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Abstract

This statewide study examined the relationship between building income level
and performance level percentage distribution, using 502 schools that earned a 2005-06
Kansas Standard of Excellence (SOE) building-wide award for reading or math. It
originated from the premise that excellence is excellence, no matter the setting or income
level of a school. A new baseline of data began in 2005-06 due to changes in the Kansas
assessments, including more grades being tested than in previous years. The much larger
database more accurately reflected the achievement of low-income students in Kansas.
Decades of literature were reviewed, addressing influences on the development of Kansas
standards, assessments, and the SOE award,; the lifelong significance of income levels
and achievement; high achievement for low-income students; and the pursuit of
excellence through equitable educational reform. For purposes of this study, SOE schools
were sorted into six designated types of buildings based on percentages of students
eligible for free and reduced lunches, assessed grade levels, and SOE subject award.
Results were reported using aggregate building groups as the unit of analysis. A two-way,
repeated-measures, mixed design ANOVA general linear model served as an appropriate
method to examine means for significant differences. Low-income SOE schools were
noticeably fewer than medium- or high-income schools, especially at the senior high
level. Three types of buildings showed some significant mean differences, but generally
income did not appear to be a major factor. High-income buildings appeared to have a
slight advantage; in the Exemplary category, high-income buildings outperformed the
others; in the lower performance categories, high-income buildings had significantly
lower means. The mean differences for high-income middle school/junior high buildings
showed mainly moderate to large differences; other significant differences were rated as
small to moderate. SOE schools of a given educational level and of varying income levels
generally had similar performance scores in most of the performance level categories.
Overall, major differences in performances were not evident among the different income
levels of SOE buildings.
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Abstract

This statewide study examined the relationship between building income level
and performance level percentage distribution, using 502 schools that earned a 2005-06
Kansas Standard of Excellence (SOE) building-wide award for reading or math. It
originated from the premise that excellence is excellence, no matter the setting or income
level of a school. A new baseline of data began in 2005-06 due to changes in the Kansas
assessments, including more grades being tested than in previous years. The much larger
database more accurately reflects the achievement of low-income students in Kansas.
Decades of literature were reviewed, addressing influences on the development of Kansas
standards, assessments, and the SOE award; the lifelong significance of income levels
and achievement; high achievement for low-income students; and the pursuit of
excellence through equitable educational reform. For purposes of this study, SOE schools
were sorted into six designated types of buildings based on percentages of students
eligible for free and reduced lunches, assessed grade levels, and SOE subject award.
Results were reported using aggregate building groups as the unit of analysis. A two-way,
repeated-measures, mixed design ANOVA general linear model served as an appropriate
method to examine means for significant differences. Low-income SOE schools were
noticeably fewer than medium- or high-income schools, especially at the senior high
level. Three types of buildings showed some significant mean differences, but generally
income did not appear to be a major factor. High-income buildings appeared to have a
slight advantage; in the Exemplary category, high-income buildings outperformed the
others; in the lower performance categories, high-income buildings had significantly
lower means. This was most noticeable for high-income middle-school/junior high
buildings; other significant differences were rated as small to moderate. SOE schools of a
given educational level and of varying income levels generally had similar performance
scores in most of the performance level categories. The results of this study could act as a
springboard for examining educational practice at SOE schools and possibly inspiring

other schools striving to reduce achievement gaps.
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CHAPTER 1 - Introduction

The Kansas school year of 2005-2006 saw many changes in education that
impacted state assessment results for reading and mathematics. This study addressed the
assessment changes and results, focusing on the comparative performance of low-,
medium-, and high-income schools that earned a Standard of Excellence (SOE) award.
Curricular standards for reading and math were revised in 2003, specifying benchmarks
and indicators for all grade levels K-12, instead of having benchmarks at only a few
grade levels. New reading and math assessments with new performance labels and
descriptions, based on the revised K-12 standards, were developed and given in 2005-06
at each grade level to all students from third to eighth grades, and once in high school, as
required by the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2002. A new baseline of
data was thus established. Many schools administered assessments by computer and
received immediate feedback on student performance; two-thirds of the Kansas schools
in 2005-06 chose this option. Previously, Kansas assessed only one grade level per
subject in elementary, middle, and high schools, without the state-wide computer option.
Results of the state assessments determined which buildings and which grade levels in a
building earned a Standard of Excellence designation, with criteria set by the Kansas
State Board of Education (KSBE). A total of 4,567 grade-level and building Standard of
Excellence awards were earned in 2006, far more than in previous years (Accountability
Report, 2006). For decades, socioeconomic status (SES) has been shown to be a factor in
student achievement. The school year 2005-06 saw an increase in the number of Kansas
students qualifying for free or reduced lunches, especially those eligible for free lunches,
indicating a more severe level of poverty for many families. Due to multiple elementary
and middle grade levels tested in the spring of 2006, a tremendous increase occurred in
the number of assessments given per subject and in the number of low-income students
assessed per subject per building. Educators, therefore, had a larger database to analyze
and interpret, more accurately reflecting the achievement of low-income students
(Accountability Report, 2006).



Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study was to determine if any significant performance
differences existed on the 2005-06 state assessments for SOE schools of varying income
levels. A new test cycle for reading and math in Kansas was begun in the school year of
2005-2006, constituting new baseline data. The new assessments, to be given annually in
each grade from third through eighth and once in high school, were first administered in
March and April of 2006. Based on revised standards, they differ notably from earlier
assessments in schedule, structure, number of items per tested indicator, and presentation
of content, with different performance labels for each category of achievement. Due to all
these differences, no valid comparisons can be made with the 2005-06 assessment results
and those of previous years (Accountability Report, 2006, p. 7). However, the trends
evidenced and conclusions reached from the previous assessment data can point
researchers towards specific areas that bear close scrutiny in the new assessment cycle.
One area of ongoing concern and emphasis in Kansas for many years has been
that of increasing the achievement levels for low SES students and low-income schools.
The KSDE Executive Summary states one of the greatest challenges for educators is
“raising the mathematics achievement levels for students in poverty” (Accountability
Report, 2006, p. 3). Kansas first specified that low SES students and other subgroups be
targeted for improvement as part of an outcomes-based accreditation process initiated in
1992 (Kansas Quality Performance Accreditation, 1992). The same concern with the
performance gap has been expressed year after year by the Kansas State Department of
Education (KSDE):
The one troubling note with test scores at all levels continued to be the disparity
seen in the performance of students who qualify for free or reduced priced lunches as
compared to those who do not . . . this achievement gap has become a priority for the

State Board of Education” (Accountability Report, 2001, p. 1).

The federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 mandated a continual
improvement progression. Results of the reading and math assessments are among the
factors used to determine whether or not a school or district meets Adequate Yearly

Progress (AYP) goals to comply with NCLB requirements. The AYP target must be met



by each sub-group (low-income students being one), as well as overall for buildings,
districts, and the state (No Child Left Behind Act [NCLB], 2001).

Family socioeconomic status has been a strong predictor of school success or
difficulty, eventual educational attainment, and income level. Evidence abounds from
decades of studies that low-income students have a greater probability of low
performance and behavior problems in school, a higher degree of reading and math
difficulties, of failure, and of dropping out (Harris, 2006: Havighurst, 1962; Gates. 1997,
Ma & Klinger, 2000; Wilson, 1999). The percentage of low-income families has
increased over the years (U.S. Census Bureau Quick Facts, 2007; Kansas State
Department of Education [KSDE] Planning and Research, 2004). The results are likely to
be more families under stress as they struggle to survive day-to-day and are less able to
provide effective parenting and modeling of educational values in the home (Alliance for
Excellent Education, 2007; National Center for Children in Poverty [NCCP], 2008). The
school year 2005-06 saw an increase in the percentage of Kansas students qualifying for
free or reduced lunches, especially those eligible for free lunches, indicating a more
severe level of poverty for many families (Accountability Report, 2006).

The business community, government, educators, and society at large have voiced
concern about the impact of poverty, of poor education, and of dropouts on the country’s
economic, social, and civic well-being (Gates, 1997; NCCP, 2005; U.S. Department of
Commerce, 2006; Wilson, 1999). The economic gap for accumulated wealth and earning
potential between high school graduates and dropouts has been documented (Alliance for
Excellent Education, 2007; Haycock, 2001; NCCP, 2008). The societal costs of poor or
limited education are much higher than the cost of good education (Gates, 1997,
Gouskova & Stafford, 2005; Wilson, 1999). Exemplary education for all students is one
hope for interrupting the self-perpetuating cycle of poverty, with opportunities to learn
provided along with strategies for learning (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2007;
Shapiro, 2004).

How is this educational improvement for low-income schools and students to be
accomplished? The Kansas Department of Education is using a system-wide reform
approach, promoting research-based instructional methods in districts and schools, giving

attention to parent and community relations and support, and connecting accreditation to



performance (Accountability Report, 2001, 2002, 2006; Kansas School Reform, 1992).
Classroom factors in the affective domain (e.g., teacher expectations, attitudes, and
behaviors toward students) are being emphasized, along with equitable instruction,
equitable assessment, and development of equitable funding. A more consistent database
is being accumulated, focused on student performance and disaggregated by subgroups,
SES being one (see Appendix B). Statistical and anecdotal evidence of schools in Kansas
and elsewhere breaking the pattern of low achievement with their low-income students
gives hope (Delisio, 2002; Essex, 2006; Green and Forster, 2004; Kahlenberg, 2006;
Standard and Poor’s, 2007). A large increase in the number of Standard of Excellence
schools occurred since the award’s inception in 1995, especially since 2001
(Accountability Report, 2006). Perhaps the system-wide efforts within Kansas account
contributed at least partly to the increase, detailed later in this chapter in the section
History of the Kansas Standard of Excellence Award. The problem addressed by this
study concerned the effects of an atmosphere of excellence on the performance scores for
low-, medium-, and high-income SOE schools. Will the low SES performance gap persist
among excellent schools, whether few or many students are eligible for free and reduced

lunches?

Statement of the Significance of the Study

Just as multiple forms of assessment are needed to gain an accurate and more
complete perception of a student’s achievement and ability, multiple ways of examining
educational performance data are necessary to perceive connections and possibilities.
This study provided a relatively unigue perspective on the variables of income level and
achievement: using high-, medium-, and low-income schools distinguished by the SOE
Building Award and comparing the distribution of the reading or math scores for each
category of building. The results of this study form one baseline for longitudinal studies
against which future data may be viewed and interpreted. The statistical picture from this
study could have implications for truly educating students qualifying for free or reduced
lunches, particularly in any school with a high percentage of eligible students. This sub-
group traditionally has performed lower than students with higher income. The results

might serve as a springboard for examining educational practice, for discussions, and for



decision-making about future instructional planning and funding as schools strive to
reduce achievement gaps, required by NCLB. Statistically verified information might
open the door for scrutiny of school, faculty, home, and student characteristics in SOE
low-income schools. Such schools could serve as models for those schools still striving to
close that achievement gap, sharing processes and strategies effective with low-income
students. The SOE schools give evidence that excellence is excellence, whatever the

income level of the school.

Context for the Study

Two theories warranted consideration and were central to this study of Kansas
SOE schools. The theory that socioeconomic status influences school achievement has
attracted attention since the 1960s. Researchers such as Havighurst (1962) and Coleman
(1966) found that high SES students generally outperformed low SES students. Edmonds
and Frederiksen (1979) and others since then have voiced an alternative theory: high
achievement can be attained by low SES students and by low-income schools, with
school characteristics more significant than family background. The information given in
this section describes the background and elements of the two variables for SOE
buildings in this study: school income level as determined by the percentage of free or
reduced lunch participation and the school performance level percentages on Kansas
assessments.

Pertinent events influenced and propelled the development of standards,
assessments, and the Standard of Excellence Award in the state of Kansas. The ensuing
summary of national events and the history of events in Kansas presents crucial elements
of this development, along with performance level labels and criteria. Background facts
on the relationship of income level to school achievement in Kansas, in-state trends since
the 1990s in income and achievement, and the significance of these trends contribute
additional depth and breadth to the context for this study.



Development of Kansas Standards, Assessments, and a Standard of Excellence

National Influences on Education

Standards and assessments development in Kansas had its foundation in events
that impacted the entire country and raised serious questions about American education.
The Soviet Union’s launch of the satellite Sputnik in October 1957 focused American
attention on the need for more scientific research, resulting in the establishment of the
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA, originally ARPA) and the
National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958. Desegregation efforts included court
cases and laws such as Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka in 1954 and the 1964
federal Civil Rights Act. The need for consistent, long-term data on school achievement
prompted the voluntary National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), mandated
by Congress and first administered in 1969. The Carnegie Foundation and the Paideia
Group undertook intensive studies of curriculum and instruction in the 1980s. Among the
most influential studies and reports from this decade were The Need for Quality,
Educating Americans for the 21* Century, Action for Excellence, A Nation at Risk: The
Imperative for Educational Reform, and Everybody Counts: A Report to the Nation on the
Future of Mathematics Education. The studies pointed to the need for consistent and
higher standards, connected inadequate educational quality with future negative impacts
on America, decried the lack of substantial data, and called for systemic reform of
education. A study by the National Governors’ Association (NGA) culminated in the
1991 report, A Time for Results, which led to the National Education Goals in 1999. By
1995, national standards had been developed for each subject; many states were
developing standards using finished versions or drafts of the national ones, ideas from
other states, and international standards. The formats and specificity varied widely, but
all focused on outcomes at the end of grade twelve. Details concerning the national
reports and studies are found in Chapter Two (Accountability Report, 2005-2006;
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, 2003; Education Commission of the
States, 1983; Everybody Counts, 1989; Finn, 1991; National Commission on Excellence
in Education, 1983; National Science Board, 1982; National Science Foundation, 1994;
Southern Regional Education Board, 1981; Toch, 1990; Wiles, 2005).



History of Kansas Standards and Assessments for Math and Reading

The spirit of systemic educational reform has engulfed Kansas since the 1980s,
depicted by the timeline in Table 1.1. Kansas Governor John Carlin made educational
reform the focus of his 1984 Message to the Kansas Legislature (State of the State
Address), stressing that such reform was “an agenda for the future of Kansas” (Carlin,
1984, Introductory Section, Para. 2). Governor Carlin recommended that funding be
allocated for testing of reading and math skills at grades two, four, six, eight, and ten; he
further advocated that the KSBE budget should include additional funds to hire extra
specialists in math and science (Carlin, 1984, Curriculum Initiatives section, Para. 2, 6).

Inspired by national reports and findings, the recommendations from the
Committee on Accountability to Governor Mike Hayden and the Governor’s Public
School Advisory Council called for “a change in philosophy from that of ‘counting or
input accountability’ to that of ‘outcome accountability’ . . . the product we expect when
the public education experience has been completed” (Report from the Committee on
Accountability, 1988, p. 4). The report emphasized the importance of making all options
real possibilities for all students, instead of simply offering the options. Attention must be
paid to disaggregated data for achievement levels of sub-groups (e.g., low income). The
need to identify essential exit skills, knowledge, and attitudes was recommended, along
with the necessity of planning measurable outcomes, an outcome-based accreditation
system, and a process of changing from the current input-related accreditation process.
Investigation of an outcomes-based accreditation system began in December of 1989 by
the Outcomes Accreditation Task Force. Among the issues examined was the potential
impact on the functions of KSDE and the overall system. This culminated in adoption by
the Kansas State Board of Education (KSBE) of the Quality Performance Accreditation
Process (QPA) on March 12, 1991. Fifty schools were chosen for a 1991-92 pilot project
from numerous schools nominated by their districts. The QPA Congress held in June
1991 was significant for the fact that teachers as well as administrators worked as a team
with the KSDE staff in designating additional details of the new accreditation program
(Process Module, 1992). QPA addressed school improvement, accountability, and
individual student performance at the building level. QPA scheduled a four-year period

of gradually adding districts until all districts would begin the process in 1994-95, with



all schools involved by 1996 (Kansas Quality Performance Accreditation [QPA], 1991).
Representatives of the Kansas Association for Social Curriculum Development (KASCD)
added their voice in support of a strong program: “The key element in approaching,
achieving, and documenting success . . . is the element of assessment/evaluation” (Kansas
Association for Social Curriculum Development [KASCD], 1992, p. 1). The KASCD
recommendation focused on institutions as opposed to individual student scores, so that
the progress of improving achievement in a given school or district could be statistically
verified. The KASCD representatives emphasized cooperative planning, with a suggested
format for surveying districts and schools that were evaluating their current situations.
Then the local entities would be ready to focus on ways to improve programs and
instructions for better student performance. Public support was courted through meetings
throughout the state and publications for the public, defining and detailing aspects of
QPA. One point particularly relevant to this study is the explanation of disaggregated
data and its use: “This disaggregation . . . will be used to help the district revise its
educational approach to help educate groups of students in areas where they are not
making satisfactory progress” (Kansas School Reform, 1992, p. 5).

Development of state standards for specific subjects resulted from the QPA
emphasis on “a process which focuses on student performance. This included state and
local outcomes, standards, and indicators” (Kansas Quality Performance Accreditation,
1991, p. 1). The resulting standards clearly stated their purpose, each using a similar
statement in the introductory pages, included in each revision: “The standards,
benchmarks, and indicators in this document have been created to assist Kansas educators
in developing local curricula and assessments, as well as to serve as the basis for the
development of the state assessments in mathematics” (Kansas Curricular Standards for
Mathematics, 2003, p. 5). More detailed standards were developed in 1999, revising the
previous ones and adding benchmarks for additional grade levels. Assessments were to
be given in reading at Grades 5, 8, and 11 and in math at grades 4, 7, and 10. In 1995, the
Kansas Legislature required the KSBE to develop an annual “report card” aligned with
the annual accountability report. Data requirements included demographics, precise test
results, and rates of improvement for each building, plus designation of individual and

building performance levels on state assessments for excellence. The federal No Child



Left Behind Act (NCLB), also known as the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, mandated implementation of its provisions by the states in 2002-2003.
Kansas was one of the first eight states to have an accountability plan approved by the
U.S. Department of Education and to have all the requirements for approval in the
designated timeframes. In the summer of 2003, Kansas put its redesigned Report Card
on-line in a standard format, containing information required by NCLB. Assessment
results were shown for each subject and grade level, for all students as a whole and
disaggregated by SES and other sub-groupings, easily available to anyone
(Accountability Report, 2005; NCLB, 2001).

The year 2003 brought another revision of the Kansas standards for reading and
math, with benchmarks and indicators specified for every grade level. The process of
developing different state assessments began, with the scheduled date of administration
set for the spring of 2006. In keeping with NCLB requirements, all students in grades 3-8
and once in high school were to be assessed in reading and math in 2005-2006. This
drastically increased the size of the database used in calculating percentages of students
performing at a given level (Accountability Report, 2005).

Assessment Performance Level Descriptors and Guidelines

The Kansas assessments for 2005-06 specified five levels of performance:
Exemplary, Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic
Warning, with descriptors varying to some degree for different subjects and grade levels.
The “Definitions” section contains general criteria for each performance level. These
labels and their descriptors replaced the ones used through 2004-05. The 2005-06
Performance Level Descriptors Guidelines released by the Kansas Department of
Education stipulated five elements: (a) Performance levels are not equivalent to grades
(ie. A, B, C, D, F), (b) overall proficiency is based on NCLB requirements, (c) the
student’s performance should be considered as a sum of the whole performance on a
particular assessment rather than any one part, and (d) the descriptors provided should be
the sole determiner for assignment of performance levels (KSDE Performance Level
Descriptor Guidelines, 2006). More detailed information was made available to

administrators and teachers in terms of tested indicators, format, and data reporting (see
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Appendices E and F). The KSDE web site www.ksde.org provides teachers,
administrators, and the public with access to all of the information regarding standards,
assessments, and results. More schools closely aligned their curricula with the Kansas
standards throughout the 1990s and into the 21 Century. On a survey of high-achieving
schools in mathematics, nearly 90% (53 of 60) of the responding principals said their
schools had completed formal alignment activities for mathematics at both the school and
district levels. The principals rated as significantly helpful the KSDE-sponsored
seminars, institutes, and workshops throughout the state to assist teachers in development
of their classroom skills and to familiarize them with the standards and upcoming

assessments. This process continues (Kansas Learning First Alliance Survey, 2004).

History of the Kansas Standard of Excellence Award

Established by the KSBE as directed by the Kansas Legislature in 1995, the
publicized designation of Standard of Excellence (SOE) recognizes schools for student
achievement on state assessments. The SOE is awarded annually in one or both of two
ways: (a) At grade level for a given subject, and (b) for a building’s overall achievement
for a given subject (see Appendix A for SOE school data used in this study; see Appendix
C for SOE criteria). A dramatic difference is evident between the number of 2005-06
SOE schools and the number of SOE schools from earlier years. In 1994-95, the first
year of the award, 0.7% of the buildings earned the SOE designation for 4™ grade math,
without specification of the exact number. No buildings qualified for grades seven or ten
(KSBE Minutes, Oct., 1995). By 2000-2001, performance levels had improved, with
publication of the percentage and the number of SOE schools for each subject. SOE Math
awards for 2000-01 were as follows: (a) Grade Four, 17% or 158 buildings; (b) Grade
Seven, 11% or 60 buildings; (c) Grade Ten, 11% or 40 buildings. The SOE Reading
awards in 2000-01 also showed noticeable gains over the previous years: (a) Grade Five,
8% or 67 buildings; (b) Grade Eight, 7% or 37 buildings; (c) Grade Eleven, 8% or 32
buildings (Accountability Report, 2001, 2002, 2003).

An overall upward trend continued in the number of schools earning SOE awards
between 2001 and 2006. In 2005-06, public schools in Kansas earned a total of 4,567
SOE awards, including grade level and building-wide awards. Of the 1,414 public
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schools in Kansas, a total of 452 public elementary, middle/ junior high, and high schools
earned a Standard of Excellence in Math designation for their buildings. A Standard of
Excellence Award in Reading was earned by 720 of the 1414 buildings. A caveat: the
numbers depicted in the Accountability Report could distort the results for the casual
reader. Many of the schools that earned a building-wide SOE Award did so in both math
and reading; therefore, the actual count of buildings is less than the 1,172 indicated in the
Accountability Report. | calculated the actual count of building-wide awards for 2005-06
as 698, nearly half of the 1414 public schools (Accountability Report, 2005-06; Standard
of Excellence Schools, 2006). Improvement in the performance level percentages of sub-
groups (e.g., low-income students) has been a stated goal and concern of the KSBE for
many years (see Appendix B for performance comparisons). Administrators and teachers
appreciate and seek good publicity for all types of student achievements; public
recognition such as earning the SOE rating could motivate non-SOE schools to make
changes for the better. The KSBE wanted to award the SOE to schools that not only had a
certain percentage of students scoring in the top three performance levels, but also to
schools that moved students out of the two lowest levels into higher ones. Schools could
achieve a building-wide 2005-06 Standard of Excellence rating in several ways; use of a
building index formula determined the expected performance scores to the actual
distribution of scores in a given building (see Appendix C for the performance level
percentages and weighting formula). SOE schools are designated as such in two ways: (a)
The on-line Report Card from the KSDE for the current year, and (b) by a list of SOE
schools each year. This information is accessible by the public, and schools eagerly
publicize the award through local media (Flaherty, 2007).

Table 1.1 depicts a timeline of the previously-described development for Kansas
curricular standards, assessments, and the Standard of Excellence, spanning the years
from 1984 to 2006. The timeline summarizes critical events in the state that led to the
2005-06 assessments and the manner of reporting their results, all part of the context of

this study.
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Table 1.1 Timeline of Development: Kansas Mathematics and Reading Standards,

Assessments, and Standard of Excellence

1984 | Competency testing in mathematics and reading recommended by Governor Carlin; tests
of basic skills developed by Kansas Department of Education (KSDE).

1988 | Report from the Committee on Accountability to Governor Hayden.

1991 | Quality Performance Accreditation and curricular standards for math and reading adopted
by Kansas State Board of Education (KSBE).

1992 | 1% Math assessment and 1* reading assessment given to two grades in elementary/middle
school and one in high school; first use of disaggregated data.

1995 | (a) Spring: Kansas legislature required KSDE to report demographics, performance level
results on state assessments, improvement for each building, and development of SOE.
(b) August: KSBE planned to create “report cards” for each building to show
improvement and set criteria for SOE — 75% correct for Math, 84% correct for Reading.
(c) October: first annual report on SOE results from assessments given at KSBE meeting.

1996 | (a) July: Individual student and building standards of excellence levels set by KSBE,
requiring 75-80% of questions correct in the average building score.

(b) Fall: Revision of Reading and Math standards begun.

1997 | July: Individual student standard of excellence criteria adopted by KSBE.

1998 | First year for Kansas participation in the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) for Mathematics for 4" and 8" grades.

1999 | Reading and Math standards revised; additional grade levels added as benchmarks. New
assessments given. Teacher seminars and workshops scheduled for content of standards,
instructional strategies, and assessment information, to continue each year. Reading
diagnostic assessment of all second grade students conducted by school districts; 61% of
second graders scored at or above grade level.

2000 | Kansas participation in the NAEP mathematics for 4™ and 8" grades.

2001 | Modified and alternate state assessments for students with special needs; same
performance level descriptors as the general student population; accommodations
prescribed for students who receive accommodations regularly in class. Performance
level scores included any student who took any assessment; mandated by the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), also known as No Child Left Behind (NCLB).

2002 | NAEP mathematics and reading assessments for 4™ and 8™ grades in Kansas.

2002- | Reading and Math standards revised; 1999 assessment schedule and pattern continues

2003 | through school year 2004-05. Development and review of new assessments began.

2004 | NAEP mathematics and reading assessments for 4™ and 8™ grades; Kansas scores
exceeded national averages. SOE awards increased noticeably.

2005 | Five years of data from state assessments: trends more evident; performance gap between
low-income students and others narrowed; higher percentages of students from all groups
performed at proficient or above. More students eligible for free or reduced lunches.

2006 | New assessments based on the 2003 standards given in Reading and Math in Grades 3-8

and once in High School; to be given annually; new performance labels used.

Note. From Accountability Reports (2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006; Kansas
Curricular Standards in Math, 1999, 2003; Kansas Curricular Standards in Reading, 1999, 2003;
Kansas QPA, 1991; Kansas School Reform, 1992; KSBE Minutes, Oct. 1995; NAEP Report Card
2006; Report from the Committee on Accountability, 1988.
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Achievement Trends, Performance Gaps, and Their Significance

Assessment data from 2006 differed from that of previous years in schedule,
structure, computer or paper options, number of items per tested indicator, presentation of
content, and different performance labels for each category of achievement. Due to the
differences, the 2006 results cannot be validly compared with earlier results. However,
assessment results from the years of 2000 to 2005 reveal some distinctive trends in
student achievement, generally for the better, along with areas that form a challenge for
educators. One of these challenges has been the gap in reading and math performance
between students who qualify for free and reduced lunches and those who do not. Table
1.2 shows changes in the gap over a four-year span; from 2001 to 2005 in fourth grade
mathematics scores, the gap diminished by 5.9 percentage points. However, for seventh
graders, the mathematics gap widened by 12.4 percentage points, and 10"-grade scores
showed a wider gap by 6.9 percentage points. The gap for reading has narrowed
consistently, by 9.8 percentage points for fifth graders, 4.6 percentage points in eighth
grade, and 0.9 percentage points in 11" grade. Both mathematics and reading
performance improved over this five year period, with more students posting scores in the
top three performance levels of proficient, advanced, and exemplary, as labeled prior to
the 2005-06 assessments (Accountability Report, 2005, pp. 7-14).

Table 1.2 Performance Gap Change Between Eligible and Ineligible Lunch Students

Percentage points change 2001-05

Subject/Grade level

Increase gap

Decrease gap

Math 4™ 5.9
Math 7™ 12.4
Math 10™ 6.9
Reading 5" 9.8
Reading 8™ 4.6
Reading 11 ™ 0.9

Note. Percentages are calculated from the cumulative performance of students assessed

in all public schools in Kansas. From Accountability Report, 2005.
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The overall improvement of Math and Reading Achievement in Kansas between
2001-2005 is definitely an area worthy of attention, using baseline data from the
assessments given in 2006. From the new starting point of 2005-2006, changes in the
performance gap between advantaged and disadvantaged students will surely continue
under scrutiny by the KSBE, NCLB administrators, educators, and the public. With all
students assessed in third through eighth grades and one year in high school for reading
and for math, a much more extensive database was available for 2005-06; the number of
students taking assessments more than doubled. The expanded database for 2005-06
provided a more precise picture of the performance level for each sub-group. Appendix B
shows a comparison of performance level percentages between economically
disadvantaged students and non-disadvantaged students for 2005-06. Will the gap
decrease and eventually be null? With the new assessments, a new round of data must be
accumulated over time. This study did not include results by single grade levels, but it did
provide a baseline to show the existence of any significant gap in the percentage
distribution of performance levels between schools of excellence across different income
levels for 2005-2006.

The federal NCLB Act requires that states annually show an increase in the
percentages of their students that meet or exceed standards in math and reading. Kansas
Commissioner of Education Alexa Posny explained in a newspaper interview that each
state sets its own performance targets with progressive increases each year, known as
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). She views the new funding allocated by the Kansas
Legislature as being vital to help improve achievement for the state’s poor and minority
students (Morning Sun, 2007). The performance targets must be met by the total student
population as a whole for the state, districts, and buildings, and also for designated sub-
group characteristics including the low SES group (Kansas Adequate Yearly Progress
Revised Guidance, 2006; NCLB Act, 2001).

14



Income Trends and Their Significance

The National School Lunch Program (NSLP) is a federally funded program
operating in public and nonprofit private schools and residential child care institutions. It
provides nutritionally balanced, low-cost or free lunches to children each school day. The
program was established under the National School Lunch Act, signed by President
Harry Truman in 1946. The NSLP, administered by the Federal Nutrition Assistance, is a
division of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Each year adjustments are made to the
Income Eligibility Guidelines (Appendix D) that are used in determining eligibility for
free and reduced price meals or free milk for the upcoming fiscal school year, as required
by Section 9 of the Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act. The guidelines are
intended to benefit those children most in need and are revised annually to account for
changes in the Consumer Price Index. Nationwide for the school year 2005-06, thirty
million students ate a school lunch each school day; 17.7 million students (54.6%)
received a free or reduced-priced lunch. The total public school enroliment for Kansas
during 2005-06 was 463,840 students. Of these, 38.5% were eligible for free or reduced
lunches (Leading the Fight Against Hunger, 2007).

Household median income is estimated annually for states and counties and is
increasing in Kansas. In 2000, the median income for Kansas was $37,705. In 2005, it
was $44,690. Half the households in Kansas earned more than the median income and
half earned less. (U.S. Census Bureau Quick Facts: Kansas, 2007). But how much less
was earned than the median indicates? And how many households earned less? We can
get some indication by looking first at the national poverty threshold, which also
increases every year. Families and persons are classified as “below poverty” if their total
family income or unrelated individual income is less than the poverty threshold specified
for the applicable family size, age of householder, and number of related children under
18 present. The Census Bureau uses the federal government's official poverty definition.
For a family with one adult and four children in 2000, living in one of the 48 contiguous
states, the national poverty threshold was $20,236; in 2005, $22,951 for the same size
family (U.S. Census Bureau, Poverty Threshold, 2007). As median income has risen, the

poverty threshold has also risen, as did the percentage of students eligible for free and
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reduced lunches. The National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP) observed that the
threshod is inadequate: . . . families need an income of about twice the federal poverty
level to meet their basic needs” (NCCP, 2008, Kansas: Demographics of Low-Income
Children, 1 1). With this as a guide, a family of one adult and four children in 2005
meeting the poverty threshold of $22,951 would need to earn $45,902 just to meet basic
needs. In 2006, 20% of Kansas children, younger than 18 years old, lived in low-income
families (100-200% of the federal poverty level). Poor children (from families with
incomes less than 100% of the federal poverty level) comprise 18% of the population, as
displayed on Table 1.3. The percentage of poor and low-income children in Kansas
totaled 38%.

Table 1.3 Income Levels of Kansas Children 2006

Income levels Percentage Number
of children of children
Poor 18% 121,235
Low-income 20% 139,772
Above low-income 62% 425,247
Total 100% 686,254

Note. Poor = less than 100% of the federal poverty level. Low-Income = 100-200% of
the federal poverty level. Children = under the age of 18. From NCCP, 2008, Kansas

Demographics of Low-Income Children.

The percentage of students who qualify for free or reduced lunches has increased
considerably over the years, meaning more students are now in the sub-group of low-
income students. Trends in lower SES percentages for Kansas students from 1992-2004
are shown in Table 1.4, reflecting the national trends described on previous pages. In
2005-06, Kansas schools enrolled 463,840 students; 38.5% or 178,578 children were
eligible for free or reduced lunches. Those students not eligible for subsidized lunches
were classed as non-economically-disadvantaged; 61.5% or 285,262 children were so
classified (Accountability Report, 2006).
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Table 1.4 Percentage of Kansas Students on Free or Reduced Lunches 1993-2006

Type of school | Public Private

1993-94 28.2% 8.6%
1994-95 31.3% 10.0%
1995-96 31.4% 9.6%
1996-97 31.7% 9.7%
1997-98 32.5% 10.4%
1998-99 32.3% 8.7%
1999-2000 32.2% 9.7%
2000-01 33.2% | 10.2%
2001-02 34.0% 9.8%
2002-03 359% | 11.8%
2003-04 37.3% 12.2%
2004-05 38.2% ng
2005-06 38.5% ng

Note. ng = not given. From Accountability Reports, 2000, 2006; KSDE Planning and
Research, p. 26, 2004; KSDE Report Card, 2004-05, 2005-06.

The increase in students eligible for free or reduced lunches in Kansas could mean
one or all of various possibilities. The wages perhaps are not keeping up with cost-of-
living adjustments to the Income Eligibility Guidelines each year from the Food and
Nutrition Service (FNS) in Washington, DC, so families previously ineligible now would
qualify as being in the poverty sector (see Appendix D for the Income Eligibility
Guidelines chart). The Center for Immigration Studies pointed out the influx of
immigrant families since 1990. Using the U.S. Census Bureau’s definition of poverty, the
poverty rate for immigrants in 2005 was 18.4%, compared to 11.7% for native-born; thus
children of immigrants add to the number of eligible students for subsidized lunches.

Eligible students include those who are non-citizens or who are American-born children
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of illegal immigrants (Camarota, 2005). “Any child at a participating school may
purchase a meal through the National School Lunch Program
income eligibility guidelines” (USDA Food and Nutrition Service [FNS], 2007, p. 2).
Whatever the causes, the percentages of eligible students are climbing, yet Kansas is

... if the family meets the

reducing the achievement gap on state assessments between eligible and ineligible
students (see Table 1.5), despite the state’s low rate of per pupil spending: tenth lowest in
the nation in 2005 (KSDE Planning and Research, Snider, 2005; KSDE Report Card
2004-05, 2005-06).

Table 1.5 Percentage of Students Scoring at or above Proficient on Kansas

Assessments
Free & reduced 2000 2003 2005
lunch eligibility Reading Reading Reading
Ineligible 68.3% 72.9% 73.5%
Eligible 43.9% 50.5% 62.7%
Gap in percentage points | 24.4 22.4 10.8
Free & reduced 2000 2003 2005
lunch eligibility Math Math Math
Ineligible 59.7% 67% 68.6%
Eligible 32.9% 41.8% 56.6%
Gap in percentage points | 26.8 25.2 12.0

Note. Percentages represent all students assessed in public schools. From Kansas State
Report Card, 1999-2000, 2002-03, 2004-05

All states are required by the NCLB Act to set increasing targets in terms of student
performance on state assessments. States may set their own target percentages for each
year, up to the required 100% target by the year 2014 (Table 1.6). Schools that consist of
Grades 7-8 must meet the K-8 targets, and the schools with Grades 7-12 must meet the 9-

12 targets.
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Table 1.6 Kansas AYP Targets 2006-2014: Percent of Students

AYP K-8 9-12 K-8 9-12
target Reading Reading Mathematics | Mathematics
year

2006 63.4 58.0 60.1 46.8
2007 71.7 73.7 67.2 57.0
2008 75.8 77.4 71.9 63.2
2009 79.8 81.2 76.6 69.3
2010 83.9 85.0 81.3 75.5
2011 87.9 88.7 85.9 81.6
2012 91.9 92.5 90.6 87.7
2013 96.0 96.2 95.3 93.9
2014 100 100 100 100

Note. From Kansas Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Revised Guidance, 2006, p.11.

year 2014, attention must be paid to the performances of sub-groups, along with the
instruction and affective aspects of school that impact achievement. The gap that has
existed so long between lower income students and higher income students must be
eliminated. This study, by examining the performance of high-, medium, and low-income

Standard of Excellence schools, will give additional evidence whether or not the income

level of these schools will be a predictor of success.
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Research Hypotheses

A brief, initial review of literature included the Accountability Report (2006),
Good and Brophy (2000), and Yee (2007). Information gathered from these and other
sources led to the formation of the hypotheses.

Ho1. The between-subjects main effect means of the first factor (Income) have no
significant difference from one another for a given type of building: low-income, middle-
income, and high-income SOE schools.

Hoz. The within-subjects main effect means of the second factor (Performance
Level Categories) have no significant difference from one another for a given type of
SOE building.

Hos. The two factors (Income Levels of Schools and Performance Level
Categories) do not interact beyond the limits of random chance for a given type of SOE
building when tested for within-subjects interaction.

Research Questions
Two questions directed this study and guided the testing of the preceding

hypotheses:
1. Is the distribution of achievement scores across the performance levels
consistent across income-level designation of grade-level buildings per subject?
2. What is the degree of variance or consistency?

This study described any observed differences in the distribution of achievement
score percentages from elementary to middle to senior buildings per subject, but did not
directly hypothesize any such differences. A statistical comparison between or among the
school levels and subjects would not be appropriate for this study, due to differences in
the SOE criteria (tolerances) for the different grade level groups and for the subjects of

reading and math (see Appendix C).
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Method

This study determined whether or not significant differences existed between
performance level score distributions at low-, medium-, and high-income SOE buildings
in Kansas. All data was obtained from the KSDE site: www.ksde.org, specifically the
Building Report Card page: http://www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=229 and the K-12

Reports page: http://www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=223.

The SOE building award in reading or math or both was the constant; the two
variables were income level and achievement score percentages in each performance
level category. High-income (HINC), medium-income (MINC), and low-income (LINC)
levels were designated. Five performance levels categorized by the state of Kansas were
used in this study: Exemplary, Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches Standard,
and Academic Warning. This study focused on successful schools, as defined by the
KSDE SOE award, with the building as the unit of analysis. All SOE buildings were
used, with the exclusion of schools that had less than 150 students, thus controlling the
variable of school size by avoiding skewed percentages. Schools were sorted by building
grade levels into three types, dictated by assessed grade levels: elementary (Grades 3, 4,
and 5), middle or junior high (Grades 6, 7, 8), and high school (Grades 10 and 11). In a
case of overlapping grade levels (e.g., a K-7 school), Grades 3, 4, and 5 from that school
were listed with the elementary group of buildings; Grades 6 and 7 were listed with the
middle/junior high group. | ranked each building category based on enrollment, then
according to income (percentage of students eligible for free/reduced lunches). Schools
with the lower percentages of free/reduced lunches became the high-income group of
schools, while schools with the higher percentages of free/reduced lunches became the
low-income group; medium-income schools fell in between the two (see Appendix A for
the final data sets used in this study).

At the proposal stage, | originally intended to use Chi-Square analysis. Running
the data with Chi-Square proved to be problematic, due to the high number of cells with
less than 5 in the performance level categories. At that point, | reviewed other methods of
analyzing the data and chose a two-way, mixed design, repeated measures ANOVA.
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Limitations

The study was restricted to Kansas schools that earned a 2005-06 Standard of
Excellence Building award for reading or math, with 150 or more students, which may
limit application of the findings to those buildings. The 2005-06 assessment results
constitute a new baseline of data, due to changes in the assessments and their
administration; the results of this study constitute a baseline for SOE schools beginning
in 2005-06; therefore, statistical comparison of 2005-06 data and this study’s results with
results of previous years would be inappropriate. Variables concerning instruction
methods, school characteristics, or individual student characteristics were deliberately not
included. Direct and even inferred causality of instructional methods, curriculum, school
size, or parenting was not the purpose of this study. Since the unit of analysis was the
building, findings should not be generalized to individual students, teachers, or
classrooms. | initially selected the total population of Standard of Excellence schools.
The findings should not be generalized to other types of schools. Small schools (less than
150 students) were excluded to avoid distortion of significance. This study is limited to
Kansas. The results are limited to each type of building (e.g., elementary math);
statistical comparisons between types of buildings would not be appropriate, due to
differing Standard of Excellence criteria for different subjects and grade levels. Data
gathered for statistical analysis was limited to two items: (1) percentages of students
eligible for free and reduced lunches and (2) percentages of students scoring at each of
the five performance level categories on the Kansas state assessments for reading and
math. Both types of data are uniformly reported at the building level and grade level by
the Kansas State Department of Education for the state, each district, and each school.
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Definitions

Sources for Definitions: Accountability Report (2006); Assessment Performance
Level Descriptors (2005-2006); Federal Register, March (2005); Income eligibility
guidelines (2005); Kahlenberg (2006); Kansas Curricular Standards for Mathematics
(2003); Kansas Curricular Standards for Reading (2003); Kansas Curricular Standards for
Reading and Writing (1999); Kansas Quality Performance Accreditation (1991); KSDE
Report Card Definitions (2005-2006); Macionis (2001); NAEP and No Child Left Behind
(2005); National Center for Children in Poverty: Explanation of Terms and Data Sources
(2008); National Coalition of Educational Equity Advocates (1994); No Child Left
Behind Act (2001); Wiles (2005).

Academic Warning: The lowest level of the five levels of performance
categories on the 2005-06 Kansas assessments, with general descriptors and specific
criteria for each subject; unsatisfactory level. Reading: incomplete comprehension of the
text when reading grade-appropriate text. Math: seldom uses problem-solving techniques
and is unable to explain the process used; likely to have inaccurate responses at lower
cognitive levels and on most elements of the four areas of emphasis: numbers and
computation, algebra, geometry, and data; struggles to demonstrate content knowledge
and application skills (refer to Appendices E and F for detailed grade-level descriptions).

Accountability: Responsibility for outcomes regarding a stated standard: progress
or the lack of it.

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): The annual targets or goals set by schools,
districts, and states for improvement in percentages of students reaching proficient or
above on state assessment; the process for making judgment as to whether or not all
public elementary and secondary schools, districts, and states are reaching the annual
targets to ensure that all students achieve the state’s definition of proficiency by 2013-
2014; designed to meet the requirements of the federal No Child Left Behind Act of
2001.
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Approaches Standard: Between the middle and lowest levels of the five levels
of performance on 2005-06 Kansas assessments, with general descriptors and specific
criteria for each subject. Reading: partial comprehension of the text when reading grade-
appropriate text. Math: inconsistently uses problem-solving techniques and partially
explains the process used; performs at lower cognitive levels and not necessarily on all
elements of the four areas of emphasis: numbers and computation, algebra, geometry, and
data; demonstrates limited content knowledge and application skills (refer to Appendices
E and F for detailed grade-level descriptions).

Benchmark: A specific statement of what a student should know and be able to
do at a specified time in his/her schooling.

Child: An individual under the age of 18, living as a dependent to one or more
related adults.

Economically Disadvantaged: Students eligible for free or reduced lunches (see
Income Eligibility Guidelines definition; refer to Appendix D for complete guidelines).

Equity: In education, the condition of having necessary resources to create
meaningful, challenging opportunities to learn for all student groups including the poor,
racially, culturally, and linguistically diverse children; fundamental components are
school finance, family empowerment, teacher preparation and attitudes, and student
assessment; involves comparative monitoring and evaluation of learning opportunities,
outcomes, and assessments to eliminate bias and discrimination and to build trust,
respect, and regard.

Exceeds Standard: Second-highest level of performance on 2005-06 Kansas
assessments, with general descriptors and specific criteria for each subject; advanced
level. Reading: full comprehension of the text when reading grade-appropriate text.
Math: uses multiple problem-solving techniques and explains the reasoning process;
performs accurately at all cognitive levels on most elements of the four areas of
emphasis: numbers and computation, algebra, geometry, and data; demonstrates effective
content knowledge and application skills (refer to Appendices E and F for detailed grade-

level descriptions).
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Exemplary: Highest level of performance on 2005-06 Kansas assessments, with
general descriptors and specific criteria for each subject. Reading: full comprehension
when reading grade-appropriate text, making connections within and outside the text.
Math: uses multiple problem-solving techniques and accurately explains the reasoning
process; performs consistently and accurately at all cognitive levels on all of the four
areas of emphasis: numbers and computation, algebra, geometry, and data; demonstrates
well-developed content knowledge and application skills (refer to Appendices E and F for
detailed grade-level descriptions).

High-Income Schools: For the purposes of this study, those schools that have
fewer than 24% of their students eligible for free and reduced lunches.

High-Income Students: Students who do not qualify for free or reduced lunches
based on the federal Income Eligibility Guidelines for households,

Income Eligibility Guidelines: Household income guidelines to determine
eligibility for free or reduced school lunches, breakfasts, or free milk; issued by the
Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Services, Child Nutrition Programs,
National School Lunch Program; based on the annual Federal Income Poverty
Guidelines, which are multiplied by a stated factor, revised annually in accordance with
changes in the Consumer Price Index (refer to Appendix D for the complete guidelines
chart).

Indicator: A statement of the knowledge or skills that a student demonstrates in
order to meet the benchmark.

Low achiever: Students who score below the standard on state or national
assessments.

Low-Income Family: A family having an income less than twice the federal
poverty threshold or 100%-200% of the federal poverty threshold.

Low-Income Schools: For the purposes of this study, those schools that have
50% or more of the students eligible for free and reduced lunches.

Low-Income Students: Students who qualify for free or reduced lunches based

on the Income Eligibility Guidelines for households.
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Meets Standard: Third-highest or middle level of the five levels of performance
on 2005-06 Kansas assessments, with general descriptors and specific criteria for each
subject. Reading descriptor— satisfactory comprehension of the text when reading grade-
appropriate text. Mathematics descriptor— uses some problem-solving techniques and
explains the process used; performs at all cognitive levels on many elements of the four
areas of emphasis: numbers and computation, algebra, geometry, and data; demonstrates
sufficient content knowledge and application skills (refer to Appendices E and F for
detailed grade-level descriptions).

Middle-Income Schools: For the purposes of this study, those schools with
percentages of students eligible for free and reduced lunches equal to or greater than 24%
and less than 50%.

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP): The only national
assessment of what students in American schools know and can do in reading,
mathematics, science, writing, U.S. history, civics, geography, and the arts; uses a
statistical sample of the larger school population for biennial assessments; publicizes
results for the nation, specific geographic regions, and states, including performance of
subgroups (e.g., low-income) within a population (e.g., fourth grade students).

Performance Level Categories: The five performance score levels for the
Kansas 2005-06 state assessments: Exemplary, Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard,
Approaches Standard, Academic Warning (see definitions for each label; refer to
Appendices E and F for detailed grade-level descriptions); prior to 2005-06, Exemplary,
Advanced, Proficient, Basic, and Unsatisfactory

Performance Level Descriptors: Labels and criteria in each assessed subject for
grades 3-8 and high school for the five performance level categories on the Kansas
assessments; 2005-06: Exemplary, Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches
Standard, Academic Warning (see definitions for each label; refer to Appendices E and F
for detailed criteria criteria aligned with subject-specific standards, benchmarks, and
indicators).

Poor Family: A family having an income below 100% of the federal poverty
threshold.

26



Poverty Threshold: The minimum level of annual household income necessary
to meet the basic needs for healthy living, below which is officially considered poverty
level; determined and adjusted annually by the U. S. Census Bureau using the Consumer
Price Index; threshold income levels vary according to specific sizes of families.
Similar Schools: Kansas schools sharing certain characteristics for more valid

comparisons of performance, graduation rate, etc. on the annual Report Card; based on

all of the criteria to appear on the target school’s similar schools list: grade levels in a
building, grade configuration, size of grades in the school, and percentage of students
enrolled in the free or reduced lunch programs. Schools are considered to be comparable
based on the percentage of students enrolled in the free or reduced price lunch programs
when they are within ten percentage points of the target school. Schools with more than
60% of students eligible for the programs are considered similar by this factor.

Socioeconomic Status (SES): The relative position of an individual or household
in the community, due to income, occupation, and education level.

Standard: A general statement of what a student should know and be able to do
in academic subjects.

Standard of Excellence (SOE): Established as directed by the Kansas
Legislature in 1995, this award is a recognition for a school’s high rate of student
achievement on state assessments at one or more assessed grade levels in a school or
building-wide; awarded in each assessed subject to those schools that meet the SOE
Guidelines and Performance Levels; awarded for reading and math from 1995-2006;
refer to Chapter One, History of the Kansas Standard of Excellence Award.

Standard of Excellence Guidelines and Performance Levels: Criteria, formula,
and percentage levels developed by the KSDE to determine which individual students,
classrooms and schools qualify for a Standard of Excellence award; refer to Appendix C
for specific details.

Subgroup: For purposes of determining Adequate Yearly Progress, a subgroup is
any group of 30 or more students who can be identified by characteristics related to

ethnicity, income level, special needs or English proficiency.
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CHAPTER 2 - Review of Literature

The Low Income Factor, Academic Performance Standards,

Assessments, and Data: Aiming for Excellence

The Relationship of Income to Achievement

Studies researching the relationship of income levels to achievement in school
range across the decades. In the 1960s, researchers formed the theory that the
socioeconomic status (SES) of the family influences school achievement more than other
factors. One of the pioneers in this realm of research was Havighurst (1962). He
conducted a 10-year study on how well students performed tasks associated with stages
of maturation; he noted their social backgrounds and personal characteristics. Growing up
in River City contributed to the understandings of how social class and personal
characteristics impacts human development. He found that an unstable family structure
and low income contributed to poor grades, lack of motivation, lesser ability to learn
readily, and anti-social behaviors (e.g., withdrawn, hostile), and made the case for early
intervention, before entry into school. Wiles (2005) noted, when reviewing Havighurst’s
study, that students from unstable families and with low income were four to five times
more likely to have poor attendance than were students from stable backgrounds and
from middle to upper income families. Difficulty in reading was pinpointed as an early
indicator of giving up on school.

