(p > .05).  

 

Table 13 – Average number of days enrolled in New Futures by high school 
graduates for New Futures students with standardized test scores 

 Mean SD 

Did not Graduate High School (n = 127) 419.12 354.63 

Graduated High School (n = 18) 451.33 273.12 

 

College Attendance Rates 

A t-test was conducted to examine whether there were differences between New Futures 

students that attended college and students that did not attend college in terms of length of 

involvement in the New Futures program. For this analysis, students entering either a two- or 

four-year college were combined into one sample to increase the sample size. In total, there 

were 79 New Futures students that attended any college and 315 students that did not. 

As presented in Table 14, the New Futures students that attended college were, on average, 

enrolled in the program for 529.32 days. In contrast, students that did not attend any college 

were, on average, enrolled in the program for 341.47 days. This difference was statistically 

significant (p < .01). 

 

Table 14 – Average number of days enrolled in New Futures by 
college attendance 

 Mean* SD 

Did not attend college (n = 315) 341.47 271.36 

Attended college (n = 79) 529.32 421.33 

*t(392) = 4.861, p <.001 
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When the subset of students with matched pre- and post-test standardized test scores was 

compared, there were statistically significant differences in length of involvement in the New 

Futures program between students that attended college and those that did not (p < .01). As 

shown in Table 15, 22 students that attended any college were, on average, involved in the 

New Futures program for 646.36 days. For the 123 students that did not attend college, their 

average length of involvement with New Futures was approximately 383.19 days.  

 

Table 15 – Average number of days enrolled in New Futures by college 
attendance for New Futures students with standardized test scores 

 Mean SD 

Did not attend college (n = 123) 383.19 299.89 

Attended college (n = 22) 646.36 481.37 

*t(143) = 3.416, p <.001 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Program Improvement Over Time 

Further analyses examined the change in standardized test scores in reading and math based 

on students’ enrollment date into New Futures. Enrollment dates were based on the school 

year starting in August of that year so that the year 2000 includes students that enrolled into 

New Futures from August 2000 to July 2001. The change in standardized test scores were then 

In summary, the findings on duration in the New Futures program and 

standardized assessments, as well as rates of high school graduation and post-

secondary education enrollment, are: 

 

 A significantly positive relationship was found between duration in the 

New Futures program and improvement in reading scores. 

 There were no significant differences in duration in the New Futures 

program between those who graduated high school and those who did 

not. 

 New Futures students that attended college spent significantly more 

time in the New Futures program than those who did not attend 

college.  
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calculated by subtracting standardized pre-test scores from standardized post-test scores for 

each student. (The mean change scores for a cross-sectional analysis of students per year from 

2000 to 2010 are presented in Appendix F, along with a figure depicting the changes in reading 

and math across a decade of New Futures programming.) 

A cohort of New Futures students that enrolled in the program between 2000 and 2003 were 

compared with a cohort of more recent New Futures students that enrolled in the program 

between 2007 and 2010 to test for any changes in reading and math. As shown in Table 16, 

there were 65 students with reading scores enrolled between 2000 and 2003 and 156 students 

with reading scores enrolled between 2007 and 2010. Also, there were 61 students enrolled 

between 2000 and 2003 with math scores and 121 students enrolled between 2007 and 2010 

with math scores.  

In reading, the change for students enrolled between 2000 and 2003 was .1481 and the change 

for students enrolled between 2007 and 2010 was .1383. This difference was not statistically 

significant (p > .05). In math, the change for students enrolled between 2000 and 2003 was        

-.0135 and the growth for students enrolled between2007 and 2010 was .3441. This difference 

was statistically significant (p < .05). 

 

Table 16 – Changes in standardized test scores in reading and math among  
New Futures students 

 Reading Math 

Year N Mean SD N Mean* SD 

2000-2003 65 .1481 .8677 61 -.0135 .7354 

2007-2010 156 .1383 1.127 121 .3441 .8622 

* t(135) = 1.594, p = .113 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In summary, the findings on improvement over a decade of New Futures 

programming are: 

 

 The cohort of more recent New Futures students (2007-2010) had 

significantly greater improvement in math scores than the cohort of New 

Futures students enrolled during the first four years of programming 

(2000-2003). 

 There was no significant improvement in reading scores between the two 

cohorts of New Futures students. 
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Discussion and Recommendations  
 

Based on the findings presented in this evaluation brief, a discussion and supporting 

recommendations are provided for next steps and needed resources regarding future 

evaluation of the impact of New Futures. 

