Aggregate Achievement Rate

10

Common Measures Project Preliminary Data
Aggregate Achievement Rate For All EBPIs

Connecticut . Massachusetts New
Colorado (58) (38) Maine (56) (56) Hampshire (52) New York (58) | Vermont (45)
State| 7.429337232 | 6.889619883 | 5.199494949 | 4.98015873 | 4.362044818 | 5.986842105 | 5.104166667




Common Measures Project Preliminary Data
Achievement Rate for each Measure in each State (by Question)
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Commen Measures Project Preliminary Data
Achievement Rate for each Measure/lEBPi in each State (by State)

Achievernent Rele

Colorado (38] Connecticut (35] hlaine [36) Mazzachuzetts (6] Mlew: Hampshire (320 Mlesny vork (28] Wermant (43]
Elalex
W 3 containers properly labeled W 4 containers closed @5 containers in good condition
O 6 accumulation limits followed B 7 azcumulation time followed E 2 manifests used
W 5 hazardous waste streams identified O10 2mergency response information posted W 11a toxic use reduction implemented

| 11b recyeling projects underaken O 11¢ water consersation imalermented O 11d energy congeration/alternative energy implemented




INSPECTOR RESPONSESIN ROUND 1 {NH) AND ROUND 2 (CO)

TABLE X11
COMPARISON OF MEAN FACILITY-WIDE COMPLIANCE SCORES FOR ALL INDICATORS AND INDIVIUDAL AGGREGATE GROUPSBASED ON

ROUNMD 1 SCORES [(MH) ROUND 2 SCORES (CO) Difference (CO-NH) Students
: Confidence Limits® ¢ onfidence Limits” € onfidence Limits® £-Test
Al Indicators or o
Aggregate Group | Mumberof | Mean Mumber of | Mean . Conclusion
a1 1 e 1 1 Difference
F acilties SCore Facilities Srcore p value
L 1 L 1 L ] .
oer pper Diner pper over pREr (xsided)’
Regulstory Indicators 1 7 .66 7.11 a.17 57 917 8 .81 947 044 016 0.87 000[R21=R1
Beyond Compliance = 4 64 3.33 5.98 a7 0.84 0.34 181 1.78 -3.40 0.62 0.00R21=R1

Motes:

o th = L k=

Reference

Independent random zample of facilities from each round
Mean facility-wide score across all indicestors and for individual aggregate groups (score is scaled to be between 0 and 10).
X% Z-zided confidence limit for the mean (or difference hetween means) calculated using Student's § getidic

Mean facility-wide score for facilities in Round 2 (CO) minus mean score for Round 1 (NH)

Test result (p value) for x-sided Student's ftest. Significance level zet at o= x.
Conclusions for the 2-sided altematrve:

R2 ([CO)=R1 (NH)
R2! (CO)=R1 (NH)

Conclusions for the 1-sided aliematves:

R2 (CO) ==R1 (NH)
R2I (COY=R1 (NH)

R2 (CO)==R1 (NH)
R2I (COY <R 1 (NH)

The mean compliant score from Round 2 (CO)is equal to the mean score from Round 1 (MH)
The mean com pliant score from Round 2 (CO)is not equal to the mean score from Round 1 (NH)

Agresti, A 2007 An Itroduction to Citegorical Data Avalpsis . P2 Edition. John Wiley & Sons Inc., Mew Yok, New York.