Coleman (1966) conducted a remarkable study from several standpoints. The
study of equal educational opportunities for students of varying race, color, religion, and
national origin was commissioned by the United States Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare. Coleman used test scores from teacher-administered standardized academic
tests, questionnaire responses from students, teachers and principals, and student
characteristics including socioeconomic background, race, ethnicity, goals, and attitudes
toward learning. The hundreds of thousands of participants were chosen by a national
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stratified sample. Coleman’s analysis of the data led him to the conclusion that the
strongest predictor of school success was family background. He noted that a student’s
sense of control over destiny (how his/her efforts influence future outcomes) was also an
important factor in higher achieving students; students with a low sense of control
performed poorly in school and vice versa. He found that school related inputs (e.g.,
number of books in the library) had little effect on improving student achievement. He
reported that even when black students had access to educational resources equal to or
nearly equal to whites, black children performed significantly lower, and poor children’s
performance was significantly lower than middle- or upper-class students as a whole. He
also noted within-school differences in achievement, seemingly related to a student’s
SES, race, and other characteristics, indicating that a child’s achievement is seldom
independent of his upbringing and environment. “Schools bring little influence to bear on
a child’s achievement that is independent of his background and general social context”
(p. 325). Coleman did not address factors such as a mainly white, middle-class teaching
force and teachers’ attitudes and expectations. He did note an indication that a teacher’s
verbal ability was linked to higher test scores.

Viadero (2006) pointed out that Coleman was the first educational researcher to
measure educational variations with testing data; his study was the first to focus on
student performance, what children actually learned. The report has often been
misinterpreted and used to argue that schools have little effect on student achievement, so
more money spent seemingly is wasted (After the Bell, 2001). The study laid the
foundation for the structure of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA or
Title One), passed into law in 1965 (Wiles, 2005). The Coleman results were at odds with
conventional beliefs about schooling and generated considerable controversy, so much so
that Harvard established a year-long, post-report analysis with 75 participants.
Weaknesses in his methods were pointed out: an insufficient rate of response to survey
questions, some improper sampling procedures, and flawed testing instruments. In spite
of these weaknesses, the scholars eventually concurred with Coleman’s findings. His
study, one of the largest ever done, stands as a turning point for educational research

focus and changed the way schools were viewed. “The importance of the Coleman report
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was that it changed the perspective to concentrating on student performance, and that has
endured” (History of Education, Hanushek, 2006).

Edmonds and Fredriksen (1979) challenged Coleman’s findings with the results
of their study Search for Effective Schools: The Identification and Analysis of City
Schools That Are Instructionally Effective for Poor Children”. They operated from the
theory that high achievement can be attained by low SES students and by low-income
schools, with school characteristics more significant than family background. Using
achievement data from schools in cities, the authors identified low-income schools that
were successful and concluded that schools can make a difference for disadvantaged
students. In some cases, the school had more effect on student achievement than did
family circumstances. In these successful schools, five characteristics were consistently
evident: (a) instructional effectiveness from all personnel, (b) leadership style
encouraging support and teamwork, (c) overall positive climate of the building, (d) the
ways in which student progress was frequently measured, and (e) high expectations,
expressed by teachers in both overt and covert ways; “ . . . the implied expectations
derived from the teacher’s behavior in the classroom” (Edmonds, 1981, p. 58).

Thomas and Bainbridge (2001) credited the research of Edmonds and others with
originating the effective schools movement, citing Edmonds’s five principles or
characteristics (later termed “correlates”) of successful schools to guide schools on the
road to improvement. In their report “All Children Can Learn: Fact and Fallacies”,
Thomas and Bainbridge caution that educators, the public, and policy makers must bear
in mind that all children can learn, but not all at the same speed and not all in the same
way. Children entering school from disadvantaged backgrounds generally lack the
nutrition, intellectual stimuli, and learning opportunities that are commonplace to middle-
and upper-class preschoolers. The two researchers reminded readers that synaptic
contacts in the brain are formed from birth to age 10 generally, with the bulk of the
formation occurring up to approximately three years from birth. Neural paths can be
stunted or fail to develop for lack of protein and sensory stimulation. These
physiological realities explain one more reason why severely disadvantaged children do
not achieve at the same level as children who are more highly nourished and nurtured.

The authors expressed the concern that the “all children can learn” philosophy might
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minimize the need for early intervention before disadvantaged children start school.
Without educational programs for very young infants and children in disadvantaged
families, children will continue to start school on a very unequal basis, adding to the
burdens of teachers striving to close the achievement gap. Politicians were reminded of
the promise from National Goals 2000 that all children will be ready to learn when they
start school; the authors called for policies offering “economic opportunity for families,
healthcare for all children, and parenting education for young mothers” (Thomas &
Bainbridge, p. 2). The authors pointed out the costliness of such programs, but argue that
long-term payback in economic, educational, and social benefits make the effort and
immediate cost worthwhile.

Research abounds concerning expectations and the difficulties for at-risk students;
studies have accumulated for decades. Ogbu (1974) noted the importance of self-
expectations and those of society. He concluded that children from low SES or minority
areas are likely to enter school already at risk for failure, with little sense of control over
their outcome, because they have already learned society will not allow opportunity for
success. Cohen (1972) investigated the effect of expectations on achievement. His study
involved a control group of mixed black and white boys, two each per group, designated
as Group A. The whites’ level of involvement and influence towards accomplishing the
task at hand was far greater than that of the black boys. Group B black students were
taught how to assemble a radio, and then taught Group B white students the same task.
The original task performed by Group A was presented to the Group B students. Cohen
noted a marked reduction in performance differences between black and white junior
high boys, indicating that task performance is influenced by expectations from oneself,
peers, and teachers. Stulac (1982) observed that expectations can be changed and thus
alter patterns of performance; however, researchers and teachers must keep in mind the
complex social settings that comprise a school. Variability in school climate can be a
great influence when attempting to eradicate achievement differences.

Researchers have addressed the negative effects of being placed in a low-ability
group year after year with little expectation or opportunity to advance. Alternatives to
tracking have been investigated. Slavin, Madden, Dolan, and Wasik (1994) recommended

that students be involved in active learning and problem solving as a cooperative group,
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as opposed to being locked into more or less permanent tracking based on ability. The
involvement and support of cooperative group members could counteract the negative
effects of low SES and other diversity issues.

Good and Brophy (2000) pointed out a self-perpetuating cycle when low-
achievers are continually grouped for instruction, with the impact of teacher expectations
noted. They identified three types of grouping based on perceived student ability and
achievement: between-class ability grouping, grouping across grade levels, and within-
class grouping. Problems were noted in the lower-group situations. Teacher expectations
(defined as the beliefs teachers hold about students’ future academic achievement,
behavior or attitudes) in such situations were lower for students in the lower-ability
groups; as a result, less effective instructional strategies and less challenging content
were used. The lower-group students fall further behind from an inferior education and
tend to be classed as low from year to year. Such students frequently display lower
motivation and disruptive behavior. A disproportionately high rate of low SES and
minorities stay in low-ability groups from year-to-year. The researchers also point out
that allowing some call-outs has been linked to increased learning. Good and Brophy
cautioned teachers to be aware that their initial impressions of students, especially poor or
minorities, might be based on incomplete or inaccurate information and unconsciously
might use other information which affirms their first impressions. Such a situation would
compromise the validity of the teacher’s judgment and even compromise the assessment
of a student’s progress.

An example of success in low income schools due in part to high teacher
expectations is found in the Department of Defense (DoD) Schools in the U. S. and
abroad (Delisio, 2007). DoD schools have a high mobility rate of 35% for its students
each year. Half of all students qualify for free or reduced meals; 40% of students are
from a minority group. Children of enlisted personnel comprise 80% of the total
enrollment; 94% of their parents are high school graduates, without further formal
education. The schools have a 97% graduation rate and score well above most other
schools on the NAEP. Uniform standards and the uniform curriculum allow teachers to
readily incorporate and welcome incoming students into the class throughout the year.

Instruction is data-driven, but with latitude for teacher creativity and flexibility. Students
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are frequently assessed as part of the instruction. Teachers have an abundance of
resources for instruction and strong connections with and support from parents. The
atmosphere overall is positive with a sense of teamwork. Teachers expect students to do
well and convey that belief to the students.

Klein and Knitzer (2007) pointed out differences between low-income
preschoolers and more affluent ones. Cognitive scores of low-income preschoolers
lagged 60% behind preschoolers in the highest income group. As one example, by third
grade, low-income children had vocabularies around 4,000 words, whereas children from
middle-income families had command of 12,000 words. Such gaps are real, but can be
addressed by use of an intentional curriculum with better support and training for
teachers, so they can more effectively interact with at-risk children. The authors defined
an intentional curriculum as having the following characteristics:

* “Developmentally appropriate, emphasizes active engagement.

» Promotes social and regulatory skills, and positive peer and teacher interaction.

* Directive without using excessive drill; fun for young children.

» Content-driven and research-based

* Responsive to cultural diversity and English language learners” (Klein and
Knitzer, 2007, p. 2).

Kauchak and Eggen (2003) concluded that instruction in school must
acknowledge and be built on students’ needs and strengths to counteract the negative
social and economic situations. Teachers must not use low student SES as an excuse for
students performing poorly; instead, teachers must learn to interact effectively with
disadvantaged students from different cultural backgrounds, including that of poverty.

Diaz, Le, and Wise (2006) conducted an analysis of the NAEP mathematics data
for twelfth grade, investigating trends from 2000 to 2005, a transition between content
frameworks of the math assessment. They noted limitations due to changes in the test
structure, calculator use, and content between 2000 and 2005. While they did not report
results for the subgroup of SES, they did report statistically significant gains for White,
Black, and Hispanic students, with lesser gains for Asian students. Blacks showed the
greatest score gain. The authors’ analysis of these three changes led them to estimate that

the assessment changes had minimal effect overall on gains. The authors noted that
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because of the limitations, the gains could possibly have been the result of factors other
than increased performance. They recommended future similar studies more stringently
designed to give more definitive results.

Information from another country regarding SES impact on achievement seemed
appropriate to the purpose of this study. Is SES a factor for levels of achievement in
another country? The attention focused on academic performance in Canadian schools
emphasizes the importance of researching any and all variables that impact student
learning. Multiple sources and varying situations from another society might shed more
light on the question of income affecting student achievement in the United States.

Using elementary school students in New Brunswick, Canada, Ma and Klinger
(2000) included student characteristics as well as school context and school climate
factors to examine the effects of these factors on mathematics and science achievement.
SES was one of the variables, but not in the traditional sense of income level. The
researchers measured SES in terms of “. .. education-related possessions and
participation in social-cultural activities” (Ma & Klinger, 2000, p. 51). The affective
elements of family attitudes toward and beliefs about school were thus incorporated.
“Low student achievement correlated with negative family attitudes and beliefs” (Ma &
Klinger, 2000, p. 51). They determined that SES significantly predicted academic
achievement across subjects (mathematics, science, reading, and writing). However, SES
was not the most important variable that emerged in this study. Native ethnicity had more
than twice the effect of SES; this surprising finding, the authors surmised, was perhaps
due to Native students not being part of the mainstream culture. The finding could lead
to other studies as to the cultural aspect of instruction in the schools attended by Native
students or by other diverse students. Another interesting and surprising result was the
contrast between SES influence on different subjects. The school SES means for reading
and for writing showed greater significant effects than mathematics and science,
prompting the authors to recommend further research as to why different subjects were
differently impacted by SES. Ma and Klinger chose the statistic of effect size to show
the impact of student-level and school-level variables, deeming this the best way for a
cross variable comparison and for future cross-study comparisons. Effect sizes were

calculated by dividing the mean differences by the pooled standard deviations. They used
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the Hierarchical Linear Model (HLM) as a statistical tool, judging it to offer better
statistical adjustments and more accurate estimations, since it separates variations “into
between-student and between-school components and then analyzes each component in
relation to the other” (Ma & Klinger, 2000, p. 53).

An additional study of Canadian schools was conducted by Ma (2001) to
determine the consistency of the socio-economic gap in mathematics and science
achievement; influential student and school variables were identified. The correlation of
the within-school socio-economic gap in academic achievement across school subjects
(mathematics and science) was simultaneously investigated. In other words, if a large
socio-economic achievement gap in mathematics exists in a given school, will science
also have a large socioeconomic gap? The correlations within schools were significantly
high. Furthermore, his findings indicated only minor differences between schools of
different socio-economic levels. Ma commented that more studies of this sort are
important, as they should eventually help answer the question of “whether schools are
differentially successful in reducing the socio-economic gap in academic achievement
across school subjects” (p. 99). He found that family structure and SES were among the
student characteristics that had significant effects on student achievement in mathematics
and science. An unexpected finding in some schools was the minimal effect of the
percentage of disadvantaged SES students and students lacking the instructional language
in a given school’s population. Since Ma’s study did not address the issue of
instructional language, Ma speculated that credit might be given to instructional programs
and school policies that help poor schools and poor students. He recommended further
research be done considering factors regarding both equity and equality in schools,
particularly examining diverse cultures and languages in a student body.

The socioeconomic status of students was one of three factors hypothesized to
negatively affect student achievement in a study by Okpala, Okpala, and Smith (2001).
The other two factors were parental involvement and per pupil expenditures. Their focus
was on the fourth largest school system in North Carolina, a low-income area with 72
schools in fourth grades. From the results of a Pearson product moment correlation
coefficient and a regression analysis, the high rate of low achievement was significantly

impacted by the high percentage of students eligible for free or reduced lunches. Family
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income level was also a factor in the effectiveness of parental involvement as it impacted
achievement, as were ethnicity, home structure, and type of involvement. Expenditures
per child were not significant regarding achievement differences.

Relationships between low-income status and academic achievement in Kansas
high schools by county were explored by Yee (2007), with school size and location as
independent variables. He used building rates of low income and low achievement as
dependent variables. Income status was derived from county per capita income amounts.
He noted that the buildings with the highest rates of combined low-level assessment
scores (unsatisfactory plus basic) had the most consistent basis for low-achievement/low
income correlations.

Kahlenberg (2006) described school districts pursuing socioeconomic integration,
with the goal of reducing high rates of poverty in one or more schools. Instead of
compulsory busing in the districts examined, magnet schools and public school choice
motivated the mixing of children from different economic levels. He used the example of
Wake County, NC, where low-income and minority students enrolled in middle-class
schools outperform their low-income peers enrolled in low-income schools. In middle-
class schools, the majority of students “are more likely to value achievement and less
likely to act out in class . . . have larger vocabularies, on average, which are informally
transmitted to fellow students” (Kahlenberg, no pp., 2006) than do students in
predominately low-income schools. Kahlenberg’s study emphasized the importance and
influence of peer attitudes, teacher quality, teacher expectations, and the physical
surroundings.

Using data from studies by the Education Trust and Heritages Foundation, Harris
(2006) reanalyzed the data and found the number of schools that claimed high
achievement for disadvantaged students to be significantly smaller than stated, due to
misanalysis, flawed assumptions, and unclear definitions. He was critical of the original
(flawed) findings being used to downplay evidence of societal influences on children
starting school, putting the responsibility mainly on the schools. The original numbers of
schools, he concluded, could be used to erroneously minimize the need for society to

fully address socioeconomic gaps with equitable policies.
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The Significance of Improving Achievement

Income gaps between families outside core metropolitan areas and those within
the core(s) were noteworthy in a study by Bernstein (1994), an economist. He theorized
that large income differences between core cities and their outlying suburbs would have
evidence of moderate to low economic development. His results indicated that the larger
the income gap, the less economic productivity and growth evidenced by both areas. The
amount of education for people in the highest 25% of income earned was compared to
people in the lowest 25%. Adult members of households with lowest incomes had the
higher dropout rate; students in the low-income families had lower math scores, indeed
overall lower scores, when compared to more affluent students. He inferred that areas
with large income gaps would negatively impact educational achievement in schools and
that this lessening of education compromised the ability of the United States to maintain a
strong economic position with its trading partners.

Other sources substantiate the link between education (high school graduation or
more) and a more secure economic situation for individuals and the United States. In a
PBS Frontline televised program entitled “The Two Nations of Black America”, H. L.
Gates, Jr. interviewed William Julius Wilson at length (Gates, 1997). Wilson discussed
his observations and findings that led to his book When Work Disappears. He noted that
behaviors in a working neighborhood, even a low-income one, are very different from
behaviors when no employment is available. Areas with no or little employment abound
with “aberrant, destructive behaviors” (Gates, 1997, p. 4). Wilson stated that essential
resources must be present to allow people to compete with others and attain economic
security. Such advantageous resources are developed over time and passed from one
generation to the next. Wilson noted three such resources: “financial means, family
stability, and peer groups”, essential for the “structure of opportunity” (Gates, p. 3).
Individuals and groups experiencing the chronic situations of poverty, unemployment,
and oppression are unable to build such resources in a positive way. Education is not
relevant to inner-city blacks because youngsters see no connection between school and
employment; most of them have no hope of satisfying employment, even if they do find a
job. Misbehavior and low levels of achievement become chronic conditions in the

schools. Employers are reluctant to hire people from a truly disadvantaged environment,
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people who don’t know the behavior norms of the workplace and who don’t have skills
(e.g., personal, numeric, literary skills). A major point of emphasis, how to overcome
the cycle of poverty, occurred more than once during the interview. Wilson strongly
advocated creating opportunities for better education for children and job opportunities
for adults with coaching for skill development to break the continuing destructive cycle.

Multiple studies have researched the situations engendered by poverty, which are
detrimental to students’ achievement. People are more likely to be poor if they live in an
inner city, a rural community, or in a rural southern state. These places have decreased
wealth, so the base for financial resources for public education is lower; thus schools
have poorer physical plants and fewer in-school resources (e.g., materials and qualified
teachers). Poor children, including those of recent immigrants, are more likely to lack
health insurance, more likely to suffer inadequate nutrition, more likely to be low
achievers, more likely to repeat a grade, students repeating one or more grades are more
likely to drop out of school, and dropouts are less likely to find work. Without changes,
poverty minimizes the life prospects of such students (Camarota, 2007; Klein & Knitzer,
2007; National Center for Children in Poverty, 2005, 2008; Wilson, 1997, 1999).

Compensatory programs such as Head Start and Chapter One or Title One are
among programs used by schools to overcome disadvantages in students’ backgrounds
that put them at risk for academic success. The cost of these programs must be calculated
in terms of long-term societal benefits, not just in terms of assessment scores (Fagan and
Held, 1991; Klein & Knitzer, 2007; NCCP, 2005, 2007; Palmer, 1976; Toch, 1990).

For more than a century, researchers have addressed the classic argument of race
or class being most significant for accumulation or disaccumulation of wealth. William
Julius Wilson observed in his book The Bridge Over the Racial Divide (Wilson, 1999)
that the divide in American society has become more economic than racial. He called for
Americans to acknowledge intense feelings and antipathy engendered by policies
attempting to attone for past racial discrimination. He included discrimination towards
the low-income and poverty-stricken whites, a group that also has been excluded from
economic advancement. The discussion necessary for America’s future, he maintained,
must focus on education, attitudes, and jobs for the poor of all races and ethnicities to

stabilize our society. Butts (2004) addressed the projected demographic reconfiguration
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of America and the potential impact of America being only 50% white by 2050. He noted
that the two classes of capitalists and labor have long been at odds, with capitalists using
race as means of dividing workers and the poor, both black and white. He echoed
Wilson’s concerns, calling for coalitions to deal with economic divides. “The work of
individuals like Cox, Du Bois, and presently William Julius Wilson have set the stage for
a better understanding of the economic, structural and environmental forces that have
shaped race relations in the U.S.” (Butts, 2004, p. 3).

The National Education Summit in 1999 released data on schools with chronic
failure. Among the findings was the fact that 75 percent are high-poverty schools; the
majority of students qualify for free lunches. Low-income children are about half as
likely as other children to attend preschool, have less opportunity to explore words and
their structure, and have less exposure to literacy in the home. This increases the
possibilities of delayed or impeded reading. In school, at-risk children, including those
who are poor, experience critical disadvantages: low literacy expectations, limited
resources, and poor instructional practices. Mathematics achievement rates decline
noticeably between fourth and eighth grades, as seen on the Third International
Mathematics and Science Study of 1995 (TIMSS). Low-income middle and secondary
students are among those who have less preparation for upper level math courses than
advantaged students, yet they frequently are taught by unlicensed teachers or ones
without a degree in the subject (The National Alliance of State Science and Mathematics
Coalitions [NASSMC] Report Summary, 1999).

The Alliance for Excellent Education (2007) analyzed the long-term impacts on
accumulated wealth (cash, property, possessions, and investments) if the head of every
household were a high school graduate. The Alliance used 2005 U.S. Census Bureau
data for household educational attainment in each state and then multiplied the
households by their median financial wealth to derive the total financial wealth of each
education level by state. To calculate the additional household financial wealth gained by
high school graduates, they multiplied the number of households headed by an individual
with less than a high school degree by the median financial wealth of those households
headed by an individual with a high school diploma. The current estimate of the financial

wealth of households without a high school diploma was subtracted by this number to
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derive the additional household financial wealth that would be gained by each state (and
the nation) if a high school diploma were held by the head of every household. In the
United States, an additional total of $74 billion in accumulated wealth could potentially
exist from all households being headed by high school graduates. More significant than
the extra money low-income households could have, this represents additional long-term
financial security and opportunities not possible for the 1.2 million students who drop out
of high school each year. The Alliance report concluded that increased levels of
education and hence increased accumulated wealth contribute to long-term financial
security, allowing families and individuals to absorb the costs of educational
opportunities, cope with temporary financial hardships, participate in their communities,
and have the resources, background, and time to further the education of their own
children. Low-income families must survive on a day-to-day basis, unable to build up the
economic and educational situations for the adults and for their children’s future

The amount of education has a dramatic economic effect on individual
households, as shown in the research of Gouskova and Stafford (2005). They found that
if a high school dropout has accumulated $500 of wealth (cash and assets), a high school
graduate is likely to have accumulated $5,000. Those with post-high school education
accumulate many times more than high school dropouts, up to 20 times more for those
with some college education and over 90 times more for those attaining a college degree.

Reducing the high school dropout rate by increasing educational achievement
thoughout the elementary and secondary school system is critical for impacting the
perpetration of poverty, according to Shapiro (2004). Shapiro, agreeing with Wilson
(1999; Gates, 1997) concluded that the cycle of poverty could only be broken through
education, helping disadvantaged groups build the capacity to accumulate wealth,
impacting future generations in positive ways by fostering a solid middle class.

Table 2.1 compares the cumulative economic impact in Kansas from 2006
households headed by high school dropouts ($58,178,500) to that from households
headed by high school graduates ($1,549,905,000). The U. S. Census Bureau (2006) also
calculated the potential additional wealth in Kansas if graduates were the heads of all
households ($523,606,500).
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Table 2.1 Household Wealth in Kansas Accumulated by High School Graduates and

Dropouts

Head of household Number of households Household wealth
High school graduate 309,981 $ 1,549,905,000
High school dropout 116,357 $ 58,178,500

Note. Potential additional household wealth in Kansas if all heads of households
were high school graduates: $523,606,500. Housing value is not included in accumulated

household wealth. From U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, 2006.

The Pursuit of Excellence Related to Assessments, Data Collection, and

Systemic Reform in School

The quest for excellence is not unique to the 1980s and later. Wiles (2005) traced
the history of efforts to design effective schools and educational programs in the United
States. He presented school models by means of primary sources, among them the
Batavia Plan of 1875, the Committee of Ten on Secondary School Studies in 1893, the
1918 Committee on the Reorganization of Secondary Education, and the Educational
Policies Commission on Education for ALL American Youth of 1944. The Batavia Plan
of 1875 expressed the goal of increasing the performance of low-achievers (slower
learners) in order to promote them to the next grade; it featured flexible grading plans and
was one of the first formal educational plans in America to offer a strategy to increase
performance of at-risk students. The Committee of Ten on Secondary School Studies in
1893 addressed concerns with the quality of education for high school students. It
proposed intense coursework in Latin, Greek, German, French, geography, mathematics,
various science courses, history, composition, and English literature, stipulating the
courses to be taught each year. The 1918 Committee on the Reorganization of Secondary
Education advocated universal and comprehensive education for all young people, along
with the Seven Cardinal Principles of Secondary Education. These principles contrasted

noticeably with the classical emphasis proposed fifteen years earlier by the Committee of
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Ten on Secondary School Studies in 1893. The Seven Cardinal Principles, paraphrased,
were clear in their practical emphasis:

1. Health instruction and physical activities.

2. Command of fundamental processes such as writing, reading, and math.

3. Worthy home membership, being a contributing member of a family.

4. Vocation, choosing a suitable career.

5. Civic education.

6. Worthy use of leisure.

7. Ethical character, including personal initiative and responsibility.
Wiles also presented the practical skills that were emphasized in a 1944 curriculum
promoted by the Educational Policies Commission on Education for ALL [sic] American
Youth. The commission included ten important needs that must be served by the
curriculum for all youth, paraphrased here and similar to the educational goals promoted
by various groups in the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s:

1. Skills for work; develop the understanding and attitudes necessary to be an
intelligent and productive worker.

2. Good health and fitness.

3. Understand the rights and duties of citizenship and perform their obligations to
the community and nation.

4. Understand the significance of families for society and conditions necessary for
successful family life.

5. Know how to be an intelligent consumer of goods and services, understanding
the economic consequences of personal decisions.

6. Understand scientific methods, influence of science, and main scientific facts.

7. Develop capacity to appreciate beauty in nature and in the fine arts.

8. Be able to use leisure time well for socially useful activities as well as
personally enjoyable ones.

9. Respect for others, with insight into ethical values, and be able to work
cooperatively with others.

10. Continuous growth in ability for rational thinking, to express thoughts well,

and to read and listen with understanding.
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The cyclical pattern of alternatate philosophies regarding excellence in education
becomes evident just from these few examples spanning 69 years in the United States. As
the decades progressed, more plans came to the forefront of educational goals and
curriculum planning, all aiming for excellence, containing many aspects of the earlier
examples.

Conceptual models for education abound throughout the twentieth century,
representing the development and process of students’ cognitive and affective domains,
from Piaget’s Theory of Intellectual Development (1920) and The Child’s Conception of
the World (1929) to Gardner’s Characteristics of Multiple Intelligences (1994). Bruner’s
Culture of Education (Bruner, 1996) added another dimension as he emphasized the
importance of considering the social, environmental, and historical backgrounds of
students in order to make learning relevant. Tyler (1949) set the stage for assessment as
we know it today when he identified four essential questions that educators must
consider:

1. What purposes should the school strive to attain?

2. What experiences must the school provide to attain the purposes?

3. How can the educational experiences for students be effectively organized?

4. How can schools determine the attainment of the goals?

Educational philosophers have asked the first three questions for centuries. By asking the
fourth question, Tyler set in motion a new outlook on testing, directing the educator back
to the first three goals as an assessment is developed and administered. He gained credit
for initiating the current approach for a cycle of continuous improvement: analyze,
design, implement, and evaluate, according to Wiles (2005).

The Soviet Union took the world, especially the United States, by surprise with its
launch of the satellite Sputnik in October of 1957. Why wasn’t America first into space?
Serious questions were raised about the competitiveness of American education and
scientific research as a result of the Sputnik launch, with its threat to national defense.
One of the first official responses was the establishment of the Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency (DARPA, originally ARPA) in February 1958, whose mission
was and is to “ . . . maintain the technological superiority of the U.S. military and prevent

technological surprise from harming our national security . . .” through the research
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efforts of outstanding and unorthodox scientists and engineers (DARPA, 2003). The
National Defense Education Act (NDEA) of 1958 provided funding for more rigorous
science and mathematics education teacher workshops, institutes, and graduate
fellowships through the National Science Foundation, breaking new ground as it offered
these nationwide, involving more teachers than ever before in science education. “Both
its fellowships and its institutional benefit followed geographic distribution patterns
rather than the competitive elitist format typical of Foundation programs” (National
Science Foundation, 1994, § 29). Rutherford (1997) pointed out four crucial lessons
learned from the Sputnik era regarding significant changes for science (and any)
education. First, goals for educational reform must be long-term, not reacting to an
immediate crisis. Second, American education is immense and complicated,; it cannot be
changed quickly. Third, the federal government’s role is vital for funding research,
teacher training opportunities, extraordinary educational materials, and employment of
specialists in the schools. Fourth, all students must be targeted by reform to provide a
broader base of well-educated graduates to meet the scientific and technical needs of the
United States.

The lack of verification for achievement attracted notice from academicians. In
1966, U.S. Education Commissioner Francis Keppel and others advocated the need for a
national assessment program, so that actual learning levels could be documented.
“Economic reports existed on family needs, but no data existed to supply similar facts on
the quality and condition of what children learned . . . no satisfactory way of assessing
whether the time spent in school was effective” (Keppel, 1966, pp. 108-9). Prestigious
groups accomplished large-scale studies of education. In 1980, a three-year intensive
study of American high schools was begun by the Carnegie Foundation for the
Advancement of Teaching; the Paideia Group undertook an investigation of curriculum
and instruction in both elementary and secondary schools, also in 1980 (Toch, 1990). The
Need for Quality, issued in 1981 by the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB),
called for extensive reforms at all levels of public education. The quality of math and
science instruction was challenged, with a specific plan for upgrading these subjects in
the report Educating Americans for the 21% Century (National Science Board, 1982).

Every finding of every study pointed to the need for higher and consistent standards of
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achievement, decrying the lack of substantial data, and calling for reform of both teacher
preparation and curriculum in the schools.

A 36-page report shook the entire United States in April of 1983 with its findings
of the mediocre, insufficient education of American schools. A Nation at Risk: The
Imperative for Educational Reform (National Commission on Excellence in Education
[NCEE], 1983) galvanized the public and the leaders in all fields: industry, politics,
academics. The NCEE did more in A Nation at Risk than point out what was wrong with
American education and the negative future impacts. The vision of excellence stemmed
from certain goals stated in the Commission’s charter, among them:

» assessing the quality of teaching and learning in U.S. schools, colleges, and
universities, be they public or private;
 comparing American schools and colleges with those of other developed
nations;
» assessing the extent to which social and educational changes since the 1950s
have affected student achievement (NCEE, 1983, Introduction section).
Excellence was clearly defined in terms of the individual, the educational institution, and
the society as a whole. For each learner, the NCEE advocated developing individual
ability and skills to expand personal limits, in school and as working adults. A school or
college focused on excellence sets high expectations and goals for all learners, using
every way possible to help students reach them. Excellence was termed the main
characteristic of a society that embraces and supports the efforts of the individual and the
institution, enabling school graduates to have the education and skill necessary to succeed
and progress in a rapidly changing world and workplace. To maintain the USA’s
economic edge, the Commission stated, “Our Nation's people and its schools and colleges
must be committed to achieving excellence in all these senses” (NCEE, 1983, no pp.,
Excellence in Education section). In multiple sections of the Commission, members made
strong statements in support of all students being fully educated and stated their concern
if equitable education is not achieved: “A high level of shared education is essential to a
free, democratic society . . .” (NCEE, 1983,n0 pp., The Risk section), and:
We do not believe that a public commitment to excellence and educational reform

must be made at the expense of a strong public commitment to the equitable
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treatment of our diverse population. The twin goals of equity and high-quality
schooling have profound and practical meaning for our economy and society, and
we cannot permit one to yield to the other either in principle or in practice. To do
so would deny young people their chance to learn and live according to their
aspirations and abilities. It also would lead to a generalized accommodation to
mediocrity in our society on the one hand or the creation of an undemocratic
elitism on the other (NCEE, 1983, no pp. Excellence in Education section).

The NCEE reached its conclusions after surveying school districts, schools of teacher

education, and the business community, heard testimony from hundreds of concerned

representatives, and made multiple site visits (NCEE, 1983, no pp., Appendix C).

The impact of A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983) can be partially realized by noting
the distribution to districts all over the nation of a booklet intended to give practical
guidelines to schools. A Nation at Risk: The Excellence Report: Using It to Improve Your
Schools (American Association of School Administrators, 1983) emphasized the critical
need for educational improvement through high, consistent standards. The booklet also
outlined the ways school districts and communities can form plans for local educational
improvement.

The release of other significant reports strengthened the impact of the NCEE
message. Action for Excellence (Education Commission of the States, 1983) emphasized
the relationship between education and the economy, warning that the U.S. position in
commerce, technology, science and other fields was undermined by the poor caliber of
our schools. Once again, the education offered by public schools was convincingly
connected to the decline of the nation’s economy and overall strength. Americans who
were increasingly ill-equipped to function effectively in a technological society were, in
large part, a product of the schools.

Two documents released in 1989 served as models for mathematics reform in
instructional content and methods as well as assessment; both were focused on major
systemic changes regarding mathematics instruction and assessment. The document
Curriculum and Evaluation Standards for School Mathematics (1989), published by the
National Council of Teachers of Mathematics, included not only curriculum standards for

instruction, but also outlined evaluation standards for assessing student achievement in
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mathematics in the classroom and in the school system. From the National Research
Council came Everybody Counts: A Report to the Nation on the Future of Mathematics
Education (1989). The document did more than stress the importance of mathematics
education. Everybody Counts discussed critical aspects of educational reform with
expected transitions, counterproductive influences, and national goals, national strategy,
and actions for everyone. “The transformation of mathematics from a core of abstract
studies to a powerful family of mathematical sciences is reflected poorly, often not at all,
by the traditional mathematics curriculum . . . to prepare students to use mathematics in
the twenty-first century, today's curriculum must invoke the full spectrum of the
mathematical sciences” (Everybody Counts, 1989, p. 43). Both documents emphasized
the need to have challenging content for all students, not just the academic elite, focusing
greatly on concepts, reasoning, and understanding, with a lesser emphasis on rote facts
and skills, as noted by Porter, Smithson, & Osthoff (1994).

Reform was gaining momentum. The National Governors’ Association (NGA) of
1986 had an urgent issue as its focus: education and how to strengthen it. Education was
to be on the agenda for four years, with each governor serving on educational
committees. Annual progress reports on aspects of education were to be publicized
through 1990 at educational summits (National Governors’ Association [NGA] Annual
Meeting, 1986). Finn (1991) called their document, A Time for Results, one of the most
influential of the decade; for the first time, lay people, as opposed to professional
educators, were ready to initiate action. The governors decided the key to true
improvement in education might be to look at what product or outcome is desired, from
the business, civic, and family standpoints; education was linked to economic
development and civic well-being. A series of hearings across the country gave the
governors input as to what broad goals should be set. After two years of study, the NGA
wrote the National Goals for Education, “Goals 2000”; President Bush approved them in
1990. In brief, they were:

By the year 2000

(2) All children will start school ready to learn.

(2) Ninety percent of high school students will graduate.
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(3) Students will be competent in basic subjects and exhibit responsible

citizenship.

(4) U.S. students will lead the world in mathematics and science.

(5) Every American adult will be literate.

(6) Schools will be drug-free and safe (Executive Office of the President, 1990;
NGA 1986 & 1989; Finn, 1991; Fuhrman, 1995).

Specific subjects were listed as essential: Mathematics, English, Science, History, and
Geography. Even though the goals (especially 1, 3, and 4) were criticized as being
unrealistic, the governors justified these by saying the nation wouldn’t even get 50%
success if it didn’t aim for 100%. Successive reports from the NGA offered a starting
point for a more cohesive educational policy, focused on outcomes with broad strategies
for achieving them, as opposed to one fragmented state by state. National voluntary
assessments and longitudinal data studies were among the recommendations (NGA,
1990; 1991). “All able and concerned Americans should examine the six national goals
and exert influence and energy in areas in which they can effect change. It is only
through such a collaborative effort that excellence in education can be achieved”
(Swanson, no pp., 1991).

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) was mandated by
Congress, first administered in 1969, and scheduled biennially. When monitoring the
progress of a school, district, state, or nation, it is not necessary to know the score of any
one individual student. It is essential to know overall how that aggregate group (school,
state, etc.) is performing as a whole. NAEP uses a statistical sample of the larger school
population; originally its data was used for comparisons only against the performance
scores of previous years. The data could not be used for international comparisons since
no other country uses anything comparable to NAEP. In 1987, NAEP was revamped to
include state-by-state reporting as well as the nation as a whole. The states originally
participated on a totally voluntary basis. Beginning in the school year 2002-2003, NCLB
requirements for Title I grants included an assurance from states and schools that they
would participate in the NAEP for grades four and eight reading and mathematics if they
are selected as part of the sample. At both the state and local level, participation in other

NAEP assessments is voluntary. All costs of administrating the NAEP are born by the
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federal government. A sample of Kansas schools first took part in the mathematics
assessment in 1998 and in the mathematics and reading assessments in 2000. In 2005,
approximately 12,000 Kansas students took part in NAEP for reading and mathematics
for fourth and eighth grades. In reading, the sample of Kansas fourth graders ranked
thirteenth, and eighth graders ranked eighth in the nation. In mathematics, Kansas fourth
grade students ranked second in the nation, and eighth graders ranked third
(Accountability Report, 2005-2006; Finn, 1991; NAEP and NCLB, 2005; NAEP Report
Card, 2006; Toch 1991).

The case for improving assessment in all subjects continued to be strengthened
throughout the 1990s. The Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) released
Educational Benchmarks by Joseph D. Creech in 1990. Among the things he noted:
“Pursuing educational goals without indicators of progress is like traveling a highway
without mileposts. “We do not know where we are or how far we have to go” (Creech,
1990, p. 2). Suydam (1990) gave five assumptions contained in the NCTM standards,
stating the fifth one as follows: “Evaluation is a means of improving instruction and the
whole mathematics program” (Suydam, 1990, p. 2). Suydam further emphasized that the
content of the NCTM standards indicates that all students be given full opportunity to
learn mathematics, with all the essential facts, challenges and important concepts
entailed.

The Secretary’s Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS, 1991) used
the National Goals for Education as an impetus for examining the issues related to an
educated work force. SCANS defined skills needed for employment, levels of
proficiency, suggested ways to assess proficiency; and developed a dissemination
strategy for the nation’s schools, businesses, and homes. These skills were based on the
foundational ones acquired in school: reading, writing, mathematical computation and
reasoning. In order for students to be adept in these skills, changes in the curriculum and
school system must take place. In the SCANS vision, schools would integrate assessment
and instruction, building quality for and in their students at each level. Assessment would
consider fairness for different groups of students, using clearly stated criteria. Assessment

would be linked with school credentials and student achievement.

49



The National Council on Education Standards and Testing (NCEST) was
instituted by Congress to determine the need and feasibility of developing national
standards and assessments through bipartisan consensus. Their 1992 report, Raising
Standards for American Education, stated emphatically that standards and assessments
were needed; grants were given to professional organizations to develop discipline-
specific standards. An oversight board, the National Education Standards and Assessment
Council (NESAC), was proposed to certify content and performance standards as well as
"criteria” for assessments (Kerins, 1996; McRel Purpose; National Council on Education
Standards and Testing [NCEST], 1992).

Many states, districts, and schools began reform towards excellence in the 1980s,
some more successful than others. Kansas planned and implemented systemic reform in a
methodical manner, incorporating many recommendations from national research and
reports, as discussed in this study’s Chapter One section “History of Kansas Standards
and Assessments for Math and Reading”. Two studies, one by Odden and Marsh (1988)
and one by Anderson (1989) arrived at the same conclusions regarding successful reform
to improve education for all students; their conclusions are highly applicable today as
well. Anderson, a researcher for the Education Commission of the States (ECS),
examined school improvement programs in 10 states, from Arkansas to Connecticut.
Odden and Marsh examined California’s school reform legislation of 1983. Both studies
concluded that the impact of state initiatives on school districts’ practices was positively
influenced by a cohesive strategy of implementation at the local level. A twofold
combination brought about the highest implementation rate: (a) pressure from the state
and (b) support from many sources. Higher test scores and improved learning conditions
for all groups of students were related to a higher degree of attention towards curriculum
content and pedagogy at the district and school level. Sub-groups of students such as the
poor were given increased services; however, the strategies used were generally not
effective enough to significantly raise scores of at-risk students. This implied that
strategies and methods effective for students not at risk did not work well with particular
sub-groups.

Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) emphasized the need for governments and

agencies, such as state departments of education, to work closely with the school sites to
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achieve meaningful reform. At the same time within a school, all individuals need to be
involved with the change process; time and resources are essential elements to achieve
positive, equitable change.

Educate America: A Call for Equity in School Reform stands as a landmark
document addressing the attainment of educational excellence (National Coalition of
Educational Equity Advocates [NCEEA], 1994). The document presented essential
considerations for systemic reform that would be truly equitable for all students,
including those disadvantaged by poverty. Among the issues addressed was student
assessment and testing. Twenty-four organizations and individuals initially identified the
broad structural issues that comprise the foundation of equitable education. Over sixty
individuals contributed research and ideas aimed at the goal of removing the barriers
raised by inequity, so that every school would be a place of excellent education for every
student. The lengthy report detailed the best approaches for equitable reform by the local,
state, and federal levels of educational governance. The findings spotlighted school
organization and institutionalized processes that leave the minority, disabled, poor, and
low achievers to flounder. Holding students to a common assessment standard while they
are exposed to vastly different learning experiences and have vastly different
backgrounds is inherently unfair (NCEEA, no pp., Testing and Systemic Reform section).
“Standardized tests have a disproportionate impact on students, teachers, and curriculum
in schools that serve low income and minority students” (NCEEA, no pp., Student
Assessment and Testing section). Therefore, schools were encouraged to use the Educate
America guidelines to evaluate school management, learning and testing environment,
and community support and involvement so that the one-size-fits-all approach or a
limited range of opportunities provided in schools for poor and minority students will
change. These guidelines were submitted to and endorsed by over one hundred national
civil rights, educational, and advocacy organizations. Among the multiple guidelines:

*Publicize disaggregated data by socio-economic status and other sub-groups to
allow comparative evaluation of learning opportunities and academic performance;
assessment results reported with contextual factors (resources, programs, processes, and

outcomes such as graduation and dropout rates).
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*Development of high state and national standards to which interdisciplinary,
multicultural content in schools is aligned; clearly specified before assessments are
developed.

*Alignment of assessments with learning opportunities; schools assess students
frequently for the purpose of improving teaching and learning.

*Establishment of benchmarks and timelines for student progress.

*Implementation of actions to improve schools not meeting state content
standards.

Full understanding by teachers of assessment purposes, procedures; full use of
standards on which assessments are based; teacher participation in the design and
administration of assessments.

*Teachers provided with time and resources to increase their participation in
curriculum and instruction development from an equitable viewpoint.

* Public recognition and reinforcement of school successes.

*Construction of partnerships and collaboration with parents and the community.

*Provision of equitable resources for every school (NCEEA, no pp., Schools We
Want, The Challenge, and Criteria for Assessment Recommendations sections).
Regarding equity vs. equality, the Educate America document (NCEEA, 1994) pointed
out that disparities could be concealed with school or district or state averages.
Therefore, disaggregation of data by advantaged and at-risk groups was recommended as
being essential for accountability and decision-making at every level, from classroom to
federal. Such disaggregation revealed a connection between classroom resources and
student SES on the 1990 National Assessment of Education Progress survey of 8th grade
mathematics programs. Only 41% of teachers in poor schools received most or all of
requested materials, while 84% of teachers with middle- or upper-SES students were
given most or all of what they needed (Educational Testing Service, 1990, as cited in
NCEEA, no pp., School Finance section). Educate America recommended that federal
programs such as Chapter 1 of Title VIl encourage systemic restructuring of state
education systems through state eligibility requirements, with funding contingent on state
adoption of equitable standards for systemic restructuring, to persuade state legislators

and representatives of conflicting interests to make hard equity choices. One component
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recommended for federal funding eligibility was the assurance in state and district plans
of equitable resources to all public schools. Another component recommended
assessment practices that provide information on individual progress toward meeting
stated high standards; the impact of federal assistance on student progress; individual
schools’ progress in enabling students to meet high standards. The conclusion of Educate
America was that each element of the educational system must be reformed with equity in
mind; if any one of the components remains inequitable, some students will be short-
changed. The path to excellence requires equity (NCEEA, no pp., Conclusion section).

By 1995, national standards had been developed for each subject area; in the
meantime, many states were developing their own standards using finished versions or
drafts of the national ones, ideas from other states, research-based reports, and
international standards. The formats and specificity of state standards varied widely, but
all focused on outcomes at the end of grade twelve. Each state was developing or had
developed its own in-state assessments. More states were electing to take part in the
NAEP (Lomshek, 1995).

In what other ways did Americans pursue change to bring quality education to all
children? Desegregation efforts, education for children with disabilities, and equitable
funding efforts were aspects of systemic reform. Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka
in 1954 overturned the “separate but equal” approach to school facilities (Wiles, 2005).
Two titles in the federal Civil Rights Act of 1964 caused changes in many schools and
districts. Title IV allowed the U.S. Attorney General to file lawsuits that would enforce
desegregation. Because of Title VI, federal funds would not be distributed to schools
with racially discriminatory programs of any kind (Civil Rights Act, 1964; Wiles, 2005).
The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHC), Public Law (PL) 94-142, in
1975 mandated a nondiscriminatory, appropriate education in the least-restrictive
environment for any and all children with disabilities. The law contained the principles
of “zero reject” and “procedural due process”. The Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) of 1990 (amended and expanded in 1994, 1997, and 2004)
replaced PL 94-142, requiring qualified children to be educated in regular classrooms
with appropriate support (Education for All Handicapped Children Act [EAHC], 1975;
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act [IDEA], 1990, 1994, 199, 2004).
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Kozol (1991) bluntly described the lack of equal facilities, equal access, and equal
choice in destitute schools compared to more affluent schools. He viewed American
education as an increasingly two-tiered system, with schools in poor urban areas and poor
rural areas seriously lacking funds for qualified teachers, for enough desks and books,
and for clean, snug buildings.

Morrison (2000) defined funding equity as the equal ability of districts to pay for
quality education. Rural and inner-city districts have a low tax base because wages and
property values are less than in more prosperous areas; agricultural land is taxed at a
lower rate than residential or commercial property. Thus the traditional reliance on
property taxes as the primary source of local funding for education resulted in great
discrepancies in available funds among states, districts, and schools within districts. State
equalization formulas used are one way to more equitably distribute educational funding.

In 1999, a group of parents and administrators (Dodge City and Salina school
districts) filed a lawsuit filed against the state of Kansas. The suit charged that the money
provided to schools from the state was insufficient and unfairly distributed, penalizing
poor and minority students. The legislature was ordered by the court to generate a new
plan for financing education. In July 2006, the Kansas Supreme Court ruled that the
three-year school finance plan from the legislature met the criteria established as a result
of the 1999 lawsuit and dismissed the lawsuit (Accountability Report, 2006, 2007).

Bryk and Thum (1989) conducted a study in quest of evidence for excellence.
Their study focused on school and teacher factors that impacted student achievement.
The researchers used the High School and Beyond database to select 160 schools (4450
students). They controlled for differences in social class, race, and other factors, noting
that absenteeism and the dropout rate decreased in all groups when the following existed:

*a genuine interest in and involvement with students conveyed by the faculty;

ean orderly environment, in-class and whole-school;

*an emphasis on academic content and progress;

*more uniformity of curriculum for all groups.

They concluded that positive changes in the school facilitated positive changes in student

behavior, achievement, and attitudes.
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Haycock (2001) stated that in spite of the relationship that exists between income
and achievement, what matters most is good teaching and systemic commitment to
closing achievement gaps. Haycock pointed out the improvement among poor and
minority students in the 1970s and the 1980s, but also noted the decline in the 1990s.
Surveys of young people in poverty areas revealed that they viewed not being challenged
in school as a higher detriment than poverty. Haycock used data from NAEP, NCES, and
from successful school districts in terms of high achievement of poor and minority
students. She noted that while research shows more rigorous coursework has a positive
impact on formerly low-achieving students, who have less resources in all areas, they
typically are given less in school. Haycock called for clear academic standards with
rigorous content, assessments aligned with the standards, accountability systems that
insist on better results for all students, assistance for teachers improving their skills, and
extra instructional time for students who need it. Haycock cited several school districts
that had used these research-backed approaches to greatly improve performance of all
students, the poor and minorities showed greater degrees of improvement than students
who were neither poor nor members of minority groups.

Reform directed at the goal of raising student achievement can succeed if
educators examine both successful reforms and barriers along the way. Reforms that are
likely to become part of a system’s educational culture focus on traditions, knowledge,
practice, data management, and student outcomes (Popkewitz, 2000). The school is the
primary unit of change for a reform initiative; all programs and services within the school
must be aligned strategically, with the focus on total school success as the measured
indicator of change (Lewandowski & Moller, 1997; EImore & McLaughlin, 1988).

In a review of literature focused on obstacles to systemic reform in schools, Jones
and Martinez (2001) concluded that an effective data management system is crucial for
program evaluations and longitudinal studies, with data collected in disaggregate form
and timely, easy access insured. Without such data, “evidence of reform impact is
insufficient” (Jones & Martinez, 2001, p. 4). Attempts to bring about rapid improvement
in student achievement without aligning the effort throughout the school result in
countless reforms that come and go. Rather than specifying separate programs, funding

agencies would likely have better results by implementing standards, benchmarks, and a
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process for determining what works with all groups of students. The alignment of the
aforementioned with funds, assistance for teachers, and data increase the likelihood of
reform having a positive effect.

Green and Forster (2004) stated that claims of excellence and the performance
results on which they are based are not usually brought under systematic scrutiny. As
they designed a way to analyze such claims, two questions guided them.