 

The evaluation of New Futures yielded mainly positive results. In summary: 

 

• New Futures students fared better than comparison students in terms of high school 

graduation rates and four-year college attendance.  

• New Futures students that participated in the program for a longer duration saw greater 

improvement in reading scores and had higher rates of four-year college attendance.  

• A more recent cohort of New Futures students had significantly higher improvement in 

math scores than an earlier cohort of students.  

• There was improvement in reading and math scores between two points in time among 

New Futures students; however, these improvements were no different than the 

improvements of comparison students.  

 

High School Graduation and Post-Secondary Education Enrollment Outcomes 

 

Since its inception, the New Futures program has focused on high school graduation as one of 

the most important outcomes for the youth it serves. Conversely, the program has placed less 

of an emphasis on college enrollment over the course of its history, simply because many 

students in the population it serves do not graduate from high school. Accordingly, the focus on 

high school graduation seemed well placed. Findings from the current study suggest that the 

New Futures program has been effective in achieving its goal to improve high school graduation 

rates for the students it serves. Not only did New Futures participants fare better than 

comparison students, it also appears that students who participate in the New Futures program 

may have a higher graduation rate than students from the Highline School District as a whole. 

Statistics from the Highline School District indicate that 65.8% of their 2012 students graduated 

from high school.6 Comparatively, 75.5% of the sample of New Futures students included in this 

study graduated from high school.7 This is an impressive and important finding for the New 

Futures program, and has longer term implications for its participants and society. Generally, 

                                                            
6 P210 report available from the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI): 
http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary.aspx?groupLevel=District&schoolId=1&reportLevel=State&orgLinkId=1
&yrs=&year=2011-12 
7 The high school graduation rate of 65.8% for Highline School District was based on a cohort method of tracking 
graduation. The New Futures evaluation did not use a cohort method. Instead, the rate was determined by 
calculating the percentage of students in 12th grade who graduated at any point prior to 2011. 

http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary.aspx?groupLevel=District&schoolId=1&reportLevel=State&orgLinkId=1&yrs=&year=2011-12
http://reportcard.ospi.k12.wa.us/summary.aspx?groupLevel=District&schoolId=1&reportLevel=State&orgLinkId=1&yrs=&year=2011-12
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individuals who receive a high school diploma have more positive economic, social, and health 

prospects than those who do not.8  

 

The high school graduation rate is an excellent outcome for the New Futures program. 

However, it is not the end of the story. Study findings revealed that four-year college 

enrollment was significantly higher for New Futures students than comparison students. Again, 

this positive finding was not predicted given the study population (i.e., recent immigrants, 

English language learners) as well as the program’s focus on high school graduation rather than 

college enrollment. In light of this finding, the New Futures program may need to consider 

whether and how to further support these students to complete college given that this study 

population has a more difficult time persisting in college to complete a certificate or degree.9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Duration in the Program and Educational Outcomes 

 

Throughout its history, New Futures has grappled with the question: Do we keep students for a 

longer duration or open up spaces as new and more “at risk” students are referred? This 

evaluation study provides evidence that longer duration in the New Futures program is 

positively related to reading improvement and rates of attendance at a four-year college. 

However, it is important to note that this study did not examine the rate of graduation from 

college once enrolled. 

                                                            
8 Tyler, J.H., & Lofstrom, M. (2009). Finishing high school: Alternative pathways and dropout recovery. Future of 
Children, 19(1), 77-103. 
9 Patel, R., & Richburg-Hayes, L. (2012). Performance-based scholarships: Emerging findings from a national 
demonstration. New York, NY: MDRC; Matus-Grossman, L., Gooden, S., Wavelet, M., Diaz, M., & Seupersad, R. 
(2002). Opening  doors: Students’ perspectives on juggling work, family, and college. New York, NY: MDRC. 

Recommendations 

 Consider how program activities can be enhanced to more strongly 

encourage students and their families to contemplate and prepare for a 

path toward college education. 

 Continue to emphasize and direct resources toward efforts to include the 

full family support model. 