The mean compliant score from Round 2 (CO) is less than or equal to the mean scaore from Round 1 (MH)
The mean compliant score from Round 2 (CO) is greater than the mean score fom Round 1 (NH)

The mean compliant score from Round 2 (CO) is greater than or equaltothe mean score from Round 1 (NH)
The mean compliant score from Round 2 (CO) is less than the mean score from Round 1 (MH)




TABLE X10

COMPARIS OF OF COMPLIANCE REFORTED EY INSPE C TORS FOR INDIVIDUAL INDICATORS IN ROUND 1 (WH) AND ROUND 2 (C0)

ROLUND 1 (MH) RESPOMSES ROLIND 2 (CO) RESPONSES Oiference (CO-MH)
_ , Coniderce Limis | _ Fishers
Aggregate Growp | hdicator Duestion Bact Test(q Condusion
Hurmber of Eﬁﬁ;ﬂ Proportion | Mumber of mﬁ;ﬂf Proportion | Ciflerence lower | Upper sided)
Facilties Responses Cormpliant (p) | Facilities Resporges Carrpliart (p)
cortginers propery
Fe gulatory Budic atore 3 labeled 5 4 0524 LT 42 oryw 0087 -D34 0.06& 0484 RI=RI1
Fe gnlatory Rudic stors 4 contginers closed | = 0745 &7 42 orw -0oog(  -01v4 0.1ar 100 R2=Ri
corginersin good
Fe gnlatory Rudic ators 5§ condition 1 5 0 981 &7 55 IR i3] ooo4|  -0.067 0.078 0478 RI=RI1
accumuation li mits
Fe glatory Rudic ators fi fid lowed 4l HiAy HiAy &7 &7 1.00 100 1.00 1.00 100] R2=Ri
accumulati on time
Fe gnlatory Rudic s 7 fid lowed 4l 4 0804 &7 ] I ]3] 0.1 0.042 0.3 0238 Ri=RI1
Fe glatory Rudic ators 8 manitests used | | 100 & 57 1.00 MAY MRy MR 100 R2=Ri1
hazardous waste
Fe gulatory Budic ators g streans identified 51 £ 094 &7 1 0 8% -0048) -0.14 0.088 0435 RI=RI1
BMErgency response
Ee Tefic atars 0 |infrmation posted 51 B 0745 5 35 0At4 43| 0305 0048 0.157] R2=R1
recydling projects
Beyond Coovplisnee 11a  [underalen 1 ) 0471 &7 18 02 -0.18 0.3 .01 0107 Ri=R1
W @ er consenaton
Beyund Coovplignee 11 |implemernted 4l 051 &7 12 0z 02880 0473 013 0o04( R2l= Rl
0N seration At emative
Beyond Coovplignce 1z |eneqy implemented il L] 0314 & 8 0.14 0073 -0.3M -0.017 0oe3[ Ri=R1
i uze mduction
Beyond Coovplianee 11d  |mplementad | n 0 A47? & 7 01z 0424 -0.681 -0.368 0] RZ'=HRi
Nobes:
1 Indeperdant rAandom sample of Gdlities from each round
2 p= rurmber of compliant resporseshumber of faciliies
3 Proportion of compliant responses in Rourd 2 (C0) minus proporton of compliant responsasin Round 1 (HH)
4 K% 2-sided conidence limits for the difference betw ean independent proportions calculated ©llowing Agrest (007
5 Test result (p walue) for Fisher's exac test. Significarce lewlis s a @m=u
f Lo bisims for the 3-sided alemat e

R2(CO)=R1 (NH)
R2!(C0) =R1 (NH)

Ciac hneige for the 1-sided olennaines:

R2(CO)=R1 (NH)
R (T =R1 (NH)

R2(COY=R1 (NH)
R (COI =R (NH)

The proportion of compliant responsas fom Round 2 (CO)is equal tothe proportion fom Found 1 (MH)
The proportion of compliat responses fom Round 2 (COYis not equa to the proporion fom Round 1{NH)

Proportion of compliant responses fom Round 2 (C0%is less than or equal to the proportion of compliant responses fom Round 1(HH)
Propaortion of compliant responses fom Round 2 (COYis greaerthan the proportion of compliant responsss from Round M H)

Propaortion of compliant responses fom Round 2 (C0Yis greaerthan or equal tothe proport on of compliant esponsss fom Round 1 (NH)
Proportion of compliant responsas fom Round 2 (C0)is less than the proport on of compliant responses fom Round 1 (MH)