(1) How large an effect on academic performance is evidenced by the
disadvantages that students bring to school with them?

(2) To what extent can excellent schools diminish this effect?

Green and Forster proposed that student teachability should be included as an essential
part of any discussion of education policy. They defined teachability as the personal
advantages and disadvantages inherent in each student and constructed a Teachability
Index by which they could systematically examine factors substantiated by multiple
research studies to impact student teachability. The Teachability Index has six sub-
indices or categories, shown in Table 2.2, each consisting of relevant factors (sixteen
total) such as family incomes, preschool experience, single parent homes, etc., all of
which are part of a given student’s teachability. The Teachability Index thus gives
schools an indication of whether their student populations have greater challenges to

learning and to what extent.

Table 2.2 Teachability Index Components

Sub-indices Factors measured for the extent to which they impose
educational challenges

Readiness Index | Preschool and out-of-school preparation and support

Economics Index | Material well-being

Community Index | Helpful and harmful social influences

Health Index Physical and mental well-being
Race Index Racial composition
Family Index Family structure

Note. From Green and Forster (2004).
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The factors chosen were tracked for a thirty-year period, from 1970 to 2001. The time
span allowed the researchers to track direction and magnitude of trends in teachability.
The researchers pointed out that the inflation-adjusted spending has doubled in the thirty-
year span; critics have been vocal that the money spent is not having enough effect. The
researchers also developed a School Performance Index to measure, in conjunction with
the Teachability Index, how well states are teaching its students with their various
educational challenges. Variations in the Teachability Index and in the School
Performance Index were measured using the Pearson’s correlation method. A regression
analysis was used by Green and Forster to calculate predicted NAEP achievement levels,
based on a state’s Teachability Index results, yielding the percentage of students expected
to be at the “basic” level in math and reading. The actual NAEP math and reading levels
for that state were then divided by the average of the predicted levels. The actual level of
achievement was shown as a percentage of the predicted achievement indicated by the
Teachability Index. Green and Forster’s development and use of other indices gave
additional perspectives on the reform efforts of schools, state by state. A state which
showed a statistically significant and positive relationship between the Accountability
Index and School Performance Index indicates that higher student achievement levels
have been attained relative to the teachability levels, inferring implemented reforms
produced higher than expected performance levels. The resulting percentage is named
the School Efficiency Index; in this study, Kansas ranked 8" in the nation for school
efficiency. Green and Forster concluded that states with low scores on the Teachability
Index are not doomed to produce low-performing students. Use of these indices indicates
that the efforts schools implement can make a difference, overcoming variables in their
student populations. | noted the apparent coincidence of large numbers of Kansas
Standard of Excellence schools (based on Kansas State Assessments) with the state’s
high ranking on this School Efficiency Index (based on NAEP) as well as the stages of
reform in Kansas since 1989.

Standard and Poor’s School Evaluation Services (2007) conducted an efficiency
study of Kansas school districts, using KSDE assessment data from the school years of

2004-05 and 2005-06, with the latter year being weighted twice as heavily as the former.
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Such weighting was deemed appropriate to offset small populations and measurement
error, as well as acknowledging that “the most up-to-date performance should be an
important reflection of the districts’ most recent efforts” (Standard and Poor’s, 2007, p.
10). The objective of the study was to identify which districts used financial resources
most efficiently in terms of student achievement and to provide benchmarks by which
less efficient districts could identify ways to increase student learning. An analytical
method known as Data Envelopment Analysis was used. This method considered
multiple weighting options for each district’s inputs, outputs, and constraints (as
identified for this study); then the optimal configuration is used to compute the efficiency
in relation to other districts whose options are weighted in the same way. Of the state’s
300 school districts, 257 were ranked; 43 could not be scored due to small size and data
unreliability. The study rated 27 school districts at 99% or 100% efficiency. The average
district was 85% as efficient as the top districts, with the lowest districts’ scores just over
60% as efficient as the most efficient districts. The demographics of the top districts
varied considerably. Each district scored can print an explanation of its own efficiency
score; if less than 99% efficient, benchmarks from the state’s most efficient districts are
provided. The results of this study are district-specific, allowing districts the opportunity
to target and plan strategies for improvement of student learning, a necessary situation to
close achievement gaps in groups of students.

Mosenthal, Lipson, Torncello, Russ, and Mekkelsen (2004) posed two research
questions as focus for their study of reading instruction contexts and practices in
successful schools. First, what instructional and school factors promote high performance
in reading? The second question was of particular interest to me: “Do the factors that
influence success and promote excellent performance vary among successful schools,
depending on school characteristics?” (Mosenthal et al., 2004, p. 346). Schools in low-,
middle, and high socioeconomic (SES) communities were identified using data from the
Vermont Department of Education Report about all elementary schools in Vermont. The
researchers used a cluster analysis of the data, insuring a wide range of demographic
factors in each group of schools: non-English language speakers, community level of
SES, educational attainment of parents, teacher salary level, and the number of special

education students. The schools were clustered into three SES groupings: low, middle,
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and high. A total of six high-performing schools (two from each SES cluster) and 3 low-
performing schools (one from each cluster) were selected for the study. High-performing
schools were those whose students met or exceeded the reading standard on the Vermont
Developmental Reading Assessment (for second grade) and the New Standards
Reference Examination (administered statewide at fourth grade). The authors pointed out
certain aspects of their study that stand in contrast with many other works in the
literature. First, demographic diversity in each group of schools was assured by using a
cluster analysis. Second, exemplary schools were defined in terms of test score
standards, rather than relative to other schools. Third, success was the focus of the
research instead of change. The statistical findings indicated high-performing schools in
all of the SES clusters. “Two factors, SES and the nature of literacy instruction, did not
play an explanatory role in literacy achievement test scores in the successful schools”
(Mosenthal et al., p. 351). The evidence indicates that low SES schools can be successful;
school demographic characteristics were not a significant influence on achievement.
What does make a difference? The authors identified teacher, classroom, and school
factors, agreeing with other research that the quality of the implementation of a reading
program is a predictor of success. “It is the fit of an instructional program to the context
of the school that determines success. Test scores are a reflection of this fit” (Mosenthal
etal., p. 365).

After examining the NAEP performance results released in the fall of 2005,
Ravitch (2005) called for uniform national standards, curriculum, and testing, giving the
U.S. schools a common criteria for excellence. She noted that many states report high
performance levels for a high percentage of students, based on in-state-developed
assessments and standards. The NAEP results do not always coincide with the state-
generated conclusions. For instance, New York reported almost 85% of its fourth graders
were proficient on the state math assessment, but only 36% reached proficiency on the
federal test. In eighth grade reading on the Tennessee state assessment, 88% of the
students met the standard; however, only 26% were proficient on the NAEP. The federal
assessment program aligns its performance level standards with those common to the
international community, much more rigorous than the ones set by many states. Ravitch

points out the inaccuracy of perception that can result by conflicting sets of criteria. Such
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divergence diminishes a state’s claim of having a high percentage of highly proficient
students. While Ravitch’s comments, in my opinion, had some merit she did not specify
if NAEP data was that from the trend study of 2005 or from the regular assessment.

The International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement
(IEA) completed data collection for the Third International Mathematics and Science
Study (TIMSS) of 1995; studies conducted in successive years have been designated as
Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study, still using the acronym TIMSS.
More than half a million students in five grades from 45 countries were tested in 1995.
The overall aims of the study were to measure the mathematics and science achievement
in the various target populations and to identify the major in- and out-of-school
determinants of the educational outcomes. A sub-study of mathematics and science
curricula was also conducted. The study is given every four years, with 60 countries
involved in 2007. Student questionnaires yield information on their backgrounds,
attitudes and beliefs related to schooling and learning, and information about their
classroom experiences. The teacher and school questionnaires ask about class scheduling,
mathematics and science content coverage, school policies, teachers' educational
backgrounds and preparation. The international headquarters is in Amsterdam, the
Netherlands. In the United States, TIMSS is conducted by the National Center for
Education Statistics of the U.S. Department of Education; the collected data is available
for researchers’ analyses, looking for causal relationships and trends in performance and
other topics (Brief History of the Trends in Mathematics and Science Study, n.d.; Trends
in International Mathematics and Science Study, 2003).

In addition to the TIMMS, the IEA offers a survey of reading achievement known
as the Progress in Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS); in 2001, thirty-five countries
participated including the United States. Gilmore (2005) evaluated the impact of PIRLS
on 24 low- and middle-income countries that participated. Even though the United States
was not one of the countries she surveyed, certain findings seem applicable. “The
international findings, particularly the international rankings in achievement and trends . .
.over time . .. contribute a great deal to a better understanding of education within the
countries . . . provide the impetus for reforms and changes” (Gilmore, 2005, p. 6).

Benefits from participation in such international projects include countries’ use of results
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and comparisons to evaluate their own assessments, curricula, and initiatives. In
Gilmore’s survey, countries describing the greatest benefits were those that participated
over a series of cycles and thus could chart trends over a number of years.

During the International Research Conference at the Brookings Institution,
Kilpatrick, Mesa, and Sloane (2006) presented their study that focused on how algebra is
taught and learned in the U.S., using data from 1995, 1999, and 2003 TIMMS
mathematics items. In addition to examining U.S. student performance against the stated
standards of achievement, they used an international perspective, comparing U.S. scores
to those of other countries. Patterns of performance were detected, suggesting curricular
and instructional areas in mathematics that might warrant attention for U.S. educators and
school systems. Kilpatrick et al. (2006) noted differences in how algebra is presented;
American schools typically isolate algebra as an abstract, theoretical course, whereas
other countries use an approach of integrating algebra, geometry, and other aspects of
math into one course, or they teach the various areas in an interrelated and parallel series
of courses, with less review and more high-complex problems than U.S. teachers include.
The U.S. system traditionally viewed algebra, geometry, and more advanced courses as
most appropriate for the college-bound students, with general or basic mathematics
courses offered to the less elite. Other countries taking part in the TIMSS offer algebra
and geometry as essential components of the middle school. The researchers noted that
U.S. fourth graders and twelfth graders do well in general, but from an international
perspective, their performance is weaker than in other countries. The eighth grade scores
showed the greatest gap between U.S. students’ performance and that of the other
countries’ participants, with the U.S. being comparatively low.

Kilpatrick et al. (2006) did not analyze every TIMSS test item. Their method of
determining TIMSS items for analysis included using only those test items answered
correctly by at least 75 percent of the U.S. students and then the ones answered correctly
by no more than 25 percent of the U.S. participants. This isolation of the extremes of
scoring helped reveal variations in performance that might have otherwise been buried,
so to speak, by the average of scores on a given item and the average overall for a
particular mathematical category. The conclusion and recommendation of the authors

was “In short, if they are to improve their performance in algebra, U.S. students appear to
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need many more opportunities to engage in functional thinking with complex problems
and, in particular, in functional thinking as it relates to realistic situations” (Kilpatrick et
al., pp. 43).

Although the study by Kilpatrick et al. (2006) did not dwell on SES or other
student characteristics, | found it to be relevant to my own study and very interesting in
terms of findings, methods, and connection with other studies. They chose to use highly
aggregated data, by country and grade level within a country, and used the 1995 scores as
a baseline from which they could study achievement trends longitudinally.

Gustafsson (2006) made a strong case for doing these very things in his analysis
of methodological problems in many cross-sectional studies that infer a causal
relationship. He points out that explanations as to cause are necessary and important aims
of scientific research; explanations are needed by policy makers as they make decisions
impacting education. However, in cross-sectional studies, uncontrolled variables might
confuse the direction of causality, leading to an erroneous explanation. For example,
Gustafsson cites the use of NAEP data in 1993 by Mullis, Campbell, and Farstrup to
examine the effects of time devoted to direct teaching on grade 4 reading scores. The
significant negative correlation they obtained indicated on the surface that students who
experienced a higher amount of direct teaching time had a lower reading performance
score, hence a causal relation could be inferred that more teaching seemingly caused poor
readers. Mullis et al. concluded that this was an unreasonable interpretation; they
proposed the interpretation that poor readers were very probably given more instruction
time than the more accomplished readers. Gustafsson agrees with their conclusion and
interpretation. According to Gustafsson, this example implies that statements of causality
for analyses of cross-sectional data should be issued with caution. Confused direction of
causality (labeled “endogeneity”, “reversed causality”, or “selection bias” by different
disciplines) is difficult to avoid in cross-sectional data studies, because omitted variables
(if they correlate with the dependent variable) will cause bias or confusion of direction in
the estimated causal relationship unless controlled, and it is nearly impossible to include
all the relevant variables for individual students. Gustafsson suggests procedures to
increase the correctness of causal inference by decreasing selection bias and reducing the

effect of omitted variables in the design of a study. First, analyze data at a high level of
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aggregation. The international studies such as TIMSS accumulate data by country, so this
would be the unit suggested. Second, design a longitudinal focus for the same units of
analysis. Since the TIMSS is given every four years, a study of changes in a given
country over time would reveal important trends. “The fact that change over fixed
countries is analyzed turns many of those variables which vary over countries into
constants so that they cannot correlate with the independent variables under study”
(Gustafsson, p. 28).

Testerman (1996) reported how the affective domain impacts improvement of
achievement and reduction of the dropout rate, both indicators of a school striving for
excellence. In a surprising finding, high school students had a more positive self-image
after quitting school, stating in a survey that teachers’ attitudes toward them were not
favorable or caring. The decision to drop out was attributed to uncooperative, negative
relationships involving students, staff, parents, and administrators. Students with a grade-
point average of 1.5 or lower on a 4-point scale were assigned an advisor from the faculty
in a Florida high school. A control group had no advisors assigned. The 21-week study
resulted in noticeable differences between the two groups. The experimental group had
significantly better attendance and improved grade-point averages than the control group,
but no difference was detected in their beliefs about their own intellect or their status in
school.

Essex (2006) reports aspects of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), signed
into law January 8, 2002 with the stated purpose of improving student achievement by
changing school culture. One of the provisions requires that Title One funds be used only
for programs grounded in research. Schools were given more flexibility with these funds
which, as a result of NCLB, could be used school-wide; the poverty threshold for
eligibility was lowered from 50% of the school’s population to 40%. Each school
receiving Title One funds must target a minimum of 5% of the funds towards
professional development to assist teachers. Schools were required to establish a single
statewide accountability system, with annual assessments (developed by each state) for
all students in grades three through eight. State and local report cards on student
achievement were to display disaggregated data to track progress for all groups of

students toward proficiency in reading and math by 2014. NCLB targets services and
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grants to districts that are low-performing and high-poverty. Participation in the biennial
NAEP for reading and mathematics (fourth and eighth grades) became mandatory if
selected as a part of the sample, to establish a common measuring standard against which
educators and policymakers could compare the rigor of state assessments (U.S.
Department of Education, NCLB and Other Elementary/Secondary Policy Documents,
2002).

The average NAEP scores in reading and math for 9-year-olds in poor schools
lacking quality teachers, facilities, and materials lagged 37 points and 21 points,
respectively, behind the average scores in other schools with similar student populations;
yet exemplary schools with a majority of poor and minority students have closed the gap
through effective teachers and an enriched curriculum. Effective teachers had high
expectations, positive relationships with students, and developed a positive classroom
climate with supportive, respectful structure (Turning Around Low-Performing Schools,
1998). These characteristics impact the affective domain, influencing students’ attitudes,
performance, self-expectations, and behaviors for the better.

Possible Causes of and Solutions for Low Achievement (2006) consists of a
literature review pertaining to characteristics of low achievers, school factors that interact
with student characteristics, how school and student characteristics together affect the
likelihood of student academic success, and actions being implemented in Kansas and
other states to improve the achievement level of students at risk. Low achievement in
reading and writing occurs at an unduly high rate for children growing up in poverty.
Publicity can serve as an incentive to improve, shown by rewards in the form of public
acclaim used in North Carolina. Each school is publicly labeled exemplary, meets
expectations, adequate performance, or low performance, based on its performance
compared to its own previous performance and statewide average test scores. The Policy
Implications Table at the end of Possible Causes of and Solutions for Low Achievement
(2006) lists several topics highlighted in the report, an explanation of why each topic is
important, current Kansas State Board and State Department of Education initiatives in
the topic area, and possible next steps/actions to be taken. The purpose is to initiate
discussion and planning among Kansas teachers, administrators, and policy makers on

how to more effectively educate the low achieving student.
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Summary of Literature Review

The literature reviewed for Chapter Two revealed long-standing, accepted trends
in educational outlook as well as some less frequently documented. Many documents
detailed essential considerations in the quest for excellence in schools, emphasizing
equitable education for all students. This summary categorizes representative items of the
literature into five trends or outlooks in relationship to this study: (a) strong correlation
between low SES and low student achievement, (b) significance and impact of chronic
low SES and low achievement, (c) high achievement for low SES schools and students;
(d) excellence through equitable systemic reform, and (e) data collection, access, and use
focused on trends in achievement.

The relationship of low income to low student achievement and the significance
of that relationship formed part of the initial justification for this study. The long-term
impact of low achievement on individuals and on our society is too serious to ignore. A
great deal of the reviewed literature confirms a high positive correlation between income
level and achievement in school, substantiating the theory that low SES correlates with
low school achievement levels; in other words, SES influences the level of academic
achievement. However, the alternate theory that school effectiveness and quality can be
more influential on achievement than family background also is upheld by the review of
literature. Several studies pointed to schools that have broken down the barrier for low
SES students, especially in low-income neighborhoods and communities, enabling these
students and schools to attain high levels of performance. Characteristics in common to
such schools were identified. Such perhaps is the case for the Standard of Excellence
schools in Kansas. The total population of SOE schools, the percentage of low SES
students, and performance levels disaggregated by SES for each building comprised the
subject(s) for this study. The changes in standards, assessments, and the accreditation
process over the years indicate systemic reform in Kansas is underway. Noting the
methods researchers used in selecting samples, the types of data, and the statistical tools
enabled me to compare their choices with those used for the study at hand.
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Strong Correlation Between Low SES and Low Achievement

An essential consideration when selecting literature for review was the theory that
SES consistently has been a strong predictor of success (or the lack) in school, as well as
in life. In study after study since the 1960s, low SES was strongly correlated with poor
academic performance for a high percentage of low SES students. Coleman (1966),
Morrison (2000), National Alliance of State Science and Mathematics Coalitions Report
Summary [NASSMC] (1999), Okpala et al (2001), Toch (1991), and Yee (2007) are a
few of the authors reviewed who bear out this correlation. Expectations and a student’s
own sense of control over his or her destiny play a major role in the level and quality of
task performance. Low SES students frequently experience negative and low
expectations from teachers and of their own making, as they become convinced school
will not make a difference in the quality of their lives. They are disproportionately
represented in low ability groups and unlikely to change group levels from year to year,
as attested by the writings of Gates (1997), Good and Brophy (2000), Kauchak and
Eggen (2003), Stulac (1982), and Wilson (1999). Students from low SES backgrounds
had poorer performances for reading than for math and a higher drop-out rate (Ma &
Klinger, 2000).

Are low-income schools represented in the Kansas Standard of Excellence award
roster? If the theory holds that SES influences achievement more than school efforts, than
virtually all of the SOE schools would be in higher income neighborhoods, with few

students eligible for free or reduced lunches.

Significance and Impact of Chronic Low SES and Low Achievement
The negative personal and societal impacts of chronic poverty and low

achievement were very evident in the literature, again giving credence to the connection
of low SES with poor performance in school and lack of economic gain for adults. From
a societal standpoint, increasing achievement and reducing the dropout rate has economic
implications for the future in terms of available wealth per household, incidence of crime
and poverty, productivity and quality in the workplace, and an informed, responsible, and
compassionate citizenry. The cost of good education is significantly less than the societal

long-term costs of ineffective schooling (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2007;
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Bernstein, 1994; A Nation at Risk, 1983; 1999; NCCP, 2005, 2007; SCANS, 1991;
Thomas & Bainbridge, 2001; & Toch, 1991). Low achievement and low SES can have
detrimental negative personal effects in academics, behaviors, relationships, and
employment. Family poverty impacts life’s prospects even for preschoolers. In their
preschool years, they have fewer experiences in the home and community that provide
academic readiness. Low income equates with lack of adequate nutrition and health care;
hence low SES students are likely to start school physically unable to learn to their true
capacity (Camarota, 2005, 2007; Klein & Knitzer, 2007; NASSMC, 1999; NCCP, 2005,
2007; Ogbu, 1974; Thomas & Bainbridge, 2001). Lack of resources for learning, low
expectations from teachers, poor relationships with teachers, failures and frustration at
one stage of development negatively impact achievement and learning in subsequent
stages of life, creating a chronic situation; thus poor performance and apathy or
antagonism become a permanent situation and impact a student’s capability of learning
and earning a living as an adult, often driving students to drop out (Klein & Knitzer,
2007; Thomas and Bainbridge, 2001; Gates, 1997; Wilson, 1999). These concerns about
the negative impact of chronic poverty become increasingly relevant for Kansas leaders,
families, employers, and educators as more Kansas children come from poverty-level

homes.

High Achievement for Low SES Schools and Students

A theory that | favor promotes the attainment of high achievement by low-income
students and schools, with school characteristics more important than family and
community background. This theory is the foundation of my study’s focus: schools
designated as excellent and the income level variations of those SOE schools.

The literature review brings to light many instances of success in raising levels of
achievement in the low SES group, described by Edmonds (1981), Essex (2006), Fullan
et al (1991), Kahlenberg (2006), Testerman (1996), Stulak (1982) and others. While not
as numerous as writings reinforcing the strong connection of low SES to low
achievement, the situations investigated and the results infer that more widespread
success is possible. Schools are more likely to succeed in raising low SES achievement

and reducing the dropout rate when the schools address affective as well as academic
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issues. High expectations bring about an increased level of performance (Cohan, 1972;
Delisio, 2007; Good & Brophy, 2000; Kauchek & Eggen, 2003; Slavin, 1994). To move
out of poverty, individuals must have education and caring relationships with good role
models. Changes in the school facilitate changes in student behavior, attitudes, and
achievement. Interrelated factors were identified that have a correlation with school-wide
improvement. Haycock (2001) used data from NAEP, NCES, and from successful school
districts, documenting high achievement of poor and minority students.

This study used data from the Kansas assessments about successful school
buildings, distinguished by the Kansas SOE award. Do any or many of these SEO schools
include those with a high percentage of students eligible for free or reduced lunches? |
expected to see a number of low-income schools in the SOE roster. Over the years, more
poor students in Kansas and elsewhere and the schools serving them show greater
degrees of improvement. The evidence from literature indicates that student
demographics, among them low SES, are not always significant influences on
achievement; the effective school and teacher characteristics identified in literature can
draw out the best in students. Kansas teachers and schools must strive to counteract
negative social and economic situations common to poverty. Teachers must not use a
student’s background as an excuse for low achievement or that student will never be truly

educated.

Excellence Through Equitable Systemic Reform: Assessments, Schools, and Funding
Substantiation of the theory that schools can bring about improved performance
of low-income students requires meaningful reform in the schools, focused on outcomes,
accountability, and equity. More than once, educational reform efforts were triggered by
concerns about the economic and the military position of the United States. The
responses to A Nation at Risk initially focused on test score accountability and
comparison of testing results from international levels to classroom levels. A back-to-the-
basics movement spread and was given wide publicity (as had been seen previously in
other times of national crisis, e.g., the response to Sputnik in 1957) under the guise of
various names, one being Basic Competency Testing for minimum skills in math and

reading. Restructuring based on deregulation of education (e.g., site-based management,
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shared decision making) and school choice were two additional reform movements that
gained prominence in the late 1980s and early 1990s, partially in response to the
economic decline of the U.S. at that time (NCEE, 1983; NGA 1986-1991; NSF 1994;
Rutherford, 1997).

Mosenthal et al (2004) defined exemplary schools in terms of test score standards,
rather than relative to other schools, with success as the focus of the research instead of
change. | am doing the same. Multiple pieces of literature concluded that low SES
schools can be successful. School demographic characteristics, such as SES levels were
not a significant influence on achievement in the schools examined. Changes in the
school resulted in positive changes in student behavior, achievement, and attitudes.
Research agrees that the quality of the implementation of a reading program is a predictor
of success. Exemplary schools with a majority of poor and minority students have closed
the gap through effective teachers, an enriched curriculum, research-backed approaches,
and study of school performance evaluations. An interrelated web of factors related to
school organization and climate, administration, teachers, and building community
support is in place throughout the system, all focused on the school as the primary unit of
change. Frequent, instructionally-based assessments of student progress avoid students
being trapped in low performance groups and motivate students to improve (Fullan,
1991; Green and Forster, 2004; Jones & Martinez, 2001; Mosenthal et al, 2004; Possible
Causes, 2006; SCANS, 1991; Stulac, 1982). The researchers’ conclusions of integrating
assessment and instruction, combined with recommendations from other sources
regarding equitable reform, sound very much like the accreditation process used by
Kansas. Considering fairness of assessment items for different groups of students, using
clearly stated criteria and standards, and linking assessment with school credentials and
student achievement are part of the system in Kansas.

Fully educating all students, including those from minority groups or those with
disabilities is now part of the American education system. Rulings such as Brown v.
Board of Education in Topeka combined with laws mandating a free, public education for
all disabled children laid a large part of the foundation for the movement towards
equitable education of all disadvantaged students (EAHC, 1975; IDEA, 1990; Horne,
1996; Wiles, 2005, p. 38).
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Equitable funding has been a major part of the systemic reform movement. Legal
rulings and equalization policies were noted (Accountability Reports 2005-06, 2006-07;
Morrison 2000; and Wiles 2005). Equity of resources and opportunities to learn mean
more than the same dollars allocated per student; each student must have what he or she
needs to be able to learn. Equitable learning opportunities acknowledge and are built on
the particular cognitive, social, and affective needs and strengths of students. It costs
more money to educate some students than to educate other students. The research
reviewed agreed that equity was a major component of achieving educational excellence;
systemic reform is necessary and is occurring, with attention paid to the interactions of all
the components impacting achievement (Educate America, 1994; Everybody Counts,
1999; Kozol, 1991; NCEE, 1983; NCCP, 2005: Possible Causes, 2006).

State eligibility requirements for Title One federal funds now require that these
funds be used only for research-based instructional programs. They can be applied
school-wide, allowing local schools latitude for instructional decisions. Schools must
target 5% or more toward professional development for teachers. A statewide
accountability system, tracking progress of disaggregated groups through annual state
assessments, equitable assessments built on clear standards taught by excellent teachers,
equitable opportunities to learn planned in schools are now in place in schools that
achieve excellence. Assessment is to be used to improve instruction and the system as a
whole. These factors have been documented as essential for systemic reform and
equitable improvement of education (Educate America, 1994; Essex, 2006; Fullan &
Stiegelbaurer, 1991; NCLB Act, 2001; Suydam, 1990; and Wiles, 2005).

Data Collection, Access, and Use Focused on Trends in Achievement.

Data collection is becoming more standardized, detailed, and sophisticated, partly
due to government mandates such as NCLB (2001), and partly to the mentality and
essentials of accountability. No one wants to be accountable for conclusions based on
faulty data, an incomplete database, flawed assumptions, incomplete definitions, or
misanalysis. Such distorted conclusions in some cases have exaggerated the number of
successful low-income schools and thus might minimize the need for society to fully

address socioeconomic gaps with equitable policies (Harris, 2006).
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Researchers, policy makers, educators, and the public can access data from
NAEP, NCES, TIMSS, professional groups, states, school districts, and schools. Each
state has now developed state and local report cards on student achievement to track
progress for all groups of students toward proficiency in reading and math by 2014. All
states now must participate in the biennial National Assessment of Education Progress for
reading and mathematics at the fourth and eighth grade levels (Accountability Report,
2006; Essex, 2005; Jones & Martinez, 2001; NCLB, 2001; Possible Causes, 2006).

Disaggregation of data by advantaged and at-risk groups (and other sub-groups) is
essential for accountability and decision-making, since use of averages for the total
student population could conceal disparities (Educate America, 1994; Haycock, 2001;
Gustafsson, 2006). Kilpatrick et al (2006) used extremes of scoring to reveal variations in
performance that might have otherwise been hidden in the averages. The studies of
Anderson (1989) and Fullan and Stiegelbauer (1991) are examples of important
information being revealed through disaggregation of data. Anderson found evidence of
higher test scores overall at the school/district level due to efforts at curriculum and
pedagogy reform. However, the scores of sub-groups such as the poor did not show a
significant increase; the knowledge of the gap gives the school/district an opportunity to
decide how to better educate particular sub-groups, necessary for the good of the
students, in some states for accreditation, and to meet the NCLB mandate. Disaggregated
data about student characteristics combined with aggregate data at the state level enabled
Green and Forster (2004) to develop indices by which they could cross-reference the
teachability rating of the students and the actual performance level, revealing a state’s
efficiency rating. Kansas was highly rated, indicating that it is efficient at teaching most
of its students. Ratings of this sort lend validity to the large number of Standard of
Excellence awards earned in 2005-06.

Use of aggregated data is appropriate for longitudinal trend studies. The Standard
and Poor’s study of 2007, repeated each year, used Kansas assessment data aggregated at
the district level through the KSDE. The study rated Kansas districts on efficient use of
financial resources in terms of student achievement. The results allowed districts to view
themselves in relation to highly efficient districts and plan specific ways to improve their

efficiency and effectiveness. Lewandowski and Moller (1997) and Elmore and

71



McLaughlin (1988) advocated the use of aggregate data to focus on total school success
as the measured indicator of change. Gufstafsson (2006) and Kilpatrick et al. (2006) used
highly aggregated data from TIMMS to study achievement trends over time within a
country and across countries. By designing a longitudinal focus on fixed countries and a
high level of aggregation, variables turn into constants and do not correlate with the
independent variables being examined.

Ravitch (2005) used NAEP data and data from various states to verify the states’
percentages of students at or above proficiency (comparable to the “meets standards or
above” designation used for the 2005-06 Kansas assessments). While she did not conduct
a formal study of the extent of the performance level differences between state
assessments and NAEP, her observations, as well as research from Green and Forster
(2004), underscore the need for continued collection and access of detailed data to allow
cross-comparisons of performance level claims. Any discrepancies showing a gap
between a state’s claim and the results on the NAEP or the results on the School
Efficiency Index might motivate that state to inject more rigor into its own standards and
assessments. Data can thus be a tool for systemic reform.

High achievement for low-income schools and low-income students has been
correlated with systemic, equitable reform (e.g., funding, opportunities for all students,
teacher quality, instructional and assessment practices). Virtually all of the
recommendations for achieving excellence have become part of the Kansas school
system; perhaps the efforts in the state since the 1980s are bearing fruit. Combined with
positive attitudes and high expectations from teachers, equity can foster excellence;

perhaps the Kansas SOE schools have learned and applied this principle.
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CHAPTER 3 - Methodology

Design of the Study

This study determined whether or not significant differences existed between
performance level score means of low-, medium-, and high-income buildings designated
as excellent by the Kansas State Department of Education. This study of school income
levels and achievement data used 2006 Kansas assessment results for math and reading
from schools distinguished by a Standard of Excellence (SOE) Building award, with the
building as the unit of analysis. Using a higher level of aggregation (scores from multiple
buildings rather than individual student scores or scores from classrooms) eliminated
some of the difficulties in obtaining and analyzing the data. Omitted variables that are
present when individuals are the subjects (e.g., home atmosphere) cause distortion and
confusion unless controlled, and it would be nearly impossible to include all the relevant
variables for individual students in a study of this magnitude (Gustafsson, 2006).

Based on the researcher’s premise that excellence is excellence no matter the
income level of a school, two research questions posed by the researcher prompted the
design of this study:

1. Is the distribution of achievement scores across the performance levels
consistent across income-level designation of grade-level buildings per subject?

2. What is the degree of variance or consistency?

The researcher formed and tested three hypotheses to answer the research questions:

Ho1. The between-subjects main effect means of the first factor (Income) have no
significant difference from one another for a given type of building: low-income, middle-
income, and high-income SOE schools.

Ho2. The within-subjects main effect means of the second factor (Performance
Level Categories) have no significant difference from one another for a given type of
SOE building.

Hos. The two factors (Income Levels of Schools and Performance Level
Categories) do not interact beyond the limits of random chance for a given type of SOE

building when tested for within-subjects interaction.
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Jones and Martinez (2001) emphasized the importance of an easily accessible
database, with data available in both disaggregate and aggregate form. The databases for
Standard of Excellence awards, enrollment, percentages of free and reduced lunches, and
distribution of scores are available at the KSDE web site http://www.ksde.org without

restriction through three pages:

1. Main Assessment Page http://www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=420 (select

2006 Standard of Excellence Schools to view the list of all schools by district and
building numbers with building and/or grade level SOE awards in reading and math).

2. Building Report Card Page http://online.ksde.org/rcard/searchpage.aspx (select

School/District, enter building name or district number, select the displayed school name,
select School Information Summary 2005-2006; look for Economically Disadvantaged
for the building to obtain the building’s percentage of students eligible for free and
reduced lunches (F/R); then scroll to grade level pages for assessment performance level
category results.

3. K-12 School Reports Page http://www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=223 to

verify enrollment for schools and the grade range in each school (from Report Options,
select Schools; enter district and building numbers or select the school name from the
alphabetical listing; select the year 2005-06 for Enrollment by grade, race, and gender,
scroll to the bottom and select Display).

Data was collected and recorded by grade level student percentages as reported by
the KSDE. The use of the reported percentage scores and F/R percentages put large and
small schools in the same metric, whereas using raw numbers of enrolled students would
have given extra weight to the larger schools. Neither specific school identification nor
specific grade level information were reported with the results of this study (see
Appendix A for data used in statistical analysis). Results were reported by researcher-
designated building categories; the aggregate building type was the unit of statistical
analysis. The study was designed to show if any gap existed in the distribution of
performance level means between high-, medium-, and low-income schools with

excellence ratings from the state of Kansas.
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Types of buildings were sorted based on three factors:

1. SOE building award by subject (reading or math).

2. Status as elementary, middle/junior high, or senior high schools, determined by
the assessed grade levels.

3. Income level (high-, medium-, or low-income) as determined by the
percentages of students eligible for free and reduced lunches.

The designated types of buildings and their assessed grade levels for the purposes of this
study were Elementary buildings (Grades 3, 4, and 5), Middle School/Junior High
buildings (Grades 6, 7, and 8), and Senior High buildings (Grades 10 and 11). These
grade level building groups overrode the official name of schools. A given school might
be named “Lucky Ducky Elementary” and have overlapping grade levels (e.g.,
Kindergarten through Grade 7). In such a case, Grades 3, 4, and 5 from that school would
be listed with the elementary group of buildings, while Grades 6 and 7 would be listed
with the middle/junior high group. Each of the three building types by grade level was
further defined according to the Standard of Excellence Building Award earned (e.qg.,
Elementary Reading Buildings; Elementary Math Buildings). Performance level
percentages from each assessed grade level at each school were recorded.

Parameters were set for each income group. Low-income schools (LINC) have
been defined as schools with percentages of students eligible for free or reduced lunches
(F/R) equal to or greater than 50%, according to the Economic Policy Institute
(Kahlenberg, 2006). The researcher followed this definition of low-income schools for
every type and level of building except Senior High Math buildings, in which only one
school with SOE status fell in the 50% range. The researcher set the parameters for
medium-income (MINC) and high-income (HINC) groups by dividing the F/R
percentages lower than 50% at the halfway point (24%). Final parameters for each
income group were as follows:

HINC (all buildings and subjects): < 24% F/R

MINC (all except Senior High Math): > 24%, < 50% F/R
MINC (Senior High Math): > 24%, < 45% F/R

LINC (all except Senior High Math): > 50% F/R

LINC (Senior High Math): > 45% F/R
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The researcher adjusted the low-income (LINC) parameter for Senior High Math
to greater than or equal to 45%, placing three schools in the LINC group, still an
inadequate sample size, but better than one. The researcher was aware that the low
number of observations in the Senior High Reading and Math low-income groups (three
each) would not be adequate for valid statistical analysis and interpretation (McMillan,
2004). These LINC results were included mainly as a matter of interest; the researcher
interpreted similarities or differences between the Senior High HINC and MINC group
means for each subject.

Had the researcher divided the income groups into equal numbers of observations
per group or used only two income groups (e.g., lower and higher), the results would not
have been as informative, since the income groups would have been less distinct in terms
of free and reduced lunch percentages. In a sense, this study segregated sections of the
performance spectrum to obtain more definitive results. It was learned that many more
SOE schools had F/R lunch percentages below 30% than above. The established
parameters avoided the problem of mixing a large number of observations from the 24%
to 50% F/R range into the low-income group, blurring the implications of the findings.
Accurate information was thus made more evident, as seen in the isolation of extremes of

assessment scores by Kilpatrick, Mesa, and Sloane (2006).

Sampling Procedures

The subjects for this study consisted of the total population of 2005-06 Standard
of Excellence Buildings with 150 or more students enrolled. The 90-page list of all
Kansas public schools that earned a Standard of Excellence Award for Reading or Math
was obtained from the KSDE Main Assessment Page site. Information included district
number, building name and number, the specific grade level awards for each school, the
school-wide awards, and the SOE subject. The data for each school with a building-wide
award was copied into an Excel Workbook. Enrollment totals and F/R lunch percentages
for each SOE school were obtained from the KSDE Building Report Card Page site and
entered into the worksheet. The KSDE K-12 School Reports Page was used to verify
enrollment and grade ranges of all schools. The assessed grade levels were also entered.
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Schools were sorted by enrollment; any buildings with less than 150 students
were excluded to avoid distortion of data due to reported percentages representing only a
few students in a building, for both F/R lunch percentages and performance level
percentages. Any subgroup, such as income level, ““. . . must consist of 30 or more
students in a building” (Accountability Report, 2006, p. 11). The final count of schools
that met the enrollment criteria was 508, some of which had one assessed grade level
while others had as many as six assessed grade levels. Data from any of the actual 508
schools with overlapping grade levels were entered on the worksheets for the designated
building type; such schools were entered on more than one worksheet for the purposes of
this study (e.g., data from a school with Grades K — 7 would be recorded for Elementary
Reading and Middle/Junior High Reading). As a result, the six building designations for
this study listed a total of 693 buildings.

Data Collection Procedures

The SOE schools with an enrollment of 150 or more were ranked and sorted in
the following ways to facilitate data collection and analysis:

1. By SOE subject (reading and math).

2. By assessed grade levels, into the six building designations of elementary
math, elementary reading, middle/junior high math, middle/junior high reading, senior
high math, and senior high reading. Rows were added to the worksheet for every
assessed grade level at each school.

3. By F/R percentages for each type of building, then each building type was
divided into income groups according to the established parameters (e.g., Elementary
Math high-income schools; Elementary Math medium-income schools; Elementary Math
low-income schools).

At this stage, all data was entered except the performance level percentages.
Separate worksheets were used for each designated type of building. The headings for
each column on the worksheets were:

1. District Number
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2. Building Number
3. Building Name
4. SOE Subject(s)
5. Building Enrollment
6. Assessed Grades for the SOE Subject
7. Percentage F/R Lunches
8. Exemplary (Headings 8-12 are Performance Level Categories.)
9. Exceeds Standard
10. Meets Standard
11. Approaches Standard
12. Academic Warning
The SOE subject performance level percentages were obtained from the Building Report
Card for each assessed grade level in each SOE school. If a school had earned the SOE in
both math and reading, the scores for both subjects were recorded on the appropriate

worksheets.

Data Analysis Procedures

A two-way repeated-measures, mixed design ANOVA was employed as the most
appropriate method to compare the five performance level means of the three income
groups per building type, examining between-subjects effects (income group means),
within-subjects effects (performance level means), and interaction effects (five
performance level means for each income group). A mixed design ANOVA is
appropriate when multiple levels of the variables exist, resulting in between-groups and
within-groups factors (Abrami, Cholmsky, & Gordon, 2001). “Error variability is reduced
in within-groups designs, and statistical power is increased” (Abrami et al., 2001, p. 395).
All data analyses were performed with Statistical Analysis Software (SAS) (p < 0.05).
Aspects of the SAS ANOVA used for this study were as follows:

1. The Frequency (FREQ) Procedure obtained frequency counts for the three
levels of the independent variable (income) in the study: High-Income (HINC), Medium-
Income (MINC), and Low-Income (LINC) at each building level per subject (math and
reading).

78



2. Because the income groups in each type of school were unequal in size, the
General Linear Model (GLM) was selected (Huck, 2000). “The GLM Procedure is the
appropriate procedure for conducting ANOV A when the group sizes are unbalanced”
(STAT 480 Statistics Packages site, Lesson #12, 2008). The GLM Procedure Repeated
Measures ANOVA included three procedures: (a) tests of hypotheses for between-
subjects effects (main effects between income level means), (b) univariate tests of
hypotheses for within-subjects effects (main effects within the five performance level
means), and (c) univariate tests of hypotheses for within-subjects interaction effects (e.g.,
for High-Income Elementary Math buildings across each of the five performance levels).
The researcher was conscious of the potential influence of the interaction effects on the
main effect, possibly diminishing the main effect significance or negating it.

3. The Student-Newman-Keuls (SNK) analysis, planned a priori at the .05
alpha level, was employed to identify significant differences between income level means
at each performance level for a given type of building and subject. The SNK is also
appropriate whenever a significant finding emerged for “either of the two variables or
their interaction” (Bartz, 1988, p. 320). The SNK is a more powerful test statistically than
others such as the Tukey method (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1998). To see if any
observed mean differences were meaningful as well as statistically significant, Cohen’s
effect size (d) was computed to quantify the degree of difference, with approximately .20,
.50, and .80 indicating small, medium, and large differences, respectively (Huck, 2000;
McMiillan, 2004). The conservative Greenhouse-Geisser (G-G) correction factor for
degrees of freedom was used to evaluate the observed within-group F ratios, to ensure
that the main effects and interaction F values were not too high. “In mixed designs,
sphericity is almost always violated and therefore epsilon adjustments to degrees of
freedom are routine prior to computing F-test significance levels” (Univariate GLM:
Statnotes, n.d., p. 11). The G-G Epsilon controlled for the violation of the sphericity
assumption when applied to the degrees of freedom, thereby reducing the chance of Type
| error. By accounting for sphericity, the violation of homogeneity of variance was
counteracted, and thus the study avoided positively biased F-values for interaction (Huck,
2000).
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Summary of Methodology

This statewide study was designed to examine the income factor in Kansas
schools designated as Standard of Excellence buildings for 2005-06. A Standard of
Excellence Award for the building in reading or math or both was the constant; the two
variables were income level of the building and achievement score percentages in each
performance level. The total population of SOE buildings with 150 or more students
comprised the subjects of this study. The researcher used performance percentages data
from the 2005-06 Kansas reading and mathematics assessments. Results were sought by
testing the three hypotheses for each of the six types of designated building groups.
Using disaggregated data at a high level of aggregation (total building level) contributed
to the validity of this study. By using the building as the unit of analysis, any
uncontrolled variables (e.g., family structure, atmosphere) were not likely to distort the
results and likely contributed to the validity of this study. Both Gustafsson (2006) and
Kilpatrick et al. (2006) voiced the merit of using disaggregated data and high levels of
aggregated units as the basis of analysis.

Using data that is publicly available on the KSDE web site will enable this study
to be replicated. Use of SOE schools with 150 or more students avoided percentages
representing only a few students, as would have been the case with smaller schools. The
use of the reported student percentages scoring in each performance level category gave
equal weight to schools of all sizes. Using raw numbers (enrollment) would have given
the performance of large schools more weight in the overall determination of a mean.

Recording the performance scores for each assessed grade in each building
resulted in over 2100 rows of data to be analyzed, containing 12,600 cells, representing
693 buildings as designated for this study. The buildings included those with overlapping
grade levels (e.g., K-7) and those earning an award in both reading and math; therefore,
the actual count of SOE buildings > 150 enrollment was somewhat less (508 schools). A
two-way, repeated-measures, mixed design ANOVA analyzed this large database, with
considerations given for unbalanced group sizes; the Student-Newman-Keuls procedure
(o> .05) pinpointed any potentially significant differences in the income group means at

each performance level.
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CHAPTER 4 - Data Results and Analysis

The three null hypotheses were tested for each of the six types of Standard of
Excellence (SOE) buildings: Elementary Reading, Elementary Math, Middle/Junior High
Reading, Middle/Junior High Math, Senior High Reading, Senior High Math. The
researcher divided the SOE buildings into high-income (HINC), medium-income
(MINC), and low-income (LINC) groups. A two-way mixed design, repeated measures
ANOVA General Linear Model was used on all six data sets, testing the variables of
income group and performance level category (Exemplary, Exceeds Standard, Meets
Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic Warning). The Student-Newman-Keuls
test provided further analysis of the data, comparing income group means at each

performance level category for potential differences.

Results and Analysis by Building Type
Elementary Reading Results
Figure 4-1 displays the graph plots of elementary reading mean percentages by
income group and performance level category for buildings earning the Kansas 2005-06
Standard of Excellence Elementary Reading award. The mean percentages reflect the
percentages of students from each income group (HINC, MINC, LINC) in Grades 3, 4,
and 5 scoring in the five performance level categories of Exemplary, Exceeds Standard,
Meets Standard, Approaches Standard and Academic Warning. The graph illustrates the
relative differences and similarities for the means of the three income groups in each
performance level category. The non-parallel lines and the varied relative position of the
income groups among the performance categories indicate interaction at multiple points.
The three performance level categories of Exemplary, Exceeds, and Meets standard show
the possibility of significant differences among the income group means. In the
Exemplary category, the relative distance is greatest between the high-income group
mean and those of the other two groups. In the Exceeds standard category, the low-
income group mean appears to be farthest apart from the means of the high and medium
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income groups. In the Meets Standard category, the high-income group mean is
noticeably lower than those of the other two income groups.

The low percentages of students from each income group in the categories of
Approaches Standard and Academic Warning are consistent with the Kansas SOE
guidelines for elementary school-wide performance in reading. The guidelines state that
the expected percentage of students classified as Approaches Standard and above should
be at least 95% in the building; the expected percentage of students classified as Meets
Standard and above should be at least 80%, with at least 60% designated as Exceeds
Standard and above. At least 25% of the students must place in the Exemplary category,

while not more than 5% are allowed in Academic Warning (Appendix C, Table C.2).

Figure 4-1 Elementary Reading Means Plotted for Income Groups and Performance
Level Categories for 2005-06 Kansas SOE Schools
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Table 4.1 reports the elementary reading ANOVA summary results for the

between-subjects main effects, within-subjects main effects and interaction effects. The

between-subjects effects on the variable of building income showed no significance, F (2,

639) = 0.97, p =.38. The within-subjects effects for performance categories produced a
significant main effect, F (4, 2556) = 834.12, p < .0001. The within-subjects interaction

effects of income levels and performance level categories, F (4, 8) = 6.64, proved to be

significant, p <.0001. The conservative Greenhouse-Geisser test (¢ = 0.76) yielded

probability values of < .0001, a high degree of significance for the within-subjects effects

of performance level and of interaction.

Table 4.1 Elementary Reading ANOVA Summary: GLM Procedure, Repeated

Measures Analysis of Variance

Effects source df Type Il Mean F p G-G
SS square <.05

Between-subjects:
Income groups 2 70.60 35.30 097 | .38
Error 639 | 23172.22 36.26
Within-subjects:
Performance levels 4 391735.35 | 97933.84 | 834.12 | <.0001
Income*performance 8 6239.14 779.89 6.64 | <.0001
Error 2256 | 300099.91 117.41
Adjusted Pr > F:
Performance levels <.0001
Income*performance <.0001
Epsilon .76

Note. N = 642; G-G = Greenhouse-Geisser.
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The Student-Newman-Keuls (SNK) analysis for elementary reading, displayed in
Table 4.2, compared mean percentages for high-, medium-, and low-income groups at
each performance level. The mean percentages for each income group reflect the
percentages of students scoring in the five performance level categories of Exemplary,
Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic Warning. The
SNK analysis, (o = .05, df = 639) showed significant differences between income group
means in three of the five performance level categories: Exemplary, Exceeds Standard,
and Meets Standard. In the “Exemplary” category, HINC had a significantly higher mean
(38.80%) than MINC (34.19%) and LINC (31.80%). In the “Exceeds Standard”
category, the LINC mean (32.74%) was significantly higher than were the means of
MINC (30.83%) and HINC (29.99%). The HINC group had a significantly lower mean
(21.55%) for the “Meets Standard” category than MINC (24.12%) and LINC (23.57%).
The effect sizes (Cohen’s d) ranged from .21 to .55, indicating small to moderate degrees
of difference.
Table 4.2 Elementary Reading Mean Percentages by Performance Level Category

and Income Group

Performance level categories

Income n *Exemplary | *Exceeds | *Meets | Approaches | Academic

group standard standard | standard warning
High* 273
Mean % *38.80 29.99 | *21.55 5.98 3.76
SD 11.55 7.56 7.60 4.17 20.60
Medium 283
Mean % 34.19 30.83 24.12 6.87 2.77
SD 12.14 8.94 8.68 4.94 3.45
Low™* 86
Mean % 31.80 *32.74 23.57 7.09 2.94
SD 14.07 9.71 10.53 6.57 4.80
Cohen’s d .39 H-M 32 L-H .32 M-H

.55 H-L 21 L-M 22 L-H

Note. Mean % = mean percentage of students; n = number of grade-level observations; H
= high-income mean; L = low-income mean; M = medium-income mean.
*SNK analysis found a significant difference (a0 = .05, df = 639) from the other income

groups in this category.
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Analysis of Elementary Reading Results

The likelihood for between-subjects main effects that differences between the
income group means are due to random chance, not income, is 38%, with F (2, 639) =
0.97, p = .38, well above the stated standard of 5% (p < .05). Therefore, the researcher
arrived at a fail-to-reject decision for Ho;: the main effect means of the first factor (low-
income, medium-income and high-income) have no significant difference from one
another for elementary reading SOE buildings. HINC, MINC, and LINC means were not
significantly different when looking at performance overall, undifferentiated by
performance level categories. This indicates that students enrolled in SOE elementary
schools of varying income levels are likely to have similar overall performance scores for
reading.