 Consider ways to support program graduates who enroll in college so that 

they stay enrolled and graduate. For example, develop new funding 

streams to support New Futures staff in this area and/or form 

partnerships with organizations that do this work. 
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According to New Futures staff, retention of students in the program is not a challenge. The 

New Futures program expends a great deal of effort to engage and build relationships with the 

students and families as a whole. New Futures is not losing students because those students 

lose interest in and therefore drop out of the program. Instead, due to limited resources, the 

program has in the past chosen to terminate students who were performing well in order to 

make room for those who exhibited a higher need for the program. The finding that students 

who spend more time in the program have better improvement in reading and higher rates of 

four-year college enrollment may have implications for programmatic decision making as to 

whether New Futures should invest resources in serving a greater number of students for a 

short time period or engaging fewer students for a longer period of time. However, this 

consideration needs to be weighed carefully against the fact that there were no commensurate 

findings that longevity in the program was positively related to high school graduation. In other 

words, because participation in the New Futures program – regardless of duration in the 

program –appears to be associated with higher rates of high school graduation, New Futures 

has to weigh the benefit of graduating more students from high school versus getting a 

relatively small number of students to enroll in college. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Program Improvement Over Time 

 

Over time, the New Futures program has placed a stronger emphasis on supporting math 

instruction. The study findings suggest that this emphasis has paid off, as evidenced by a 

gradual increase in improved math scores in more recent years. Conversely, improvements in 

reading scores have remained stable throughout the program’s history.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 

 Use the study findings to carefully consider the tradeoffs of serving students 

in the program for a longer duration. 

 

Recommendation 

 Continue to place emphasis on supporting math instruction as part of the 

New Futures program. 
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Standardized Assessment Outcomes 

 

New Futures students did not have significantly better reading and math scores than 

comparison students. This may be explained in a couple of different ways. Both measurement 

and dosage issues are likely at play. While using standardized test scores as a primary outcome 

indicator made sense because they are a common measure and the school district had them 

readily available to share for both New Futures and comparison student groups, small sample 

sizes made it necessary to rescale multiple assessments into one standardized score for reading 

and one for math. Furthermore, scale scores from the standardized tests are not intended to 

look at growth over time but rather to measure proficiency. In addition, test scores are not the 

ideal indicator for out of school time (OST) program effectiveness. A review of several 

evaluations of OST programs showed that they often did not have statistically significant effects 

on achievement test scores. In part, this is due to the relatively small dosage of program 

treatment in OST programs. Taking into consideration the fact that scores on standardized 

assessments do not rise dramatically for the average student even after a year of fulltime 

classroom instruction, it stands to reason that any improvement in test scores based on OST 

program help – which is a fraction of the time spent in the classroom – would be expected to be 

small, and significant changes would be difficult to detect. This is especially true for reading 

scores, which are known to be less responsive to change than math scores.10 However, our 

study found that reading scores for New Futures students did significantly improve with longer 

duration in the program. Again, it makes sense that greater exposure to academic support 

would be related to improvements in test scores over time. This finding is consistent with the 

literature on OST programs that shows higher program dosage is related to better outcomes.11 

 

Given the challenges of using standardized assessments as an indicator of program 

effectiveness for OST programs, it was important to include in the evaluation other outcome 

indicators such as high school graduation and post-secondary enrollment. As discussed, our 

study found that New Futures students had significantly higher rates of high school graduation 

as well as attendance at a four-year college. This is a meaningful finding especially in light of the 

fact that the New Futures sample used to conduct this analysis had greater representation of 

“higher risk” students as measured by ELL services and FRL status. Therefore, the value for this 

population of receiving a high school diploma and attending a four-year college is considerable.  

 

                                                            
10 Kane, T. J. (Spring 2004). Extracting evaluation lessons from four recent out-of-school time program evaluations. 
Evaluating Out-of-School Time Program Quality, Volume 10 (1). Cambridge, MA: Harvard Family Research Project. 
11 Ibid 9. 
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Intermediate outcomes such as school attendance, family engagement in school-related 

activities, and student self-confidence that could help to explain the positive findings on high 

school graduation were not measured in this evaluation study. However, New Futures does 

address these outcomes. For example, prior formative evaluation studies of New Futures have 

documented that a majority of New Futures families increased their involvement in their 

children’s reading and homework; parents reported that their children had more confidence as 

a result of the program; and a majority of New Futures students are more likely to do their 

homework because of their involvement in New Futures. The current study builds on that 

foundation to provide evidence of impact. In the future, the program could benefit from a more 

comprehensive evaluation that effectively combines process and outcome data, including data 

on program quality. Such a study could provide more insightful data to inform program 

improvement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

 Seek funding to support a comprehensive evaluation. Consider 

measuring program process data, such as dosage and program quality, 

as well as outcomes using a prospective, longitudinal, mixed-methods 

design. 

 Conduct in-depth qualitative case studies on program graduates to 

learn more about the longer term impacts of the program and the 

factors that influence success. Utilize the findings for learning and 

program improvement.  

 Include additional process and outcome indicators in future evaluation 

efforts, such as: 

o Parent knowledge and involvement in educational activities 

o Student self-efficacy  

o Student behavior (e.g., suspensions) 

o School attendance 

o Grade Point Average (GPA) or credits earned 

o 21st Century skills such as creative thinking, problem solving, 

and communication skills. 
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Study Limitations 

Although we started with a relatively large data set of New Futures students (N=1166), the 

sample we were able to pull based on the availability of test data within our timeframe criteria 

was approximately one-third of this larger data set. We assessed that the sample was 

representative of the larger New Futures population of students served over a decade of 

programming; however, we were unable to include every student in the evaluation study. The 

test data we sought for this evaluation was complicated in that we had multiple tests that were 

administered at different times across a decade of programming. Consequently, there was no 

common test administered for all the New Futures students or comparison students. At the 

same time, the enrollment timeframe used for this study (i.e., 12 months pre- and post-tests) 

was arbitrary, limiting the sampling to students that met this timeframe criterion. These issues 

resulted in increasingly small sample sizes for each test, which necessitated rescaling multiple 

assessments into one standardized measure of reading and one standardized measure of math. 

These challenges also were present when drawing the comparison sample, which was matched 

on geography only. While we statistically controlled the potential effects of greater 

representation of Hispanic and ELL students within the New Futures sample, other variables 

that could explain differences in test scores and other outcomes were not studied. For example, 

data on barriers that Hispanic and ELL students might face in education were not available to 

further stratify the samples.12 In addition, the overrepresentation of Hispanic and ELL students 

in the New Futures sample (for both the test score analyses and post-secondary education 

analyses) indicates that the New Futures students may be in greater need of educational 

support. This study’s findings that New Futures students fared better in some areas (i.e., high 

school graduation rates and enrollment in a four-year college) compared to their lower risk 

counterparts further support that New Futures had a positive impact in these outcome areas. 

However, we did not have data on college enrollment other than publicly funded colleges in 

Washington state; therefore, it is possible that comparison students (who, as a group, had 

fewer ELL and Hispanic students) were more likely to go to private and out of state colleges.  

The outcome measures for this study were limited to test scores, high school graduation rates, 

GED attainment, and college enrollment. We were limited in calculating GED attainment rates 

because the data we had did not differentiate between missing data and lack of GED 

attainment. Other outcome measures such as school attendance, credits, and college 

graduation, as well as more information on students (e.g., disciplinary referrals and whether 

qualified for free or reduced lunches), were not available. Furthermore, process data such as 

program dosage were not available to further examine the relationship between program 

participation and program outcomes. 

                                                            
12 Becerra, D. (2012). Perceptions of educational barriers affecting the academic achievement of Latino K-12 
students. Children & Schools, 34(3), 167-177.  
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APPENDIX A 

State Assessments 

 

The Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) was Washington’s state assessment 

from 1997 until the summer of 2009 when it was replaced by the Measurements of Student 

Progress (MSP) and the High School Proficiency Exams (HSPE) in 2010. The state started with 

testing Reading, Writing and Math in grades 4, 7, and 10. Science testing began in grades 8 and 

10 in Spring 2003, and grade 5 was added in 2004. In 2006, grades 3-8 and 10 were added in 

Reading and Math under the federal No Child Left Behind requirement.  

The assessments were administered between March and May but varied for primary and 

secondary grades. The WASL was administered between the middle of April through the end of 

May for Grades 3-8.  For grades 9-12, the WASL was administered between the middle of April 

through the end of May until 2007, and mid-March from 2008 to 2009.  

The WASL scaled scores ranged from Levels 1-4 for each grade and subject test. Overall, the 

scores ranged from 200-675 for the Reading, Math and Science tests and 0-12 for the Writing 

test. However, the ranges of scaled scores for each level varied by grade. For example, the 

range of scores for Level 1 (the lowest score range) of the Reading test spanned 275-374 for 

grade 3, but was 250-374 for Grade 8. Furthermore, the scaled score ranges for each level 

varied by subject. For example, the Level 1 range for the grade 3 Reading test was 275-374, 

while it was 22-374 for Math. The lowest scale score is assigned to a booklet that earns zero 

points when the minimum response criteria have been met. Similarly, the highest scale score is 

assigned to a booklet that earns a perfect score. These scaled scaling rubrics also apply to the 

MSP, HSPE and End-of-Course (EOC) exams.  

The Measurements of Student Progress (MSP) is a statewide assessment that is administered 

to students in grades 3-8. The MSP is one of the assessments that replaced the WASL starting in 

2010. Subjects tested include Reading and Mathematics (grades 3-8), Writing (grades 4 and 7), 

and Science (grades 5 and 8).  