The within-subjects effects for the second variable (Performance Levels) found a
significant main effect, F (4, 2556) = 834.12, p < .0001) that would indicate a rejection of
the Ho,. Examination and confirmation of the interaction effects was necessary before
reaching the final decision to reject Hy,, since interaction effects can weaken the main
effect significance. The GLM ANOVA detected significant interaction effects, F (4, 8) =
6.64, p <.0001. The conservative Greenhouse-Geisser test yielded probabilities of <
.0001 for each null hypothesis, thus confirming that the reported F values and
probabilities for the main effects and interaction effects were not overstated.

As a result of the data analysis for the within-subjects (performance level) main
effects and the within-subjects interaction effects, Hg, and Hoz were rejected. Regarding
Hoz, (the main effect means of the second factor, Performance Levels, have no significant
difference from one another for a given type of building), the researcher observed that the
reported differences are not due to random chance, that some other factor(s), could be
influential.

The confirmed probability value for the interaction effects of <.0001 led the
researcher to observe that certain performance categories and income groups do have
some degree of significant interaction effect on each other, thus rejecting Hos (the two
factors of Income Levels and Performance Levels do not interact for a given type of

building beyond the limits of random chance).
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Of 15 means tested by the SNK procedure (five performance level categories,
three income groups per category), only three means showed a statistically significant
difference from the others in the specified performance level categories: the HINC mean
was significantly higher in the Exemplary category and significantly lower in the Meets
Standard category; the LINC mean was higher in the Exceeds Standard category. The
effect sizes (Cohen’s d) indicated these differences were from small to moderate
magnitude. Thus income levels of elementary reading SOE buildings overall did not
appear to have a major effect on student performance in reading SOE. In certain
performance level categories, certain income groups outperform others, such as the HINC
group in the category of Exemplary. The HINC group, however, has lower means than
the other income groups in Exceeds, Meets, and Approaches. This indicates that students
in HINC elementary schools with SOE in reading status are more likely to score in the
Exemplary category than if they are in MINC or LINC SOE buildings.

Middle School/Junior High Reading Results

Figure 4-2 displays the graph plots of middle school/junior high reading mean
percentages by income group and performance level category for buildings earning the
Kansas 2005-06 Standard of Excellence Reading award. The mean percentages reflect the
percentages of students from each income group (HINC, MINC, LINC) in Grades 6, 7,
and 8 scoring in the five performance level categories of Exemplary, Exceeds Standard,
Meets Standard, Approaches Standard and Academic Warning.

The graph illustrates the relative differences and similarities for the means of the
three income groups in each performance level category. The non-parallel lines and the
varied relative position of the income groups among the performance categories of
Exceeds and Exemplary indicate some degree of interaction. The roughly parallel lines
for the three lower categories indicate lack of interaction at these levels. Noticeable
differences are seen for the income means in all performance level categories, with the
possibility of multiple significant differences. In the Exemplary category, the relative
distance is greatest between the high-income group mean and those of the other two

groups, with HINC outperforming the others. In the Exceeds Standard category, the
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medium-income group mean is noticeably higher than the means of the high- and low-
income groups. In the Meets Standard category, the high-income group mean is
noticeably lower than those of the other two income groups. The means of the medium-
and low-income groups are close together in the categories of Approaches Standard and
Academic Warning, with the high-income group below in both cases. The low
percentages of students from each income group in the categories of Approaches
Standard and Academic Warning is consistent with the Kansas Standard of Excellence
guidelines for Grades 6, 7, 8 school-wide performance in reading, designated by the
researcher as middle school/junior high. The guidelines state that the expected
percentage of students in the building classified as Approaches Standard and above
should be at least 95% for Grade 6; the expected percentage for Grades 7 and 8 is 90%.
(Appendix C, Table C.2).

Figure 4-2 Middle/Junior High Reading Means Plotted for Income Groups and
Performance Levels for 2005-06 Kansas SOE Schools
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students scoring in a given performance level category.
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Table 4.3 reports the middle/junior high reading ANOVA summary results for
between-subjects effects and within-subject main effects and interaction effects. A
slightly nonsignificant finding emerged on the between-subjects effects on the variable of
building income level, F (2, 492) = 2.92, p = .06 (actually .055). The within-subjects
effects for performance categories produced a significant main effect, F (4, 1968) =
829.81, p <.0001. The within-subjects interaction effects of income levels and
performance categories, F (4, 8) = 21.61, proved to be significant, p <.0001. The
Greenhouse-Geisser Epsilon (¢ = 0.63) yielded probability values of <.0001, a high

degree of significance.

Table 4.3 Middle/Junior High Reading ANOVA Summary: GLM Procedure,

Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance

Effects source df Type Il Mean F p G-G
SS square <.05

Between-subjects:
Income groups 2 2.48 124 | 2.92 .06
Error 492 209.21 0.43
Within-subjects:
Performance levels 4 | 210341.36 | 52585.34 | 829.81 | <.0001
Income*performance 8 10953.12 1369.14 | 21.61 | <.0001
Error 1968 | 124712.66 63.37
Adjusted Pr > F:
Performance <.0001
Income*performance <.0001
Epsilon .63

Note. G-G = Greenhouse-Geisser; n = 496.

The Student-Newman-Keuls (SNK) analysis for middle/junior high reading,
displayed in Table 4.4, compared mean percentages for high-, medium-, and low-income
groups at each performance level. The mean percentages for each income group reflect

the percentages of students scoring in the five performance level categories of
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Exemplary, Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic

Warning. The SNK analysis, (o = .05, df = 492) showed significant differences between

income group means in four of the five performance level categories: Exemplary, Meets

Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic Warning. In the “Exemplary” category,
HINC had a significantly higher mean (37.14%) than MINC (28.87%) and LINC
(29.01%). The HINC group had significantly lower means for the Meets Standard
(21.87%), Approaches Standard (6.11%), and Academic Warning (2.80%) categories
than MINC and LINC. The effect sizes (Cohen’s d) ranged from .77 to .81, indicating a
moderate to large difference. No statistically significant difference was detected among
the HINC, MINC, and LINC means for the category of Exceeds.

Table 4.4 Middle/Junior High Reading Mean Percentages by Performance Level

Category and Income Group

Performance level categories

Income n | *Exemplary | Exceeds | *Meets | *Approaches | *Academic
group standard | standard standard warning
High 203
Mean % *37.14 31.00 | *21.87 *6.11 *2.80
SD 10.63 6.89 7.51 3.87 2.66
Medium | 246
Mean % 28.87 32.37 25.68 8.14 3.99
SD 9.81 7.96 8.02 5.39 3.82
Low 47
Mean % 29.01 30.80 26.08 8.35 4.27
SD 10.42 7.51 6.61 4.92 3.63
Cohen’s 81 H-M 49 M-H | .44 M-H .32 M-H
d A7 H-L 60L-H | 51L-H A7 L-H

Note. Mean % = mean percentage of students; n = number of grade-level observations; H

= high-income mean; L = low-income mean; M = medium-income mean.

*SNK analysis found a significant difference (oo = .05, df = 639) from the other income

groups in this category.
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Analysis of Middle School/Junior High Reading Results

The probability for between-subjects main effects that differences between the
income group means are due to random chance, not income, is 0.06, slightly above the
stated standard of 5%, with F (2, 492) = 2.92, p <.05. This gives a slight indication that
there were no significant differences between the income groups when looking at
performance overall, undifferentiated by performance level categories. The researcher
considered the population size (N = 496) and the alpha level of .05 before deciding to
retain the first null hypothesis: Ho;. The between-subjects effects means of the first
variable (low-income, medium-income and high-income) have no significant differences
from one another for middle/junior high reading SOE buildings. This indicates that
students enrolled in SOE middle/junior high schools of varying income levels are likely
to have similar overall performance scores for reading.

The within-subjects effects for the second variable (Performance Levels) found a
significant main effect, F (4, 1968) = 829.81, p < .0001) that would indicate a rejection of
the Ho,. Examination and confirmation of the interaction effects was necessary before
reaching the final decision to reject Hy,, since interaction effects can weaken the main
effect significance.

The interaction effects were significant, F (4, 8) = 21.61, p = <.0001. The
conservative Greenhouse-Geisser test yielded a probability of <.0001, thus confirming
that the reported F values and probabilities for the main effects and interaction effects
were not overstated.

As a result of the data analysis for the within-subjects (performance level) main
effects and the within-subjects interaction effects, Ho, and Hos were rejected. Regarding
Hoz, (the main effect means of the second factor, Performance Levels, are equal to one
another for a given type of building), the researcher reasoned that the reported differences
in performance level means, without being categorized into income groups, are not due to
random chance, that some other factor(s) could be influential. The confirmed value for
interaction effects, p < .0001, led the researcher to note that certain performance

categories and income groups do have some interaction effect on each other, thus
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rejecting Hos (the two factors of Income Levels and Performance Levels do not interact
for a given type of building).

Of 15 mean comparisons from the SNK test (three income groups by five
performance level categories), four means showed a significant difference from the others
in the specified performance level categories: the HINC mean was higher in the
Exemplary category. The HINC mean was significantly lower in the categories of Meets
Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic Warning. The effect sizes (Cohen’s d) for
these differences varied, with the Exemplary category most striking. The difference
between the HINC and the MINC means was rated as a large magnitude (d = .81), and
the HINC to LINC mean difference was rated as moderate to large (d =.77). The other
significant differences were rated as small to moderate.

Income levels of middle/junior high reading SOE buildings overall did not appear
to have a major effect on student performance in reading. The percentages of students
from MINC and LINC buildings were more likely to be similar in the categories of Meets
Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic Warning. In certain performance level
categories, certain income groups appeared to be more likely to outperform others, such
as the HINC group in the category of Exemplary. The HINC group had lower means
than the other income groups in the categories of Meets, Approaches, and Warning. This
indicated that students in HINC schools were more likely to score in the Exemplary
category than if they were in MINC or LINC buildings; a larger percentage of students in
LINC middle/junior high SOE reading schools were more likely to place in the lower

performance categories.

Senior High Reading Results
The parameters for establishing the three income groups produced a low number
of observations in the SOE senior high reading low-income group (N = 3). Thus the
researcher considered the comparisons between the HINC and MINC groups to be the
valid comparisons. LINC findings are noted as a matter of interest.
Figure 4-3 displays the graph plots of senior high reading mean percentages by
income group and performance level category for buildings earning the Kansas 2005-06

Standard of Excellence Reading award. The mean percentages reflect the percentages of

91



students from each income group (HINC, MINC, LINC) in Grade 11 scoring in the five
performance level categories of Exemplary, Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard,
Approaches Standard and Academic Warning. The graph illustrates the relative
differences and similarities for the means of the three income groups in each performance
level category. Some degree of interaction at multiple points is indicated by the
intersections and divergent directions of lines and by the varied relative position of the
income groups among the performance categories. Differences are seen among the
income means in all performance level categories, with the possibility of significant
differences particularly in the categories of Exemplary and Exceeds. In the Exemplary
category, the relative distance is greatest between the high-income group mean and those
of the other two groups, with HINC outperforming the others. In the Exceeds standard
category, the HINC mean again is greatest, with the medium-income group mean
noticeably higher than the mean of the low-income group. In the Approaches category,
the high-income group mean is noticeably lower than those of the other two income
groups. The low percentages of students from each income group in the categories of
Approaches Standard and Academic Warning is consistent with the Kansas Standard of
Excellence guidelines for senior high school (Grade 11) school-wide performance in
reading. The guidelines for a high school state that the expected percentage of students
classified as Approaches Standard and above should be at least 90%, with not more than
10% allowed in Academic Warning (Appendix C, Table C.2).
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Figure 4-3 Senior High Reading Means Plotted for Income Groups and
Performance Levels for 2005-06 Kansas SOE Schools
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Table 4.5 reports the senior high reading ANOVA summary results for the

between-subjects main effects, the within-subjects main effects, and the interaction

effects. The between-subjects effects for senior high reading on the variable of building
income level yielded a significant finding, F (2, 145) = 4.22, p = .02. The within-subjects

effects for performance categories produced a significant main effect, F (4, 580) = 61.51,

p <.0001. The within-subjects interaction effects of income levels and performance

categories, F (4, 8) =3.69, registered a significant result, p < .0003. The Greenhouse-

Geisser Epsilon (¢ = 0.69) was applied to the degrees of freedom to control for the

violation of the sphericity assumption (Huck, 2000). The conservative Greenhouse-

Geisser test yielded probability values of <.0001 (main effects) and 0.01 (interaction),

both significant.

Table 4.5 Senior High Reading ANOVA Summary: GLM Procedure, Repeated

Measures Analysis of Variance

Effects source df | Type Il Mean F p G-G
SS square > .05

Between-subjects:
Income groups 2 54.22 27.11 | 4.22 .02
Error 145 931.99 6.43
Within-subjects:
Performance levels 4| 11714.04 2928.51 | 61.51 | <.0001
Income*performance 8 1405.69 175.71 | 3.69 .0003
Error 580 | 27616.08 47.61
Adjusted Pr > F:
Performance levels <.0001
Income*performance <.0001
Epsilon .69

Note: G-G = Greenhouse-Geisser; n = 149.
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The Student-Newman-Keuls (SNK) analysis for senior high reading, displayed in
Table 4.6, compared mean percentages for high-, medium-, and low-income groups at
each performance level. The mean percentages for each income group reflect the
percentages of students scoring in the five performance level categories of Exemplary,
Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic Warning. The
SNK analysis, (o = .05, df = 145) detected no statistically significant differences

between income group means for any of the five performance level categories.

Table 4.6 Senior High Reading Mean Percentages by Performance Level Category

and Income Group

Performance level categories

Income n | Exemplary | Exceeds Meets | Approaches | Academic

group standard | standard standard warning
High 67
Mean % 29.77 30.90 23.78 9.35 4.18
SD 9.36 5.82 5.33 6.62 3.21
Medium 79
Mean % 25.04 29.39 26.72 11.01 5.49
SD 7.65 6.35 6.80 5.20 3.43
Low 3
Mean % 25.33 25.00 24.03 9.47 4.47
SD 14.40 9.79 10.12 4.47 1.87

Note. SNK analysis (a0 = .05, df = 492) detected no significant differences. Mean % =

mean percentage of students scoring in a performance level category; n = number of

grade-level observations.

Analysis of Senior High Reading Results

The low number of observations in the low-income group (n = 3) for senior high

reading caused the researcher to give little weight to the LINC statistical findings

regarding mean differences and probabilities; instead, the researcher noted any LINC

findings as a matter of interest. The researcher did interpret similarities or differences

between the HINC and MINC group means and their statistical values.

The between-subjects effects on the variable of Senior High Reading building

income level yielded a significant finding, F (2, 145) = 4.22, p = .02, below the stated
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standard of 5% (p < .05), indicating the likelihood that differences between the income
group means are not due to random chance, but to some other factor(s). Before deciding
to reject or retain the null hypothesis, the researcher considered the income group sizes
and the income group means: HINC 19.60%, MINC 19.22%, and LINC 17.66%. The
LINC group mean was derived from only 3 observations, a number insufficient for
realistic interpretation of findings (McMillan, 2004). Since the SAS ANOVA test did not
show which means were significantly different for the between-subjects main effects, the
researcher technically rejected the first null hypothesis (Hoi: The between-subjects effects
means of the first variable [income groups] have no significant difference from one
another for middle/junior high reading SOE buildings). However, the reported
significance is suspect due to the low number of LINC observations.

The within-subjects effects for the second variable (Performance Levels) found a
significant main effect, F (4, 580) = 61.51, p < .0001, that would indicate a rejection of
the Ho,. Examination and confirmation of the interaction effects was necessary before
reaching the final decision to reject Hp,, since interaction effects can weaken the main
effect significance. The conservative Greenhouse-Geisser test yielded a probability of <
.0001, thus confirming that the reported F values and probabilities for the main effects
were not overstated. After examination of the interaction effects, the researcher reasoned
that the reported differences in performance level means could be due to some factor(s)
other than random chance.

The interaction effects revealed significance, F (4, 8) =3.69, p = .0003, as was
also found on the G-G test. As a result of the data analysis, the researcher arrived at a
decision to reject the second null hypothesis (Ho: the main effect means of the second
factor, Performance Levels, have no significant difference from one another for a given
type of building). The significance of the interaction effects resulted in a rejection of the
third null hypothesis (Hos: the two factors [Income Levels and Performance Levels] do
not interact for a given type of building beyond the limits of random chance).

There was indication of significant differences due to income from the between-subjects
test without specifying performance categories, the main effects for within-subjects
revealed a significant difference, and interaction effects were found to be significant.

Interaction is also evidenced in the varied positions of the income groups within the
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performance level categories (Figure 4.3). However, no significant difference was
revealed for the HINC and MINC group means in each category when the income group
mean differences in each performance category were more deeply probed by the SNK
analysis (o = .05, df = 145). The SNK test detected no statistically significant differences
between income group means for any of the five performance level categories. Of the 10
mean comparisons (five performance level categories each for HINC and MINC), none
showed a significant difference from the others. Therefore, in spite of significance
findings for beween-subjects, within-subjects, and interaction, and because of the small
LINC number, the researcher cannot state that income impacts performance. In a
practical sense, income levels of senior high reading SOE buildings overall did not
appear to have a major effect on student performance, when considering the HINC and
MINC groups, but it is not possible to make any conclusive statement. A larger number
in the LINC group would have perhaps given more definitive results.

Elementary Math Results

Figure 4-4 displays the graph plots of elementary math mean percentages by
income group and performance level category for buildings earning the Kansas 2005-06
Standard of Excellence Math award. The mean percentages reflect the percentages of
students from each income group (HINC, MINC, LINC) in Grades 3, 4, and 5 scoring in
the five performance level categories of Exemplary, Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard,
Approaches Standard and Academic Warning.

The graph illustrates the relative differences and similarities for the means of the
three income groups in each performance level category. Some degree of interaction at
multiple points is indicated by the intersections and divergent directions of lines and by
the varied relative position of the income groups among the performance categories.
Differences are noticeable among the income means in the performance level categories
of Exemplary and Meets Standard, but the means are fairly close. In the Exemplary
category, the high-income group mean is above the others. A larger percentage of
students from medium- and low-income buildings placed in the Meets category than did

those from high-income buildings.
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The low percentages of students from each income group in the categories of
Approaches Standard and Academic Warning is consistent with the Kansas Standard of
Excellence guidelines for elementary (Grades 3, 4, and 5) school-wide performance in
mathematics. The guidelines for an elementary school state that the expected percentage
of students classified as Approaches Standard and above should be at least 95%. The
expected percentage of students classified as Meets Standard and above for reading
should be at least 80%, with 60% expected to place in the Exceeds Standard category and
above. At least 25% of the students must place in the Exemplary category, while not

more than 5% are allowed in Academic Warning (Appendix C, Table C.2).

Figure 4-4 Elementary Mathematics Means Plotted for Income Groups and
Performance Levels for 2005-06 Kansas SOE Schools
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The ANOVA GLM procedure results for Elementary Math buildings are
displayed in Table 4.7. The finding for between-subjects effects on the first variable
(income level of building) was not significant, F (2, 564) = 0.98, p = .38. A significant
main effect, F (4, 2256) = 1181.21, p < .0001 was found for the within-subjects effects
for the second variable (Performance Levels). The conservative Greenhouse-Geisser test,
€ = 0.44, yielded a probability of <.0001, confirming that the F and p values for the
within-subject main effects (performance level means) were not overstated. The within-
subjects interaction effects of income levels and performance levels on one another
yielded a significant F (4, 8 df) value of 2.64, with the probability of .01. The more
conservative Greenhouse-Geisser test found that the interaction effects were still
significant, p = .05.

Table 4.7 Elementary Mathematics ANOVA Summary: GLM Procedure, Repeated
Measures Analysis of Variance

Effects source df Type Il Mean F p<.05 G-G
SS square
Between-subjects:
Income groups 2 3.84 1.92 0.98 .38
Error 564 1108.84 1.96
Within-subjects:
Performance levels 4 | 440147.99 | 110037.00 | 1181.21 | <.0001
Income*performance 8 1835.96 229.50 2.46 01
Error 2256 | 210159.75 93.16
Adjusted Pr > F:
Performance levels <.0001
Income*performance .05
Epsilon 43

Note: G-G = Greenhouse-Geisser; n = 567.

The Student-Newman-Keuls (SNK) analysis for elementary math, displayed in

Table 4.8, compared mean percentages for high-, medium-, and low-income groups at

each performance level. The mean percentages for each income group reflect the

percentages of students scoring in the five performance level categories of Exemplary,

Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic Warning. The
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SNK test, set at an alpha level of 0.05 and using 564 degrees of freedom, showed no
significant differences between any of the means of the three income groups for each of

the five performance level categories (Figure 4.8).

Table 4.8 Elementary Math Mean Percentages by Performance Level Category and

Income Group

Performance level categories

Income n | Exemplary | Exceeds Meets | Approaches | Academic

group standard | standard standard warning
High 230
Mean % 39.30 28.82 23.90 4.68 2.39
SD 12.18 6.60 7.87 3.98 2.47
Medium 247
Mean % 36.37 28.87 26.42 4.87 2.50
SD 15.28 8.15 10.89 4.34 2.97
Low 90
Mean % 37.08 29.25 24.89 4.87 2.47
SD 14.59 8.19 10.80 4.94 3.20

Note. SNK analysis (o = .05, df = 492) detected no significant mean differences. Mean
% = mean percentage of students scoring in a performance level category; n = number of

grade-level observations.

Analysis of Elementary Math Results

The likelihood for between-subjects main effects that differences between the
income group means were due to random chance, not income, is shown by the
nonsignificant between-subjects main effects value, p > .37, well above the stated
standard of p <.05. Therefore, the researcher arrived at a fail-to-reject decision for Ho;:
the main effect means of the first factor (low-income, medium-income and high-income)
have no significant difference from one another for elementary math SOE buildings.
HINC, MINC, and LINC means were not significantly different when looking at
performance overall, undifferentiated by categories. This indicates that students enrolled
in SOE elementary schools of varying income levels are likely to have similar overall
performance scores for math.

The within-subjects effects for the second variable (Performance Levels) found a
significant main effect, F (4, 2556) = 1181.21, p < .0001, that would indicate a rejection
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of the Hy. The within-subjects main effect F and p values were not overstated, as
confirmed by the G — G test, p <.0001. Examination and confirmation of the interaction
effects was necessary before reaching the final decision to reject Hop, since interaction
effects can weaken the main effect significance.

The GLM ANOVA initially detected significant interaction effects, F (4, 8) =
2.46, p =.01. The conservative Greenhouse-Geisser (G — G) test also found significance
of the interaction effects, p = .05. The possibility of Type | error was reduced by the use
of the G — G test.

As a result of the data analysis, the researcher arrived at a decision to reject the
second null hypothesis (Ho,: the main effect means of the second factor, Performance
Levels, have no significant difference from one another for a given type of building).
Significant differences were indicated for the within-subjects main effects of performance
level means without specifying income groups. This indicates that while differences in
the overall performance level means existed for students in elementary math SOE
schools, such differences were likely due to some unknown factor(s) apart from income.

The significance of the interaction effects resulted in a rejection of the third null
hypothesis (Hos: the two factors [Income Levels and Performance Levels] do not interact
for a given type of building beyond the limits of random chance). Interaction is also
evidenced in the varied positions of the income groups within the performance level
categories (Figure 4.3), and interaction effects for cell means were found to be
significant. However, no significant difference was detected when income means by
performance category were more deeply probed by the SNK analysis. Of the 15 mean
comparisons (five performance level categories, three income groups per category), none
showed a significant difference from the others. Therefore, in a practical sense, the
researcher cannot state that income levels of elementary math SOE buildings overall have

a major effect on student performance in mathematics.
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Middle School/Junior High Math Results

Figure 4-5 displays the graph plots of middle school/junior high math mean
percentages by income group and performance level category for buildings earning the
Kansas 2005-06 Standard of Excellence Reading award. The mean percentages reflect the
percentages of students from each income group (HINC, MINC, LINC) in Grades 6, 7,
and 8 scoring in the five performance level categories of Exemplary, Exceeds Standard,
Meets Standard, Approaches Standard and Academic Warning.

The graph illustrates the relative differences and similarities for the means of the
three income groups in each performance level category. The non-parallel lines and the
varied relative position of the income groups among the performance categories of
Exceeds, Exemplary, and Meets indicate some degree of interaction. Noticeable
differences are seen for the income means in all performance level categories, with the
possibility of significant differences, particularly in the Exemplary category. The LINC
and HINC groups show the more apparent effect on performance, changing places with
each other in the Exemplary, the Approaches Standard, and the Meets Standard
performance level categories.

In the Exemplary category, the relative distance is greatest between the high-
income group mean and those of the other two groups, with HINC outperforming the
others. In the Exceeds standard category, the low-income group mean is noticeably
higher than are the means of the high- and medium-income groups. In the Meets Standard
category, the high-income group mean is noticeably lower than those of the other two
income groups.

The low percentages of students from each income group in the categories of
Approaches Standard and Academic Warning is consistent with the Kansas Standard of
Excellence guidelines for Grades 6, 7, 8 school-wide performance in mathematics,
designated by the researcher as middle school/junior high. The guidelines state that the
expected percentage of students in the building classified as Approaches Standard and
above should be at least 90% for Grade 6; the expected percentage for Grades 7 and 8 is
85%. For Grade 6, 7, and 8, the expected percentage of students classified as Meets
Standard and above should be at least 80%. At least 60% of sixth, seventh, and eighth
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graders must be designated as Exceeds Standard and above. At least 25% of the students
must place in the Exemplary category, while not more than 10% are allowed in Academic
Warning (Appendix C, Table C.2).

Figure 4-5 Middle/Junior High Mathematics Means Plotted for Income Groups and
Performance Levels for 2005-06 Kansas SOE Schools
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Table 4.9 reports the middle/junior high mathematics ANOVA summary results
for between-subjects effects, within-subject main effects, and interaction effects. The
between-subjects effects on the variable of building income level was not significant, F
(2, 266) = 0.33, p =.72. The within-subjects effects for performance categories produced
a significant main effect, F (4, 1064) = 237.08, p <.0001. The within-subjects
interaction effects of income levels and performance level categories, F (4, 8) = 10.10,
proved to be significant, p <.0001. The conservative Greenhouse-Geisser Epsilon
(e = 0.55), when applied to within-subjects main effects for performance levels and

interaction, yielded probability values of <.0001, a high degree of significance.

Table 4.9 Middle/Junior High Mathematics ANOVA Summary: GLM Procedure,

Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance

Effects source df Type Il Mean F p G-G

SS square <.05

Between-subjects:

Income groups 2 6.61 3.31 0.33 72

Error 266 2656.31 9.99

Within-Subjects:

Performance levels 4 77755.67 | 19438.92 237.08 | <.0001

Income*performance | 8 6622.45 827.81 10.10 | <.0001

Error 1064 | 87242.22 81.99

Adjusted Pr > F:

Performance levels <.0001 | <.0001

Income*performance <.0001

Epsilon .55

Note. G-G = Greenhouse-Geisser; n = 269.

The Student-Newman-Keuls (SNK) analysis for middle/junior high mathematics,

displayed in Table 4.2, compared mean percentages for high-, medium-, and low-income

groups at each performance level. The mean percentages for each income group reflect

the percentages of students scoring in the five performance level categories of

Exemplary, Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic

Warning. The SNK analysis, (o = .05, df = 266) showed significant differences

between income group means in two of the five performance level categories: Exemplary

and Meets Standard. In the “Exemplary” performance level category, HINC had a

104




significantly higher mean (35.95%) than MINC (28.45%) and LINC (24.17%). The
HINC group had a significantly lower mean (22.59%) for the “Meets Standard” category
than MINC (26.85%) and LINC (29.09%). Cohen’s d effect sizes ranged from moderate
to large, with the mean difference between HINC and LINC groups in Exemplary

showing the largest magnitude (d = 0.91). No significant difference was detected in the

HINC, MINC, and LINC means for the Performance Levels of “Exceeds Standard”,
“Approaches Standard”, and “Academic Warning” for Middle/Junior High Math

buildings.

Table 4.10 Middle/Junior High Math Mean Percentages by Performance Level

Category and Income Group

Performance level categories

Income n | *Exemplary | Exceeds *Meets | Approaches | Academic

group standard standard standard warning
High 135
Mean % *35.95 29.65 *22.59 7.75 3.86
SD 13.45 6.70 6.89 5.09 4.26
Medium 115
Mean % 28.45 29.35 26.85 9.95 4.48
SD 11.66 8.07 9.67 6.39 4.54
Low 19
Mean % 24.17 31.45 29.09 9.87 4.69
SD 12.47 5.27 11.69 6.91 3.12
Cohen’s d .60 H-M 51 M-H

91 H-L .70 L-H

Note. Mean % = mean percentage of students; n = number of grade-level observations; H

= high-income mean; L = low-income mean; M = medium-income mean.

*SNK analysis found a significant difference (a0 = .05, df = 639) from the other income

groups in this category.
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Analysis of Middle/Junior High Mathematics Results

The between-subjects effects on the first variable (income level of building)
produced an F value of 0.33 (df 2, 266) and a large probability value of 0.72. The
likelihood that differences between the income group means are due to random chance,
not income, is well above the stated 5% standard (p < .05), over 71%. Therefore, the
researcher arrived at a fail-to-reject decision for Hyy: the main effect means of the first
factor (low-income, medium-income, and high-income) have no significant difference
from one another for a given type of building, in this case, middle/junior high SOE math
buildings. HINC, MINC, and LINC means were not significantly different when looking
at performance overall, undifferentiated by performance level categories. This indicates
that students enrolled in SOE middle/junior high schools are likely to have similar overall
performance scores for mathematics, regardless of a building’s income level.

The within-subjects effects for the second variable (Performance Levels) found a
significant main effect, F (4, 1064) = 237.08, p < .0001, necessitating consideration of
the interaction effects before reaching the decision to reject Hp,. The ANOVA showed
significance for the within-subjects interaction effects, F (4, 8) = 10.10, p <.0001. The
possibility of Type I error, due to sphericity violations, was reduced by the subsequent
use of the conservative Greenhouse-Geisser test. This yielded probabilities of < .0001,
thus confirming that the reported F values and probabilities for the main effects and
interaction effects were not overstated.

As a result of the data analysis for the within-subjects (performance level) main
effects and the within-subjects interaction effects, Ho, and Hos were rejected. Regarding
Hoz, (the main effect means of the second factor, Performance Levels, have no significant
difference from one another for a given type of building), the researcher concluded that
the reported differences are not due to random chance, that some other factor(s) could be
influential. The confirmed p value for interaction effects of < .0001 led the researcher to
observe that certain performance categories and income groups do have significant effect
on each other, thus rejecting Hos (the two factors of Income Levels and Performance

Levels do not interact for a given type of building beyond the limits of random chance).
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Of the 15 means generated by the SNK analysis (five performance level
categories, three income groups per category), only 2 means showed significant
difference from the others in the specified performance level categories: the HINC means
for Exemplary and Meets Standard. Cohen’s d effect sizes showed a large mean
difference between HINC and LINC groups in Exemplary and moderate to large
differences in between the other income group means. The researcher thus observed that,
in a practical sense, income levels overall of middle/junior high SOE math buildings did
not appear to have a major effect on student performance in mathematics. However, in
certain performance level categories, certain income groups outperformed others, such as
the HINC group in the category of Exemplary. The HINC group, however, had the
lowest means in Exceeds, Meets, and Approaches. This indicates that students attending
HINC middle/junior high SOE math schools were more likely to score in the Exemplary
category than if they are in MINC or LINC SOE buildings. A higher percentage of
students in MINC or LINC buildings were likely to be classed in the other four

performance categories for math.

Senior High Math Results

The criteria for establishing the three income groups produced a low number of
observations in the SOE senior high mathematics low-income group (N = 3). Thus |
considered the comparisons between the HINC and MINC groups to be the valid
comparisons. LINC findings are noted as a matter of interest.

Figure 4-6 displays the graph plots of senior high mathematics mean percentages
by income group and performance level category for buildings earning the Kansas 2005-
06 Standard of Excellence Mathematics award. The three income groups of high-
income, medium income, and low-income buildings are represented. The mean
percentages reflect the percentages of students from each income group in Grade 10
scoring in the five performance level categories of Exemplary, Exceeds Standard, Meets
Standard, Approaches Standard and Academic Warning.

The graph illustrates the relative differences and similarities for the means of the

three income groups in each performance level category. Some degree of interaction at
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multiple points is indicated by the intersection of and the divergent directions of lines, as
well as by the varied relative position of the income groups among the performance
categories. For example, the means of HINC and MINC maintain the same relative
position for Exemplary and Exceeds, with HINC outperforming MINC. Then, in the
category of Approaches Standard, the MINC mean is greater than HINC.

The low percentages of students from each income group in the categories of
Approaches Standard and Academic Warning is consistent with the Kansas Standard of
Excellence guidelines for senior high school (Grade 10) school-wide performance in
mathematics. At least 15% of the students must place in the Exemplary category, while

not more than 15% are allowed in Academic Warning (Appendix C, Table C.2).

Figure 4-6 Senior High Mathematics Means Plotted for Income Groups and
Performance Levels for 2005-06 Kansas SOE Schools
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Note. HINC, n =41; MINC, n = 18; LINC, n = 3. Mean Percentages = percentages of
students scoring in a given performance level category. Low-income group results are

reported strictly as a matter of interest, due to the small number of LINC buildings.
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Table 4.7 reports the senior high math ANOVA summary results for the between-
subjects effects, within-subject main effects and interaction effects. The between-subjects
effects for senior high math on the variable of building income level yielded a
nonsignificant finding, F (2, 59) = 0.81, p = .45. The within-subject effects for
performance categories produced a significant main effect, F (4, 236) = 26.90, p < .0001.
The finding for within-subject interaction effects of income levels and performance level
categories was not significant, F (4, 8) = 1.23, p = .28. The conservative Greenhouse-
Geisser Epsilon (¢ = 0.79) yielded a significant within-subjects main effects probability

value of <.0001; the interaction effect, p = .29, was not significant.

Table 4.11 Senior High Mathematics ANOVA Summary: GLM Procedure,
Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance

Effects source df | Typelll | Mean |F p<.05 G-G

SS square

Between-subjects:

Income Levels 2 27.79 | 1390| 0.1 45

Error 59 | 11011.17 | 17.14

Within-subjects:

Performance levels 4| 3770.26 | 942.56 | 26.90 | <.0001

Income*performance 8 345.18 | 43.15| 1.23 .28

Error 236 | 8269.80 | 35.04

Adjusted Pr > F:

Performance levels <.0001

Income*performance .29

Epsilon .79

Note: G-G = Greenhouse-Geisser. HINC = high-income; MINC = medium-income;
LINC = low-income; n = 62.

The Student-Newman-Keuls (SNK) analysis for senior high math, displayed in
Table 4.12, compared mean percentages for high-, medium-, and low-income groups at
each performance level. The mean percentages for each income group reflect the
percentages of students scoring in the five performance level categories of Exemplary,
Exceeds Standard, Meets Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic Warning. The
SNK analysis, (o = .05, df = 145) detected no statistically significant differences between

income group means for any of the five performance level categories.
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Table 4.12 Senior High Math Mean Percentages by Performance Level Category

and Income Group

Performance level categories

Income n | Exemplary | Exceeds Meets Approaches | Academic

group standard standard standard warning
High 41
Mean % 24.75 24.39 26.36 13.20 9.77
SD 6.11 5.97 5.65 4.69 3.53
Medium 18
Mean % 21.78 24.03 25.09 14.80 9.44
SD 5.32 5.92 8.15 7.10 4.20
Low 3
Mean % 21.87 17.97 29.17 14.13 13.97
SD 3.19 8.50 8.76 3.17 1.62

Note. SNK analysis (o = 0.05, df = 492) detected no significant differences between
income group means for each performance level category. Mean % = mean percentage of

students scoring in a performance level category; n = number of grade-level observations.

Analysis of Senior High Math Results

When analyzing the between-subjects main effects, the interaction effects, and the
SNK results, the main focus was towards the HINC and MINC means. The LINC means
were derived from only 3 observations, a number insufficient for realistic interpretation
of findings (McMillan, 2004). Any LINC findings are noted anecdotally as a matter of
interest. The researcher did interpret similarities or differences between the HINC and
MINC group means and their statistical values.

The likelihood for between-subjects main effects that differences between the
income group means are due to random chance, not income, is 45% (p = .45), well above
the stated standard of 5% (p < .05). Therefore, the researcher arrived at a fail-to-reject
decision for Hp;: the main effect means of the first factor (low-income, medium-income,
and high-income) have no significant difference from one another for senior high math
SOE buildings. Income group means for HINC and MINC buildings were not
significantly different when looking at performance overall, undifferentiated by
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categories. This indicates that students enrolled in SOE high schools of varying income
levels are likely to have similar overall performance scores for math.

The within-subjects main effects for the second variable (Performance Levels)
found a significant main effect, F (4, 236) =26.90, p < .0001, initially indicating a
rejection of the Ho,. The F and p values were not overstated, as confirmed by the
conservative Greenhouse-Geisser test, p = <.0001. The second null hypothesis was
rejected (Hoz: the main effect means of the second factor, Performance Levels, have no
significant difference from one another for a given type of building), after considering the
nonsignificant finding for interaction. The researcher observed that the reported
differences in total performance means, undifferentiated by income, are perhaps not due
to random chance; some other factor(s) could be influential.

The conservative Greenhouse-Geisser test yielded an interaction effects value of
0.29 that was not significant, confirming the original GLM probability value of 0.28 for
within-subjects interaction effects. The lack of significance for interaction effects resulted
in a fail-to-reject decision concerning the third null hypothesis (Hos: the two factors
[Income Levels and Performance Levels] do not interact for a given type of building
beyond the limits of random chance).

The SNK analysis (o = .05, df = 145) revealed no statistically significant
differences for the income group means in each performance level category. Of the ten
mean comparisons considered by the researcher (five performance level categories for
HINC and MINC groups), none showed a significant difference from the other means.
Some degree of interaction is evidenced in the varied positions of the income groups
within the performance level categories when depicted on a graph (Figure 4.3); however,
the presence of a significant interaction was not confirmed in the ANOVA summary table
(Table 4.11). Due to the small number of observations in the LINC group (3), the
researcher considered the only the HINC and MINC data as relevant for analysis. As a
result of the data analysis, the researcher observed that, although general differences exist
in performance level means, income levels of senior high mathematics SOE buildings did

not appear to have a categorical effect on student performance in mathematics.
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Summary Tables Regarding Building Income Levels

The summary tables allow one to see at a glance the statistical focus of this study:
means of income groups for Standard of Excellence schools by performance level
categories. Income ranges, the distribution of assessed grades (number of observations)
and the number of SOE awards and buildings are displayed as well. The information,
presented building by building earlier in Chapter Four (e.g., Elementary Math Results,
Table 4.8), depicts the results of the SNK analysis of mean differences.

Tables 4.13 and 4.14 are organized by subject and present the income group
means for each type of building. The tables include the three income groups, the five
performance level categories, and the three educational levels of SOE buildings. An
asterisk (*) marks any statistically significant difference among the means. Statistical
comparisons of the income means were calculated by building type for each performance
level category (e.g., high-, medium-, and low-income means for the Exemplary category
in elementary reading buildings). The mean percentages reflect the percentage of students
scoring in each performance level category. No statistical comparisons should be made
across different types of buildings or across subjects. The SOE requirements vary by
grade level and by subject, making such cross-comparisons inappropriate (Appendix C).
These same requirements account for the small percentage of students scoring in the
Approaches Standard and Academic Warning categories. The mean scores for the low-
income group of senior high buildings is reported strictly as a matter of interest, due to
the small number of observations for both reading and math (three each). Statistical
analysis and interpretation for senior high buildings was based on the HINC and MINC

means.
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Table 4.13 SOE Reading Mean Score Percentages by Income Group 2005-06

SOE Building/ HINC MINC LINC
Performance level n % n % n %
Elementary reading | 273 283 86

Grades 3. 4,5

Total group mean 20.01 19.76 19.63
Exemplary* *38.80 34.19 31.80
Exceeds* 29.98 30.83 *32.74
Meets* *21.55 24.12 23.57
Approaches 5.98 6.87 7.09
Academic warning 3.76 2.77 2.94
Mid/JrHigh reading | 203 246 47
Grades 6, 7, 8
Total group mean 19.78 19.81 19.70
Exemplary* *37.14 28.87 29.01
Exceeds 31.00 32.37 30.80
Meets* *21.87 25.67 26.08
Approaches* *6.11 8.14 8.35
Academic warning* *2.80 3.99 4.27
Senior High Reading | 67 79 03
Grade 11
Total group mean 19.60 19.22 17.66
Exemplary 29.77 25.04 25.33
Exceeds 30.90 29.39 25.00
Meets 23.78 26.72 24.03
Approaches 09.35 09.47 09.47
Academic warning 04.18 05.49 04.47

Note. % = mean percentage of students; n = number of grade-level observations;
Mid/JrHigh = Middle School/Junior High School; HINC = high-income; MINC =
medium-income; LINC = low-income.

*Significant differences from other income means based on the SNK analysis.
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Table 4.14 SOE Mathematics Mean Score Percentages by Income Group 2005-06

Building/ HINC MINC LINC
Performance Level n % n % n %
Elementary Math 230 247 90
Grades 3. 4,5
Total Group Mean 19.81 19.81 19.71
Exemplary 39.30 36.37 37.08
Exceeds 28.82 28.87 29.25
Meets 23.90 26.42 24.89
Approaches 4.68 4.87 4.87
Academic warning 2.39 2.50 2.47
Mid/JrHigh Math 135 115 19
Grades 6, 7, 8
Total Group Mean 19.96 19.82 19.85
Exemplary* *35.95 28.45 24.17
Exceeds 29.65 29.35 31.45
Meets* *22.59 26.85 29.09
Approaches 7.75 9.95 9.87
Academic warning 3.86 4.48 4.69
Senior High Math 28 31 03
Grade 10
Total Group Mean 19.69 18.88 19.42
Exemplary 24.75 21.78 21.87
Exceeds standard 24.39 24.03 17.97
Meets standard 26.36 25.09 29.17
Approaches standard 13.20 14.80 14.13
Academic warning 9.77 9.44 13.97

Note. % = mean percentage of students in SOE math schools; n = number of grade-level
observations. Mid/JrHigh = Middle School/Junior High School. HINC = high-income;
MINC = medium-income; LINC = low-income.

*Significant differences from other income means based on the SNK analysis.
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Table 4.15 addresses the income data through the presentation of income means

and income mean ranges; the data is organized by type of building, by subject, and by

income groups. Income ranges and means reflect the percentages of students eligible for

free and reduced lunches. All six income means fall in the twenty to thirty percent range

of free and reduced lunches.

Table 4.15 Building Income Means and Income Ranges

Income groups

Elementary reading

Elementary math

Grades 3, 4,5 Grades 3, 4,5
Mean Min. — Max. Mean Min. — Max.
Elementary n |FIR% F/IR % n |FIR% FIR %
Total* 642 28.28 0.65-82.08 | 567 29.71 0.65 - 82.08
HINC 273 10.04 0.65-23.69 | 230 9.36 0.65 - 23.69
MINC 283 36.04 | 24.29 -49.77 | 247 36.72 | 24.19 —49.85
LINC 86 59.41 | 50.60 —82.08 90 62.47 | 50.60 —82.08
Middle/Jr.high reading Middle/Jr. high math
Grades 6, 7, 8 Grades 6, 7, 8
Mean Min. — Max. Mean Min. — Max.
Mid/Jr High n F/IR % F/IR % n FIR % FIR %
Total* 496 28.72 0.73-66.04 | 269 25.17 0.73-70.51
HINC 203 13.43 0.73-23.71| 135 12.09 0.73 - 23.69
MINC 246 35.20 | 24.12-49.77 | 115 35.15 | 24.12 -49.85
LINC 47 55.16 | 50.31 - 66.04 19 57.63 | 50.60 - 70.51
Senior high reading Senior high math
Grade 11 Grade 10
Mean Min. — Max. Mean Min. — Max.
Senior high n |FIR% FIR % n |FIR% FIR %
Total* 3 groups 149 26.25 2.18 - 64.63 62 20.53 2.18 -54.1
HINC 67 15.22 2.18 - 23.84 28 13.70 2.18 - 23.64
MINC 79 25.04 | 24.12 - 49.04 31 31.12 | 24.12 -37.92
LINC 3 56.40 | 51.86 — 64.63 3 50.26 | 47.71 —-54.07
Total* 2 groups 146 25.63 2.18 —49.04 59 19.01 2.18 —37.92
HINC 67 15.22 2.18 - 23.84 28 13.70 2.18 - 23.64
MINC 79 25.04 | 24.12 -49.04 31 31.12 | 24.12-37.92

Note. Totals* calculated from all grade-level observations per building type. F/R % =

percentage of students on free and reduced lunches; Min. — Max. = Minimum to

Maximum; n = number of observations as categorized for the purposes of this study. The

actual count is therefore less than shown. HINC = high-income; MINC = medium-

income; LINC = low-income.
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To help explain the high levels of income mean percentages for each type of
building shown previously in Table 4.15, the grade-level observations across F/R
percentages are presented in Table 4.16. With the F/R percentages divided into ten-point
intervals, Table 4.16 displays a more precise representation than would be achieved using
only the three income groups of high, medium, and low. The lower income schools have
the higher F/R percentages and vice versa. Reading each column from top to bottom
reveals the drastic reduction in the number of observations as the income levels become
lower. The first major decrease for Middle/Junior High Math and Senior High Math
observations can be seen between the 20-29.99% and the 30-39.99% F/R brackets; the
first large decrease for these same levels in reading occurs in the 30% and 49.99% F/R
range. Elementary Reading and Math observations show a significant drop between the
10% and 19.99% points and again between the 40% and 59.99% F/R points.

Table 4.16 Number of Assessed Grades in Standard of Excellence Schools 2005-06
by Free and Reduced Lunch Percentages

Gr.3,4,5 Gr.6,7,8 Gr.11 | Gr. 10
FIR % El.rdg. |Elmath | M/jrdg. | M/jmath | Srrdg. | Srmath | Total
<10% 144 132 64 53 15 15 423
10 - 19.99% 109 79 94 56 33 13 384
20 — 29.99% 90 84 110 64 40 21 409
30 —39.99% 109 85 116 49 41 10 410
40 —49.99% 104 97 65 28 17 2 313
50 —59.99% 50 41 37 13 2 1 144
60 — 69.99% 27 24 10 5 1 0 67
70 —79.99% 6 18 0 1 0 0 25
>80% 4 7 0 0 0 0 11
Total 643 567 496 269 149 62| 2186

Note. The numbers might include schools entered into more than one category (e.g.,
earning an SOE in both reading and math); therefore, the actual count would be lower
than shown. El. = Elementary; M/J = Middle/Junior High; Sr = Senior High; F/R% =
percentage of students eligible for free and reduced lunches; rdg. = reading; < 10% =

highest-income schools; > 80% = lowest-income schools.
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Figure 4-7 illustrates visually the positively skewed distribution of assessed
grades (number of observations) across the income levels of buildings, presented
numerically in the previous Table 4.16. Division of the F/R percentages into ten-point
intervals achieved a more precise representation than would be possible with only the
three income groups of high, medium, and low.

Even with large quantities of data (e.g., Elementary Reading: 643 total
observations), a normal distribution does not exist for any of the income means of the
SOE schools used in this study. Far fewer lower-income buildings earned SOE awards
than did higher-income buildings. Total income means for all building types fall in the

free and reduced lunch range of 20% to 30%, as was previously shown in Table 4.15.

Figure 4-7 Income Level and Number of Assessed Grades by Standard of Excellence
Building Type 2005-06
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Note. Income level for each building type is determined by the percentage of
students eligible for free and reduced lunches. Income means for all building

types fall in the free and reduced lunch range of 20% to 30%.
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Table 4.17 shows the number of building-wide SOE awards in the two subjects of
reading and math for elementary, middle/junior high, and senior high buildings, as
categorized for use in this study. The distribution is arranged in ten-point intervals of
free and reduced lunch percentages for each building type. The majority of awards were
earned in buildings with fewer than 40% of economically disadvantaged students. The
number of SOE buildings declines noticeably at each educational level as the F/R lunch
percentages increase. The proportion of math awards to reading awards decreases in
middle/junior high and in senior high, compared to elementary buildings.

Table 4.17 Number of SOE Building-Wide Awards by Subject and by Free and
Reduced Lunch Percentages 2005-06

El El M/J M/J Sr Sr

FIR % reading | math | reading | math | reading | math Total
<10 44 | 40 39 33 15 15 186
10-19.99 43 33 54 36 34 13 213
20 - 29.99 36 33 51 34 39 20 213
30-39.99 38 31 54 27 42 11 203
40 - 49.99 40 36 30 19 17 2 144
50 -59.99 19 16 19 8 3 1 66
60 - 69.99 10 9 4 3 1 0 27
70 -79.99 2 6 0 1 0 0 9
>80 2 3 0 0 0 0 5

Total 234 | 207 212 | 128 151 62 994

Note. EI = elementary; F/R = percentage of students eligible for free and reduced
lunches; M/J = middle/junior high; Sr = senior high. Reading SOE Awards N = 597;
Mathematics SOE Awards N = 397. The numbers reflect schools counted in more than
one category for purposes of this study, due to overlapping grades (e.g., Grades K-7);
also counted more than once are schools that earned the building-wide SOE award in
both reading and mathematics. The actual count of SOE building awards for buildings >

150 is therefore less than shown.
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Schools could earn an SOE building-wide award in reading, mathematics, or both.
The distribution of SOE building-wide awards by subject category (single subject or
both) and income level is shown in Table 4.18 for schools used in this study. This table
reveals that over half the SOE building awards were earned in schools with less than 40%

of their students eligible for free and reduced lunches.