Schools and districts have the option to choose between paper/pencil and online formats. The 

tests are administered between April 24th through May 16th for the paper/pencil format and 

between April 24th and May 31st for the online format. The exams are untimed and comprised 

of multiple-choice, short-answer, and completion questions. 

The scores are scaled according to the same levels and ranges as the former WASL scores 

explained above.  
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The High School Proficiency Exams (HSPEs) are comprehensive exams that measure the basic 

proficiency of high school students in Reading and Writing, and serve as the state’s exit exams 

in those subjects. They are standards-based assessments used to show the level of proficiency 

of students relative to the Essential Academic Learning Requirements. The HSPEs replaced the 

WASL for high school in 2010. In spring 2011, the state moved to End-of-Course (EOC) math 

exams and will no longer use a comprehensive math test. The HSPE Reading exam takes one 

day, while the Writing exam takes two days. The Reading and Writing exams are administered 

mid-March, while the Math and Biology EOC exams are given during the last three weeks of the 

school year. Each district sets its own EOC testing dates. The exams are untimed and comprised 

of multiple-choice, short-answer, and completion questions.  

HSPE scores are scaled according to the same levels and ranges as the former WASL scores 

explained above.  

 

Additional Tests 

 

The Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) are untimed computer adaptive assessments. They 

are based on the same test theory that is used for the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), Graduate 

Record Exam, and Law School admissions test. The purpose of the test is to identify the skills 

and concepts that students have learned, diagnose the instructional needs of each student, 

monitor academic growth over time, make data-driven decisions at the classroom and school 

level, and to place new students in instructionally appropriate programs. MAP is constructed 

and scored by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), and is therefore not considered a 

Washington state test. However, the NWEA tailors the assessments by aligning them to state 

standards. In the Highline School District, Reading and Math tests are mandatory for grades 3-8, 

and are optional for high schools (some schools use MAP to test only certain students). 

Additionally, Language and Sciences assessments are available.  

The test is administered three times a year. In the fall, it is given to grades 3-8 between late 

September and mid-October. The winter administration is optional and is available for grades 3-

8; it is given during the first half of January. In the spring, it is given to grades 3-10 between 

mid-March and the beginning of April.  

Every test item on a MAP assessment corresponds to a value on the RIT Scale (for Rasch Unit). 

RIT assigns a value of difficulty to each item, and with an equal interval measurement; it 

measures understanding regardless of grade level, so the information helps to track a student’s 

progress from year to year. The score reports are accompanied by RIT reference charts, which 
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are divided into four subject categories. The charts show which topics and sub-topics the 

student has mastered, and which goals represent opportunities for growth.  

The Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) are a set of procedures and 

measures for assessing the acquisition of early literacy skills. The test is administered from 

Kindergarten through grade 2 in the Highline School District. Although DIBELS were designed 

for use in identifying children experiencing difficulty in acquisition of basic early literacy skills, 

the Highline School District uses it to regularly monitor the development of pre-reading and 

early reading skills.  

DIBELS are comprised of seven measures that are indicators of phonemic awareness, alphabetic 

principle, accuracy and fluency with connected test, reading comprehension, and vocabulary. 

Phonemic awareness is assessed through the measures Initial Sound Fluency (ISF) and 

Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF). The ISF, intended for children in their last year of 

preschool through the middle of kindergarten, assesses a child’s ability to recognize and 

produce the initial sound in an orally presented word. The examiner presents four 

pictures to the child, names each picture, and then asks the child to identify (i.e., point 

to or say) the picture that begins with the sound produced orally by the examiner. The 

child is also asked to orally produce the beginning sound for an orally presented word 

that matches one of the given pictures. The examiner calculates the amount of time 

taken to identify/produce the correct sound and converts the score into the number of 

onsets correct in a minute. The PSF, intended for children from winter of kindergarten 

through spring of first grade, assesses a student’s ability to segment three- and four-

phoneme words into their individual phonemes fluently. The number of correct 

phonemes produced in one minute determines the final score.  

Alphabetic principle is measured through Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF), which is 

intended for children from mid to end of kindergarten through the beginning of second 

grade. The student is presented a sheet of paper with randomly ordered nonsense 

words (e.g., sig, rav, ov) and asked to produce verbally the individual letter sound of 

each letter or verbally produce, or read, the whole nonsense word. The student is 

allowed 1 minute to produce as many letter-sounds as he/she can, and the final score is 

the number of letter-sounds produced correctly in one minute.  