Table 4.18 Number of Buildings with SOE Awards in Reading, Mathematics, or
Both by Free and Reduced Lunch Percentages 2005-06

SOE F/IR F/IR F/IR | FIR F/IR | FIR F/IR | FIR F/R
building | <10% | 10%- | 20%- | 30%- | 40%- | 50%- | 60%- | 70%- | > 80% | Total

award 19.99 | 29.99 | 39.99 | 49.99 | 59.99 | 69.99 | 79.99
El rdg 4 12 6 15 14 9 3 0 0 63
El math 0 2 3 8 10 6 2 4 1 36
El both 40 31 30 23 26 10 7 2 2| 171
El total 44 45 39 46 50 25 12 6 3| 270
M/J rdg 6 18 18 32 18 11 2 0 0| 105
M/J math 0 2 2 4 6 0 1 1 0 16
M/J both 33 34 31 23 13 2 0 0| 144
M/J total 39 54 51 59 37 19 5 1 0| 265
SrH rdg 2 21 22 32 15 2 1 0 0 95
SrH math 2 1 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 8
SrH both 13 13 17 10 2 0 0 0 0 55
SrH total 17 35 42 43 17 3 1 0 0| 158

Grand

total 100 | 134 | 132| 148 | 104 47 18 7 3| 693

Note. The building categories designated for the purposes of this study included those
with overlapping grades (e.g., Grades K-7). Therefore, the actual number of SOE schools
with >150 students is less than shown. El = Elementary Gr. 3, 4, 5; F/R = Percentage of
students on Free and Reduced Lunches; M/J = Middle School/Junior High Gr/ 6, 7, 8;
Rdg = Reading; SOE = Standard of Excellence; SrH = Senior High Gr. 10, 11.
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CHAPTER 5 - Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Summary of the Study

The theoretical perspective for this study, as discussed at length in Chapter Two,
focused on two varying theories: (2) the correlation of family SES to achievement,
documented through the years by researchers from Coleman (1966) to Klein and Knitzer
(2007), and (b) a strong correlation between school characteristics and student
achievement, with SES not identified as a major factor in low-income, high-achieving
schools (e.g., Edmonds, 1979; Kahlenberg, 2006, Mosenthal et al. 2004). The reviewed
literature lent credence to both theories and also addressed elements of reform and
characteristics of schools and teachers. Evidence of equitable reform and specific
characteristics of the Standard of Excellence (SOE) schools were not the statistical focus
of this study, but rather assessment scores and income levels of these high-performing
schools. This statewide study, designed to uncover any significant relationship between
performance level percentage distributions and income levels of Kansas SOE schools,
originated from the premise that excellence is excellence, no matter the setting or income
level of a school. After careful consideration of the statistical findings in comparison with
the reviewed literature, |1 concluded that this study supported the second theory.

The time frame of 2005-06 was chosen due to the large number of SOE building
awards and to changes in the state assessments, rendering direct comparisons with
previous years inappropriate. A new baseline of data therefore began in 2005-06. A much
more extensive database was accumulated, due to the new requirement that all students in
Grades 3-8 be assessed. Performance gaps between non-disadvantaged and disadvantaged
students could now be more precisely identified; trends in the achievement of low-
income students and schools could be tracked more accurately over a span of years. Such
use of data enables the KSDE, districts, schools, and communities to plan and implement
strategies aimed at decreasing and ultimately eliminating any gap between disadvantaged
and non-disadvantaged students. This process brings two important goals of the KSDE

120



closer to completion: first, the meaningful education of all students; second, fulfillment of
the AYP targets for the low SES group and other sub-groups, according to NCLB
requirements (Kansas Adequate Yearly Progress Revised Guidance, 2006). The KSDE
Report Card reports data for each school by percentages of students in each grade level in
each school. This study of building income levels and performance level percentages in
SOE schools contributes to the interpretation of the 2005-06 data.

A building-wide Standard of Excellence Award in reading or math or both was
the constant; the two variables were income level of the building and state assessment
scores in each performance level category. Categorical data was recorded for statistical
analysis: (a) the student free and reduced lunch percentages per school and (b) the student
performance level percentages by grade level per school. Use of the reported student
percentages avoided giving undue weight to large schools. The total population of SOE
building-wide award schools with 150 or more students comprised the subjects of this
study. Exclusion of smaller SOE schools avoided distortion of the percentage
representations. For purposes of this study, | designated six types of buildings based on
the assessed grade levels and the SOE subject: Elementary Reading and Elementary
Mathematics (Grades 3, 4, 5), Middle School/Junior High Reading and Middle
School/Junior High Mathematics (Grades 6, 7, 8), Senior High Reading (Grade 11), and
Senior High Mathematics (Grade 10). Some of the actual 502 schools fit more than one
designation resulting in 693 buildings listed on the datasets. | subdivided each building
type into HINC, MINC, and LINC according to the percentages of students eligible for
free and reduced lunches. Data was recorded by grade level for each school (Appendix
A); results were reported and analyzed by the aggregate building unit. Use of aggregate
building groups reduced the likelihood that any uncontrolled variables or outliers (e.qg.,
family structure and classroom atmosphere) would distort the results (Gustafsson, 2006;
Kilpatrick et al., 2006).

A two-way, repeated-measures, mixed design ANOVA General linear Model
(GLM) was employed as the most appropriate method to analyze the large dataset for
differences among means for each type of building. The Student-Newman-Keuls multiple
comparison procedure was planned to probe the individual income group means for

significant differences at each of the five performance level categories.
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Conclusions

Discussion of Statistical Results

Because of the non-experimental nature of this study, the results describe
relationships rather than causes. Direct and even inferred causality of instructional
methods, curriculum, school size, or parenting was not the purpose of this study. Such
variables were deliberately not included. Since the SOE building was the aggregated unit
of analysis, findings should not be generalized to non-SOE buildings, individual students,
teachers, classrooms, or schools.

Within-subjects interaction effects and the Student-Newman-Keuls (SNK) results
held particular interest, since the purpose of the study focused on the sets of income
means for each type of building, testing the income means of each building type for
significant differences at each performance level. The information revealed by these two
tests was particularly pertinent in terms of practical implications and conclusions when
considered in conjunction with the other ANOVA findings. As with any two-way
ANOVA, results of main effects must be and were considered in light of the interaction
effects and planned tests of multiple comparisons when deciding to what extent the
hypotheses were supported and how the research questions might be answered. | was
conscious of the difference between statistical significance and practical significance for
education when interpreting any significant findings.

Within-subjects interaction effects: Rejection of the Hos occurred when significant
interaction was detected for five of the six types of buildings: Elementary Reading,
Elementary Math, Middle/Junior High Reading, Middle/Junior High Math, and Senior
High Reading. This indicated that a given level of income had different effects at each of
the different performance levels. The non-parallel lines plotted for the means of each
building type gave visual evidence of interaction, even in the case of the non-significant
findings for Senior High Math (see Chapter Four: Figures 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, and 4-
6). The changing position of the HINC group for each building type was especially
evident. The income groups of any of the buildings thus have an inverse relationship in
some instances, “changing places” with each other in different performance categories,

while in other instances remaining parallel from one performance category to another. It
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would appear that, in most of the SOE buildings, income does have some impact on
performance. The significance for Senior High Reading buildings was interpreted with
caution, due to the small number of the LINC group (n = 3).

At first glance, the significant findings seem to somewhat support the connection
of SES to achievement. However, some discrepancies are evident, brought to light by the
more specific SNK procedure.

SNK results: Despite the evidence of significant interaction in five buildings, the
planned SNK test of means found that only three of the five building types showed any
significant differences between the income group means at each performance level. For
the three buildings, a very limited number of the means differed significantly. Three of
the six buildings showed significant differences: (a) Elementary Reading, with three of its
15 means, two HINC and one LINC; (b) Middle/Junior High Reading, 4/15, all HINC;
and (c) Middle/Junior High Math, 2/15, both HINC (see Chapter 4: Tables 4.13 and
4.14). Eight of the nine significantly different means belonged to the HINC group, being
either significantly higher in the Exemplary category or significantly lower in the Meets
Standard, Approaches Standard, and Academic Warning categories. The Elementary
Reading LINC group was significantly higher in the Exceeds category.

Between-subjects main effects: The findings supported Ho; for five of the six
building types, with no significant differences evident between income means
disregarding performance level scores, giving some credence to the theory of school
influence being more important than SES. Only Senior High Reading showed a
significant difference. While rejection of the first null hypothesis for Senior High
Reading buildings might be technically correct, the practical significance is suspect, due
to the small size of the LINC group (3) and the fact that specific mean differences were
not revealed by this test.

Within-subjects main effects: When each individual score was checked for
deviation from that performance level’s group mean, disregarding income groups, all
buildings exhibited strongly significant within-subjects main effects. In attempting to
account for the dramatic differences, | reasoned that a probable factor was the SOE
criteria for a building-wide award (see Appendix C). Not every grade level in a building

must meet the minimum percentages specified, as long as the building as a whole did
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meet the requirements. Data from each school potentially included one or more assessed
grade levels that did not meet or that far exceeded the SOE criteria. Of the 643
Elementary Reading observations (aggregate grade-level scores per building) used in this
study, the percentages of students scoring in the Exemplary category ranged from 0% to
87%! A range of such magnitude and the large sample size could account for significant
cell deviations from the Exemplary group mean. The same pattern emerged in the other
performance level categories. The other five types of buildings exhibited a similar
pattern. | determined that this was a logical and unavoidable part of examining an entire
building’s performance, not just that of the highest performing grades in the building.
The determination of practical significance always depends on the context. The
statistically significant findings resulted in the technical rejection of Ho, for all types of
buildings; but were not considered particularly applicable in a practical sense for
education or for the questions that prompted this study.

In summary, the ANOVA results bought to light four patterns that had bearing on
the formation of my insights and conclusions:

1. Significant interaction was detected for every building but one, yet only three
of those five buildings showed significantly different income means when examined at
each performance level category.

2. In the three buildings exhibiting significantly different income means at each
performance level, only a small proportion of the means were significant (3/15 for
Elementary Reading, 4/15 for Middle/Junior High Reading, and 2/15 for Middle/Junior
High Math buildings). All three buildings showed HINC means as significantly higher at
the Exemplary level.

3. HINC building groups had far more significantly different means at the
performance levels than did the others (eight for HINC, one for LINC, none for MINC),
most rated as small to moderate. In the Exemplary category, Middle/Junior High Reading
buildings and Middle/Junior High Math buildings showed a moderate to large degree of
difference between the HINC to LINC means and between the HINC and MINC means.

4. Only one of the six buildings showed significance for between-subjects income

level differences. That finding was suspect due to the small number of the LINC group.

124



The detected patterns that emerged from the statistical findings led me to note
particular observations:

1. A few performance categories and income level do appear to have some slight
impact on each other, particularly noticeable for students at Middle/Junior High Reading
and Math buildings; HINC buildings are more likely to outscore MINC and LINC
Middle/Junior High buildings in the Exemplary category. A slight probability exists that
Elementary Reading HINC buildings are somewhat more likely to outperform MINC and
LINC buildings in the Exemplary category.

2. Taking a broader view from the proportion of pertinent, significant findings and
from the mainly small to moderate degrees of difference, | concluded that income does
not appear to be a major influence on performance in general for SOE buildings. Income
does appear to have some larger degree of impact in Middle/Junior High buildings;
however, in the terms of practical significance, this impact would likely be minimal. In
my opinion, the findings indicate that students enrolled in SOE schools of a given
educational level (e.g., Elementary Reading SOE building) and of varying income levels
(i.e., HINC, MINC, and LINC buildings) could have similar overall performance scores
for reading, math, or both in most of the performance level categories when considering
the building as a whole.

The statistical patterns and the resultant observations formed my conclusion that
income is not always a major factor in schools with high achievement scores, in this case
SOE schools. Thus my conclusion agrees with the findings of Edmonds (1979, 1981),
Fullan et al. (1991), Haycock (2001), Kahlenberg (2006), and Mosenthal et al. (2004),

among others.

Trends Noted
Certain trends became evident as data and results were compiled. 1 did not
directly hypothesize any such patterns, and hence they lack statistical verification.
However, the trends noted do add an additional dimension to this discussion of income
levels and SOE schools and could be the starting point for additional research. Two
trends were especially noteworthy, in my opinion: (a) the proportion of LINC schools and

(b) the location of SOE schools throughout Kansas in counties of varying income levels.
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The numbers of each designated type of building, recorded on the tables of
statistical results in Chapter Four, made one trend quite obvious. The higher the
educational level, the fewer low-income SOE schools were represented in this study, as
shown in Table 5.1. For instance, senior high LINC buildings numbered only four, while
elementary LINC buildings numbered 46. Nearly twice as many elementary LINC
buildings earned awards compared to middle school/junior high LINC buildings. The
numbers and percentages of MINC and HINC buildings do not show the same drastic
changes when compared across educational levels. When comparing the sizes of the
different income groups to each other, the use of ratios in Table 5.2 gives a simple, clear
view of differences. The middle school/junior high buildings have somewhat greater
ratios for income groups than elementary buildings, but still noticeably less than those of
senior high buildings. The ratios of HINC and MINC buildings to LINC buildings

increase dramatically at the senior high level.

Table 5.1 Number of SOE Buildings by Educational Level and Income Level

LINC MINC HINC
Educational level N % N % N % Total number
Elementary 3, 4,5 46 | 17% | 125 | 46% 99 | 37% 270
Middle/jr high 6, 7, 8 25| 10% | 127 | 48% | 113 | 43% 265
Senior high 10, 11 4| 4% 81| 51% 73 | 46% 158
Total 75| 11% | 333 | 48% | 285 | 41% 693

Note. % = percentage of the number; jr = junior; HINC = high-income; LINC = low-
income; MINC = medium-income; N = the count of building types designated for this
study, including schools with overlapping grades (e.g., 3 — 8) and schools earning an
award in only reading, only math, and in both reading and math; therefore, the actual
number of SOE schools > 150 is less than shown. Percentages are not exact due to

rounding.
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Table 5.2 Ratios of Income Groups by Standard of Excellence Building Type

Educational level HINC:LINC MINC:LINC
Elementary 3, 4, 5 2:1 3:1
Middle/Jr High 6, 7, 8 4:1 o1
Senior High 10, 11 18:1 20:1
Total Ratio 4:1 4:1

Note: Due to rounding, the ratios do not reflect the exact numbers of HINC and MINC

building types. HINC = high-income; LINC = low-income; MINC = medium-income.

The information depicted in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 raised the following questions my
mind:

1. Why do the elementary SOE buildings have a higher percentage of LINC
schools than middle/junior high buildings and senior high buildings?

2. Are there more LINC elementary schools in the state than at the middle/junior
high or senior high levels? Many districts have more than one elementary school and
more than one middle/junior high school, often with income levels dependent on the
location of the schools. If multiple LINC, MINC, and HINC schools send students to one
senior high school, the overall income level of the high school would be affected,
diminishing the effects of extremes of income. This could partially account for the low
number of SOE LINC senior high buildings.

3. To what extent will the number of LINC schools overall in the state increase as
more families and more communities struggle economically?

4. Do the numbers and ratios indicate that the elementary schools are doing a
better job of educating students in low-income schools, enabling more elementary LINC
schools to earn the SOE building award than upper- and middle-grade-level schools?

5. If so, will this high achievement carry over into future years as these
elementary and middle school/junior high students from LINC SOE schools move into
the upper grades and senior high school, decreasing the performance gap between

disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged students?
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The distribution of SOE schools across Kansas attracted my notice, because SOE
building income levels (percentage of students on free and reduced lunches) reflect area
economic indicators, such as median household income and poverty rate. The visual
comparisons offered by the maps (see Figures 5-1, 5-2, and 5-3) indicate that SOE
school location is not dependent on county median household income level and poverty
rate. SOE schools with 150 or more students appear to be more concentrated in the
eastern half of the state in which are found the most counties with higher income levels
and, conversely, the most counties with the highest poverty rates. My realization was
that the income-related location of SOE schools lacks a consistent pattern when
compared by county. To keep the income level of the counties in perspective, |
compared these levels to my previously researched literature regarding poverty and
eligibility for free and reduced lunches. The government’s poverty level for a family of
five is $22,951; in reality, that family needs to earn $45,902 to meet basic needs (NCCP,
2008, Kansas). The annual Income Eligibility Guidelines for Free and Reduced Lunches
states $41,829 as the qualification threshold for a family of five (Income Eligibility
Guidelines, 2005).

Figure 5-1 shows that 84 of the 105 Kansas counties contain SOE schools with
150 or more students: (a) 40 counties, one to two SOE schools; (b) 28 counties, three to
seven; (c) 11 counties, 8 to 11; (d) four counties,12 to 27; (e) one county, 106; and (f) 21
counties, none. The eastern half of the state holds the majority of SOE schools used in
this study. Consideration must be given to the fact that western counties are more
sparsely populated with smaller enroliments and fewer schools per county than in
eastern Kansas. Western counties also are larger in area, resulting in fewer counties than
in the eastern half.

Of the 11 counties with the lowest median household income, only two lack SOE
schools (see Figure 5-2). SOE schools are in 53 of the 70 counties with a median income
range of $31,001 - $40,000. Counties with high median household income are mainly in
eastern Kansas (19 of 24 counties). Of the higher income counties in the east, 18 show a
median household income between $40,001 and $51,000; one county had a median

income greater than $68,000. Western Kansas had five counties with median income
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between $40,001 and $51,000. Statewide, all but one of the 24 higher income counties
contain SOE schools. Eastern Kansas not only has the majority of higher income
counties; it also has all of the 13 counties with the highest poverty rates (between 14.0%
and 17.6%), depicted in Figure 5-3. Of these 13 high-poverty-rate counties, all but one
have from 1 to 11 SOE schools. Nearly half the counties with lower rates of poverty
(7.3% - 10.9%) had no SOE schools. The one county with both the highest median

income and the lowest poverty rate had the highest number of SOE schools (106).

Figure 5-1 Map of SOE Schools > 150 Students by
County

Number of SOE Schools 2 150 Students

Note. From KSDE Report Card 2005-06. SOE = Standard of Excellence building-wide award in reading or math or both.
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Figure 5-2 Map of Median Household Income by County

Median Annual Household Income: Minimum and Maximum

- $25,797 - $31,000 - $34,001 - $40,000
- $31,001 - $34,000 - $40,001 - $51,750

Note. From U.S. Census Bureau State and County - > $68,000
Quick Facts: Kansas Counties 2004 (2007). ?

© = No SOE schools 2 150 students
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Figure 5-3 Map of Poverty Rates by County

Percent of Population below Poverty

- 5.4% - 9.1% - 10.9%
D 7.3% - 8.9% - 10.0% - 13.9%

Note. From U.S. Census Bureau State and County s
Quick Facts: Kansas Counties 2004 (2007). AR A0
© = No SOE schools 2 150 students
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Recommendations
Based on this study’s results and on the reviewed research base, | propose the
following six recommendations for future research about SOE schools:

1. What demographic variations exist in addition to income, and to what extent do
these demographics influence academic success among the SOE schools in Kansas? This
study used aggregate data about income level and performance percentages across SOE
schools with a range of size and geographic diversity. The findings support the
conclusions of Mosenthal et al. (2004), Haycock (2001), and Standard & Poor’s (2007)
that income level and other demographics are not consistent factors in high-achieving
schools. Future studies of SOE schools could examine other demographics for statistical
significance, such as the setting (rural vs. urban), the sizes of the schools, the ethnic and
racial profiles, the grade levels, and the percentage of SOE schools in different
geographic regions of Kansas.

2. How does the performance of economically disadvantaged students in SOE
schools compare to that of the other students in the same schools? Future SOE research
could focus on the subgroup of economically disadvantaged students within the SOE
schools of Kansas. Using aggregate grade level data from SOE schools, the performance
level percentages could be compared to those of non-disadvantaged SOE students. Are
SOE schools closing the achievement gap between low-income students and other
students more effectively than similar non-SOE schools? A comparison of the gap in
SOE schools and non-SOE schools, using data such as that shown in Appendix B, might
be a starting point for improvement. When designing comparative research regarding a
specific subgroup, a researcher must consider the inclusion of that subgroup in KSDE
data labeled “All Students”. Although this is a standardized procedure for displaying
KSDE data, the inclusion does obscure the actual performance gap between a given
subgroup and other students. The actual degree of performance difference is therefore
less distinct than if the “All Students” group could be considered without inclusion of the

subgroup’s data.
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3. How do changes in the administration of the assessments impact student
performance in the SOE schools? Future studies might focus on the impact from changes
made in the administration of the state assessments, such as the more widespread student
use of computers for the assessments. A study might consider the Hawthorne effect, the
temporary improvement in performance due to a change in regular conditions or
situations and to being watched closely, possibly leading to a continuous improvement
(Draper, 2008). Factors might include in-class preparations for the assessment
(throughout the school year), variation of the ordinary procedures in class; use of
computers in lieu of paper tests, and motivation and feedback provided to students. Any
or all of these possible factors might alter students’ beliefs and attitudes towards the
importance of school. Students’ understanding of a situation (assessment) and its
relevance might impact their own attitudes about the effect of their actions.

4. What characteristics exist in common among SOE schools? Mosenthal et al.
(2004) posed the same question: “Do the factors that influence success and promote
excellent performance vary among successful schools, depending on school
characteristics?” Mosenthal et al., p. 346). We could narrow the focus strictly to low-
income schools by asking another question: Why are some low-income schools
successful and others are not? In the case of the second question, a researcher could
examine the characteristics of low-income SOE schools and those of other low-income
schools. Mosenthal et al. and Haycock (2001) agreed that good teaching and systemic
commitment to closing achievement gaps overrode influences of income. Any of the
following seven characteristics or others might form part of a study’s design or emerge
with the findings. Characteristics for consideration might include: (a) the level of
teaching experience (e.g., number of years, advanced degrees), (b) frequency of
assessment as part of the instructional plan, (c) use of assessment results to improve
instruction, (d) alignment of instruction with high standards and the research base, (e)
equitable learning opportunities, (f) level of support for teachers, and (g) level of
enthusiasm in students and teachers. The use of assessment results might incorporate a
school’s consideration of existing indices and surveys such as the annual Standard and

Poor’s survey (2007).
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5. How do low-income SOE schools in Kansas address the issues of equitable
opportunities to learn and equitable assessments? In poor schools with high rates of
achievement, Mosenthal et al. (2004) and Haycock (2001); noted that the fit of an
instructional program to the needs and context of a particular school and particular
students showed the greatest impact on test scores. A survey of SOE schools might reveal
aspects of equity. Items researched might include five elements, among others: (a)
instruction built on the students’ cognitive, social, and affective needs and strengths; (b)
expression of high expectations; (c) attention to parent and community relations,
involvement, and support; (d) sensitiveness to cultural differences; and (e) nurturing of
positive attitudes of teachers, students, administrators, and staff; funding venues. These
factors and others have long been touted as essential for meaningful improvement of
education through equity (Educate America, 1994; Essex, 2006; Fullan & Stiegelbaurer,
1991; NCLB Act, 2001; Possible Causes, 2006; Suydam, 1990; and Wiles, 2005).

6. Are the results of this study replicable? Use of data that is publicly available on
the KSDE web site will enable this study to be replicated with data from later years. A
longitudinal view would determine if the results are unique to 2005-06 SOE schools or if
they can be generalized to SOE schools in years ahead (Gustafsson, 2006; Kilpatrick et
al., 2006). A trend study of this sort would give additional evidence that the income level
of SOE schools is not a major factor on achievement. Jones and Martinez (2001)
emphasized the importance of an accessible database in both disaggregate and aggregate
form for longitudinal studies; the KSDE data system meets this need for researchers.

Additional verification of SOE schools as models might result from any of the
recommended research topics. Knowledge of processes and strategies in SOE schools
might lead to discussions and action about future instruction and funding to expand the
use of effective methods with low-income students. Nothing in education falls totally into
neat, self-contained categories; membership in one sub-group does not exclude
membership in others. Educators must consider the other elements in addition to income
that make up the culture and background of a particular student or group. Each year,
teachers greet new combinations of students with unique needs and strengths. Educators
must strive to look beyond the label(s) to consider the whole inner child in order to plan

appropriate, meaningful instruction.
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Overall Conclusions

Two questions directed this study and the formation of the hypotheses:

1. Is the distribution of achievement scores across the performance levels consistent
across income-level designation of grade-level buildings per subject? As a result of this
study, I would answer the first question, “Yes, performance is consistent in most
instances; in three types of building, only 9 out of 45 means showed any significant
difference. The other three buildings showed no significant differences in means.”

2. What is the degree of variance or consistency? The results showed small to
moderate significant differences with two exceptions for the means of Middle
School/Junior High Math and Reading.

Do varying income levels of SOE schools affect the performance of students in a
particular type of SOE building? As with so many questions about education, it depends.
Overall, major differences in performances were not evident among income groups for
each type of building; however, some discrepancies exist. In the Exemplary performance
level category, HINC buildings appear to have an advantage. In terms of significant mean
differences in the Exemplary category, HINC buildings outperformed MINC and LINC
buildings in Elementary Reading, Middle/Junior High Reading, and Middle/Junior High
Math; in other categories, HINC had a significantly lower performance percentage. The
general lack of significant mean differences and the mainly small to moderate magnitudes
of the few significant differences speak well for the educational atmosphere and
instructional approaches in 2005-06 SOE schools. SOE schools appear to have broken
down barriers and bridged chasms, narrowing the achievement gap between buildings of
different income levels. In general, students enrolled in SOE schools of a given
educational level (e.g., Elementary Reading SOE building) and of varying income levels
(i.e., HINC, MINC, and LINC buildings) could have similar performance scores for
reading, math, or both in most of the performance level categories. The results do not
imply that SOE schools can relax their efforts; LINC and MINC SOE buildings must
continue their emphasis to raise achievement rates, particularly at the middle/junior high
level with several moderate to large mean differences detected in reading and math. It
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must be stressed that significant findings for any type of SOE building do not mean that
income is always a factor on performance for that type of building.

As Kansas strives to have all students scoring in the three highest performance
levels on the state assessments by the year 2014, the performances of low SES students
and other sub-groups will continue as a focus, along with the instructional and affective
aspects that impact achievement. The recommendations for future research, if
implemented as studies, might provide qualitative factors to explain the quantitative
results (e.g., high assessment performance for SOE schools). The low numbers of SOE
LINC schools warrant discussion of system-wide support to raise performance rates in
non-SOE LINC schools, especially at the senior high level. The results of this study could
act as a springboard for examining educational practice at SOE schools and possibly
inspiring other schools also striving to reduce achievement gaps.
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Appendix A - Standard of Excellence Award Building Data
Used in This Study