Accuracy and Fluency with Connected Text is measured through Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF), which is administered from mid first grade through third grade. It is designed to 

(a) identify children who may need additional instructional support, and (b) monitor 

progress toward instructional goals. Student performance is measured by having 

students read a passage aloud for one minute. Words omitted, substituted, and 
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hesitations of more than three seconds are scored as errors. Words self-corrected 

within three seconds are scored as accurate. The number of correct words per minute 

from the passage is the oral reading fluency rate.  

Reading Comprehension is measured through a combination of Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) and Retell Fluency (RTF). The purpose of the RTF measure is to (a) prevent 

inadvertently learning or practicing a mis-rule, (b) identify children whose 

comprehension is not consistent with their fluency, (c) provide an explicit linkage to the 

core components in the National Reading Panel report,13 and (d) increase the face 

validity of the ORF.  

Finally, Vocabulary is measured through Word Use Fluency (WUF), which is intended for 

children from fall of kindergarten through third grade. Students in the lowest 20 percent 

of a school district using local norms should be considered at risk for poor language and 

reading outcomes, and those between the 20th percentile and 40th percentile should 

be considered at some risk. 

The DIBELS is administered three times a year: fall (end of September), winter (throughout 

January) and spring (end of May). The tests are comprised of a series of timed, one-minute 

fluency measures.  

The Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) is written in levels 1-8. Each test level consists of a series of 

assessments administered in content sections with each section designed to measure specific 

skills. Test levels 9-14 are administered to students from grades 3-12. The primary purpose of 

levels 9-14 is instructional development. School districts use the standardized achievement 

battery to learn supplementary information useful in choosing curriculum and lesson planning. 

Teachers may use ITP testing batteries to suggest areas where the skills of individual students 

are most and least developed. Sections for levels 9-14 include: Vocabulary, Reading 

Comprehension, Spelling, Capitalization, Punctuation, Usage and Expression, Math Concepts 

and Estimation, Math Problem Solving and Data Interpretation, Math Computation, Social 

Studies, Maps and Diagrams, Reference Materials, Word Analysis (Level 9 only), and Listening 

(Level 9 only).  

 

 

 

                                                            
13 The National Reading Panel report can be found at: 
http://www.nichd.nih.gov/publications/pubs/nrp/pages/smallbook.aspx 

http://www.nichd.nih.gov/publications/pubs/nrp/pages/smallbook.aspx
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APPENDIX B 

 

Table A-1 – Number of matched reading assessments for 
New Futures and Comparison samples 

 New Futures Comparison 

MAP – Reading 156 107 
WASL – Reading 65 17 
DIBELS – WUF 54 26 
DIBELS – NWF 35 39 
DIBELS – PSF 22 24 
DIBELS – ORF  20 21 
DIBELS – RTF 8 19 
DIBELS – WordsCorrect 10 0 
ITBS – Reading 21 24 
MSP – Reading 10 45 
HSPE – Reading 0 32 

 

 

Table A-2 – Number of matched math assessments for New 
Futures and Comparison samples 

 New Futures Comparison 

MAP – Math 163 113 
WASL – Math 75 17 
ITBS – Math 18 25 
MSP – Math 15 46 
HSPE – Math 0 31 
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APPENDIX C 

It is possible that a student might have had more than one assessment per subject (i.e., reading, 

math, language, and science) at a given time point. For example, a student might have a MAP 

math test score as well as a WASL math test score during the 12-month pre and post timeframe 

used for this study. Therefore, a decision about which assessment to include in the analysis had 

to be made. Certain tests were given priority over other tests of the same subject. If a student 

had multiple tests per subject, priority was given to the MAP test, as this test is still being 

administered. Next, if a student did not have a MAP test, the MSP or HSPE test was used 

instead, if available. These tests were given high priority given their current use. Next, WASL 

scores were used if the above tests were not available. The WASL, although no longer 

administered, represents a comprehensive reading or math test. For reading test scores, the 

DIBELS was prioritized next. The DIBELS consists of multiple subtests, and priority was given to 

subtests with the greatest sample size. Finally, if a student was missing all the above tests, the 

ITBS test was used, if available. The ITBS was given the least priority because it is the least 

current test of the four considered here. Overall, the following list captures the hierarchy of 

tests when students had multiple tests per subject:14,15 

1. MAP 

2. MSP 

3. HSPE 

4. WASL 

5. DIBELS - WUF 

6. DIBELS - NWF 

7. DIBELS - PSF 

8. DIBELS - ORF 

9. DIBELS - RTF 

10. DIBELS - WordsCorrect 

11. ITBS 

 

  

                                                            
14 The DIBELS subscales are only applicable for reading scores. 
15 For the reading assessments, 77 of 295 New Futures students (26%) had more than one reading test score, and 
85 of 198 comparison group students (43%) had more than one reading test score. For the math assessments, 23 
of 248 New Futures students (9%) had more than one math test score, and 50 of 174 comparison group students 
(29%) had more than one math test score.   
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APPENDIX D 

 

Samples for Analyzing Standardized Assessments 

 

The strategy of combining After School Program (ASP) and Youth Program (YP) students, as well 

as combining tests across similar reading and math tests, led to the inclusion of 434 students 

from the New Futures sample and 197 students from the comparison sample. For the New 

Futures group, 298 students had both a reading and math pre- and post-test that matched the 

respective enrollment periods, 120 students had a matched reading test but no matched math 

test, and 16 students had a matched math test but no matched reading test. In the comparison 

sample, 153 students had both matched reading and math tests, 35 students had only a 

matched reading test, and nine students had only a matched math test.  

 

The 434 students in the New Futures sample that had at least one matched test were compared 

to the 732 New Futures students that did not have a matched test. The comparative findings 

are presented in Table A-3. There are several notable differences between New Futures 

students that had at least one matched test and New Futures students that did not have at 

least one matched test: 

 

 70.0% of students with matched test scores are Hispanic compared to 47.5% of students 

with no matched test scores 

 78.1% of students with matched test scores received English Language Learner (ELL) 

services compared to 54.8% of students with no matched test scores 

 97.7% of students with matched test scores received Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) 

compared to 81.6% of students with no matched test scores. 
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Table A-3 – Comparing New Futures student demographics between students with 

matched tests and students without matched tests 

 Overall With Test Without Test 

N 1166 434 732 

Gender    

   Male 556 (47.7%) 222 (51.2%) 334 (45.6%) 

   Female 509 (43.7%) 211 (48.6%) 298 (40.7%) 

   Missing 101 (8.7%) 1 (0.2%) 100 (13.7%) 

Ethnicity*    

   American Indian 25 (2.1%) 9 (2.1%) 16 (2.2%) 

   Asian 88 (7.5%) 31 (7.1%) 57 (7.8%) 

   Black 200 (17.2%) 57 (13.1%) 143 (19.5%) 

   Hispanic 652 (55.9%) 304 (70.0%) 348 (47.5%) 

  Pacific Islander 12 (1.0%) 5 (1.2%) 7 (1.0%) 

   White 87 (7.5%) 26 (6.0%) 61 (8.3%) 

   Missing 102 (8.7%) 2 (0.5%) 100 (13.7%) 

Received SPED services    

   Yes 174 (14.9%) 68 (15.7%) 106 (14.5%) 

   No 992 (85.1%) 366 (84.3%) 626 (85.5%) 

Received ELL services**    

   Yes 740 (63.5%) 339 (78.1%) 401 (54.8%) 

   No 426 (36.5%) 95 (21.9%) 331 (45.2%) 

Received FRL***    

   Yes 1021 (87.6%) 424 (97.7%) 597 (81.6%) 

   No 145 (12.4%) 10 (2.3%) 135 (18.4%) 

* χ2(5) = 27.38, p < .001 

** χ2(1) = 63.95, p < .001 

*** χ2(1) = 65.17, p < .001 

 

Likewise, the 197 students in the comparison sample with at least one matched test were 

compared to the 1,319 students that did not have a matched test. The comparative findings are 

presented in Table A-4. There was one statistically significant difference found between 

comparison students that had at least one matched test and comparison students that did not 

have at least one matched test: 

 

 98.0% of students with matched test scores received FRL compared to 71.3% of 

students with no matched test scores. 
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Table A-4 – Comparing comparison student demographics between students with 

matched tests and students without matched tests 

 Overall With Test Without Test 

N 1504 197 1307 

Gender    

   Male 796 (52.9%) 103 (52.3%) 693 (53.0%) 

   Female 708 (47.1%) 94 (47.7%) 614 (47.0%) 

Ethnicity    

   American Indian 37 (2.5%) 3 (1.5%) 34 (2.6%) 

   Asian 169 (11.2%) 18 (9.1%) 151 (11.6%) 

   Black 329 (21.9%) 42 (21.3%) 287 (22.0%) 

   Hispanic 763 (50.7%) 114 (57.9%) 649 (49.7%) 

  Pacific Islander 30 (2.0%) 3 (1.5%) 27 (2.1%) 

   White 150 (10.0%) 14 (7.1%) 136 (10.4%) 