Elementary Reading

Table A.1 Elementary Reading Standard of Excellence (SOE) Data

Elementary reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment  assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach |Warning
MR 0.65 614 3 31.3% 38.3%| 24.2% 5.0% 1.0%
MR 0.65 614 4 34.1% 36.5%| 20.3% 7.3% 1.6%
MR 0.65 614 5 38.0% 26.0% 19.0% 11.0% 6.0%
MR 0.73 546 3 43.2% 25.9% 22.2% 4.9% 3.7%
MR 0.73 546 4 41.6% 35.7%| 17.8% 3.5% 1.1%
MR 0.73 546 5 53.7% 28.3% 13.4% 2.9% 1.4%
MR 0.77 519 3 44.0% 28.5% 17.8% 4.7% 4.7%
MR 0.77 519 4 50.8% 24.5% 19.2% 5.2% 0.0%
MR 0.77 519 5 52.3% 20.6% 19.0% 6.3% 1.5%
MR 1.06 567 3 49.4% 38.4% 9.8% 1.0% 0.0%
MR 1.06 567 4 75.0% 18.0% 5.5% 1.3% 0.0%
MR 1.06 567 5 58.2% 25.3% 11.9% 0.0% 1.4%
MR 1.07 468 3 24.3% 32.4%| 25.6% 6.7% 9.4%
MR 1.07 468 4 50.7% 35.2%| 12.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 1.07 468 5 41.3% 31.0%| 19.5% 4.5% 2.2%
MR 1.13 375 3 42.3% 30.7%| 23.0% 1.9% 1.9%
MR 1.13 375 4 27.5% 37.9%| 22.4% 8.6% 3.4%
MR 1.13 375 5 52.7% 21.8% 14.5% 9.0% 1.8%
MR 1.84 543 3 28.4% 42.1%| 23.1% 3.1% 1.0%
MR 1.84 543 4 24.7% 28.2% 34.1% 9.4% 2.3%
MR 1.84 543 5 35.0% 23.7% 18.7% 12.5% 8.7%
MR 1.91 418 3 42.3% 32.2%| 16.9% 5.0% 1.6%
MR 1.91 418 4 41.2% 35.0%| 18.7% 1.2% 3.7%
MR 1.91 418 5 50.6% 28.7% 10.9% 9.5% 0.0%
R 1.98 404 3 24.3% 29.4% 33.3% 10.2% 2.5%
R 1.98 404 4 30.1% 25.3% 33.3% 4.7% 4.7%
R 1.98 404 5 35.5% 26.3% 26.3% 6.5% 5.2%
MR 2.06 578 3 41.7% 34.0%| 16.4% 4.3% 1.0%
MR 2.06 578 4 50.0% 32.8%| 17.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 2.06 578 5 57.5% 18.1%| 19.6% 3.0% 1.5%
MR 2.19 730 3 35.5% 35.5%| 22.0% 5.0% 0.8%
MR 2.19 730 4 33.6% 36.8%| 20.4% 8.1% 0.8%
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Elementary reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment  assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach |Warning
MR 2.19 730 5 45.4% 27.2% 18.1% 4.1% 4.9%
MR 2.44 778 3 48.8% 28.0% 14.4% 1.6% 0.8%
MR 2.44 778 4 39.6% 36.5%| 18.2% 1.5% 0.7%
MR 2.44 778 5 51.5% 26.5% 17.1% 1.5% 0.7%
MR 2.50 320 3 49.0% 24.5% 9.4% 13.2% 3.7%
MR 2.50 320 4 37.7% 20.0% 31.1% 11.1% 0.0%
MR 2.50 320 5 52.1% 26.0% 8.6% 4.3% 6.5%
MR 2.51 438 3 41.1% 38.2%| 11.7% 2.9% 0.0%
MR 2.51 438 4 46.6% 30.6%| 16.0% 1.3% 1.3%
MR 2.51 438 5 67.0% 20.2% 7.5% 2.5% 1.2%
MR 2.87 349 3 55.0% 25.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 2.87 349 4 54.2% 25.4% 11.8% 8.4% 0.0%
MR 2.87 349 5 57.1% 28.5% 10.2% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 3.06 589 3 22.8% 36.1%| 25.7% 7.6% 4.7%
MR 3.06 589 4 29.5% 36.0%| 26.2% 4.9% 2.4%
MR 3.06 589 5 47.9% 29.1% 16.6% 3.1% 1.0%
MR 3.09 453 3 49.1% 22.8% 17.5% 7.0% 3.5%
MR 3.09 453 4 52.5% 25.0% 18.7% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 3.09 453 5 50.0% 26.3% 13.8% 6.9% 1.3%
MR 3.13 416 3 43.3% 31.6%| 21.6% 1.6% 1.6%
MR 3.13 416 4 33.9% 37.5%| 21.4% 3.5% 1.7%
MR 3.13 416 5 58.3% 33.3% 6.6% 0.0% 1.6%
MR 3.26 675 3 51.0% 23.9% 15.2% 5.4% 4.3%
MR 3.26 675 4 45.0% 29.0% 20.0% 3.0% 3.0%
MR 3.26 675 5 55.0% 23.5% 16.8% 3.3% 1.1%
MR 3.52 597 3 31.5% 36.8%| 20.0% 6.3% 3.1%
MR 3.52 597 4 28.5% 42.8%| 21.8% 1.6% 3.3%
MR 3.52 597 5 35.5% 31.7%| 21.1% 7.6% 3.8%
MR 3.59 474 3 45.1% 32.9%| 17.0% 3.6% 0.0%
MR 3.59 474 4 36.4% 37.6%| 22.3% 2.3% 1.1%
MR 3.59 474 5 53.0% 22.2%| 22.2% 1.2% 0.0%
MR 3.83 574 3 32.5% 36.2%| 21.2% 10.0% 0.0%
MR 3.83 574 4 36.1% 36.1%| 22.8% 2.4% 2.4%
MR 3.83 574 5 53.0% 26.5%| 15.6% 2.4% 2.4%
MR 3.85 494 3 36.0% 32.5%| 20.9% 6.9% 3.4%
MR 3.85 494 4 46.0% 23.5% 22.4% 3.3% 3.3%
MR 3.85 494 5 50.6% 29.1% 16.4% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 4.04 371 3 47.1% 38.5%| 12.8% 1.4% 0.0%
MR 4.04 371 4 53.4% 37.9% 8.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 4.04 371 5 80.2% 15.7% 1.3% 1.3% 0.0%
MR 4.72 508 3 34.9% 39.6%| 23.8% 1.5% 0.0%
MR 4.72 508 4 32.3% 29.2% 13.8% 13.8% 9.2%
MR 4.72 508 5 58.5% 24.2% 15.7% 1.4% 0.0%
MR 4.73 444 3 38.5% 24.0% 30.1% 6.0% 1.2%
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Elementary reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment  assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach |Warning
MR 4.73 444 4 35.5% 39.4%| 23.6% 1.3% 0.0%
MR 4.73 444 5 61.0% 14.2%| 10.3% 9.0% 3.8%
MR 4.76 378 3 44.1% 35.2%| 11.7% 2.9% 0.0%
MR 4.76 378 4 37.5% 31.2%| 27.0% 0.0% 2.0%
MR 4.76 378 5 38.1% 30.9%| 20.0% 7.2% 0.0%
MR 4.84 475 3 39.2% 41.0%| 14.2% 3.5% 0.0%
MR 4.84 475 4 56.9% 27.7% 13.8% 1.3% 0.0%
MR 4.84 475 5 43.2% 23.8% 19.4% 7.4% 4.4%
MR 4.92 528 3 52.3% 25.3% 11.1% 7.9% 1.5%
MR 4.92 528 4 35.4% 37.0%| 16.1% 8.0% 3.2%
MR 4.92 528 5 46.3% 24.3% 20.7% 6.0% 2.4%
MR 4.96 565 3 38.8% 26.6% 22.2% 10.0% 1.1%
MR 4.96 565 4 38.0% 24.0% 31.0% 5.0% 2.0%
MR 4.96 565 5 39.2% 31.6%| 18.9% 8.8% 1.2%
MR 5.02 757 3 43.3% 27.4% 20.3% 5.3% 3.5%
MR 5.02 757 4 26.4% 32.3%| 29.4% 9.8% 1.9%
MR 5.02 757 5 44.0% 27.9% 22.5% 4.3% 1.0%
MR 5.08 610 3 25.6% 21.7%| 35.8% 10.2% 5.1%
MR 5.08 610 4 37.7% 36.6%| 18.8% 5.5% 1.1%
MR 5.08 610 5 48.7% 28.2% 14.1% 8.9% 0.0%
R 5.29 378 3 20.9% 38.7%| 20.9% 8.0% 8.0%
R 5.29 378 4 35.4% 22.5% 33.8% 4.8% 3.2%
R 5.29 378 5 39.1% 28.3% 17.5% 9.4% 4.0%
MR 5.31 339 3 34.7% 26.0% 30.4% 4.3% 4.3%
MR 5.31 339 4 53.4% 31.0%| 12.0% 1.7% 0.0%
MR 5.31 339 5 44.0% 30.0%| 16.0% 6.0% 2.0%
MR 5.84 308 3 44.1% 32.3%| 14.7% 5.8% 2.9%
MR 5.84 308 4 26.6% 40.0%| 22.2% 4.4% 6.6%
MR 5.84 308 5 53.0% 26.5% 14.2% 6.1% 0.0%
MR 5.99 501 3 23.9% 43.6%| 12.6% 14.0% 4.2%
MR 5.99 501 4 24.4% 32.6%| 33.6% 5.1% 4.0%
MR 5.99 501 5 52.2% 24.4% 16.6% 5.5% 0.0%
MR 6.09 345 3 31.3% 31.3%| 29.4% 3.9% 3.9%
MR 6.09 345 4 36.0% 34.0%| 24.0% 4.0% 2.0%
MR 6.09 345 5 56.8% 15.6%| 13.7% 13.7% 0.0%
MR 6.13 408 3 23.4% 40.4%| 25.5% 8.5% 2.1%
MR 6.13 408 4 32.2% 33.8%| 29.0% 3.2% 1.6%
MR 6.13 408 5 48.0% 21.1%| 13.4% 13.4% 3.8%
MR 6.70 448 3 43.5% 32.2%| 19.3% 3.2% 1.6%
MR 6.70 448 4 35.0% 36.8%| 24.5% 1.7% 1.7%
MR 6.70 448 5 55.5% 12.9%| 20.3% 7.4% 1.8%
R 6.72 372 3 33.3% 38.8%| 16.6% 7.4% 3.7%
R 6.72 372 4 40.0% 25.4%| 23.6% 7.2% 1.8%
R 6.72 372 5 50.0% 16.6%| 21.4% 9.5% 0.0%
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Elementary reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach |Warning
MR 6.84 380 3 24.4% 33.3%| 22.2% 13.3% 4.4%
MR 6.84 380 4 37.5% 29.1%| 25.0% 4.1% 4.1%
MR 6.84 380 5 38.2% 27.9%| 26.4% 4.4% 1.4%
MR 8.20 439 3 28.7% 36.3%| 24.2% 6.0% 3.0%
MR 8.20 439 4 25.8% 43.5%| 24.1% 1.6% 3.2%
MR 8.20 439 5 49.2% 22.2%| 14.2% 11.1% 3.1%
MR 8.50 494 3 33.7% 28.3%| 21.6% 10.8% 5.4%
MR 8.50 494 4 33.8% 29.0%| 20.9% 11.2% 3.2%
MR 8.50 494 5 44.0% 18.6%| 25.4% 5.0% 5.0%
R 9.87 466 3 55.0% 16.6%| 23.3% 3.3% 1.6%
R 9.87 466 4 15.0% 45.2%| 20.5% 10.9% 6.8%
R 9.87 466 5 42.1% 17.1%| 23.4% 12.5% 4.6%
MR 10.02 649 3 54.6% 24.7%| 17.5% 0.0% 2.0%
MR 10.02 649 4 29.6% 37.0%| 19.7% 9.8% 3.7%
MR 10.02 649 5 50.0% 16.6%| 22.2% 11.1% 0.0%
MR 10.33 571 3 46.5% 22.7%| 27.2% 3.4% 0.0%
MR 10.33 571 4 19.2% 42.3%| 32.0% 5.1% 0.0%
MR 10.33 571 5 51.1% 27.7% 8.8% 10.0% 1.1%
MR 10.49 467 3 60.7% 22.7%| 12.6% 1.2% 0.0%
MR 10.49 467 4 46.9% 28.9%| 18.0% 2.4% 1.2%
MR 10.49 467 5 52.8% 24.1%| 14.9% 4.5% 1.1%
MR 10.70 271 3 40.0% 22.5%| 30.0% 7.5% 0.0%
MR 10.70 271 4 52.0% 27.0%| 18.7% 2.0% 0.0%
MR 10.70 271 5 43.7% 31.2%| 18.7% 6.2% 0.0%
MR 11.34 291 3 59.2% 25.9% 7.4% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 11.34 291 4 33.3% 35.4%| 22.9% 2.0% 6.2%
MR 11.34 291 5 51.1% 16.2%| 20.9% 9.3% 2.3%
MR 11.38 334 3 31.2% 32.8%| 26.5% 9.3% 0.0%
MR 11.38 334 4 30.9% 32.7%| 29.0% 5.4% 1.8%
R 11.47 619 3 41.8% 22.9%| 13.5% 10.8% 5.4%
R 11.47 619 4 36.4% 27.0%| 17.5% 12.1% 2.7%
R 11.47 619 5 35.4% 27.8%| 24.0% 3.7% 5.0%
MR 11.68 394 3 44.6% 32.3%| 16.9% 4.6% 1.5%
MR 11.68 394 4 24.0% 31.4%| 42.5% 1.8% 0.0%
MR 11.68 394 5 43.7% 35.4%| 16.6% 2.0% 2.0%
MR 11.87 699 3 36.4% 36.4%| 18.5% 6.7% 0.2%
MR 11.87 699 4 29.6% 36.6%| 20.6% 8.5% 4.0%
MR 11.87 699 5 36.4% 23.3%| 22.2% 9.7% 8.1%
MR 12.06 481 3 38.4% 26.1%| 27.6% 4.6% 1.5%
MR 12.06 481 4 34.7% 41.6%| 18.0% 5.5% 0.0%
MR 12.06 481 5 39.7% 26.0%| 20.5% 6.8% 6.8%
MR 12.38 404 3 32.2% 30.5%| 37.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 12.38 404 4 36.0% 40.9%| 13.1% 9.8% 0.0%
MR 12.38 404 5 34.8% 31.8%| 18.1% 7.5% 7.5%
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Elementary reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach |Warning
MR 12.50 648 3 26.4% 23.5%| 36.2% 9.8% 3.9%
MR 12.50 648 4 23.2% 29.2%| 35.3% 8.0% 3.0%
MR 12.50 648 5 42.6% 23.5%| 21.3% 7.8% 4.4%
MR 12.66 379 3 36.3% 29.5%| 25.0% 9.0% 0.0%
MR 12.66 379 4 31.9% 29.7%| 29.7% 8.5% 0.0%
MR 12.66 379 5 62.9% 16.6%| 14.8% 1.8% 1.8%
MR 12.73 330 3 37.7% 24.4%| 31.1% 6.6% 0.0%
MR 12.73 330 4 15.6% 40.6%| 21.8% 15.6% 6.2%
MR 12.73 330 5 66.6% 22.2%| 11.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 13.64 154 3 27.5% 31.0%| 31.0% 10.3% 0.0%
MR 13.64 154 4 29.1% 37.5%| 20.8% 12.5% 0.0%
MR 13.64 154 5 17.3% 26.0%| 30.4% 21.7% 4.3%
MR 13.67 395 3 45.4% 25.4%| 21.8% 7.2% 0.0%
MR 13.67 395 4 31.2% 27.0%| 31.2% 4.1% 6.2%
MR 13.67 395 5 40.3% 28.8%| 17.3% 5.7% 7.6%
MR 13.88 677 3 24.8% 32.1%| 32.8% 5.8% 3.6%
MR 13.88 677 4 27.5% 35.4%| 29.1% 5.5% 2.3%
MR 13.96 394 3 34.9% 28.5%| 22.2% 12.6% 0.0%
MR 13.96 394 4 34.6% 32.6%| 30.6% 0.0% 2.0%
MR 13.96 394 5 32.2% 18.6%| 23.7% 8.4%| 13.5%
R 14.04 228 3 45.4% 31.8%| 18.1% 4.5% 0.0%
R 14.04 228 4 38.2% 32.3%| 20.5% 5.8% 2.9%
R 14.04 228 5 48.2% 31.0%| 17.2% 3.4% 0.0%
R 14.35 237 3 30.0% 50.0%| 12.0% 8.0% 0.0%
R 14.35 237 4 22.5% 15.0%| 35.0% 17.5%| 10.0%
R 14.35 237 5 45.7% 22.8%| 17.1% 14.2% 0.0%
MR 14.58 192 3 31.8% 45.4% 9.0% 9.0% 4.5%
MR 14.58 192 4 42.3% 42.3%| 15.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 14.58 192 5 40.5% 24.3%| 18.9% 16.2% 0.0%
R 14.71 435 3 45.0% 33.3%| 16.6% 3.3% 1.6%
R 14.71 435 4 36.2% 30.0%| 22.5% 3.7% 6.2%
R 14.71 435 5 43.8% 28.0%| 17.5% 5.2% 5.2%
MR 14.78 230 3 29.2% 29.2%| 32.9% 4.8% 3.6%
MR 14.78 230 4 50.7% 29.2%| 16.9% 1.5% 0.0%
MR 14.78 230 5 49.4% 31.0%| 16.0% 1.1% 1.1%
MR 15.24 361 3 36.8% 36.8%| 22.8% 3.5% 0.0%
MR 15.24 361 4 20.4% 32.8%| 40.9% 0.0% 6.8%
MR 15.24 361 5 34.6% 32.6%| 26.5% 2.0% 0.0%
MR 15.65 345 3 47.3% 50.0% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 15.65 345 4 33.3% 46.1%| 17.9% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 15.65 345 5 44.8% 13.7%| 31.0% 6.8%| 340.0%
MR 15.77 222 3 40.0% 40.0%| 16.0% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 15.77 222 4 55.1% 31.0%| 13.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 15.77 222 5 37.9% 34.4%| 13.7% 6.8% 6.8%
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Elementary reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach |Warning
MR 16.03 287 3 45.7% 37.1%| 17.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 16.03 287 4 35.7% 35.7%| 26.1% 2.3% 0.0%
MR 16.03 287 5 71.4% 17.1% 8.5% 0.0% 2.8%
R 16.29 178 3 40.0% 26.6%| 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%
R 16.29 178 4 27.7% 33.3%| 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%
R 16.29 178 5 41.1% 17.6%| 29.4% 5.8% 0.0%
MR 16.86 255 3 43.5% 35.8%| 20.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 16.86 255 4 27.9% 34.8%| 30.2% 2.3% 0.0%
MR 16.86 255 5 39.5% 23.2%| 27.9% 6.9% 0.0%
R 17.00 353 3 27.4% 15.6%| 35.2% 11.7% 9.8%
R 17.00 353 4 14.2% 35.7%| 32.1% 12.5% 5.3%
R 17.00 353 5 34.3% 29.6%| 25.0% 6.2% 4.6%
MR 17.09 474 3 30.0% 35.7%| 25.7% 7.1% 1.4%
MR 17.09 474 4 20.0% 20.0%| 37.1% 12.8%| 10.0%
MR 17.09 474 5 34.4% 25.8%| 24.1% 12.0% 1.7%
R 17.10 193 3 11.5% 30.7%| 34.6% 19.2% 3.8%
R 17.10 193 4 32.0% 16.0%| 36.0% 12.0% 4.0%
R 17.10 193 5 42.8% 38.0%| 19.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 17.19 477 3 29.6% 23.4%| 32.8% 9.3% 3.1%
MR 17.19 477 4 34.1% 26.5%| 34.1% 2.5% 1.2%
MR 17.19 477 5 59.0% 15.1%| 19.6% 4.5% 1.5%
MR 17.22 302 3 26.6% 31.1%| 28.8% 11.1% 2.2%
MR 17.22 302 4 41.8% 13.9%| 39.5% 2.3% 2.3%
MR 17.22 302 5 36.8% 19.2%| 24.5% 8.7% 8.7%
R 17.26 307 3 30.0% 33.3%| 13.3% 10.0% 6.6%
R 17.26 307 4 17.0% 29.2%| 29.2% 9.7% 7.3%
R 17.26 307 5 14.2% 14.2%| 28.5% 22.8%| 14.2%
MR 17.29 347 5 35.6% 30.4%| 23.5% 6.8% 2.2%
MR 17.82 477 3 25.5% 37.7%| 29.5% 7.1% 0.0%
MR 17.82 477 4 35.7% 27.3%| 28.4% 7.3% 1.0%
R 17.94 563 3 22.2% 28.8%| 38.8% 8.8% 0.0%
R 17.94 563 4 24.7% 40.0%| 28.2% 4.7% 2.3%
R 17.94 563 5 27.8% 31.7%| 23.0% 8.6% 7.6%
MR 18.8 351 5 40.1% 23.9%| 21.5% 11.3% 2.9%
MR 18.87 604 3 33.7% 37.8%| 25.6% 1.3% 0.0%
MR 18.87 604 4 30.2% 31.5%| 22.3% 7.8% 6.5%
MR 18.87 604 5 40.4% 31.3%| 13.1% 4.0% 9.0%
R 19.20 448 3 26.9% 33.3%| 25.3% 11.1% 3.1%
R 19.20 448 4 25.9% 20.7%| 42.8% 3.8% 5.1%
R 19.20 448 5 25.0% 38.3%| 11.6% 10.0%| 10.0%
R 19.71 411 3 41.6% 30.5%| 25.0% 2.7% 0.0%
R 19.71 411 4 24.2% 45.4%| 15.1% 12.1% 3.0%
R 19.71 411 5 44.6% 27.6%| 17.0% 6.3% 2.1%
MR 19.77 263 3 26.9% 41.2%| 26.9% 4.7% 0.0%
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MR 19.77 263 4 31.9% 25.5%| 25.5% 12.7% 4.2%
MR 20.00 290 3 36.3% 25.0%| 31.8% 2.2% 2.2%
MR 20.00 290 4 26.9% 38.4%| 21.1% 7.6% 3.8%
MR 20.00 290 5 25.4% 29.0%| 30.9% 9.0% 3.6%
MR 20.00 355 3 36.2% 43.1%| 17.2% 3.4% 0.0%
MR 20.00 355 4 42.2% 30.9%| 22.5% 4.2% 0.0%
R 20.06 314 3 19.5% 41.4%| 26.8% 4.8% 7.3%
R 20.06 314 4 28.5% 42.8%| 17.1% 5.7% 2.8%
R 20.06 314 5 50.0% 30.0%| 13.3% 3.3% 3.3%
MR 22.02 336 3 27.6% 42.5%| 27.6% 2.1% 0.0%
MR 22.02 336 4 26.9% 50.0%| 15.3% 5.7% 0.0%
MR 22.02 336 5 45.0% 23.5%| 25.4% 3.9% 0.0%
MR 22.13 244 3 11.1% 27.7%| 44.4% 11.1% 5.5%
MR 22.13 244 4 30.5% 47.2%| 19.4% 2.7% 0.0%
MR 22.13 244 5 45.2% 23.8%| 19.0% 2.3% 9.5%
MR 22.71 251 5 25.8% 24.1%| 25.8% 9.6% 8.0%
MR 23.06 260 5 29.2% 27.6%| 29.2% 7.6% 6.1%
MR 23.43 286 3 14.6% 48.7%| 21.9% 4.8% 4.8%
MR 23.43 286 4 42.2% 31.1%| 20.0% 4.4% 0.0%
MR 23.43 286 5 41.6% 25.0% 8.3% 13.8% 5.5%
MR 23.69 574 5 33.7% 22.5%| 25.9% 11.6% 5.4%
MR 24.19 401 3 42.5% 27.6%| 23.4% 4.2% 2.1%
MR 24.19 401 4 48.0% 22.0%| 24.0% 6.0% 0.0%
MR 24.19 401 5 40.0% 36.6%| 15.0% 5.0% 3.3%
MR 24.19 496 3 40.8% 29.0%| 19.3% 8.6% 1.0%
MR 24.19 496 4 32.6% 27.8%| 25.0% 8.6% 5.7%
R 24.32 185 5 15.5% 33.3%| 37.7% 6.6% 6.6%
MR 24.35 193 5 31.2% 35.4%| 26.0% 7.2% 0.0%
MR 24.43 348 3 47.2% 30.9% 9.0% 9.0% 3.6%
MR 24.43 348 4 38.0% 20.0%| 34.0% 6.0% 2.0%
MR 24.43 348 5 38.8% 25.3%| 23.8% 7.4% 4.4%
MR 25.07 363 3 29.4% 27.4%| 21.5% 19.6% 1.9%
MR 25.07 363 4 30.9% 34.5%| 20.0% 10.9% 3.6%
MR 25.07 363 5 31.0% 25.8%| 32.7% 5.1% 5.1%
MR 25.36 351 3 40.7% 18.5%| 20.3% 11.1% 9.2%
MR 25.36 351 4 27.0% 32.4%| 29.7% 8.1% 2.7%
MR 25.36 351 5 22.6% 20.7%| 39.6% 1.8% 15.0%
MR 25.66 265 3 30.7% 38.4%| 21.5% 4.6% 4.6%
MR 25.78 384 3 31.2% 29.6%| 26.5% 9.3% 3.1%
MR 25.78 384 4 38.0% 28.0%| 26.0% 6.0% 2.0%
MR 25.90 278 3 37.0% 41.9%| 13.5% 6.1% 0.0%
MR 25.90 278 4 36.1% 42.8%| 19.0% 0.0% 1.9%
MR 25.90 278 5 44.0% 30.0%| 19.0% 3.0% 1.0%
MR 26.07 349 3 35.0% 26.3%| 29.8% 8.7% 0.0%
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MR 26.07 349 4 40.0% 40.0%| 20.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 26.07 349 5 28.3% 39.6%| 28.3% 3.7% 0.0%
MR 26.11 429 3 37.3% 34.3%| 17.9% 5.9% 0.0%
MR 26.11 429 4 21.6% 41.8%| 22.9% 8.1% 4.0%
MR 26.11 429 5 53.4% 26.0%| 12.3% 5.4% 2.7%
R 26.16 302 3 39.4% 23.6%| 21.0% 7.8% 5.2%
R 26.16 302 4 32.2% 29.0%| 19.3% 16.1% 3.2%
R 26.16 302 5 36.5% 12.1%| 29.2% 14.6% 4.8%
MR 26.50 234 3 59.0% 31.8% 9.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 26.50 234 4 26.8% 31.7%| 24.3% 12.1% 4.8%
MR 26.50 234 5 35.8% 20.5%| 38.4% 5.1% 0.0%
MR 26.67 315 3 61.5% 17.3%| 17.3% 1.9% 1.9%
MR 26.67 315 4 36.0% 32.0%| 20.0% 6.0% 6.0%
MR 26.67 315 5 49.1% 22.8%| 19.2% 7.0% 0.0%
MR 26.71 438 3 27.2% 36.3%| 29.8% 5.1% 1.2%
MR 26.71 438 4 30.3% 39.2%| 27.8% 1.2% 0.0%
MR 26.76 304 3 45.1% 41.9% 6.4% 3.2% 3.2%
MR 26.76 304 4 17.1% 34.2%| 31.4% 8.5% 8.5%
MR 26.76 304 5 28.5% 20.0%| 37.1% 14.2% 0.0%
MR 26.84 190 3 40.0% 25.0%| 30.0% 5.0% 0.0%
MR 26.84 190 4 41.1% 35.2%| 17.6% 2.9% 2.9%
MR 26.84 190 5 44.0% 24.0%| 20.0% 8.0% 4.0%
R 26.95 334 3 28.9% 31.5%| 26.3% 2.6%| 10.5%
R 26.95 334 4 31.0% 34.4%| 17.2% 10.3% 3.4%
R 26.95 334 5 20.0% 30.0%| 26.6% 16.6% 6.6%
MR 27.74 310 3 38.4% 43.5% 7.6% 7.6% 0.0%
MR 27.74 310 4 24.0% 36.0%| 34.0% 6.0% 0.0%
MR 27.74 310 5 50.0% 12.9%| 16.1% 12.9% 8.0%
MR 27.86 280 3 51.8% 25.9%| 14.8% 7.4% 0.0%
MR 27.86 280 4 21.0% 28.9%| 26.3% 10.5%| 13.1%
MR 27.86 280 5 40.7% 22.2%| 25.9% 7.4% 3.7%
MR 28.29 403 3 24.0% 27.8%| 27.8% 15.1% 3.7%
MR 28.29 403 4 41.0% 28.7%| 23.2% 4.1% 1.3%
MR 28.29 403 5 36.0% 27.8%| 21.3% 9.8% 4.9%
MR 28.52 526 3 23.6% 29.1%| 37.5% 8.3% 1.3%
MR 28.52 526 4 34.6% 16.0%| 30.6% 13.3% 4.0%
MR 28.52 526 5 46.3% 21.7%| 21.7% 8.6% 1.4%
R 28.76 153 3 29.1% 33.3%| 25.0% 4.1% 4.1%
R 28.76 153 4 21.4% 23.8%| 47.6% 2.3% 4.7%
MR 29.02 379 3 41.4% 41.4%| 14.6% 2.4% 0.0%
MR 29.02 379 4 27.6% 29.7%| 34.0% 6.3% 0.0%
MR 29.02 379 5 37.5% 35.0%| 20.0% 5.0% 2.5%
MR 29.33 150 4 28.5% 45.7%| 20.0% 5.7% 0.0%
MR 29.33 150 5 66.6% 11.1%| 22.2% 0.0% 0.0%
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MR 29.71 175 3 45.0% 40.0%| 10.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 29.71 175 4 46.4% 35.7%| 14.2% 0.0% 3.5%
MR 29.71 175 5 50.0% 44.4% 5.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 30.04 273 3 28.9% 50.0%| 18.4% 2.6% 0.0%
MR 30.04 273 4 36.7% 32.6%| 26.5% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 30.04 273 5 48.9% 20.4%| 24.4% 6.1% 0.0%
MR 30.21 331 3 29.4% 32.3%| 26.4% 8.8% 0.0%
MR 30.21 331 4 31.4% 31.4%| 22.8% 8.5% 2.8%
MR 30.21 331 5 42.1% 21.0%| 26.3% 2.6% 2.6%
R 30.41 194 3 10.0% 45.0%| 25.0% 10.0%| 10.0%
R 30.41 194 4 17.6% 17.6%| 52.9% 5.8% 5.8%
R 30.41 194 5 45.4% 18.1%| 13.6% 9.0%| 13.6%
MR 30.41 411 3 17.7% 33.3%| 31.1% 8.8% 4.4%
MR 30.41 411 4 27.5% 27.5%| 32.5% 7.5% 2.5%
MR 30.41 411 5 37.7% 24.4%| 33.3% 2.2% 2.2%
R 30.77 403 3 16.9% 36.9%| 26.1% 12.3% 6.1%
R 30.77 403 4 29.6% 35.9%| 25.0% 7.8% 1.5%
R 30.77 403 5 51.4% 25.7%| 14.2% 1.4% 7.1%
MR 31.05 306 3 44.8% 44.8% 8.1% 2.0% 0.0%
MR 31.05 306 4 36.7% 36.7%| 22.4% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 31.05 306 5 31.1% 28.8%| 24.4% 11.1% 2.2%
R 31.10 164 3 10.5% 31.5%| 36.8% 10.5%| 10.5%
R 31.10 164 4 23.0% 46.1%| 23.0% 3.8% 3.8%
R 31.10 164 5 48.0% 16.0%| 28.0% 8.0% 0.0%
R 32.04 181 3 10.0% 40.0%| 30.0% 10.0%| 10.0%
R 32.04 181 4 50.0% 25.0%| 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
R 32.04 181 5 35.7% 28.5%| 14.2% 21.4% 0.0%
MR 32.06 340 3 34.8% 30.2%| 30.2% 4.6% 0.0%
MR 32.06 340 4 22.2% 31.1%| 28.8% 6.6%| 11.1%
MR 32.06 340 5 26.5% 18.3%| 28.5% 16.3%| 10.2%
R 32.40 179 3 26.0% 43.4%| 21.7% 8.6% 0.0%
R 32.40 179 4 20.0% 36.0%| 36.0% 4.0% 4.0%
R 32.40 179 5 52.6% 15.7%| 26.3% 5.2% 0.0%
MR 32.41 324 3 39.4% 31.5%| 15.7% 10.5% 2.6%
MR 32.41 324 4 21.2% 40.4%| 19.1% 14.8% 4.2%
MR 32.41 324 5 30.3% 25.0%| 28.5% 12.5% 3.5%
R 32.61 184 3 17.6% 41.1%| 23.5% 17.6% 0.0%
R 32.61 184 4 16.6% 33.3%| 38.8% 11.1% 0.0%
R 32.61 184 5 42.3% 23.0%| 11.5% 11.5% 7.6%
R 32.71 376 3 23.4% 29.6%| 37.5% 6.2% 3.1%
R 32.71 376 4 30.8% 29.4%| 29.4% 8.8% 1.4%
R 32.71 376 5 38.8% 29.8%| 26.8% 4.4% 0.0%
MR 32.75 403 3 23.0% 40.3%| 30.7% 3.8% 1.9%
MR 32.75 403 4 19.0% 39.6%| 28.5% 9.5% 1.5%
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MR 32.75 403 5 22.2% 31.1%| 26.6% 11.1% 8.8%
MR 32.91 316 3 28.0% 28.0%| 33.3% 3.5% 7.0%
MR 32.91 316 4 45.2% 30.9%| 14.2% 7.1% 2.3%
MR 32.91 316 5 42.3% 32.6%| 15.3% 5.7% 3.8%
MR 32.95 258 3 42.8% 31.4%| 22.8% 2.8% 0.0%
MR 32.95 258 4 36.3% 30.3%| 24.2% 6.0% 0.0%
MR 32.95 258 5 35.4% 29.1%| 27.0% 6.2% 2.0%
MR 33.51 194 3 28.5% 28.5%| 33.3% 9.5% 0.0%
MR 33.51 194 4 34.3% 40.6%| 21.8% 3.1% 0.0%
MR 33.51 194 5 41.6% 33.3%| 16.6% 8.3% 0.0%
MR 34.62 260 3 28.5% 48.5%| 20.0% 2.8% 0.0%
MR 34.62 260 4 24.2% 30.3%| 33.3% 9.0% 3.0%
MR 34.62 260 5 54.5% 21.2%| 18.1% 6.0% 0.0%
R 34.77 302 3 30.7% 46.1%| 15.3% 7.6% 0.0%
R 34.77 302 4 18.5% 35.1%| 37.0% 7.4% 1.8%
R 34.77 302 5 37.2% 31.3%| 25.4% 0.0% 5.8%
R 34.85 485 3 29.4% 23.5%| 41.1% 1.9% 3.9%
R 34.85 485 4 27.8% 34.4%| 29.5% 4.9% 3.2%
R 34.85 485 5 37.7% 29.5%| 24.5% 8.1% 0.0%
MR 34.95 495 3 18.7% 28.7%| 32.5% 11.2% 5.0%
MR 34.95 495 4 27.9% 25.0%| 33.8% 7.3% 2.9%
MR 34.95 495 5 46.1% 26.9%| 16.6% 3.8% 5.1%
R 35.61 278 3 32.2% 32.2%| 29.0% 6.4% 0.0%
R 35.61 278 4 20.0% 48.0%| 28.0% 0.0% 4.0%
R 35.61 278 5 28.1% 28.1%| 21.8% 9.3% 6.2%
R 35.66 258 3 25.0% 56.2%| 12.5% 6.2% 0.0%
R 35.66 258 4 37.5% 31.2%| 25.0% 6.2% 0.0%
R 35.66 258 5 27.2% 31.8%| 31.8% 9.0% 0.0%
MR 35.71 182 3 13.6% 40.9%| 22.7% 13.6% 0.0%
MR 35.71 182 4 16.6% 38.8%| 16.6% 22.2% 0.0%
MR 35.71 182 5 45.4% 22.7%| 18.1% 4.5% 0.0%
R 35.88 262 3 37.5% 43.7%| 12.5% 0.0% 0.0%
R 35.88 262 4 40.7% 18.5%| 33.3% 7.4% 0.0%
R 35.88 262 5 31.5% 36.8%| 10.5% 15.7% 5.2%
R 36.55 249 3 15.0% 30.0%| 40.0% 10.0% 5.0%
R 36.55 249 4 42.8% 39.2%| 14.2% 3.5% 0.0%
R 36.55 249 5 43.3% 16.6%| 26.6% 3.3%| 10.0%
R 36.93 306 3 31.7% 21.9%| 26.8% 7.3% 7.3%
R 36.93 306 4 23.0% 48.7%| 20.5% 7.6% 0.0%
R 36.93 306 5 35.8% 30.7%| 20.5% 7.6% 2.5%
R 36.96 184 3 23.0% 38.4%| 23.0% 11.5% 0.0%
R 36.96 184 4 28.9% 26.3%| 23.6% 7.8%| 10.5%
R 36.96 184 5 35.0% 37.5%| 15.0% 7.5% 2.5%
MR 36.96 276 4 31.8% 34.0%| 18.1% 6.8% 2.2%
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MR 36.96 276 5 38.7% 28.5%| 16.3% 4.0% 2.0%
MR 37.86 243 3 51.5% 36.3%| 12.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 37.86 243 4 16.6% 22.9%| 37.5% 8.3%| 12.5%
MR 37.86 243 5 50.0% 25.0%| 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 38.02 363 3 28.8% 26.9%| 34.6% 7.6% 1.9%
R 38.02 363 4 28.5% 44.8%| 20.4% 4.0% 2.0%
R 38.02 363 5 47.8% 21.7%| 19.5% 8.6% 2.1%
MR 38.35 206 5 38.4% 25.0%| 25.0% 9.6% 0.0%
MR 38.64 339 3 61.3% 27.2% 9.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 38.64 339 4 31.7% 53.6%| 12.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 38.64 339 5 45.4% 20.4%| 25.0% 4.5% 2.2%
MR 39.42 378 3 29.7% 51.0%| 12.7% 2.1% 2.1%
MR 39.42 378 4 26.5% 34.6%| 22.4% 12.2% 2.0%
MR 39.42 378 5 28.8% 24.4%| 24.4% 13.3% 6.6%
MR 39.69 383 3 22.6% 39.6%| 35.8% 1.8% 0.0%
MR 39.69 383 4 25.0% 43.3%| 25.0% 6.6% 0.0%
MR 39.69 383 5 42.4% 28.7%| 25.7% 1.5% 1.5%
MR 39.83 231 3 38.1% 23.6%| 27.2% 5.4% 1.8%
MR 39.92 496 3 16.3% 25.4%| 23.6% 18.1%| 16.3%
MR 39.92 496 4 8.8% 33.3%| 33.3% 8.8%| 15.5%
MR 39.92 496 5 21.4% 26.7%| 28.5% 16.0% 7.1%
MR 39.93 278 3 35.0% 35.0%| 22.5% 7.5% 0.0%
MR 39.93 278 4 27.2% 45.4%| 21.2% 3.0% 3.0%
MR 39.93 278 5 48.3% 16.1%| 32.2% 0.0% 3.2%
R 40.70 285 5 42.4% 24.2%| 21.2% 6.0% 4.5%
MR 40.91 242 3 44.7% 26.3%| 21.0% 2.6% 5.2%
MR 40.91 242 4 17.6% 47.0%| 20.5% 8.8% 0.0%
MR 40.91 242 5 53.6% 12.1%| 24.3% 4.8% 4.8%
MR 41.04 212 3 47.6% 28.5%| 19.0% 4.7% 0.0%
MR 41.04 212 4 53.8% 34.6%| 11.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 41.04 212 5 36.3% 18.1%| 31.8% 13.6% 0.0%
MR 41.05 285 3 31.7% 31.7%| 24.3% 4.8% 4.8%
MR 41.05 285 4 26.6% 31.1%| 26.6% 4.4% 6.6%
MR 41.05 285 5 39.5% 32.5%| 18.6% 4.6% 0.0%
R 41.06 358 3 37.2% 32.5%| 23.2% 6.9% 0.0%
R 41.06 358 4 21.2% 38.2%| 29.7% 10.6% 0.0%
R 41.06 358 5 33.3% 33.3%| 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%
R 41.15 260 3 20.0% 24.0%| 40.0% 4.0% 8.0%
R 41.15 260 4 20.6% 24.1%| 37.9% 10.3% 3.4%
R 41.15 260 5 35.8% 23.0%| 10.2% 12.8%| 17.9%
R 41.20 398 3 24.0% 29.6%| 25.9% 14.8% 1.8%
R 41.20 398 4 24.4% 32.6%| 24.4% 6.1% 6.1%
R 41.20 398 5 47.4% 23.7%| 15.2% 6.7% 3.3%
MR 41.81 354 3 53.8% 38.4% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0%
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MR 41.81 354 4 43.8% 21.0%| 22.8% 5.2% 7.0%
MR 41.81 354 5 45.7% 22.0%| 23.7% 8.4% 0.0%
MR 41.96 224 3 61.2% 9.6%| 12.9% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 41.96 224 4 80.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 41.96 224 5 87.5% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 42.21 526 3 33.3% 37.1%| 25.6% 3.8% 0.0%
MR 42.21 526 4 33.3% 35.8%| 24.3% 3.8% 2.5%
MR 42.21 526 5 38.7% 19.3%| 31.1% 8.6% 2.1%
R 42.22 334 3 27.2% 18.1%| 45.4% 3.0% 6.0%
R 42.22 334 4 18.0% 44.0%| 30.0% 6.0% 2.0%
R 42.22 334 5 38.0% 35.7%| 16.6% 9.5% 0.0%
R 42.32 449 3 14.5% 29.1%| 39.5% 8.3% 8.3%
R 42.32 449 4 23.5% 17.6%| 33.3% 17.6% 7.8%
R 42.32 449 5 29.5% 25.0%| 20.4% 18.1% 4.5%
MR 42.35 340 3 25.0% 15.3%| 46.1% 11.5% 0.0%
MR 42.35 340 4 16.2% 32.5%| 34.8% 11.6% 2.3%
MR 42.35 340 5 39.1% 23.9%| 21.7% 8.6% 2.1%
MR 42.73 227 3 38.8% 36.1%| 22.2% 2.7% 0.0%
MR 42.73 227 4 21.8% 27.2%| 36.3% 10.9% 1.8%
R 42.74 248 3 36.3% 45.4%| 18.1% 0.0% 0.0%
R 42.74 248 4 39.1% 26.0%| 30.4% 4.3% 0.0%
R 42.74 248 5 35.7% 14.2%| 17.8% 17.8%| 14.2%
R 43.64 236 3 20.5% 28.2%| 35.8% 12.8% 0.0%
R 43.64 236 4 23.0% 26.9%| 42.3% 3.8% 3.8%
R 43.64 236 5 48.7% 12.8%| 25.6% 10.2% 2.5%
MR 43.65 323 3 7.8% 36.8%| 34.2% 13.1% 7.8%
MR 43.65 323 4 50.0% 16.6%| 30.0% 3.3% 0.0%
MR 43.65 323 5 31.5% 26.3%| 36.8% 2.6% 2.6%
R 43.95 314 3 37.8% 37.8%| 21.6% 0.0% 0.0%
R 43.95 314 4 15.3% 51.2%| 25.6% 2.5% 5.1%
R 43.95 314 5 41.1% 23.5%| 27.9% 4.4% 2.9%
MR 44.00 150 3 30.0% 35.0%| 30.0% 5.0% 0.0%
MR 44.00 150 4 18.1% 45.4%| 27.2% 9.0% 0.0%
MR 44.00 150 5 40.0% 30.0%| 25.0% 0.0% 5.0%
R 44,13 247 3 12.5% 33.3%| 45.8% 8.3% 0.0%
R 44,13 247 4 38.7% 29.0%| 19.3% 6.4% 0.0%
R 44,13 247 5 35.0% 25.0%| 20.0% 20.0% 0.0%
MR 44,53 265 5 41.6% 30.0%| 13.3% 6.6% 8.3%
R 45.13 277 5 36.8% 26.3%| 22.8% 8.7% 3.5%
MR 45.37 205 3 32.1% 46.4% 7.1% 7.1% 0.0%
MR 45.37 205 4 54.5% 31.8%| 13.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 45.37 205 5 48.3% 22.5%| 16.1% 9.6% 3.2%
MR 45.85 253 3 45.8% 35.4%| 16.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 45.85 253 4 53.3% 40.0% 4.4% 0.0% 2.2%
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Elementary reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach |Warning
MR 45.85 253 5 70.1% 19.2% 8.7% 0.0% 0.0%
R 45.90 244 3 28.5% 28.5%| 17.8% 21.4% 3.5%
R 45.90 244 4 18.5% 29.6%| 40.7% 7.4% 3.7%
R 45.90 244 5 19.4% 22.2%| 36.1% 16.6% 5.5%
R 46.02 415 4 38.3% 34.2%| 15.0% 6.8% 5.4%
R 46.02 415 5 17.3% 28.9%| 31.8% 14.4% 7.2%
MR 46.70 227 3 27.9% 44.1%| 25.5% 2.3% 0.0%
MR 46.70 227 4 30.0% 43.3%| 16.6% 3.3% 3.3%
MR 46.70 227 5 30.0% 27.5%| 32.5% 10.0% 0.0%
MR 46.72 351 3 34.7% 36.9%| 19.5% 4.3% 2.1%
MR 46.72 351 4 34.2% 34.2%| 28.9% 2.6% 0.0%
MR 46.72 351 5 36.5% 24.3%| 24.3% 12.1% 2.4%
MR 46.78 233 3 33.3% 33.3%| 27.7% 2.7% 2.7%
MR 46.78 233 4 28.1% 34.3%| 25.0% 9.3% 3.1%
MR 46.78 233 5 29.1% 29.1%| 25.0% 16.6% 0.0%
MR 47.26 237 3 20.0% 48.5%| 28.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 47.26 237 4 30.7% 38.4%| 25.6% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 47.26 237 5 41.1% 25.4%| 27.4% 3.9% 1.9%
MR 47.37 247 3 60.5% 28.9%| 10.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 47.37 247 4 47.8% 26.0%| 21.7% 4.3% 0.0%
MR 47.37 247 5 34.1% 24.3%| 31.7% 9.7% 0.0%
MR 47.60 208 3 28.0% 36.0%| 28.0% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 47.60 208 4 20.0% 33.3%| 40.0% 3.3% 3.3%
MR 47.60 208 5 41.6% 19.4%| 22.2% 8.3% 8.3%
MR 48.00 150 3 50.0% 31.8%| 18.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 48.00 150 4 26.6% 40.0%| 20.0% 13.3% 0.0%
MR 48.00 150 5 37.5% 37.5%| 20.8% 4.1% 0.0%
MR 48.21 195 3 38.0% 40.4%| 19.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 48.81 293 3 50.0% 25.0%| 17.8% 3.5% 0.0%
MR 48.81 293 4 20.4% 28.5%| 38.7% 8.1% 0.0%
MR 48.81 293 5 36.8% 18.4%| 23.6% 13.1% 7.8%
MR 49.08 163 3 58.8% 23.5%| 17.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 49.08 163 4 29.4% 52.9% 5.8% 11.7% 0.0%
MR 49.08 163 5 44.4% 37.0%| 14.8% 0.0% 3.7%
MR 49.67 300 3 15.1% 45.4%| 21.2% 15.1% 0.0%
MR 49.67 300 4 31.9% 27.6%| 31.9% 6.3% 2.1%
MR 49.67 300 5 33.3% 7.6%| 23.0% 28.2% 7.6%
MR 49.77 217 3 26.0% 52.1%| 21.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 49.77 217 4 42.8% 31.4%| 20.0% 5.7% 0.0%
MR 49.77 217 5 34.6% 38.4%| 23.0% 3.8% 0.0%
MR 50.60 313 3 31.5% 42.1%| 18.4% 7.8% 0.0%
MR 50.60 313 4 35.4% 29.1%| 27.0% 4.1% 4.1%
MR 50.60 313 5 59.0% 27.2% 9.0% 4.5% 0.0%
MR 50.63 237 3 57.1% 28.5% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0%
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Elementary reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach |Warning
MR 50.63 237 4 65.7% 23.6% 7.8% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 50.63 237 5 65.8% 29.2% 4.8% 0.0% 0.0%
R 50.88 171 3 15.0% 35.0%| 30.0% 10.0% 5.0%
R 50.88 171 4 4.0% 48.0%| 32.0% 8.0% 8.0%
R 50.88 171 5 23.0% 38.4%| 30.7% 0.0% 7.6%
MR 51.58 349 3 38.0% 28.5%| 23.8% 4.7% 4.7%
MR 51.58 349 4 20.0% 30.0%| 35.0% 8.3% 6.6%
MR 51.58 349 5 52.2% 20.4%| 20.4% 4.5% 2.2%
MR 51.84 299 3 21.8% 43.7%| 28.1% 3.1% 3.1%
MR 51.84 299 4 30.7% 41.0%| 25.6% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 51.84 299 5 55.5% 40.7% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 53.63 289 3 30.0% 43.3%| 23.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 53.63 289 4 18.9% 24.3%| 32.4% 21.6% 2.7%
MR 53.63 289 5 64.2% 25.0% 7.1% 3.5% 0.0%
R 53.82 249 3 63.6% 15.1%| 18.1% 3.0% 0.0%
R 53.82 249 4 44.4% 22.2%| 16.6% 5.5% 5.5%
R 53.82 249 5 29.2% 21.9%| 21.9% 17.0% 9.7%
R 53.82 249 3 31.5% 34.2%| 26.3% 2.6% 5.2%
R 53.82 249 4 21.0% 36.8%| 26.3% 13.1% 2.6%
R 53.82 249 5 36.3% 33.3%| 27.2% 3.0% 0.0%
MR 54.02 348 3 35.8% 41.7%| 16.4% 4.4% 0.0%
MR 54.02 348 4 29.4% 42.6%| 22.0% 5.8% 0.0%
MR 54.50 309 3 19.3% 38.7%| 35.4% 3.2% 0.0%
MR 54.50 309 4 30.7% 30.7%| 26.9% 7.6% 0.0%
MR 54.50 309 5 29.1% 25.0%| 16.6% 25.0% 4.1%
MR 54.60 163 3 11.1% 50.0%| 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 54.60 163 4 21.4% 21.4%| 57.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 54.60 163 5 33.3% 23.8%| 23.8% 14.2% 4.7%
R 55.00 160 3 29.4% 29.4%| 35.2% 0.0% 0.0%
R 55.00 160 4 48.1% 29.6%| 18.5% 3.7% 0.0%
R 55.00 160 5 29.1% 41.6%| 16.6% 8.3% 0.0%
R 55.50 200 3 7.4% 22.2%| 44.4% 25.9% 0.0%
R 55.50 200 4 34.4% 37.9%| 24.1% 3.4% 0.0%
R 55.50 200 5 40.7% 22.2%| 37.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 57.57 304 3 16.6% 21.4%| 42.8% 11.9% 4.7%
MR 57.57 304 4 37.8% 37.8%| 18.9% 0.0% 2.7%
MR 57.57 304 5 38.4% 7.6%| 43.5% 5.1% 5.1%
R 58.30 259 3 31.4% 8.5%| 45.7% 8.5% 2.8%
R 58.30 259 4 27.0% 27.0%| 21.6% 10.8% 5.4%
R 58.30 259 5 34.8% 16.2%| 27.9% 4.6% 6.9%
MR 58.66 179 3 53.5% 32.1%| 10.7% 3.5% 0.0%
MR 58.66 179 4 15.7% 52.6%| 21.0% 10.5% 0.0%
MR 58.66 179 5 35.2% 35.2%| 23.5% 0.0% 0.0%
R 59.94 337 3 18.1% 29.0%| 32.7% 18.1% 1.8%
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Elementary reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach |Warning
R 59.94 337 4 41.0% 26.7%| 30.3% 1.7% 0.0%
R 59.94 337 5 44.0% 28.8%| 18.6% 6.7% 1.6%
R 60.73 275 3 25.0% 31.2%| 22.9% 12.5% 6.2%
R 60.73 275 4 21.5% 31.3%| 29.4% 13.7% 3.9%
MR 61.19 438 3 30.7% 28.5%| 24.1% 12.0% 1.0%
R 61.35 163 3 0.0% 40.0%| 30.0% 20.0%| 10.0%
R 61.35 163 4 5.5% 44.4%| 33.3% 16.6% 0.0%
R 61.35 163 5 30.7% 23.0% 0.0% 7.6%| 38.4%
MR 61.43 433 3 30.0% 32.0%| 30.0% 4.0% 2.0%
MR 61.43 433 4 39.6% 47.1% 7.5% 0.0% 5.6%
MR 61.43 433 5 54.8% 25.8%| 16.1% 3.2% 0.0%
MR 61.67 180 3 37.9% 34.4%| 20.6% 3.4% 3.4%
MR 61.67 180 4 43.2% 40.5%| 13.5% 0.0% 2.7%
MR 61.67 180 5 17.2% 44.8%| 17.2% 13.7% 3.4%
MR 61.90 210 3 28.0% 40.0%| 24.0% 4.0% 4.0%
MR 61.90 210 4 29.1% 20.8%| 16.6% 29.1% 4.1%
MR 61.90 210 5 15.3% 34.6%| 42.3% 7.6% 0.0%
MR 62.37 388 3 24.6% 33.7%| 25.9% 10.3% 3.8%
MR 62.37 388 4 35.8% 35.8%| 17.9% 5.1% 5.1%
MR 62.37 388 5 40.0% 21.6%| 16.6% 13.3% 6.6%
R 63.27 245 3 30.3% 33.3%| 30.3% 6.0% 0.0%
R 63.27 245 4 9.0% 39.3%| 36.3% 15.1% 0.0%
R 63.27 245 5 38.6% 22.7%| 15.9% 11.3%| 11.3%
MR 66.04 371 3 45.8% 41.6%| 10.4% 0.0% 2.0%
MR 66.04 371 4 17.0% 41.4%| 24.3% 12.1% 4.8%
MR 66.04 371 5 25.5% 20.9%| 34.8% 13.9% 2.3%
MR 66.67 162 3 20.6% 31.0%| 31.0% 8.6% 6.8%
MR 66.67 162 4 20.3% 27.7%| 31.4% 9.2% 3.7%
MR 66.67 162 5 37.7% 24.5%| 15.0% 13.2% 5.6%
MR 70.06 167 3 35.0% 35.0%| 15.0% 10.0% 5.0%
MR 70.06 167 4 24.0% 48.0%| 12.0% 12.0% 0.0%
MR 70.06 167 5 17.3% 43.4%| 30.4% 4.3% 4.3%
MR 71.21 264 3 23.5% 58.8%| 14.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 71.21 264 4 35.1% 43.2%| 10.8% 2.7% 0.0%
MR 71.21 264 5 36.5% 34.1%| 29.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 81.30 262 3 35.7% 40.4%| 19.0% 2.3% 0.0%
MR 82.08 547 3 29.4% 35.2%| 21.1% 3.5% 0.0%
MR 82.08 547 4 37.9% 44.8%| 10.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 82.08 547 5 61.3% 21.3%| 12.0% 2.6% 0.0%

166



Middle School/Junior High Reading
Table A.2 Middle School/Junior High Reading Standard of Excellence (SOE) Data