   Missing 4 (0.3%) 0 (0.0%) 4 (0.3%) 

  Other 22 (1.5%) 3 (1.5%) 19 (1.5%) 

Received SPED services    

   Yes 198 (13.2%) 34 (17.3%) 164 (12.5%) 

   No 1306 (86.8%) 163 (82.7%) 1143 (87.5%) 

Received ELL services    

   Yes 825 (54.9%) 105 (53.3%) 720 (55.1%) 

   No 679 (45.1%) 92 (46.7%) 587 (44.9%) 

Received FRL*    

   Yes 1125 (74.8%) 193 (98.0%) 932 (71.3%) 

   No 379 (25.2%) 4 (2.0%) 375 (28.7%) 

* χ2(1) = 39.99, p < .001 

 

Samples for Analyzing Post-Secondary Education Outcomes 

Demographic comparisons were made in each sample to determine whether there are any 

systematic biases between students that had graduation or college entrance data and those 

students that had no such data. In both samples, there were differences between those 

students that had data compared with students that did not have data in terms of receiving ELL 

services or FRL. As shown in Table A-5, for New Futures students for whom ERDC data are 

available, 53.1% qualified for ELL services and 90.9% received FRL, compared with those that 

did not have ERDC data that had 70.8% of students receiving ELL services and 85.2% receiving 

FRL. As shown in Table A-6, in the comparison sample for whom ERDC data are available, 47.1% 

of students received ELL services and 79.3% of students received FRL, compared with 60.2% of 

students receiving ELL services and 71.7% receiving FRL among the comparison sample that did 

not have ERDC data. 
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Finally, students with ERDC data were compared between the New Futures and comparison 

samples. 

 New Futures students had a greater proportion of students qualifying for ELL services 

(53.1%) vs. students in the comparison sample (47.1%) 

 New Futures students had a greater proportion of students receiving free or reduced 

price meals (90.9%) vs. students in the comparison sample (79.3%) 

 
 

Table A-5 – Comparing demographics in New Futures sample between students with ERDC 
data and students without ERDC data 

 Overall With data Without data 

N 1166 484 682 
Received SPED services    
   Yes 174 (14.9%) 80 (16.5%) 94 (13.8%) 
   No 992 (85.1%) 404 (83.5%) 588 (86.2%) 
Received ELL services*    
   Yes 740 (63.5%) 257 (53.1%) 483 (70.8%) 
   No 426 (36.5%) 227 (46.9%) 199 (29.2%) 
Received Free or Reduced Price Meals**    
   Yes 1021 (87.6%) 440 (90.9%) 581 (85.2%) 
   No 145 (12.4%) 44 (9.1%) 101 (14.8%) 

* χ2(1) = 38.35, p < .001 
** χ2(1) = 8.50, p < .01 

 

 

Table A-6 – Comparing demographics in comparison sample between students with ERDC 
data and students without ERDC data 

  Overall  With data Without data 

N 1504 614 890 
Received SPED services    
   Yes 198 (13.2%) 80 (13.0%) 118 (13.3%) 
   No 1306 (86.8%) 534 (87.0%) 772 (86.7%) 
Received ELL services*    
   Yes 825 (54.9%) 289 (47.1%) 536 (60.2%) 
   No 679 (45.1%) 325 (52.9%) 354 (39.8%) 
Received Free or Reduced Price Meals**    
   Yes 1125 (74.8%) 487 (79.3%) 638 (71.7%) 
   No 379 (25.2%) 127 (20.7%) 252 (28.3%) 

* χ2(1) = 25.40, p < .001 
** χ2(1) = 11.22, p < .01 
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APPENDIX E 

 

Table A-7 – Changes in standardized test scores in reading and math among 
New Futures sample 

 Reading Math 

Year N Mean SD N Mean SD 

2000 10 .0046 .3959 10 .0227 .3636 

2001 8 .1919 .8897 8 -.3392 .5354 

2002 21 .2921 .9676 22 .2519 .8228 

2003 26 .0734 .9319 21 -.1847 .7748 

2004 48 .0281 1.193 34 .1154 1.100 

2005 46 .3263 1.062 24 .2797 1.191 

2006 41 .0519 .8931 28 .1081 .8923 

2007 39 .1173 1.047 24 .4219 .8241 

2008 61 .2444 1.203 43 .3030 .8827 

2009 50 .0329 1.146 46 .3104 .8388 

2010 6 .0722 .7527 8 .5255 1.114 

 

Figure A-1 – Changes in standardized test scores in reading and math across a decade of New Futures 

programming 

 