Middle/junior high reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment  assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunches | =150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 0.73 546 6 54.1% 34.1%| 11.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 0.77 519 6 38.8% 27.7% 29.1% 1.3% 2.7%
MR 1.13 375 6 25.0% 29.5% 22.7% 13.6% 9.0%
MR 2.06 578 6 50.6% 31.1%| 11.6% 2.5% 2.5%
MR 2.36 594 6 40.7% 35.0%| 16.4% 7.7% 0.0%
MR 2.36 594 7 58.4% 25.1% 12.3% 2.5% 0.5%
MR 2.36 594 8 49.0% 32.8% 13.8% 1.9% 1.4%
MR 2.50 320 6 52.5% 27.5% 10.0% 5.0% 2.5%
MR 2.69 521 6 45.6% 32.9% 18.1% 1.6% 1.0%
MR 2.69 521 7 35.2% 38.2%| 15.2% 6.4% 1.7%
MR 2.69 521 8 41.0% 33.1%| 21.9% 2.2% 1.6%
MR 2.87 349 6 52.8% 33.9%| 11.3% 1.8% 0.0%
R 2.94 579 6 31.8% 34.0%| 24.8% 4.3% 4.3%
R 2.94 579 7 41.3% 32.7%| 18.2% 4.8% 2.6%
R 2.94 579 8 35.9% 37.3%| 17.2% 5.1% 3.7%
MR 3.06 556 6 36.9% 34.0%| 16.3% 6.3% 2.9%
MR 3.06 556 7 51.5% 26.4% 13.0% 5.3% 2.6%
MR 3.06 556 8 42.0% 33.6%| 20.5% 1.8% 0.0%
MR 3.09 453 6 54.0% 29.7%  10.8% 4.0% 1.3%
MR 3.13 416 6 60.0% 31.6% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 3.26 675 6 55.2% 23.5% 17.6% 2.3% 2.3%
MR 3.33 540 6 49.4% 32.4%| 15.3% 1.0% 1.0%
MR 3.33 540 7 46.6% 35.2%| 13.4% 2.5% 0.5%
MR 3.33 540 8 47.1% 30.1%| 19.3% 3.4% 0.0%
R 3.58 865 7 41.3% 31.5%| 15.5% 8.8% 2.3%
R 3.58 865 8 37.3% 30.7%| 20.2% 7.6% 3.6%
MR 3.90 641 6 49.1% 30.2%| 16.2% 3.2% 0.0%
MR 3.90 641 7 47.2% 34.0% 13.1% 2.7% 1.0%
MR 3.90 641 8 33.3% 40.4%| 20.5% 2.4% 1.7%
MR 4.08 711 6 37.1% 27.0% 22.2% 7.8% 5.6%
MR 4.08 711 7 32.6% 38.9%| 19.6% 3.7% 4.6%
MR 4.08 711 8 35.0% 32.2% 22.7% 5.5% 3.9%
MR 4.72 508 6 30.0% 40.0%| 18.5% 11.4% 0.0%
MR 4.84 475 6 52.7% 33.3%| 11.1% 2.7% 0.0%
MR 4.92 528 6 50.6% 24.6% 19.1% 5.4% 0.0%
MR 5.02 757 6 47.2% 35.1% 10.8% 2.7% 2.7%
MR 5.04 595 6 35.2% 31.0% 23.6% 5.2% 2.1%
MR 5.04 595 7 56.6% 25.1% 13.3% 2.1% 2.1%
MR 5.04 595 8 50.9% 30.6% 13.6% 2.8% 1.4%
MR 5.08 610 6 45.6% 27.1%  18.5% 7.4% 1.2%
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Middle/junior high reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment  assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 5.31 339 6 40.0% 40.0%| 11.6% 5.0% 1.6%
MR 5.84 308 6 32.6% 42.8%| 22.4% 2.0% 0.0%
MR 6.09 345 6 46.8% 23.4% 23.4% 6.3% 0.0%
MR 6.13 408 6 37.7% 31.1%| 26.2% 4.9% 0.0%
MR 6.70 448 6 57.4% 23.4% 17.0% 0.0% 2.1%
R 6.72 372 6 39.0% 34.1%| 19.5% 4.8% 0.0%
MR 6.84 380 6 51.5% 25.0% 17.1% 1.5% 1.5%
MR 6.86 787 7 41.7% 31.2%| 19.9% 4.2% 1.5%
MR 6.86 787 8 30.4% 27.2% 28.8% 9.3% 3.6%
MR 7.04 611 6 36.7% 31.8%| 20.6% 6.2% 3.1%
MR 7.04 611 7 35.5% 35.1%| 22.0% 5.4% 0.9%
MR 7.04 611 8 34.9% 28.8% 26.3% 4.9% 3.6%
MR 7.80 346 6 40.3% 40.3%| 15.3% 2.8% 0.0%
MR 7.80 346 7 22.6% 26.8% 33.6% 7.5% 5.8%
MR 7.80 346 8 35.3% 25.5% 27.8% 4.5% 5.2%
MR 8.20 439 6 47.4% 28.8% 15.2% 5.0% 3.3%
R 8.45 367 7 33.0% 23.2%| 24.6% 11.9% 7.0%
R 8.45 367 8 30.2% 31.6%| 20.4% 9.8% 6.3%
MR 8.50 494 6 39.0% 31.2%| 21.8% 3.1% 4.6%
MR 9.01 533 7 44.6% 30.9%| 15.2% 6.8% 1.9%
MR 9.01 533 8 45.8% 28.9% 16.5% 5.2% 1.8%
R 9.87 466 6 39.1% 21.6% 22.9% 8.1% 6.7%
R 9.88 334 7 29.2% 29.2% 21.4% 11.6% 3.8%
R 9.88 334 8 30.2% 31.3%| 19.1% 8.7% 5.2%
MR 10.02 649 6 32.0% 35.8%| 14.8% 11.1% 4.9%
R 10.27 AT7 6 31.4% 29.3% 25.1% 7.6% 4.8%
R 10.27 AT7 7 51.2% 27.1% 10.8% 3.6% 5.4%
R 10.27 AT7 8 39.6% 28.9% 21.3% 4.4% 5.6%
MR 10.33 571 6 22.3% 38.8%| 29.4% 7.0% 0.0%
MR 10.45 507 6 27.1% 32.4%| 32.4% 5.9% 0.6%
MR 10.45 507 7 39.5% 29.0% 25.0% 4.6% 1.1%
MR 10.45 507 8 47.0% 27.6% 20.0% 2.9% 1.7%
MR 10.56 606 7 51.7% 25.5% 13.9% 4.0% 2.7%
MR 10.56 606 8 43.8% 25.2% 19.6% 5.3% 4.9%
R 10.69 AT7 6 38.2% 26.5% 25.3% 5.5% 3.7%
R 10.69 477 7 50.0% 35.9%| 10.9% 2.4% 0.6%
R 10.69 477 8 44.6% 32.0%| 20.0% 2.6% 0.6%
MR 10.70 271 6 39.3% 18.1%| 39.3% 3.0% 0.0%
MR 11.34 291 6 31.2% 40.6%| 15.6% 9.3% 3.1%
MR 11.35 828 7 41.8% 31.5%| 18.5% 6.1% 1.4%
MR 11.35 828 8 33.4% 34.4%| 24.8% 5.0% 1.6%
R 11.47 619 6 27.3% 24.5% 26.2% 6.7% 8.9%
MR 11.68 394 6 46.7% 27.4% 22.5% 1.6% 1.6%
MR 11.80 745 7 41.6% 31.6%| 16.2% 5.7% 3.8%
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Middle/junior high reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 11.80 745 8 25.4% 28.9%| 28.9% 9.2% 6.1%
MR 12.06 481 6 37.5% 31.2%| 23.4% 7.8% 0.0%
MR 12.08 298 6 43.2% 35.5%| 18.2% 2.8% 0.0%
MR 12.08 298 7 43.6% 40.9%| 12.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 12.08 298 8 42.3% 30.5%| 18.8% 5.8% 0.0%
MR 12.38 404 6 50.7% 25.3%| 15.8% 6.3% 0.0%
R 12.50 664 6 23.4% 32.5%| 26.3% 10.8% 6.0%
R 12.50 664 7 41.8% 31.5%| 18.5% 6.1% 1.4%
MR 12.50 648 6 41.2% 31.9%| 20.6% 4.1% 2.0%
MR 12.73 330 6 56.4% 25.6%| 15.3% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 12.73 330 7 25.6% 46.1%| 20.5% 7.6% 0.0%
MR 12.73 330 8 39.5% 37.2%| 23.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 13.15 365 7 32.8% 28.9%| 31.5% 5.2% 1.3%
MR 13.15 365 8 43.5% 30.6%| 20.9% 3.2% 0.0%
MR 13.67 395 6 26.6% 43.3%| 16.6% 10.0% 3.3%
MR 13.96 394 6 21.5% 29.1%| 34.1% 11.3% 3.7%
MR 14.04 228 6 41.6% 29.1%| 25.0% 4.1% 0.0%
MR 14.35 237 6 47.3% 23.6%| 13.1% 10.5% 5.2%
MR 14.37 661 7 33.8% 27.5%| 22.1% 7.1% 5.9%
MR 14.37 661 8 36.9% 26.3%| 20.1% 7.7% 6.2%
MR 14.58 192 6 44.4% 25.9%| 18.5% 7.4% 0.0%
R 14.71 435 6 43.1% 18.9%| 22.4% 8.6% 5.1%
MR 15.24 361 6 39.2% 29.4%| 23.5% 5.8% 1.9%
MR 15.65 345 6 30.4% 30.4%| 23.9% 13.0% 2.1%
MR 15.65 345 7 20.9% 37.2%| 16.2% 20.9% 4.6%
MR 15.65 345 8 14.2% 35.7%| 30.9% 14.2% 0.0%
MR 15.77 222 6 22.5% 40.0%| 32.5% 5.0% 0.0%
MR 16.03 287 6 41.3% 26.0%| 28.2% 2.1% 2.1%
R 16.16 198 6 50.9% 23.5%| 19.6% 3.9% 1.9%
R 16.16 198 7 32.7% 345%| 21.8% 9.0% 1.8%
R 16.16 198 8 45.7% 28.5%| 21.4% 4.2% 0.0%
R 16.18 649 7 25.7% 32.1%| 21.2% 9.9% 7.2%
R 16.18 649 8 41.3% 26.0%| 17.2% 6.9% 5.1%
R 16.29 178 6 30.4% 52.1%| 17.3% 0.0% 0.0%
R 16.29 178 7 35.0% 55.0%| 10.0% 0.0% 0.0%
R 16.29 178 8 31.8% 31.8%| 31.8% 4.5% 0.0%
R 16.72 329 7 29.7% 23.2%| 29.1% 10.7% 6.5%
R 16.72 329 8 32.1% 25.7%| 26.3% 8.7% 5.8%
MR 16.76 179 7 37.1% 457%| 11.4% 2.8% 2.8%
MR 16.76 179 8 26.0% 65.2% 4.3% 4.3% 0.0%
MR 17.00 406 6 22.1% 29.5%| 31.5% 11.4% 5.3%
MR 17.00 406 7 28.1% 28.8%| 30.3% 8.8% 2.9%
MR 17.00 406 8 26.8% 33.5%| 24.6% 6.7% 7.4%
MR 17.09 474 6 24.3% 32.4%| 29.7% 9.4% 2.7%
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Middle/junior high reading 2005-06
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SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
R 17.10 193 6 68.1% 22.7% 4.5% 4.5% 0.0%
R 17.12 333 7 25.0% 35.5%| 27.6% 7.2% 4.6%
R 17.12 333 8 23.7% 31.6%| 25.9% 12.4% 5.0%
MR 17.19 477 6 50.7% 31.8%| 17.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 17.22 302 6 48.6% 24.3%| 21.6% 2.7% 0.0%
R 17.26 307 6 35.7% 25.0%| 32.1% 3.5% 3.5%
R 17.26 307 7 40.6% 46.8% 9.3% 3.1% 0.0%
R 17.26 307 8 65.0% 5.0%| 15.0% 0.0%| 15.0%
MR 17.29 347 6 33.1% 34.3%| 25.4% 5.3% 1.1%
R 17.44 195 6 36.0% 31.1%| 26.2% 3.2% 1.6%
R 17.44 195 7 28.1% 45.3%| 17.1% 7.8% 1.5%
R 17.44 195 8 23.9% 18.3%| 33.8% 16.9% 5.6%
R 18.29 421 6 25.5% 26.3%| 30.0% 9.7% 8.2%
R 18.29 421 7 34.0% 31.8%| 26.6% 4.4% 2.9%
R 18.29 421 8 28.3% 30.9%| 26.4% 6.4% 7.7%
MR 18.79 660 7 31.2% 27.9%| 20.9% 11.9% 5.3%
MR 18.79 660 8 28.4% 23.5%| 29.3% 11.1% 7.5%
MR 18.80 351 6 20.9% 33.3%| 32.2% 9.6% 3.2%
MR 18.87 604 6 37.0% 29.2%| 19.1% 3.3% 7.8%
R 18.92 592 7 31.1% 29.1%| 15.7% 11.3% 8.9%
R 18.92 592 8 30.6% 28.0%| 17.8% 6.6%| 11.2%
R 19.20 448 6 30.1% 23.8%| 31.7% 9.5% 3.1%
MR 19.32 207 6 36.5% 19.2%| 30.7% 5.7% 3.8%
MR 19.32 207 7 24.4% 39.5%| 32.5% 3.4% 0.0%
MR 19.32 207 8 28.5% 31.4%| 25.7% 8.5% 5.7%
MR 19.67 839 7 38.5% 31.0%| 22.1% 5.7% 2.1%
MR 19.67 839 8 35.7% 36.0%| 20.9% 4.2% 2.3%
R 19.71 411 6 11.7% 21.5%| 47.0% 11.7% 7.8%
R 19.71 411 7 37.2% 25.4%| 27.1% 10.1% 0.0%
R 19.71 411 8 21.5% 45.0%| 25.4% 5.8% 0.0%
R 20.06 314 6 33.3% 25.0%| 29.1% 4.1% 8.3%
R 20.06 314 7 43.9% 31.7%| 21.9% 2.4% 0.0%
R 20.06 314 8 15.5% 33.3%| 31.1% 15.5% 4.4%
R 20.63 223 7 23.3% 43.3%| 23.3% 10.0% 0.0%
R 20.63 223 8 23.9% 32.6%| 30.4% 10.8% 2.1%
R 20.97 453 6 30.6% 28.5%| 25.1% 9.5% 5.4%
R 20.97 453 7 24.3% 34.7%| 31.2% 7.6% 2.0%
R 20.97 453 8 27.3% 28.0%| 30.9% 10.0% 3.5%
MR 21.11 199 6 22.2% 29.6%| 40.7% 0.0% 7.4%
MR 21.11 199 7 17.8% 21.4%| 46.4% 10.7% 3.5%
MR 21.11 199 8 20.5% 26.4%| 35.2% 14.7% 2.9%
R 21.18 557 7 27.3% 32.6%| 25.0% 9.6% 5.0%
R 21.18 557 8 24.1% 32.2%| 24.1% 9.9% 9.2%
MR 21.91 178 6 34.7% 30.4%| 21.7% 8.6% 4.3%
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subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 21.91 178 7 47.6% 19.0% 9.5% 14.2% 4.7%
MR 21.91 178 8 41.3% 20.6%| 27.5% 3.4% 3.4%
MR 21.93 529 7 32.2% 28.6%| 23.9% 7.6% 5.0%
MR 21.93 529 8 34.7% 32.8%| 16.9% 6.7% 6.4%
MR 22.02 336 6 27.8% 24.5%| 36.0% 4.9% 6.5%
MR 22.03 177 6 49.2% 33.3%| 14.2% 3.1% 0.0%
MR 22.03 177 7 43.0% 30.7%| 20.0% 1.5% 3.0%
MR 22.03 177 8 37.2% 29.4%| 21.5% 5.8% 3.9%
R 22.05 195 7 23.6% 36.5%| 25.8% 10.7% 3.2%
R 22.05 195 8 23.7% 36.0%| 31.9% 6.1% 2.0%
MR 22.13 244 6 57.1% 20.4%| 20.4% 0.0% 2.0%
R 22.66 278 7 43.7% 31.2%| 18.7% 3.1% 3.1%
R 22.66 278 8 25.0% 38.8%| 33.3% 2.7% 0.0%
MR 22.71 251 6 29.5% 26.7%| 33.8% 4.2% 5.6%
MR 22.71 251 7 59.0% 34.4% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 22.71 251 8 44.8% 37.9%| 17.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 22.73 176 7 42.8% 14.2%| 35.7% 7.1% 0.0%
MR 22.73 176 8 53.8% 34.6%| 11.5% 0.0% 0.0%
R 23.06 260 6 60.0% 20.0%| 16.0% 2.0% 0.0%
R 23.06 260 7 33.3% 31.9%| 26.3% 8.3% 0.0%
R 23.06 260 8 42.0% 31.8%| 10.1% 13.0% 2.8%
MR 23.16 354 7 22.8% 26.3%| 36.8% 10.5% 3.5%
MR 23.16 354 8 36.6% 28.3%| 20.0% 11.6% 3.3%
MR 23.43 286 6 36.6% 46.6%| 16.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 23.53 170 6 26.9% 30.7%| 30.7% 11.5% 0.0%
MR 23.53 170 7 36.7% 38.7%| 18.3% 6.1% 0.0%
MR 23.53 170 8 32.2% 32.2%| 20.3% 13.5% 1.6%
MR 23.69 574 6 39.7% 25.4%| 24.7% 8.3% 1.7%
R 23.71 232 6 18.3% 28.3%| 36.6% 10.0% 6.6%
R 23.71 232 7 28.9% 33.7%| 24.0% 9.6% 3.6%
R 23.71 232 8 23.5% 31.4%| 25.8% 13.4% 4.4%
MR 24.12 170 7 25.0% 33.3%| 16.6% 25.0% 0.0%
MR 24.12 170 8 20.0% 36.6%| 36.6% 6.6% 0.0%
R 24.18 550 6 18.1% 34.6%| 28.4% 8.5% 9.0%
R 24.18 550 7 24.4% 31.3%| 28.7% 7.9% 5.3%
R 24.18 550 8 30.6% 29.0%| 21.5% 9.6% 6.9%
MR 24.19 401 6 53.7% 27.7%| 14.8% 0.0% 3.7%
R 24.28 313 6 38.5% 26.6%| 17.4% 11.9% 5.5%
R 24.28 313 7 14.5% 39.8%| 33.0% 6.7% 5.8%
R 24.28 313 8 28.0% 33.6%| 27.1% 2.8% 6.5%
R 24.32 185 6 17.9% 41.0%| 30.7% 7.6% 2.5%
R 24.32 185 7 27.6% 38.2%| 27.6% 2.1% 4.2%
R 24.32 185 8 26.0% 36.0%| 24.0% 12.0% 2.0%
MR 24.35 193 6 43.8% 26.9%| 25.8% 1.1% 2.2%
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MR 24.93 377 7 29.6% 37.0%| 29.6% 0.0% 1.8%
MR 24.93 377 8 25.8% 35.4%| 27.4% 4.8% 6.4%
R 25.00 204 7 32.0% 40.0%| 24.0% 4.0% 0.0%
R 25.00 204 8 14.2% 31.4%| 31.4% 14.2% 5.7%
R 25.23 218 7 31.7% 29.2%| 26.8% 7.3% 4.8%
R 25.23 218 8 16.6% 47.6%| 11.9% 19.0% 4.7%
MR 25.29 170 7 52.3% 14.2%| 19.0% 9.5% 4.7%
MR 25.29 170 8 33.3% 44.4%| 18.5% 3.7% 0.0%
MR 25.36 351 6 47.1% 26.4%| 13.2% 5.6% 5.6%
MR 26.07 349 6 35.4% 35.4%| 20.8% 8.3% 0.0%
R 26.16 302 6 30.7% 34.6%| 23.0% 11.5% 0.0%
R 26.16 302 7 38.4% 30.7%| 19.2% 11.5% 0.0%
R 26.16 302 8 34.2% 23.6%| 31.5% 5.2% 2.6%
MR 26.40 481 6 22.6% 26.1%| 29.0% 9.8%| 11.0%
MR 26.40 481 7 21.8% 37.5%| 26.0% 7.8% 4.8%
MR 26.40 481 8 40.8% 30.6%| 17.0% 6.1% 3.4%
MR 26.76 304 6 31.2% 28.1%| 31.2% 9.3% 0.0%
MR 26.76 304 7 26.1% 30.9%| 30.9% 11.9% 0.0%
MR 26.76 304 8 14.7% 23.5%| 23.5% 17.6%| 20.5%
MR 26.84 190 6 8.8% 35.2%| 47.0% 2.9% 2.9%
R 26.86 592 7 19.3% 30.1%| 30.6% 13.7% 4.5%
R 26.86 592 8 24.2% 25.7%| 29.6% 10.6% 6.7%
R 26.95 334 6 19.2% 42.3%| 19.2% 7.6%| 11.5%
R 26.95 334 7 42.3% 23.0%| 15.3% 19.2% 0.0%
R 26.95 334 8 27.5% 48.2%| 13.7% 6.8% 3.4%
MR 27.74 310 6 35.7% 33.3%| 21.4% 4.7% 4.7%
MR 27.86 280 6 31.0% 31.0%| 27.5% 6.8% 3.4%
MR 27.86 280 7 26.6% 23.3%| 20.0% 20.0%| 10.0%
MR 27.86 280 8 16.6% 44.4%| 22.2% 11.1% 5.5%
R 28.15 302 7 50.0% 24.0%| 14.8% 7.4% 3.7%
R 28.15 302 8 36.5% 38.4%| 19.2% 3.8% 1.9%
R 28.19 188 7 18.9% 37.8%| 16.2% 18.9% 8.1%
R 28.19 188 8 30.0% 36.6%| 20.0% 10.0% 3.3%
MR 28.52 526 6 33.3% 33.3%| 20.8% 11.1% 1.3%
MR 28.85 156 6 21.1% 34.6%| 25.0% 7.6% 9.6%
MR 28.85 156 7 40.8% 30.6%| 16.3% 8.1% 4.0%
MR 28.85 156 8 35.4% 37.5%| 22.9% 2.0% 2.0%
MR 29.02 379 6 30.7% 48.7%| 17.9% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 29.02 379 7 29.1% 25.0%| 29.1% 10.4% 6.2%
MR 29.02 379 8 18.3% 38.7%| 22.4% 16.3% 4.0%
MR 29.04 303 6 25.0% 26.0%| 33.3% 10.4% 4.1%
MR 29.04 303 7 37.7% 29.5%| 24.4% 2.0% 4.0%
MR 29.04 303 8 37.9% 32.7%| 21.5% 4.3% 2.5%
MR 29.33 150 6 23.5% 29.4%| 41.1% 5.8% 0.0%
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MR 29.33 150 7 53.3% 20.0%| 26.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 29.33 150 8 52.9% 26.4%| 20.5% 0.0% 0.0%
R 29.38 177 6 29.8% 36.8%| 29.8% 1.7% 1.7%
R 29.38 177 7 16.6% 40.7%| 33.3% 7.4% 1.8%
R 29.38 177 8 28.9% 31.8%| 26.0% 7.2% 5.7%
MR 29.71 175 6 42.1% 21.0%| 26.3% 5.2% 5.2%
MR 29.79 235 7 33.6% 35.2%| 23.7% 6.5% 0.8%
MR 29.79 235 8 35.0% 34.1%| 20.0% 6.6% 4.1%
R 30.09 545 7 27.2% 28.4%| 28.9% 10.0% 5.3%
R 30.09 545 8 23.9% 30.8%| 23.4% 12.7% 7.9%
MR 30.21 331 6 41.4% 29.2%| 14.6% 12.1% 2.4%
MR 30.25 162 6 30.0% 40.0%| 30.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 30.25 162 8 30.0% 20.0%| 40.0% 0.0%| 10.0%
R 30.35 369 7 34.5% 29.0%| 23.6% 7.2% 5.4%
R 30.35 369 8 41.8% 25.4%| 23.6% 1.8% 7.2%
R 30.41 194 6 35.0% 35.0%| 25.0% 5.0% 0.0%
R 30.41 194 7 25.0% 25.0%| 43.7% 6.2% 0.0%
R 30.41 194 8 9.0% 50.0%| 13.6% 18.1% 9.0%
MR 30.41 411 6 28.3% 35.8%| 22.6% 9.4% 3.7%
MR 30.41 411 7 18.1% 36.3%| 40.9% 0.0% 2.2%
MR 30.41 411 8 33.3% 26.3%| 21.0% 12.2% 5.2%
MR 30.64 235 6 24.0% 30.6%| 32.0% 12.0% 0.0%
MR 30.64 235 7 34.5% 35.8%| 22.2% 4.9% 1.2%
MR 30.64 235 8 12.5% 30.0%| 32.5% 18.7% 6.2%
R 30.86 619 7 28.7% 22.3%| 28.1% 13.2% 5.3%
R 30.86 619 8 18.1% 30.8%| 25.4% 12.7% 9.8%
R 31.02 461 7 11.3% 45.2%| 32.0% 1.8% 9.4%
R 31.02 461 8 27.4% 30.6%| 22.5% 12.9% 6.4%
R 31.10 164 6 36.3% 22.7%| 27.2%| 13.6% 0.0%
R 31.47 232 6 39.7% 22.0%| 27.9% 5.8% 4.4%
R 31.47 232 7 17.2% 42.5%| 20.6% 13.7% 5.7%
R 31.47 232 8 32.8% 31.5%| 25.0% 5.2% 3.9%
R 31.49 235 6 31.1% 24.5%| 29.5% 6.5% 8.1%
R 31.49 235 7 33.6% 30.4%| 22.8% 13.0% 0.0%
R 31.49 235 8 39.2% 35.4%| 18.9% 6.3% 0.0%
R 31.54 241 7 24.1% 27.5%| 27.5% 17.2% 3.4%
R 31.54 241 8 20.5% 25.6%| 20.5% 17.9%| 15.3%
MR 31.59 459 6 36.3% 30.3%| 23.2% 6.5% 2.3%
MR 31.59 459 7 39.5% 35.4%| 20.1% 4.1% 0.6%
MR 31.59 459 8 38.6% 28.2%| 23.4% 6.8% 2.0%
R 32.04 181 6 18.7% 25.0%| 18.7% 31.2% 6.2%
R 32.04 181 7 32.0% 36.0%| 12.0% 16.0% 4.0%
R 32.04 181 8 50.0% 19.2%| 11.5% 15.3% 3.8%
MR 32.06 340 6 26.7% 37.5%| 32.1% 3.5% 0.0%
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subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
R 32.31 229 6 23.8% 40.2%| 22.3% 8.9% 4.4%
R 32.31 229 7 39.2% 21.4%| 22.6% 5.9% 4.7%
R 32.31 229 8 18.6% 29.3%| 32.0% 10.6% 8.0%
R 32.34 235 7 21.0% 26.3%| 26.3% 15.7% 5.2%
R 32.34 235 8 30.7% 28.2%| 28.2% 10.2% 2.5%
R 32.40 179 6 30.3% 24.2%| 39.3% 6.0% 0.0%
MR 32.41 324 6 13.9% 27.9%| 37.2% 13.9% 6.9%
R 32.50 240 7 19.4% 19.4%| 52.7% 5.5% 2.7%
R 32.50 240 8 23.0% 41.0%| 28.2% 7.6% 0.0%
R 32.61 184 6 7.6% 23.0%| 53.8% 7.6% 7.6%
R 32.61 184 7 25.9% 48.1%| 22.2% 3.7% 0.0%
R 32.61 184 8 19.2% 38.4%| 26.9% 7.6% 3.8%
MR 32.75 403 6 46.4% 26.7%| 25.0% 1.7% 0.0%
R 33.50 206 7 27.2% 51.5%| 15.1% 3.0% 0.0%
R 33.50 206 8 38.4% 25.6%| 28.2% 5.1% 2.5%
MR 33.51 194 6 31.0% 24.1%| 34.4% 10.3% 0.0%
R 33.75 214 7 40.0% 30.0%| 10.0% 10.0% 5.0%
R 33.75 214 8 22.5% 19.3%| 29.0% 16.1%| 12.9%
R 34.04 188 6 27.8% 29.5%| 34.4% 3.2% 4.9%
R 34.04 188 7 31.0% 39.6%| 18.9% 6.8% 3.4%
R 34.04 188 8 28.3% 32.8%| 22.3% 10.4% 5.9%
MR 34.62 260 6 48.5% 25.7%| 25.7% 0.0% 0.0%
R 34.77 302 6 21.1% 36.5%| 36.5% 1.9% 0.0%
R 34.85 485 6 25.6% 25.6%| 37.8% 4.0% 4.0%
R 35.61 278 6 27.5% 27.5%| 27.5% 13.7% 0.0%
R 35.61 278 7 34.4% 31.0%| 24.1% 10.3% 0.0%
R 35.61 278 8 26.3% 36.8%| 23.6% 7.8% 2.6%
R 35.66 258 6 40.9% 40.9%| 13.6% 4.5% 0.0%
R 35.66 258 7 48.8% 37.7%| 11.1% 0.0% 2.2%
R 35.66 258 8 42.5% 27.5%| 25.0% 5.0% 0.0%
MR 35.71 182 6 36.8% 15.7%| 42.1% 5.2% 0.0%
MR 35.71 182 7 36.3% 36.3%| 13.6% 4.5% 0.0%
MR 35.71 182 8 46.1% 34.6%| 15.3% 3.8% 0.0%
R 35.88 262 6 30.7% 30.7%| 20.5% 10.2% 5.1%
R 35.88 262 7 29.6% 40.7%| 22.2% 7.4% 0.0%
R 35.88 262 8 19.3% 51.6%| 22.5% 6.4% 0.0%
R 36.09 169 7 17.8% 35.7%| 35.7% 3.5% 7.1%
R 36.09 169 8 25.0% 46.4%| 21.4% 7.1% 0.0%
MR 36.25 160 7 25.0% 41.6%| 25.0% 0.0% 8.3%
MR 36.25 160 8 29.6% 40.7%| 14.8% 11.1% 3.7%
R 36.31 493 6 20.1% 31.0%| 25.8% 12.0% 9.7%
R 36.31 493 7 35.3% 35.9%| 20.1% 4.8% 3.0%
R 36.31 493 8 28.7% 25.2%| 29.8% 8.6% 6.8%
R 36.55 249 6 36.6% 33.3%| 13.3% 10.0% 3.3%
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R 36.55 249 7 40.0% 40.0%| 20.0% 0.0% 0.0%
R 36.55 249 8 11.5% 50.0%| 11.5% 7.6%| 11.5%
R 36.93 306 6 16.2% 20.9%| 51.1% 6.9% 4.6%
MR 36.96 276 6 28.8% 25.4%| 28.8% 3.3% 6.7%
MR 36.96 276 7 23.3% 30.0%| 30.0% 8.3% 3.3%
MR 36.96 276 8 18.3% 35.0%| 36.6% 8.3% 1.6%
MR 37.81 365 7 28.1% 38.2%| 17.9% 10.1% 4.6%
MR 37.81 365 8 21.1% 22.9%| 33.0% 14.6% 7.3%
MR 37.87 169 7 36.6% 43.3%| 16.6% 0.0% 3.3%
MR 37.87 169 8 26.0% 34.7%| 21.7% 13.0% 4.3%
R 38.02 363 6 35.4% 43.7%| 14.5% 4.1% 2.0%
R 38.10 189 7 13.3% 40.0%| 26.6% 13.3% 6.6%
R 38.10 189 8 12.9% 35.4%| 29.0% 9.6%| 12.9%
MR 38.29 525 6 28.2% 35.0%| 25.1% 8.3% 2.6%
MR 38.29 525 7 19.6% 30.6%| 30.6% 11.5% 6.3%
MR 38.29 525 8 28.0% 34.7%| 26.2% 7.3% 2.4%
MR 38.32 274 6 35.5% 16.6%| 28.8% 7.7% 8.8%
MR 38.32 274 7 30.2% 44.1%| 19.7% 1.1% 1.1%
MR 38.32 274 8 31.3% 33.3%| 18.6% 9.8% 5.8%
MR 38.35 206 6 31.1% 26.6%| 28.8% 11.1% 2.2%
MR 38.35 206 7 37.0% 50.0%| 12.9% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 38.35 206 8 25.0% 34.6%| 32.6% 3.8% 0.0%
R 38.59 539 7 31.7% 34.1%| 18.8% 9.4% 4.7%
R 38.59 539 8 25.0% 23.5%| 23.5% 17.6%| 10.2%
MR 38.64 339 6 48.6% 35.1%| 16.2% 0.0% 0.0%
R 38.89 234 6 26.4% 27.9%| 25.0% 11.7% 8.8%
R 38.89 234 7 26.0% 43.7%| 23.9% 4.1% 2.0%
R 38.89 234 8 30.6% 29.0%| 30.6% 9.6% 0.0%
R 38.89 288 6 31.7% 20.7%| 24.3% 7.3%| 10.9%
R 38.89 288 7 29.7% 37.2%| 19.1% 9.5% 2.1%
R 38.89 288 8 24.7% 32.3%| 28.5% 11.4% 0.9%
MR 39.42 378 6 23.2% 31.5%| 34.2% 8.2% 2.7%
MR 39.92 496 6 9.8% 26.2%| 45.9% 11.4% 6.5%
MR 39.92 496 7 32.0% 28.0%| 16.0% 18.0% 6.0%
MR 39.92 496 8 25.8% 27.4%| 24.1% 11.2%| 11.2%
MR 39.93 278 6 42.1% 34.2%| 23.6% 0.0% 0.0%
R 40.39 203 7 27.5% 32.5%| 32.5% 7.5% 0.0%
R 40.39 203 8 25.0% 23.5%| 23.5% 17.6%| 10.2%
R 41.06 358 6 22.5% 54.8%| 22.5% 0.0% 0.0%
R 41.06 358 7 17.9% 46.1%| 35.8% 0.0% 0.0%
R 41.06 358 8 24.4% 40.8%| 22.4% 12.2% 0.0%
R 41.15 260 6 15.7% 31.5%| 36.8% 15.7% 0.0%
R 41.15 260 7 24.2% 39.3%| 24.2% 9.0% 0.0%
R 41.15 260 8 27.2% 33.3%| 21.2% 9.0% 9.0%
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F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 41.81 354 6 36.0% 38.0%| 20.0% 6.0% 0.0%
R 42.21 154 7 25.0% 25.0%| 29.1% 12.5% 8.3%
R 42.21 154 8 31.5% 36.8%| 31.5% 0.0% 0.0%
R 42.22 334 6 26.8% 31.3%| 29.8% 5.9% 4.4%
R 42.32 449 6 27.6% 31.9%| 29.7% 4.2% 6.3%
R 42.32 449 7 25.0% 45.4%| 20.4% 2.2% 2.2%
R 42.32 449 8 37.2% 29.4%| 21.5% 5.8% 3.9%
MR 42.35 340 6 17.3% 25.0%| 36.5% 15.3% 5.7%
R 42.74 248 6 44.0% 16.0%| 24.0% 12.0% 4.0%
R 42.74 248 7 44.0% 36.0%| 20.0% 0.0% 0.0%
R 42.74 248 8 33.3% 33.3%| 26.6% 6.6% 0.0%
MR 43.19 433 6 44.1% 35.8%| 16.6% 1.6% 1.6%
MR 43.19 433 7 35.5% 29.7%| 23.9% 7.9% 2.1%
MR 43.19 433 8 40.9% 25.1%| 25.1% 6.2% 1.5%
R 43.20 169 6 21.7% 43.4%| 21.7% 8.6% 4.3%
R 43.20 169 7 18.1% 22.7%| 36.3% 18.1% 4.5%
R 43.20 169 8 27.7% 38.8%| 16.6% 11.1% 5.5%
R 43.63 864 6 18.6% 27.7%| 34.3% 11.3% 7.2%
R 43.63 864 7 24.8% 30.8%| 25.5% 9.3% 7.3%
R 43.63 864 8 24.7% 31.3%| 26.0% 8.3% 8.0%
MR 43.65 323 6 32.3% 26.4%| 32.3% 8.8% 0.0%
MR 43.65 323 7 27.7% 41.6%| 25.0% 5.5% 0.0%
MR 43.65 323 8 29.4% 20.5%| 35.2% 14.7% 0.0%
MR 44.00 150 6 20.0% 40.0%| 33.3% 0.0% 6.6%
R 44,13 247 6 41.3% 34.4%| 20.6% 3.4% 0.0%
MR 44,53 265 6 35.2% 19.7%| 33.8% 7.0% 4.2%
MR 44,53 265 7 39.4% 40.8%| 12.6% 2.8% 4.2%
MR 44,53 265 8 54.0% 19.6%| 18.0% 3.2% 3.2%
R 45.08 366 7 16.6% 31.8%| 37.8% 10.6% 3.0%
R 45.08 366 8 25.8% 32.2%| 20.9% 14.5% 6.4%
R 45.13 277 6 19.4% 38.8%| 38.8% 5.5% 4.1%
R 45.13 277 7 23.6% 20.8%| 38.8% 8.3% 8.3%
R 45.13 277 8 13.1% 27.6%| 31.5% 10.5%| 14.4%
MR 45.37 205 6 30.0% 36.6%| 30.0% 3.3% 0.0%
R 45.90 244 6 12.5% 37.5%| 43.7% 6.2% 0.0%
R 45.90 244 7 31.2% 43.7%| 15.6% 9.3% 0.0%
R 45.90 244 8 29.0% 32.2%| 35.4% 3.2% 0.0%
R 46.02 415 6 13.7% 25.0%| 25.0% 25.0%| 12.5%
R 46.02 415 7 8.4% 28.4%| 44.2% 14.7% 4.2%
R 46.02 415 8 37.3% 46.1%| 10.9% 2.1% 2.1%
MR 46.72 351 6 13.8% 50.0%| 22.2% 11.1% 2.7%
MR 46.72 351 7 34.7% 39.1%| 19.5% 2.1% 4.3%
MR 46.72 351 8 53.8% 20.5%| 17.9% 0.0% 5.1%
R 46.83 698 7 33.3% 24.3%| 20.5% 8.9%| 10.6%
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Middle/junior high reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
R 46.83 698 8 39.4% 22.0%| 15.9% 12.2% 7.9%
MR 47.60 208 6 26.9% 30.7%| 34.6% 3.8% 0.0%
R 48.26 290 6 22.2% 27.2%| 26.2% 11.1%| 13.1%
R 48.26 290 7 17.9% 33.7%| 23.5% 12.3%| 11.2%
R 48.26 290 8 27.6% 37.2%| 27.6% 5.3% 2.1%
R 48.84 215 6 16.4% 31.3%| 32.8% 13.4% 5.9%
R 48.84 215 7 19.4% 33.7%| 32.4% 11.6% 2.5%
R 48.84 215 8 25.0% 30.5%| 31.9% 9.7% 1.3%
MR 49.08 163 6 47.0% 11.7%| 41.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 49.08 163 7 20.0% 20.0%| 13.3% 26.6%| 20.0%
MR 49.08 163 8 13.3% 33.3%| 33.3% 6.6%| 13.3%
MR 49.67 300 6 45.4% 18.1%| 27.2% 9.0% 0.0%
MR 49.77 217 6 26.9% 53.8%| 19.2% 0.0% 0.0%
R 50.31 489 7 37.7% 33.1%| 18.0% 6.9% 2.4%
R 50.31 489 8 25.9% 33.7%| 26.7% 9.4% 4.1%
R 50.33 153 7 20.8% 49.2%| 25.3% 2.9% 1.4%
R 50.33 153 8 20.2% 26.9%| 32.5% 12.3% 7.8%
R 50.54 461 6 25.6% 28.0%| 26.2% 8.5% 9.7%
R 50.54 461 7 27.5% 31.1%| 29.7% 8.6% 1.4%
R 50.54 461 8 33.5% 23.6%| 27.3% 11.1% 2.4%
MR 50.60 313 6 36.3% 20.4%| 38.6% 4.5% 0.0%
R 50.88 171 6 50.0% 20.0%| 20.0% 10.0% 0.0%
R 50.88 171 7 19.2% 34.6%| 30.7% 7.6% 7.6%
R 50.88 171 8 56.2% 18.7%| 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 51.84 299 6 20.9% 44.1%| 30.2% 2.3% 2.3%
R 52.09 215 7 24.2% 51.5%| 21.2% 3.0% 0.0%
R 52.09 215 8 16.6% 26.6%| 30.0% 16.6% 6.6%
R 53.21 218 6 21.7% 34.7%| 26.0% 8.6% 7.2%
R 53.21 218 7 21.7% 26.9%| 30.7% 15.3% 2.5%
R 53.21 218 8 31.0% 35.1%| 28.3% 2.7% 2.7%
R 53.55 366 6 30.0% 23.8%| 33.6% 4.4% 6.1%
R 53.55 366 7 20.7% 40.5%| 24.3% 8.1% 3.6%
R 53.55 366 8 18.9% 25.7%| 34.0% 14.3% 3.7%
MR 53.63 289 6 12.0% 36.0%| 16.0% 16.0%| 16.0%
MR 53.63 289 7 40.7% 22.2%| 22.2% 11.1% 3.7%
MR 53.63 289 8 13.7% 24.1%| 37.9% 17.2% 6.8%
R 53.82 249 6 27.6% 21.2%| 21.2% 21.2% 6.3%
MR 54.50 309 6 15.6% 40.6%| 31.2% 3.1% 9.3%
MR 54.50 309 7 50.0% 23.6%| 21.0% 5.2% 0.0%
MR 54.50 309 8 22.5% 35.0%| 27.5% 12.5% 2.5%
MR 54.60 163 6 33.3% 25.0%| 33.3% 4.1% 4.1%
MR 54.84 331 7 53.3% 26.6%| 13.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 54.84 331 8 31.2% 31.2%| 18.7% 12.5% 6.2%
R 55.00 160 6 35.7% 28.5%| 25.0% 7.1% 3.5%
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Middle/junior high reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading
Student | School Grade Performance level percentage of d student
SOE | % F/R |enrollment | assessed P ge ot assessed students

subject| lunches | >150 | reading |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
R 56.88 640 6 23.5% 29.4% 29.9% 10.1% 5.9%
R 56.88 640 7 23.7% 27.9% 27.9% 12.5% 6.0%
R 56.88 640 8 26.6% 33.8%| 22.3% 9.0% 6.1%
MR 57.57 304 6 29.7% 37.8%| 16.2% 10.8% 5.4%
R 58.30 259 6 26.3% 42.1%| 23.6% 5.2% 0.0%
MR 58.66 179 6 39.1% 30.4%| 30.4% 0.0% 0.0%
R 60.96 187 6 24.6% 26.1% 23.0% 12.3% 7.6%
R 60.96 187 7 21.5% 30.7%| 23.0% 12.3%| 10.7%
R 60.96 187 8 27.5% 27.5% 27.5% 8.6% 4.3%
R 61.35 163 6 42.8% 21.4%| 28.5% 7.1% 0.0%
R 61.35 163 7 36.0% 32.0%| 16.0% 8.0% 8.0%
R 61.35 163 8 45.4% 40.9% 9.0% 4.5% 0.0%
MR 61.43 433 6 27.0% 35.4%| 20.8% 6.2% 10.4%
MR 61.43 433 7 32.6% 26.0% 30.4% 8.6% 2.1%
MR 61.43 433 8 22.7% 29.5%| 40.9% 0.0% 4.5%
MR 66.04 371 6 20.4% 34.6%| 30.6% 10.2% 0.0%
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Senior High School Reading

Table A.3 Senior High Reading Standard of Excellence (SOE) Data

Senior high reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade
SOE | % F/R enrollment | assessed | Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject|lunches | >150 reading
Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 2.18 1377 11 35.6% | 40.1% | 17.1% 5.0% 1.5%
MR 2.62 1603 11 48.7% | 30.0% | 15.5% 2.5% 2.0%
MR 2.88 1530 11 33.5% | 30.5% | 21.2% 9.2% 3.2%
MR 3.45 1999 11 41.9% | 33.8% | 18.2% 3.6% 1.6%
MR 4.08 1374 11 42.4% | 32.8% | 19.2% 3.6% 1.2%
R 4.21 761 11 25.0% | 27.6% | 21.7% 8.5% 6.5%
MR 4.59 458 11 20.4% | 31.9% | 26.2% 9.0% 8.1%
MR 5.75 1912 11 23.0% | 27.3% | 26.9% 12.1% 6.0%
MR 5.85 1350 11 31.7% | 29.4% | 25.4% 8.8% 3.2%
MR 6.14 228 11 34.3% | 37.3% | 20.8% 4.4% 1.4%
MR 6.35 1402 11 36.4% | 28.8% | 20.4% 9.6% 3.6%
MR 6.67 720 11 32.1% | 28.5% | 25.0% 11.3% 2.9%
MR 8.43 1233 11 39.2% | 31.4% | 21.2% 4.4% 2.7%
MR 9.10 1835 11 38.3% | 31.2% | 21.0% 5.3% 2.2%
R 9.86 507 11 24.5% | 30.5% | 27.1% 12.7% 2.5%
R 10.05 189 11 30.7% | 33.3% | 28.2% 5.1% 2.5%
MR 10.12 959 11 21.6% | 28.5% | 29.1% 14.8% 1.5%
MR 10.85 258 11 25.0% | 38.3% | 21.6% 8.3% 5.0%
R 12.37 590 11 16.3% | 34.0% | 29.0% 15.6% 4.9%
R 12.75 1373 11 23.2% | 33.6% | 28.6% 7.2% 6.2%
MR 13.15 365 11 50.8% | 25.4% | 20.3% 1.6% 0.0%
R 13.19 182 11 29.1% | 31.2% | 20.8% 8.3% 10.4%
R 13.24 234 11 155% | 27.5% | 32.7% 15.5% 5.1%
R 13.25 468 11 18.3% | 29.7% | 22.9% 19.8% 8.3%
MR 13.47 2042 11 34.8% | 35.6% | 17.8% 6.1% 4.1%
MR 13.72 452 11 28.8% | 32.6% | 25.9% 8.6% 1.9%
R 14.00 169 11 34.2% | 31.4% | 28.5% 5.7% 0.0%
R 14.19 761 11 22.6% | 31.2% | 28.8% 7.3% 8.5%
MR 14.56 261 11 36.3% | 29.0% | 18.1% 14.5% 0.0%
R 14.72 394 11 18.3% | 29.0% | 20.6% 20.6% 9.9%
MR 16.23 1060 11 46.6% | 25.7% | 19.1% 5.7% 0.4%
MR 16.76 179 11 48.2% 27.5% | 17.2% 6.8% 0.0%
R 16.88 450 11 40.1% | 29.1% | 23.6% 5.5% 0.0%
R 16.93 880 11 30.5% | 32.6% | 19.1% 8.2% 5.6%
MR 17.21 1644 11 33.4% 32.5% | 17.8% 7.0% 7.6%
R 17.23 708 11 28.4% | 39.6% | 25.1% 3.9% 1.1%
R 17.55 1966 11 29.3% | 27.5% | 23.3% 8.0% 9.1%
R 17.68 724 11 24.0% | 34.9% | 22.2% 12.0% 4.8%
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Senior high reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade
SOE | % F/R [enrollment | assessed | Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject|lunches | >150 reading
Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
R 17.99 428 11 155% | 32.0% | 27.1% 13.5% 10.6%
MR 18.16 358 11 32.1% | 31.0% | 22.9% 5.7% 6.8%
R 18.20 588 11 22.2% | 35.1% | 25.6% 10.1% 4.7%
R 18.55 825 11 26.9% | 30.0% | 27.3% 9.6% 5.3%
R 18.58 226 11 155% | 29.3% | 31.0% 8.6% 10.3%
R 18.75 1285 11 36.5% | 29.1% | 16.1% 7.9% 7.1%
R 18.97 290 11 25.0% | 26.4% | 36.7% 5.8% 5.8%
R 19.39 361 11 23.4% | 29.6% | 30.8% 49.0% 7.4%
MR 19.52 415 11 29.5% | 36.7% | 22.4% 4.0% 6.1%
MR 19.79 384 11 24.2% | 31.7% | 29.9% 11.2% 1.8%
MR 20.11 184 11 26.0% | 41.3% | 19.5% 6.5% 4.3%
MR 20.18 342 11 25.6% | 25.6% | 25.6% 10.8% 5.4%
MR 20.60 267 11 55.2% | 22.3% | 11.9% 7.4% 2.9%
R 20.63 223 11 22.2% 1.6% | 27.7% 5.5% 2.7%
R 20.80 226 11 18.7% | 39.5% | 25.0% 10.4% 6.2%
MR 20.89 1738 11 32.6% | 32.6% | 24.1% 7.2% 1.4%
MR 21.11 199 11 12.5% | 29.1% | 37.5% 20.8% 0.0%
R 21.84 467 11 29.8% | 30.7% | 14.0% 14.9% 8.7%
MR 21.91 178 11 41.1% | 35.2% | 20.5% 2.9% 0.0%
MR 21.91 178 11 41.1% | 35.2% | 20.5% 2.9% 0.0%
R 22.66 278 11 22.9% | 39.5% | 16.6% 16.6% 2.0%
MR 22.73 176 11 31.5% | 26.3% | 34.2% 5.2% 0.0%
MR 22.73 176 11 31.5% | 26.3% | 34.2% 5.2% 0.0%
MR 23.06 386 11 31.5% | 28.8% | 24.3% 9.9% 1.8%
MR 23.16 354 11 17.7% | 31.6% | 24.0% 15.1% 8.8%
MR 23.64 1328 11 324% | 26.1% | 20.9% 9.4% 8.7%
R 23.73 177 11 19.3% | 45.1% | 22.5% 3.2% 9.6%
R 23.76 463 11 25.0% | 32.5% | 26.2% 13.7% 1.2%
R 23.84 172 11 36.5% | 19.5% | 26.8% 7.3% 4.8%
MR 24.12 170 11 19.4% | 33.3% | 19.4% 16.6% 11.1%
R 24.45 165 11 20.0% | 16.0% | 40.0% 16.0% 4.0%
R 24.48 1062 11 31.7% | 21.0% | 24.7% 15.4% 6.5%
R 24.78 230 11 30.6% | 35.4% | 17.7% 12.9% 3.2%
MR 24.93 377 11 13.4% | 38.8% | 41.7% 4.4% 0.0%
R 25.00 204 11 18.6% | 30.2% | 23.2% 20.9% 6.9%
R 25.23 218 11 33.3% | 13.3% | 20.0% 26.6% 6.6%
MR 25.29 170 11 33.3% | 36.6% | 26.6% 3.3% 0.0%
R 25.34 292 11 44.2% | 27.1% | 14.2% 8.5% 4.2%
R 25.54 231 11 19.1% | 33.8% | 22.0% 16.1% 8.8%
MR 25.71 661 11 24.5% | 36.0% | 21.3% 12.2% 4.0%
MR 25.87 344 11 26.5% | 34.1% | 27.8% 8.8% 2.5%
R 26.21 1381 11 15.6% | 27.5% | 29.9% 13.5% 9.0%
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Senior high reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade
SOE | % F/R [enrollment | assessed | Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject|lunches | >150 reading
Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
R 27.31 238 11 27.9% | 35.2% | 25.0% 5.8% 2.9%
R 28.15 302 11 44.2% | 26.9% | 17.3% 5.7% 3.8%
MR 28.19 298 11 21.5% | 30.3% | 25.3% 20.2% 1.2%
R 28.19 188 11 34.6% | 23.0% | 23.0% 7.6% 11.5%
R 28.82 288 11 21.2% | 22.7% | 42.4% 10.6% 3.0%
MR 29.00 151 11 40.0% | 43.3% | 13.3% 0.0% 0.0%
R 29.53 386 11 31.1% | 31.1% | 18.2% 11.8% 7.5%
R 29.96 257 11 30.5% | 32.2% | 25.4% 8.4% 3.3%
R 30.00 152 11 21.4% | 25.0% | 35.7% 14.2% 3.5%
R 30.35 369 11 23.4% | 26.5% | 34.3% 9.3% 3.1%
R 30.73 1536 11 27.5% | 33.9% | 21.4% 7.4% 6.1%
R 31.00 189 11 20.7% | 33.9% | 18.8% 18.8% 7.5%
R 31.02 461 11 17.3% | 30.6% | 32.6% 14.2% 3.0%
R 31.10 373 11 21.5% | 27.8% | 24.0% 12.6% 7.5%
R 31.18 170 11 324% | 32.4% | 18.9% 8.1% 5.4%
R 31.19 202 11 18.6% | 30.5% | 37.2% 5.0% 3.3%
R 31.54 241 11 18.1% | 47.7% | 25.0% 4.5% 4.5%
R 31.74 167 11 27.2% | 21.2% | 24.2% 15.1% 9.0%
R 31.76 340 11 18.9% | 31.6% | 29.1% 13.9% 6.3%
MR 32.00 151 11 20.5% | 35.2% | 29.4% 11.7% 2.9%
R 32.34 235 11 29.5% | 27.2% | 25.0% 9.0% 6.8%
R 32.50 240 11 21.6% | 24.3% | 40.5% 10.8% 0.0%
R 33.13 160 11 27.6% | 25.5% | 21.2% 12.7% 8.5%
R 33.24 349 11 28.9% | 26.0% | 28.9% 13.0% 2.8%
R 33.50 206 11 16.6% | 25.0% | 33.3% 11.1% 11.1%
R 33.75 214 11 32.3% | 29.4% | 29.4% 5.8% 0.0%
MR 33.92 325 11 30.6% | 30.6% | 20.0% 13.3% 4.0%
MR 33.97 209 11 18.9% | 31.0% | 25.8% 13.7% 8.6%
R 34.00 161 11 25.6% | 35.8% | 25.6% 7.6% 5.1%
R 34.65 1065 11 18.6% | 31.3% | 26.5% 9.9% 8.7%
MR 34.75 305 11 16.4% | 29.4% | 30.5% 16.4% 7.0%
R 34.87 152 11 34.3% | 31.2% | 18.7% 12.5% 3.1%
R 35.29 323 11 15.3% | 28.2% | 32.0% 12.8% 10.2%
MR 35.76 344 11 32.9% | 31.6% | 15.1% 8.8% 11.3%
R 36.09 169 11 36.3% | 27.2% | 21.2% 12.1% 3.0%
MR 36.25 160 11 30.7% | 26.9% | 26.9% 3.8% 7.6%
R 36.32 647 11 27.6% | 28.9% | 21.7% 13.1% 3.9%
R 36.56 320 11 17.2% | 29.3% | 27.5% 17.2% 0.0%
MR 37.65 170 11 25.5% | 25.5% | 37.2% 6.9% 4.6%
R 37.81 246 11 33.3% | 25.3% | 30.1% 4.7% 3.1%
R 37.84 222 11 35.2% | 25.4% | 25.4% 7.8% 3.9%
MR 37.87 169 11 7.6% | 34.6% | 34.6% 11.5% 11.5%
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Senior high reading 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; R = reading

Student | School Grade

SOE | % F/R [enrollment | assessed | Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject|lunches | >150 reading

Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 37.92 269 11 29.3% | 27.5% | 31.0% 6.8% 3.4%
R 38.10 189 11 23.0% | 28.2% | 33.3% 5.1% 10.2%
R 38.32 796 11 22.7% | 21.5% | 34.8% 11.3% 6.3%
R 38.42 622 11 18.4% | 29.0% | 28.3% 15.6% 7.8%
R 38.46 273 11 22.2% | 31.7% | 28.5% 12.6% 1.5%
R 38.59 539 11 24.4% | 22.0% | 31.3% 12.7% 8.1%
R 39.34 1591 11 17.4% | 24.6% | 27.6% 15.8% 8.8%
R 40.26 385 11 17.6% | 30.5% | 32.9% 8.2% 9.4%
R 40.39 203 11 24.4% | 22.0% | 31.3% 12.7% 8.1%
R 40.47 215 11 43.6% | 18.1% | 34.5% 1.8% 0.0%
R 40.85 634 11 18.4% | 23.9% | 37.6% 15.7% 4.1%
R 41.79 658 11 26.5% | 23.1% | 32.6% 10.2% 7.4%
R 41.88 277 11 26.2% | 24.5% | 27.8% 0.0% 4.9%
R 42.21 154 11 40.0% | 20.0% | 13.3% 20.0% 0.0%
R 43.20 169 11 19.2% | 42.3% | 23.0% 3.8% 11.5%
R 44.57 1059 11 20.5% | 26.9% | 29.4% 8.3% 11.7%
R 45.08 366 11 13.4% | 34.6% | 30.7% 19.2% 1.9%
R 45.40 883 11 23.4% | 27.3% | 26.8% 9.7% 9.2%
R 45.58 520 11 16.3% | 30.6% | 19.0% 14.9% 8.1%
R 45.62 1563 11 19.5% | 26.9% | 26.2% 11.3% 9.7%
MR 47.71 568 11 30.8% | 42.1% | 15.0% 7.5% 3.0%
R 48.39 217 11 16.6% | 33.3% | 27.7% 22.2% 0.0%
MR 49.00 172 11 27.0% | 48.6% | 18.9% 2.7% 2.7%
R 49.04 1674 11 25.8% | 29.0% | 23.4% 7.1% 8.9%
R 51.86 644 11 20.2% | 27.5% | 28.2% 14.4% 6.5%
R 53.01 183 11 41.6% | 33.3% | 12.5% 8.3% 4.1%
R 64.63 229 11 14.2% | 14.2% | 31.4% 5.7% 2.8%
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Elementary Mathematics
Table A.4 Elementary Mathematics Standard of Excellence (SOE) Data

Elementary mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment  assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunch | >150 math |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach |Warning
MR 0.65 614 3 49.4% 32.3%| 14.1% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 0.65 614 4 43.0% 24.3% 23.5% 5.6% 3.2%
MR 0.65 614 5 43.0% 18.0%| 29.0% 8.0% 2.0%
MR 0.73 546 3 27.1% 34.5%| 25.9% 6.1% 6.1%
MR 0.73 546 4 40.4% 30.9%| 23.8% 2.3% 2.3%
MR 0.73 546 5 56.7% 16.4%| 22.3% 2.9% 1.4%
MR 0.77 519 3 34.5% 28.5% 26.1% 4.7% 5.9%
MR 0.77 519 4 52.6% 26.3% 19.2% 1.7% 0.0%
MR 0.77 519 5 46.0% 33.3%| 12.6% 3.1% 4.7%
MR 1.06 567 3 67.0% 24.1% 7.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 1.06 567 4 59.7% 31.9% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 1.06 567 5 A47.7% 31.3%| 14.9% 1.4% 1.4%
MR 1.07 468 3 13.5% 22.9% 41.8% 13.5% 6.7%
MR 1.07 468 4 40.8% 36.6%| 19.7% 1.4% 0.0%
MR 1.07 468 5 41.3% 32.1%| 22.9% 1.1% 1.1%
MR 1.13 375 3 38.4% 34.6%| 19.2% 3.8% 3.8%
MR 1.13 375 4 27.5% 37.9%| 27.5% 5.1% 1.7%
MR 1.13 375 5 65.4% 20.0% 12.7% 0.0% 1.8%
MR 1.84 543 3 46.3% 46.3%| 18.9% 4.2% 0.0%
MR 1.84 543 4 25.8% 28.2% 32.9% 7.0% 4.7%
MR 1.84 543 5 4.7% 30.0%| 25.0% 7.5% 8.7%
MR 1.91 418 3 33.8% 30.5%| 20.3% 11.8% 1.6%
MR 191 418 4 41.2% 28.7%| 27.5% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 1.91 418 5 34.2% 30.1%| 27.3% 6.8% 1.3%
MR 2.06 578 3 34.0% 29.6% 27.4% 3.2% 3.2%
MR 2.06 578 4 52.6% 31.5%| 15.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 2.06 578 5 53.0% 27.2% 16.6% 3.0% 0.0%
MR 2.19 730 3 38.9% 24.5% 27.9% 6.7% 1.6%
MR 2.19 730 4 1.6% 31.9%| 31.9% 8.1% 3.2%
MR 2.19 730 5 38.8% 38.8%| 23.1% 4.1% 4.1%
MR 2.44 778 3 42.4% 24.0% 24.0% 3.2% 1.6%
MR 2.44 778 4 34.1% 32.5% 29.3% 0.7% 0.7%
MR 2.44 778 5 23.4% 35.9% 31.2% 3.9% 3.1%
MR 2.50 320 3 50.9% 15.0%| 20.7% 9.4% 3.7%
MR 2.50 320 4 20.0% 37.7%| 31.1% 11.1% 0.0%
MR 2.50 320 5 36.9% 43.4%| 17.3% 2.1% 0.0%
MR 2.51 438 3 48.5% 33.8% 13.2% 2.9% 0.0%
MR 2.51 438 4 34.6% 38.6% 21.3% 2.6% 1.3%
MR 2.51 438 5 43.0% 32.9% 17.7% 1.2% 3.7%
MR 2.87 349 3 50.0% 40.0%| 10.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Elementary mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunch > 150 math |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 2.87 349 4 52.5% 25.4% 16.9% 3.3% 1.6%
MR 2.87 349 5 57.1% 28.5% 14.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 3.06 589 3 25.7% 30.4%| 34.2% 6.6% 1.9%
MR 3.06 589 4 26.2% 36.0%| 27.8% 5.7% 3.2%
MR 3.06 589 5 21.8% 32.2%| 33.3% 6.2% 5.2%
MR 3.09 453 3 35.0% 28.0% 24.5% 10.5% 1.7%
MR 3.09 453 4 48.7% 27.5% 20.0% 3.7% 0.0%
MR 3.09 453 5 34.7% 27.7%| 27.7% 6.9% 2.7%
MR 3.13 416 3 36.6% 25.0%| 30.0% 5.0% 3.3%
MR 3.13 416 4 23.2% 46.4%| 23.2% 3.5% 1.7%
MR 3.13 416 5 43.3% 35.0%| 18.3% 1.6% 1.6%
MR 3.26 675 3 46.7% 23.9% 22.8% 5.4% 1.0%
MR 3.26 675 4 41.0% 37.0%| 14.0% 6.0% 2.0%
MR 3.26 675 5 58.4% 20.2%| 14.6% 4.4% 2.2%
MR 3.52 597 3 40.0% 25.2% 23.1% 6.3% 3.1%
MR 3.52 597 4 36.1% 32.7%| 21.0% 5.8% 3.3%
MR 3.52 597 5 13.4% 26.9% 41.3% 10.5% 7.6%
MR 3.59 474 3 31.7% 31.7%| 24.3% 10.9% 1.2%
MR 3.59 474 4 38.8% 37.6%| 18.8% 1.1% 3.5%
MR 3.59 474 5 48.1% 19.7%| 25.9% 3.7% 2.4%
MR 3.83 574 3 36.2% 26.2% 30.0% 6.2% 1.2%
MR 3.83 574 4 44.5% 28.9% 22.8% 1.2% 2.4%
MR 3.83 574 5 49.3% 19.2%| 26.5% 3.6% 1.2%
MR 3.85 494 3 27.9% 26.7% 38.3% 3.4% 3.4%
MR 3.85 494 4 48.3% 24.7% 19.1% 3.3% 3.3%
MR 3.85 494 5 32.9% 31.6%| 27.8% 6.3% 0.0%
MR 4.04 371 3 55.7% 28.5% 12.8% 2.8% 0.0%
MR 4.04 371 4 56.8% 24.1% 18.9% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 4.04 371 5 76.3% 18.4% 1.3% 0.0% 1.3%
MR 4.72 508 3 33.3% 42.8%| 20.6% 1.5% 1.5%
MR 4.72 508 4 30.7% 20.0%| 36.9% 6.1% 6.1%
MR 4.72 508 5 57.1% 24.2% 18.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 4.73 444 3 26.5% 22.8% 39.7% 6.0% 4.8%
MR 4.73 444 4 32.8% 32.8%| 31.5% 2.6% 0.0%
MR 4.73 444 5 48.0% 19.4%| 20.7% 3.8% 6.4%
MR 4.76 378 3 47.0% 29.4% 17.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 4.76 378 4 45.8% 18.7%| 27.0% 4.1% 2.0%
MR 4.76 378 5 40.0% 25.4% 27.2% 5.4% 0.0%
MR 4.84 475 3 48.2% 25.0% 17.8% 7.1% 0.0%
MR 4.84 475 4 52.7% 25.0% 20.8% 0.0% 1.3%
MR 4.84 475 5 49.2% 25.3% 14.9% 4.4% 4.4%
MR 4.92 528 3 55.5% 14.2%| 26.9% 1.5% 0.0%
MR 4.92 528 4 41.9% 29.0% 22.5% 4.8% 1.6%
MR 4.92 528 5 36.5% 31.7%| 24.3% 2.4% 4.8%
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Elementary mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunch > 150 math |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 4.96 565 3 31.1% 33.3%| 17.7% 10.0% 6.6%
MR 4.96 565 4 34.0% 26.0% 32.0% 7.0% 1.0%
MR 4.96 565 5 26.5% 34.1%| 27.8% 5.0% 5.0%
MR 5.02 757 3 42.4% 30.9%| 21.2% 3.5% 1.7%
MR 5.02 757 4 33.3% 34.3%| 24.5% 5.8% 1.9%
MR 5.02 757 5 44.0% 34.4%| 17.2% 3.2% 1.0%
MR 5.08 610 3 26.9% 28.2% 32.0% 7.6% 5.1%
MR 5.08 610 4 41.1% 28.8% 25.5% 1.1% 3.3%
MR 5.08 610 5 29.4% 37.1%| 26.9% 2.5% 3.8%
MR 5.31 339 3 39.1% 17.3%| 28.2% 15.2% 0.0%
MR 5.31 339 4 41.3% 32.7%| 18.9% 3.4% 1.7%
MR 5.31 339 5 28.0% 28.0% 28.0% 12.0% 2.0%
MR 5.84 308 3 38.2% 38.2%| 17.6% 0.0% 5.8%
MR 5.84 308 4 35.5% 28.8% 28.8% 6.6% 0.0%
MR 5.84 308 5 44.8% 30.6%| 20.4% 0.0% 4.0%
MR 5.99 501 3 29.5% 29.5% 29.5% 5.6% 4.2%
MR 5.99 501 4 31.6% 34.6%| 31.6% 1.0% 1.0%
MR 5.99 501 5 30.0% 38.8%| 25.5% 4.4% 0.0%
MR 6.09 345 3 39.2% 33.3%| 21.5% 1.9% 3.9%
MR 6.09 345 4 46.0% 20.0% 28.0% 2.0% 4.0%
MR 6.09 345 5 29.4% 35.2%| 23.5% 5.8% 5.8%
MR 6.13 408 3 23.4% 27.6% 38.2% 8.5% 2.1%
MR 6.13 408 4 33.8% 32.2%| 29.0% 1.6% 3.2%
MR 6.13 408 5 38.4% 36.5%| 19.2% 3.8% 1.9%
MR 6.70 448 3 46.7% 30.6%| 19.3% 3.2% 0.0%
MR 6.70 448 4 45.6% 35.0%| 17.5% 1.7% 0.0%
MR 6.70 448 5 46.2% 20.3%| 27.7% 3.7% 0.0%
MR 6.84 380 3 31.1% 26.6% 20.0% 15.5% 4.4%
MR 6.84 380 4 16.6% 33.3%| 33.3% 12.5% 4.1%
MR 6.84 380 5 45.5% 29.4% 17.6% 4.4% 1.4%
MR 8.20 439 3 36.3% 24.2% 31.8% 7.5% 0.0%
MR 8.20 439 4 40.3% 30.6%| 24.1% 1.6% 3.2%
MR 8.20 439 5 42.8% 28.5%| 20.6% 6.3% 1.5%
MR 8.50 494 3 32.4% 17.5%| 35.1% 10.8% 4.0%
MR 8.50 494 4 30.6% 30.6%| 30.6% 1.6% 4.8%
MR 8.50 494 5 32.2% 33.8%| 22.0% 8.4% 1.6%
MR 10.02 649 3 44.3% 28.8% 23.7% 1.0% 1.0%
MR 10.02 649 4 35.8% 30.8%| 25.9% 2.4% 4.9%
MR 10.02 649 5 41.1% 28.8%| 20.0% 5.5% 4.4%
MR 10.33 571 3 54.5% 26.1% 15.9% 2.2% 1.1%
MR 10.33 571 4 30.7% 32.0%| 26.9% 7.6% 1.2%
MR 10.33 571 5 50.0% 23.3% 17.7% 4.4% 2.2%
MR 10.49 467 3 56.9% 30.3%| 12.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 10.49 467 4 53.0% 33.7% 9.6% 1.2% 0.0%

185




Elementary mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunch > 150 math |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 10.49 467 5 47.1% 27.5% 22.9% 1.1% 0.0%
MR 10.70 271 3 35.0% 30.0%| 30.0% 2.5% 2.5%
MR 10.70 271 4 60.4% 25.0% 14.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 10.70 271 5 59.3% 18.7%| 15.6% 6.2% 0.0%
M 11.00 291 3 21.0% 28.9% 28.9% 10.5% 7.8%
M 11.00 291 4 39.2% 25.0% 25.0% 7.1% 3.5%
M 11.00 291 5 40.4% 23.4% 23.4% 10.6% 2.1%
MR 11.34 291 3 59.2% 29.6% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 11.34 291 4 45.8% 22.9% 27.0% 0.0% 4.1%
MR 11.34 291 5 25.5% 23.2% 32.5% 11.6% 6.9%
MR 11.38 334 3 46.8% 37.5%| 15.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 11.38 334 4 29.0% 30.9%| 34.5% 1.8% 3.6%
MR 11.68 394 3 64.6% 15.3%| 18.4% 0.0% 1.5%
MR 11.68 394 4 46.2% 37.0%| 12.9% 3.7% 0.0%
MR 11.68 394 5 52.0% 27.0% 14.5% 4.1% 2.0%
MR 12.06 481 3 32.3% 36.9%| 23.0% 3.0% 3.0%
MR 12.06 481 4 62.5% 23.6% 8.3% 4.1% 1.3%
MR 12.06 481 5 52.0% 20.5% 23.2% 1.3% 2.7%
MR 12.38 404 3 23.7% 37.2%| 28.8% 8.4% 1.6%
MR 12.38 404 4 47.5% 27.8% 24.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 12.38 404 5 16.6% 28.7% 39.3% 6.0% 9.0%
MR 12.50 648 3 35.2% 31.3%| 23.5% 4.9% 4.9%
MR 12.50 648 4 36.3% 21.2%| 33.3% 5.0% 3.0%
MR 12.50 648 5 44.9% 24.7%| 23.5% 5.6% 1.1%
MR 12.66 379 3 40.9% 29.5% 22.7% 6.8% 0.0%
MR 12.66 379 4 27.6% 25.5% 34.0% 10.6% 2.1%
MR 12.66 379 5 42.5% 31.4%| 22.2% 3.7% 0.0%
MR 12.73 330 3 35.5% 28.8% 28.8% 4.4% 2.2%
MR 12.73 330 4 12.5% 18.7%| 46.8% 9.3% 12.5%
MR 12.73 330 5 51.8% 18.5%| 29.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 13.64 154 3 17.2% 31.0%| 44.8% 0.0% 6.8%
MR 13.64 154 4 29.1% 50.0% 16.6% 4.1% 0.0%
MR 13.64 154 5 30.4% 30.4%| 34.7% 4.3% 0.0%
MR 13.67 395 3 49.0% 32.7%| 18.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 13.67 395 4 33.3% 33.3%| 25.0% 8.3% 0.0%
MR 13.67 395 5 25.0% 28.8%| 26.9% 7.6% 11.5%
MR 13.88 677 3 40.1% 28.4% 24.0% 4.3% 1.4%
MR 13.88 677 4 36.2% 27.5% 31.4% 2.3% 2.3%
MR 13.96 394 3 60.3% 22.2% 14.2% 1.5% 0.0%
MR 13.96 394 4 55.1% 28.5% 12.2% 2.0% 2.0%
MR 13.96 394 5 42.3% 27.1% 18.6% 5.0% 3.3%
M 14.36 404 3 35.0% 42.1%| 15.7% 3.5% 3.5%
M 14.36 404 4 42.5% 27.6% 14.8% 6.3% 8.5%
M 14.36 404 5 28.2% 25.6% 23.0% 17.9% 5.1%
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Elementary mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunch > 150 math |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 14.58 192 3 45.4% 27.2% 13.6% 9.0% 4.5%
MR 14.58 192 4 61.5% 23.0% 15.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 14.58 192 5 21.6% 40.5%| 32.4% 5.4% 0.0%
MR 14.78 230 3 32.9% 35.3%| 26.8% 3.6% 1.2%
MR 14.78 230 4 38.4% 38.4%| 16.9% 3.0% 1.5%
MR 14.78 230 5 60.9% 22.9% 14.9% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 15.24 361 3 38.5% 36.8%| 19.2% 1.7% 3.5%
MR 15.24 361 4 22.7% 27.2%| 38.6% 6.8% 4.5%
MR 15.24 361 5 26.5% 24.4%| 38.7% 2.0% 4.0%
MR 15.65 345 3 36.8% 36.8%| 26.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 15.65 345 4 17.9% 33.3%| 30.7% 15.3% 2.5%
MR 15.65 345 5 41.3% 27.5% 20.6% 6.8% 3.4%
MR 15.77 222 3 44.0% 36.0%| 20.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 15.77 222 4 68.9% 13.7%| 13.7% 3.4% 0.0%
MR 15.77 222 5 48.2% 24.1%| 20.6% 6.8% 0.0%
MR 16.03 287 3 51.4% 34.2%| 14.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 16.03 287 4 40.4% 30.9%| 26.1% 2.3% 0.0%
MR 16.03 287 5 31.4% 40.0%| 25.7% 2.8% 0.0%
MR 16.86 255 3 46.1% 35.8%| 15.3% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 16.86 255 4 58.1% 23.2% 11.6% 0.0% 2.3%
MR 16.86 255 5 74.4% 16.2% 6.9% 0.0% 2.3%
MR 17.09 474 3 38.5% 40.0%| 20.0% 0.0% 1.4%
MR 17.09 474 4 15.7% 18.5%| 37.1% 15.7%| 12.8%
MR 17.09 474 5 27.5% 25.8% 36.2% 10.3% 0.0%
MR 17.19 AT7 3 28.1% 25.0% 29.6% 12.5% 3.1%
MR 17.19 AT7 4 32.9% 30.3%| 29.1% 6.3% 0.0%
MR 17.19 AT7 5 40.9% 24.2%| 22.7% 4.5% 7.5%
MR 17.22 302 3 37.7% 17.7%| 35.5% 6.6% 2.2%
MR 17.22 302 4 34.8% 20.9% 41.8% 0.0% 2.3%
MR 17.22 302 5 40.3% 26.3% 21.0% 7.0% 5.2%
MR 17.29 347 5 29.3% 31.6%| 27.5% 7.4% 2.8%
MR 17.82 AT7 3 32.6% 42.8%| 20.4% 3.0% 1.0%
MR 17.82 AT7 4 25.2% 28.4% 33.6% 9.4% 3.1%
MR 18.80 351 5 49.1% 22.7%| 19.7% 5.3% 2.9%
MR 18.87 604 3 37.8% 28.3% 27.0% 5.4% 0.0%
MR 18.87 604 4 34.2% 23.6% 30.2% 5.2% 5.2%
MR 18.87 604 5 46.4% 21.2% 18.1% 5.0% 7.0%
MR 19.77 263 3 38.0% 30.1%| 26.9% 3.1% 1.5%
MR 19.77 263 4 40.4% 25.5% 25.5% 4.2% 4.2%
MR 20.00 290 3 52.2% 25.0% 18.1% 4.5% 0.0%
MR 20.00 355 3 55.1% 37.9% 6.8% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 20.00 290 4 50.0% 13.4%| 26.9% 3.8% 5.7%
MR 20.00 355 4 45.0% 28.1% 22.5% 1.4% 2.8%
MR 20.00 290 5 32.7% 20.0% 36.3% 9.0% 0.0%
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Elementary mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunch > 150 math |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
M 20.92 325 3 32.1% 14.2%| 28.5% 25.0% 0.0%
M 20.92 325 4 39.3% 30.3%| 27.2% 3.0% 0.0%
M 20.92 325 5 34.2% 25.7% 31.4% 8.5% 0.0%
MR 22.02 336 3 34.0% 27.6% 17.0% 21.2% 0.0%
MR 22.02 336 4 17.3% 40.3%| 32.6% 5.7% 1.9%
MR 22.02 336 5 43.1% 23.5% 21.5% 3.9% 5.8%
MR 22.13 244 3 22.2% 36.1%| 33.3% 5.5% 2.7%
MR 22.13 244 4 27.7% 30.5%| 36.1% 5.5% 0.0%
MR 22.13 244 5 45.2% 30.9%| 21.4% 2.3% 0.0%
MR 22.71 251 5 27.4% 22.5% 35.4% 0.0% 8.0%
MR 23.43 286 3 26.8% 21.9% 36.5% 7.3% 4.8%
MR 23.43 286 4 28.8% 35.5%| 24.4% 2.2% 8.8%
MR 23.43 286 5 38.8% 19.4%| 25.0% 11.1% 2.7%
MR 23.69 574 5 29.0% 31.0%| 29.6% 5.8% 3.7%
MR 24.19 401 3 51.0% 23.4% 23.4% 2.1% 0.0%
MR 24.19 401 4 40.0% 28.0% 28.0% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 24.19 401 5 30.0% 35.0%| 33.3% 1.6% 0.0%
MR 24.19 496 3 47.3% 21.5% 24.7% 3.2% 2.1%
MR 24.19 496 4 27.8% 25.0% 30.7% 8.6% 7.6%
MR 24.35 193 5 34.3% 28.1% 34.3% 2.0% 1.0%
MR 24.43 348 3 50.9% 27.2% 18.1% 3.6% 0.0%
MR 24.43 348 4 32.0% 36.0%| 22.0% 6.0% 4.0%
MR 24.43 348 5 44.7% 31.3%| 17.9% 4.4% 1.4%
MR 25.07 363 3 37.2% 31.3%| 27.4% 1.9% 1.9%
MR 25.07 363 4 43.6% 40.0%| 16.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 25.07 363 5 18.9% 25.8%| 46.5% 6.8% 1.7%
M 25.15 171 3 25.5% 34.0%| 31.9% 4.2% 4.2%
MR 25.36 351 3 27.7% 25.9% 24.0% 9.2% 12.9%
MR 25.36 351 4 45.9% 18.9%| 27.0% 2.7% 5.4%
MR 25.36 351 5 16.9% 24.5%| 33.9% 16.9% 7.5%
MR 25.66 265 3 41.5% 35.3%| 16.9% 3.0% 3.0%
MR 25.78 384 3 50.0% 28.1% 14.0% 7.8% 0.0%
MR 25.78 384 4 48.0% 22.0% 30.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 25.90 278 3 60.4% 20.9% 11.1% 3.7% 0.0%
MR 25.90 278 4 23.8% 32.3%| 30.4% 7.6% 4.7%
MR 25.90 278 5 55.0% 27.0% 14.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 26.07 349 3 59.6% 31.5% 7.0% 0.0% 1.7%
MR 26.07 349 4 44.0% 48.0% 8.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 26.07 349 5 39.6% 47.1%| 13.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 26.11 429 3 55.2% 23.8% 14.9% 4.4% 1.4%
MR 26.11 429 4 40.5% 25.6% 24.3% 5.4% 2.7%
MR 26.11 429 5 53.4% 28.7%| 15.0% 0.0% 2.7%
MR 26.50 234 3 72.7% 22.7% 0.0% 4.5% 0.0%
MR 26.50 234 4 17.0% 26.8% 41.4% 7.3% 7.3%
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Elementary mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | School Grade
SOE | % F/R |enrollment assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students
subject| lunch > 150 math |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 26.50 234 5 28.2% 33.3%| 28.2% 10.2% 0.0%
MR 26.67 315 3 61.5% 26.9% 11.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 26.67 315 4 24.0% 28.0% 36.0% 6.0% 6.0%
MR 26.67 315 5 29.8% 24.5%| 36.8% 7.0% 0.0%
MR 26.71 438 3 57.1% 29.8% 10.3% 1.2% 1.2%
MR 26.71 438 4 41.7% 34.1%| 22.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 26.76 304 3 64.5% 16.1%| 16.1% 3.2% 0.0%
MR 26.76 304 4 34.2% 17.1%| 34.2% 14.2% 0.0%
MR 26.76 304 5 28.5% 25.7% 37.1% 8.5% 0.0%
MR 26.84 190 3 50.0% 30.0%| 20.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 26.84 190 4 50.0% 35.2%| 14.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 26.84 190 5 20.0% 52.0% 24.0% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 27.74 310 3 53.8% 28.2% 12.8% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 27.74 310 4 22.0% 24.0% 44.0% 8.0% 2.0%
MR 27.74 310 5 30.6% 24.1%| 29.0% 8.0% 8.0%
M 27.84 485 3 24.6% 26.1% 36.9% 7.6% 4.6%
M 27.84 485 4 24.6% 18.8%| 30.4% 13.0% 7.2%
M 27.84 485 5 25.3% 28.9% 30.1% 6.0% 6.0%
MR 27.86 280 3 44.4% 25.9% 22.2% 7.4% 0.0%
MR 27.86 280 4 7.8% 31.5%| 47.3% 7.8% 5.2%
MR 27.86 280 5 37.0% 44.4%| 14.8% 3.7% 0.0%
MR 28.29 403 3 13.9% 37.9%| 30.3% 7.5% 8.8%
MR 28.29 403 4 38.3% 24.6% 30.1% 4.1% 1.3%
MR 28.29 403 5 37.7% 24.5% 27.8% 4.9% 4.9%
MR 28.52 526 3 27.7% 25.0% 36.1% 6.9% 4.1%
MR 28.52 526 4 32.0% 26.6% 33.3% 5.3% 1.3%
MR 28.52 526 5 43.4% 26.0% 26.0% 2.8% 1.4%
MR 29.02 379 3 43.9% 31.7%| 21.9% 2.4% 0.0%
MR 29.02 379 4 23.4% 25.5%| 38.2% 6.3% 4.2%
MR 29.02 379 5 30.0% 10.0%| 42.5% 10.0% 7.5%
MR 29.33 150 4 34.2% 25.7% 31.4% 8.5% 0.0%
MR 29.33 150 5 38.8% 27.7% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 29.71 175 3 50.0% 30.0%| 15.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 29.71 175 4 28.5% 21.4%| 39.2% 7.1% 3.5%
MR 29.71 175 5 55.5% 27.7% 16.6% 0.0% 0.0%
M 30.00 200 3 40.0% 14.2%| 37.1% 2.8% 2.8%
M 30.00 200 4 11.5% 46.1%| 26.9% 3.8% 7.6%
M 30.00 200 5 27.7% 38.8%| 27.7% 5.5% 0.0%
MR 30.04 273 3 50.0% 31.5%| 18.4% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 30.04 273 4 46.9% 24.4% 24.4% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 30.04 273 5 46.9% 28.5% 24.4% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 30.21 331 3 38.2% 14.7%| 26.4% 11.7% 5.8%
MR 30.21 331 4 20.0% 37.1%| 28.5% 5.7% 5.7%
MR 30.21 331 5 36.8% 15.7%| 34.2% 7.8% 0.0%

189




Elementary mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunch > 150 math |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 30.41 411 3 11.1% 26.6%| 35.5% 15.5% 6.6%
MR 30.41 411 4 30.0% 27.5%| 32.5% 7.5% 2.5%
MR 30.41 411 5 35.5% 20.0%| 35.5% 2.2% 4.4%
M 30.42 401 3 20.0% 33.3%| 37.7% 8.8% 0.0%
M 30.42 401 4 22.6% 24.5%| 37.7% 7.5% 7.5%
M 30.42 401 5 19.6% 29.5%| 37.7% 9.8% 3.2%
M 30.61 379 3 23.8% 30.1%| 39.6% 1.5% 4.7%
M 30.61 379 4 21.2% 23.4%| 42.5% 6.3% 6.3%
M 30.61 379 5 33.9% 30.1%| 26.4% 3.7% 3.7%
MR 31.05 306 3 57.1% 30.6%| 12.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 31.05 306 4 36.7% 42.8%| 20.4% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 31.05 306 5 17.7% 33.3%| 37.7% 2.2% 6.6%
MR 32.06 340 3 48.4% 25.5%| 20.9% 2.3% 2.3%
MR 32.06 340 4 40.0% 28.8%| 31.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 32.06 340 5 24.4% 30.6%| 32.6% 6.1% 6.1%
MR 32.41 324 3 78.9% 13.1% 5.2% 2.6% 0.0%
MR 32.41 324 4 40.4% 14.8%| 36.1% 4.2% 4.2%
MR 32.41 324 5 17.8% 28.5%| 44.6% 7.1% 1.7%
MR 32.75 403 3 36.5% 26.9%| 25.0% 5.7% 5.7%
MR 32.75 403 4 25.3% 20.6%| 38.0% 7.9% 6.3%
MR 32.75 403 5 22.2% 15.5%| 33.3% 20.0% 8.8%
MR 32.91 316 3 35.0% 28.0%| 19.2% 10.5% 7.0%
MR 32.91 316 4 40.4% 38.0%| 16.6% 4.7% 0.0%
MR 32.91 316 5 36.5% 30.7%| 21.1% 5.7% 5.7%
MR 32.95 258 3 77.1% 14.2% 5.7% 2.8% 0.0%
MR 32.95 258 4 36.3% 30.3%| 30.3% 3.0% 0.0%
MR 32.95 258 5 33.3% 31.2%| 20.8% 8.3% 6.2%
MR 33.51 194 3 38.0% 33.3%| 23.8% 4.7% 0.0%
MR 33.51 194 4 28.1% 21.8%| 43.7% 3.1% 3.1%
MR 33.51 194 5 20.8% 50.0%| 29.1% 0.0% 0.0%
M 33.53 173 3 48.4% 24.2%| 19.0% 4.7% 0.0%
M 34.01 247 3 24.4% 28.8%| 26.6% 13.3% 6.6%
M 34.01 247 4 24.4% 46.6%| 15.5% 8.8% 4.4%
M 34.01 247 5 29.7% 27.0%| 35.1% 5.4% 2.7%
MR 34.62 260 3 48.5% 37.1%| 14.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 34.62 260 4 18.1% 33.3%| 33.3% 12.1% 3.0%
MR 34.62 260 5 24.2% 33.3%| 30.3% 9.0% 3.0%
MR 34.95 495 3 15.0% 33.7%| 36.2% 10.0% 1.2%
MR 34.95 495 4 29.4% 26.4%| 30.8% 8.8% 1.4%
MR 34.95 495 5 42.3% 21.7%| 28.2% 3.8% 2.5%
MR 35.71 182 3 18.1% 27.2%| 45.4% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 35.71 182 4 11.1% 27.7%| 50.0% 5.5% 0.0%
MR 35.71 182 5 18.1% 31.8%| 40.9% 0.0% 0.0%
M 36.34 388 3 32.6% 26.5%| 32.6% 4.0% 4.0%
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M 36.34 388 4 25.7% 31.8%| 30.3% 7.5% 4.5%
M 36.34 388 5 21.0% 35.0%| 31.5% 8.7% 1.7%
MR 36.96 276 4 31.8% 31.8%| 25.0% 4.5% 4.5%
MR 36.96 276 5 32.6% 38.7%| 18.3% 0.0% 0.0%
M 37.11 194 3 74.0% 18.5%| 41.6% 4.1% 4.1%
M 37.11 194 4 31.9% 38.2%| 44.8% 0.0% 6.8%
MR 37.86 243 3 54.5% 24.2%| 15.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 37.86 243 4 16.6% 29.1%| 41.6% 6.2% 4.1%
MR 37.86 243 5 47.5% 27.5%| 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 38.02 363 3 28.8% 28.8%| 32.6% 7.6% 1.9%
MR 38.02 363 4 34.6% 36.7%| 26.5% 0.0% 2.0%
MR 38.02 363 5 32.6% 30.4%| 36.9% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 38.35 206 5 30.7% 30.7%| 30.7% 3.8% 1.9%
MR 38.64 339 3 52.2% 31.8%| 13.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 38.64 339 4 39.0% 48.7% 9.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 38.64 339 5 52.2% 31.8% 9.0% 0.0% 4.5%
M 39.13 161 3 44.2% 32.6%| 16.6% 4.1% 0.0%
M 39.13 161 4 21.1% 25.0%| 34.7% 4.3% 0.0%
M 39.13 161 5 28.3% 36.6%| 30.0% 10.0% 0.0%
MR 39.42 378 3 44.6% 36.1%| 12.7% 6.3% 0.0%
MR 39.42 378 4 30.6% 20.4%| 38.7% 6.1% 4.0%
MR 39.42 378 5 33.3% 26.6%| 37.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 39.69 383 3 37.7% 28.3%| 28.3% 5.6% 0.0%
MR 39.69 383 4 28.3% 31.6%| 30.0% 5.0% 3.3%
MR 39.69 383 5 43.9% 28.7%| 22.7% 3.0% 1.5%
MR 39.83 231 3 27.2% 27.2%| 27.2% 10.9% 3.6%
MR 39.92 496 3 12.7% 27.2%| 25.4% 20.0%| 14.5%
MR 39.92 496 4 11.1% 26.6%| 40.0% 8.8%| 13.3%
MR 39.92 496 5 14.2% 17.8%| 41.0% 16.0%| 10.7%
MR 39.93 278 3 37.5% 25.0%| 22.5% 10.0% 2.5%
MR 39.93 278 4 45.4% 27.2%| 24.2% 0.0% 3.0%
MR 39.93 278 5 35.4% 25.8%| 35.4% 3.2% 0.0%
MR 40.91 242 3 52.6% 28.9%| 10.5% 5.2% 0.0%
MR 40.91 242 4 38.2% 29.4%| 17.6% 5.8% 2.9%
MR 40.91 242 5 65.8% 14.6%| 12.1% 2.4% 4.8%
MR 41.04 212 3 57.1% 28.5% 9.5% 0.0% 4.7%
MR 41.04 212 4 42.3% 34.6%| 23.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 41.04 212 5 9.0% 31.8%| 45.4% 13.6% 0.0%
MR 41.05 285 3 43.9% 29.2%| 21.9% 4.8% 0.0%
MR 41.05 285 4 26.6% 31.1%| 33.3% 2.2% 2.2%
MR 41.05 285 5 46.5% 25.5%| 20.9% 0.0% 2.3%
M 41.06 207 3 52.5% 27.5%| 17.5% 0.0% 0.0%
M 41.06 207 4 24.1% 44.8%| 20.6% 3.4% 6.8%
M 41.06 207 5 18.6% 23.2%| 34.8% 16.2% 6.9%

191




Elementary mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School School Grade Performance level percentage of d stud

SOE | % F/R |enrollment| assessed P ge of assessed students

subject| lunch > 150 math |Exemplary| Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
M 41.78 304 3 44.4% 36.1%| 16.6% 0.0% 0.0%
M 41.78 304 4 26.8% 19.5%| 41.4% 4.8% 4.8%
M 41.78 304 5 15.3% 30.7%| 35.8% 12.8% 5.1%
MR 41.81 354 3 66.6% 20.5%| 10.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 41.81 354 4 40.3% 33.3%| 24.5% 0.0% 1.7%
MR 41.81 354 5 32.2% 27.1%| 35.5% 3.3% 1.6%
MR 41.96 224 3 32.2% 38.7%| 22.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 41.96 224 4 76.0% 8.0%| 12.0% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 41.96 224 5 41.6% 41.6%| 16.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 42.21 526 3 34.6% 34.6%| 25.6% 5.1% 0.0%
MR 42.21 526 4 32.0% 30.7%| 30.7% 3.8% 2.5%
MR 42.21 526 5 15.0% 38.7%| 40.8% 2.1% 3.2%
M 42.35 174 3 0.0% 14.2%| 71.4% 9.5% 4.7%
M 42.35 174 4 40.6% 37.5%| 21.8% 0.0% 0.0%
M 42.35 174 5 26.6% 40.0%| 26.6% 0.0% 6.6%
MR 42.35 340 3 23.0% 36.5%| 34.6% 1.9% 3.8%
MR 42.35 340 4 37.2% 20.9%| 30.2% 2.3% 9.3%
MR 42.35 340 5 43.4% 21.7%| 26.0% 4.3% 2.1%
MR 42.73 227 3 47.2% 27.7%| 16.6% 5.5% 2.7%
MR 42.73 227 4 21.8% 29.0%| 34.5% 9.0% 3.6%
M 43.24 296 3 37.8% 28.7%| 19.6% 7.5% 3.0%
MR 43.65 323 3 34.2% 23.6%| 31.5% 7.8% 2.6%
MR 43.65 323 4 36.6% 33.3%| 26.6% 0.0% 3.3%
MR 43.65 323 5 23.6% 28.9%| 39.4% 2.6% 5.2%
M 43.65 417 3 36.5% 15.3%| 28.8% 13.4% 5.7%
M 43.65 417 4 28.0% 22.0%| 32.0% 12.0% 6.0%
M 43.65 417 5 36.3% 29.0%| 29.0% 5.4% 0.0%
MR 44.00 150 3 35.0% 25.0%| 30.0% 10.0% 0.0%
MR 44.00 150 4 18.1% 45.4%| 36.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 44.00 150 5 45.0% 30.0%| 20.0% 5.0% 0.0%
M 44,70 481 3 19.6% 37.5%| 28.5% 7.1% 5.3%
M 44,70 481 4 37.5% 26.7%| 26.7% 3.5% 3.5%
MR 44,53 265 5 21.6% 25.0%| 40.0% 10.0% 3.3%
M 45.22 502 3 15.3% 27.6%| 36.9% 9.2%| 10.7%
M 45.22 502 4 27.9% 32.3%| 32.3% 5.8% 1.4%
M 45.22 502 5 34.4% 34.4%| 24.1% 3.4% 3.4%
MR 45.37 205 3 17.8% 25.0%| 35.7% 10.7% 3.5%
MR 45.37 205 4 45.4% 36.3%| 18.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 45.37 205 5 41.9% 29.0%| 25.8% 0.0% 3.2%
MR 45.85 253 3 72.9% 18.7% 6.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 45.85 253 4 80.0% 17.7% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 45.85 253 5 77.1% 17.5% 5.2% 0.0% 0.0%
M 46.06 434 3 29.6% 25.0%| 29.6% 7.8% 6.2%
M 46.06 434 4 41.2% 14.2%| 33.3% 4.7% 4.7%
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M 46.06 434 5 29.2% 33.8%| 24.6% 9.2% 3.0%
MR 46.70 227 3 53.4% 25.5%| 20.9% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 46.70 227 4 56.6% 20.0%| 13.3% 3.3% 0.0%
MR 46.70 227 5 37.5% 32.5%| 25.0% 5.0% 0.0%
MR 46.72 351 3 43.4% 30.4%| 17.3% 4.3% 2.1%
MR 46.72 351 4 50.0% 36.8% 7.8% 2.6% 2.6%
MR 46.72 351 5 12.1% 19.5%| 39.0% 17.0%| 12.1%
MR 46.78 233 3 22.2% 47.2%| 13.8% 11.1% 5.5%
MR 46.78 233 4 40.6% 21.8%| 25.0% 9.3% 0.0%
MR 46.78 233 5 29.1% 20.8%| 41.6% 8.3% 0.0%
MR 47.26 237 3 25.7% 28.5%| 40.0% 2.8% 0.0%
MR 47.26 237 4 20.5% 48.7%| 25.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 47.26 237 5 25.4% 47.0%| 23.5% 3.9% 0.0%
MR 47.37 247 3 50.0% 36.8%| 10.5% 2.6% 0.0%
MR 47.37 247 4 52.1% 34.7%| 13.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 47.37 247 5 21.9% 26.8%| 39.0% 12.1% 0.0%
MR 47.60 208 3 40.0% 24.0%| 28.0% 0.0% 4.0%
MR 47.60 208 4 43.3% 20.0%| 33.3% 3.3% 0.0%
MR 47.60 208 5 27.7% 41.6%| 19.4% 8.3% 0.0%
MR 48.00 150 3 45.4% 40.9%| 13.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 48.00 150 4 33.3% 40.0%| 20.0% 6.6% 0.0%
MR 48.00 150 5 29.1% 33.3%| 37.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 48.21 195 3 23.8% 52.3%| 19.0% 0.0% 2.3%
M 48.80 166 3 26.4% 26.4%| 29.4% 8.8% 0.0%
M 48.80 166 4 27.7% 27.7%| 33.3% 11.1% 0.0%
M 48.80 166 5 52.0% 28.0%| 12.0% 4.0% 0.0%
MR 48.81 293 3 75.0% 7.1% 7.1% 0.0%| 10.7%
MR 48.81 293 4 40.8% 20.4%| 26.5% 6.1% 2.0%
MR 48.81 293 5 55.2% 28.9% 7.8% 5.2% 2.6%
MR 49.08 163 3 88.2% 5.8% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 49.08 163 4 58.8% 29.4% 0.0% 11.7% 0.0%
MR 49.08 163 5 77.7% 18.5% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 49.67 300 3 36.3% 33.3%| 15.1% 9.0% 6.0%
MR 49.67 300 4 34.0% 25.5%| 34.0% 2.1% 4.2%
MR 49.67 300 5 23.0% 12.8%| 41.0% 17.9% 5.1%
MR 49.77 217 3 30.4% 47.8%| 21.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 49.77 217 4 22.8% 37.1%| 37.1% 2.8% 0.0%
MR 49.77 217 5 42.3% 26.9%| 26.9% 0.0% 3.8%
M 49.85 335 3 33.8% 32.2%| 32.2% 3.3% 0.0%
M 49.85 335 4 23.4% 34.0%| 34.0% 6.3% 2.1%
M 49.85 335 5 53.0% 30.6%| 10.2% 6.1% 0.0%
MR 50.60 334 3 39.4% 42.1%| 18.4% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 50.60 334 4 27.0% 31.2%| 35.4% 6.2% 0.0%
MR 50.60 334 5 52.2% 31.8%| 15.9% 0.0% 0.0%
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MR 50.63 237 3 71.4% 21.4% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 50.63 237 4 65.7% 28.9% 5.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 50.63 237 5 75.6% 19.5% 4.8% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 51.58 349 3 38.0% 28.5%| 23.8% 4.7% 4.7%
MR 51.58 349 4 20.0% 30.0%| 35.0% 8.3% 6.6%
MR 51.58 349 5 52.2% 20.4%| 20.4% 4.5% 2.2%
MR 51.84 299 3 46.8% 37.5%| 12.5% 3.1% 0.0%
MR 51.84 299 4 25.6% 46.1%| 25.6% 2.5% 0.0%
MR 51.84 299 5 37.0% 44.4%| 18.5% 0.0% 0.0%
M 51.88 239 3 50.0% 28.5%| 21.4% 0.0% 0.0%
M 51.88 239 4 57.5% 15.1%| 21.2% 3.0% 0.0%
M 51.88 239 5 9.3% 23.2%| 32.5% 30.2% 4.6%
M 53.14 318 3 38.0% 28.5%| 23.8% 9.5% 0.0%
M 53.15 254 3 40.4% 25.5%| 23.4% 8.5% 2.1%
M 53.15 254 4 23.5% 27.4%| 33.3% 11.7% 3.9%
MR 53.63 289 3 50.0% 26.6% 6.6% 13.3% 0.0%
MR 53.63 289 4 27.0% 27.0%| 29.7% 10.8% 5.4%
MR 53.63 289 5 57.1% 32.1%| 10.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 54.02 348 3 35.8% 34.3%| 23.8% 5.9% 0.0%
MR 54.02 348 4 33.8% 33.8%| 26.4% 4.4% 1.4%
MR 54.50 309 3 35.4% 32.2%| 32.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 54.50 309 4 23.0% 42.3%| 30.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 54.50 309 5 45.8% 20.8%| 25.0% 4.1% 4.1%
MR 54.60 163 3 44.4% 22.2%| 27.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 54.60 163 4 14.2% 28.5%| 42.8% 0.0%| 14.2%
MR 54.60 163 5 28.5% 47.6%| 19.0% 4.7% 0.0%
M 54,71 435 3 33.3% 31.7%| 26.9% 4.7% 3.1%
M 54,71 435 4 28.3% 36.4%| 28.3% 4.0% 2.7%
M 54,71 435 5 22.2% 23.8%| 38.0% 14.2% 0.0%
M 55.50 200 3 59.3% 34.3% 0.0% 6.2% 0.0%
MR 57.57 304 3 28.5% 16.6%| 40.4% 11.9% 2.3%
MR 57.57 304 4 40.5% 24.3%| 32.4% 0.0% 2.7%
MR 57.57 304 5 25.6% 38.4%| 30.7% 0.0% 2.5%
MR 58.66 179 3 67.8% 25.0% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 58.66 179 4 47.3% 31.5%| 21.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 58.66 179 5 23.5% 52.9%| 17.6% 0.0% 0.0%
M 59.93 277 3 25.0% 35.7%| 21.4% 8.9% 7.1%
M 59.93 277 4 34.8% 20.9%| 37.2% 6.9% 0.0%
MR 61.19 438 3 37.3% 27.4%| 20.8% 5.4% 4.3%
MR 61.43 433 3 46.0% 36.0%| 14.0% 2.0% 0.0%
MR 61.43 433 4 41.5% 30.1%| 18.8% 3.7% 5.6%
MR 61.43 433 5 51.6% 25.8%| 19.3% 0.0% 3.2%
MR 61.67 180 3 24.1% 44.8%| 27.5% 0.0% 3.4%
MR 61.67 180 4 51.3% 29.7%| 16.2% 0.0% 2.7%
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MR 61.67 180 5 41.3% 20.6%| 31.0% 3.4% 0.0%
MR 61.90 210 3 36.0% 32.0%| 28.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 61.90 210 4 37.5% 16.6%| 33.3% 8.3% 4.1%
MR 61.90 210 5 34.6% 26.9%| 26.9% 7.6% 0.0%
MR 62.37 388 3 40.2% 20.7%| 28.5% 5.1% 5.1%
MR 62.37 388 4 56.4% 20.5%| 10.2% 2.5%| 10.2%
MR 62.37 388 5 45.0% 23.3%| 26.6% 3.3% 1.6%
MR 66.04 371 3 47.9% 31.2%| 12.5% 6.2% 2.0%
MR 66.04 371 4 29.2% 41.4%| 24.3% 4.8% 0.0%
MR 66.04 371 5 27.9% 20.9%| 34.8% 11.6% 2.3%
MR 66.67 162 3 39.6% 32.7%| 18.9% 3.4% 1.7%
MR 66.67 162 4 14.8% 31.4%| 37.0% 3.7% 7.4%
MR 66.67 162 5 24.5% 32.0%| 28.3% 11.3% 1.8%
M 66.79 265 3 55.1% 31.0%| 10.3% 3.4% 0.0%
M 66.79 265 4 3.0% 18.1%| 45.4% 18.1% 9.0%
M 66.79 265 5 15.6% 37.5%| 34.3% 6.2% 6.2%
M 68.31 243 3 29.2% 14.6%| 41.4% 9.7% 2.4%
M 68.31 243 4 24.2% 30.3%| 42.4% 3.0% 0.0%
MR 70.06 167 3 50.0% 15.0%| 25.0% 5.0% 5.0%
MR 70.06 167 4 32.0% 20.0%| 32.0% 12.0% 0.0%
MR 70.06 167 5 26.0% 26.0%| 34.7% 4.3% 8.6%
M 70.51 312 3 52.3% 14.2%| 19.0% 4.7% 9.5%
M 70.51 312 4 27.7% 22.2%| 38.8% 11.1% 0.0%
M 70.51 312 5 16.0% 24.0%| 52.0% 4.0% 4.0%
M 70.72 222 3 40.0% 22.8%| 37.1% 0.0% 0.0%
M 70.72 222 4 17.0% 21.9%| 43.9% 9.7% 4.8%
M 70.72 222 5 24.3% 40.5%| 24.3% 5.4% 5.4%
MR 71.21 264 3 29.4% 38.2%| 29.4% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 71.21 264 4 27.0% 45.9%| 18.9% 2.7% 0.0%
MR 71.21 264 5 29.2% 24.3%| 41.4% 4.8% 0.0%
M 72.97 407 3 27.0% 28.3%| 24.3% 12.1% 8.1%
M 72.97 407 4 27.1% 38.9%| 27.1% 3.3% 3.3%
M 72.97 407 5 26.2% 29.5%| 29.5% 9.8% 4.9%
M 76.82 220 3 46.8% 34.3%| 12.5% 3.1% 0.0%
M 76.82 220 4 27.9% 34.8%| 30.2% 4.6% 0.0%
M 76.82 220 5 45.8% 33.3%| 12.5% 4.1% 4.1%
MR 81.30 262 3 64.2% 23.8% 7.1% 2.3% 0.0%
M 81.92 271 3 32.5% 32.5%| 25.0% 5.0% 5.0%
M 81.92 271 4 25.0% 32.5%| 35.0% 2.5% 2.5%
M 81.92 271 5 31.8% 22.7%| 20.4% 9.0%| 13.6%
MR 82.08 547 3 37.6% 32.9%| 21.1% 2.3% 1.1%
MR 82.08 547 4 67.8% 20.6% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 82.08 547 5 52.0% 29.3%| 14.6% 1.3% 0.0%
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Middle School/Junior High Mathematics

Table A.5 Middle School/Junior High Mathematics Standard of Excellence (SOE)
Data

Middle/junior high mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | Student | School Grade
SOE | % F/R | enroliment | assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students

subject | lunches > 150 math | Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 0.73 546 6 65.8% | 22.3% | 9.4% 2.3% 0.0%
MR 0.77 519 6 50.0% | 20.8% | 22.2% 6.9% 0.0%
MR 1.13 375 6 29.5% | 34.0% | 18.1% 11.3% 6.8%
MR 2.06 578 6 454% | 25.9% | 20.7% 2.5% 3.8%
MR 2.36 594 6 25.2% | 38.1% | 24.2% 8.2% 4.1%
MR 2.36 594 7 34.8% | 34.3% | 19.4% 8.2% 2.5%
MR 2.36 594 8 42.3% | 31.9% | 17.6% 4.7% 2.3%
MR 2.50 320 6 45.0% | 27.5% | 20.0% 5.0% 2.5%
MR 2.69 521 6 42.8% | 32.9% | 20.3% 2.7% 0.5%
MR 2.69 521 7 30.5% | 32.3% | 24.1% 7.6% 2.3%
MR 2.69 521 8 33.1% | 35.9% | 22.4% 7.3% 1.1%
MR 2.87 349 6 52.8% | 30.1% | 15.0% 1.8% 0.0%
MR 3.06 556 6 31.9% | 34.0% | 24.3% 4.6% 2.1%
MR 3.06 556 7 27.3% | 32.2% | 25.5% 10.7% 3.5%
MR 3.06 556 8 40.1% | 27.1% | 24.2% 5.6% 0.0%
MR 3.09 453 6 40.5% | 28.3% | 22.9% 5.4% 2.7%
MR 3.13 416 6 58.3% | 31.6% | 10.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 3.26 675 6 72.9% | 12.9% | 12.9% 0.0% 1.1%
MR 3.33 540 6 39.5% | 30.7% | 25.2% 2.7% 1.0%
MR 3.33 540 7 23.8% | 27.9% | 29.5% 13.9% 3.6%
MR 3.33 540 8 38.6% | 34.6% | 17.0% 6.2% 3.4%
MR 3.90 641 6 44.3% | 34.0% | 18.3% 2.1% 0.0%
MR 3.90 641 7 23.0% | 31.3% | 26.3% 10.9% 6.0%
MR 3.90 641 8 39.7% | 31.5% | 21.2% 4.2% 1.7%
MR 4.08 711 6 37.1% | 28.3% | 24.0% 4.8% 5.2%
MR 4.08 711 7 30.5% | 28.8% | 27.6% 8.7% 3.7%
MR 4.08 711 8 21.9% | 24.7% | 27.4% 15.5% 9.9%
MR 4,72 508 6 40% | 30.0% | 28.5% 0.0% 1.4%
MR 4.84 475 6 62.5% 19.4% | 15.2% 1.3% 1.3%
MR 4.92 528 6 42.4% | 26.0% | 17.8% 10.9% 2.7%
MR 5.02 757 6 36.4% | 43.2% | 14.8% 2.7% 1.3%
MR 5.04 595 6 35.2% | 33.1% | 26.3% 2.1% 1.5%
MR 5.04 595 7 33.6% | 33.1% | 23.5% 6.4% 2.1%
MR 5.04 595 8 40.5% | 37.2% | 14.6% 4.7% 1.8%
MR 5.08 610 6 38.2% | 30.8% | 24.6% 3.7% 2.4%
MR 5.31 339 6 36.6% | 38.3% | 16.6% 3.3% 5.0%
MR 5.84 308 6 48.9% | 28.5% | 20.4% 2.0% 0.0%
MR 6.09 345 6 27.6% | 34.0% | 23.4% 8.5% 6.3%
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Middle/junior high mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | Student | School Grade
SOE | % FR | enroliment | assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students

subject | lunches > 150 math | Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 6.13 408 6 52.4% | 29.5% | 14.7% 1.6% 1.6%
MR 6.70 448 6 59.5% | 25.5% | 12.7% 2.1% 0.0%
MR 6.84 380 6 53.1% | 31.2% | 9.3% 3.1% 1.5%
MR 6.86 787 7 27.7% | 26.1% | 30.4% 11.7% 2.7%
MR 6.86 787 8 26.0% | 34.5% | 22.7% 11.3% 4.8%
MR 7.04 611 6 25.1% | 37.2% | 26.4% 8.5% 2.2%
MR 7.04 611 7 23.8% | 27.4% | 31.9% 11.2% 4.9%
MR 7.04 611 8 27.6% | 36.1% | 23.3% 9.2% 2.4%
MR 7.80 346 6 30.7% | 30.7% | 24.0% 6.7% 6.7%
MR 7.80 346 7 35.2% | 29.4% | 21.0% 9.2% 1.6%
MR 7.80 346 8 18.0% | 32.3% | 24.8% 11.2% 12.0%
MR 8.20 439 6 40.6% | 30.5% | 20.3% 3.3% 5.0%
MR 8.50 494 6 25.0% | 34.3% | 18.7% 12.5% 7.8%
MR 9.01 533 7 40.8% | 32.0% | 18.3% 5.7% 2.6%
MR 9.01 533 8 28.1% | 36.0% | 21.4% 8.6% 3.7%
MR 10.02 649 6 39.5% | 27.1% | 19.7% 6.1% 7.4%
MR 10.33 571 6 29.4% | 24.7% | 32.9% 5.8% 4.7%
MR 10.45 507 6 23.1% | 23.8% | 33.1% 11.9% 7.9%
MR 10.45 507 7 23.8% | 25.0% | 30.2% 13.3% 6.9%
MR 10.45 507 8 435% | 24.1% | 18.8% 8.8% 4.1%
MR 10.56 606 7 40.8% | 31.9% | 16.3% 6.8% 3.4%
MR 10.56 606 8 29.5% | 26.2% | 20.5% 11.9% 11.2%
MR 10.70 271 6 545% | 30.3% | 15.1% 0.0% 0.0%
M 11.00 291 6 38.7% | 28.5% | 18.3% 12.2% 2.0%
MR 11.34 291 6 25.0% | 37.5% | 18.7% 12.5% 6.2%
MR 11.35 828 7 32.7% | 29.2% | 23.5% 9.7% 4.4%
MR 11.35 828 8 25.5% | 30.7% | 23.2% 14.9% 4.6%
MR 11.68 394 6 54.8% | 29.0% | 11.2% 4.8% 0.0%
MR 11.80 745 7 27.7% | 32.8% | 19.6% 13.1% 6.1%
MR 11.80 745 8 26.6% | 35.5% | 23.9% 7.7% 5.4%
MR 12.06 481 6 46.8% | 31.2% | 18.7% 3.1% 0.0%
MR 12.08 298 6 55.7% | 29.8% | 11.5% 2.8% 0.0%
MR 12.08 298 7 50.9% | 24.5% | 16.3% 4.5% 0.9%
MR 12.08 298 8 35.2% | 23.5% | 25.8% 10.5% 3.5%
MR 12.38 404 6 52.3% | 28.5% | 12.6% 3.1% 3.1%
MR 12.50 648 6 44.3% | 25.7% | 25.7% 2.0% 2.0%
MR 12.73 330 6 48.7% | 20.5% | 25.6% 5.1% 0.0%
MR 12.73 330 7 35.8% | 20.5% | 33.3% 10.2% 0.0%
MR 12.73 330 8 41.8% | 44.1% | 11.6% 2.3% 0.0%
MR 13.15 365 7 56.5% | 27.6% | 14.4% 0.0% 1.3%
MR 13.15 365 8 22.5% | 29.0% | 38.7% 6.4% 3.2%
MR 13.67 395 6 26.6% | 33.3% | 26.6% 6.6% 6.6%
MR 13.96 394 6 21.5% | 36.7% | 31.6% 7.5% 2.5%
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Middle/junior high mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | Student | School Grade
SOE | % FR | enroliment | assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students

subject | lunches > 150 math | Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
M 14.36 404 6 25.0% | 37.5% | 25.0% 12.5% 0.0%
MR 14.37 661 7 35.0% | 31.7% | 17.0% 7.1% 5.6%
MR 14.37 661 8 27.0% | 27.9% | 24.2% 12.1% 7.1%
MR 14.58 192 6 62.9% | 14.8% | 14.8% 3.7% 0.0%
MR 15.24 361 6 47.0% | 15.6% | 21.5% 7.8% 7.8%
MR 15.65 345 6 26.0% | 32.6% | 21.7% 17.3% 2.1%
MR 15.65 345 7 30.2% | 18.6% | 16.2% 25.5% 9.3%
MR 15.65 345 8 16.6% | 30.9% | 21.4% 16.6% 9.5%
MR 15.77 222 6 30.0% | 45.0% | 17.5% 7.5% 0.0%
MR 16.03 287 6 28.2% | 45.6% | 21.7% 2.1% 2.1%
MR 16.76 179 7 34.2% | 31.4% | 20.0% 14.2% 0.0%
MR 16.76 179 8 26.0% | 30.4% | 26.0% 13.0% 4.3%
MR 17.00 406 6 35.5% | 35.5% | 16.1% 7.3% 5.3%
MR 17.00 406 7 25.9% | 35.5% | 26.6% 6.6% 4.4%
MR 17.00 406 8 17.1% | 31.3% | 23.8% 19.4% 7.4%
MR 17.09 474 6 31.0% | 25.6% | 28.3% 9.4% 4.0%
MR 17.19 477 6 39.1% | 33.3% | 17.3% 7.2% 2.8%
MR 17.22 302 6 59.4% | 24.3% | 10.8% 2.7% 0.0%
MR 17.29 347 6 34.9% | 33.1% | 19.5% 7.6% 4.1%
MR 18.79 660 7 28.8% | 25.1% | 20.1% 16.0% 9.0%
MR 18.79 660 8 19.1% | 33.7% | 24.8% 14.2% 8.0%
MR 18.80 351 6 27.9% | 26.8% | 27.9% 10.7% 5.9%
MR 18.87 604 6 49.4% | 25.8% | 11.2% 4.4% 5.6%
MR 19.32 207 6 32.6% | 26.9% | 32.6% 5.7% 0.0%
MR 19.32 207 7 26.7% | 32.5% | 26.7% 10.4% 3.4%
MR 19.32 207 8 18.5% | 28.5% | 30.0% 8.5% 14.2%
MR 19.67 839 7 22.4% | 29.6% | 29.6% 13.2% 4.5%
MR 19.67 839 8 31.2% | 34.5% | 21.6% 9.1% 2.3%
M 20.92 325 6 21.9% | 21.9% | 51.2% 2.4% 2.4%
M 20.92 325 7 26.1% | 28.5% | 30.9% 9.5% 4.7%
M 20.92 325 8 26.9% | 26.9% | 25.0% 15.3% 5.7%
MR 21.11 199 6 40.7% | 33.3% | 22.2% 0.0% 3.7%
MR 21.11 199 7 25.0% | 42.8% | 21.4% 7.1% 0.0%
MR 21.11 199 8 35.2% | 26.4% | 35.2% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 21.91 178 6 21.7% | 34.7% | 30.4% 4.3% 8.6%
MR 21.91 178 7 47.6% | 14.2% | 19.0% 4.7% 0.0%
MR 21.91 178 8 24.1% | 20.6% | 34.4% 13.7% 3.4%
MR 21.93 529 7 28.9% | 30.0% | 23.5% 9.7% 5.0%
MR 21.93 529 8 25.2% | 30.5% | 19.2% 9.4% 12.8%
MR 22.02 336 6 21.3% | 32.7% | 37.7% 4.9% 3.2%
MR 22.03 177 6 53.9% | 23.8% | 19.0% 3.1% 0.0%
MR 22.03 177 7 21.5% | 30.7% | 26.1% 9.2% 10.7%
MR 22.03 177 8 15.6% | 25.4% | 29.4% 15.6% 11.7%
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Middle/junior high mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | Student | School Grade
SOE | % FR | enroliment | assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students

subject | lunches > 150 math | Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 22.13 244 6 48.9% | 20.4% | 16.3% 8.1% 4.0%
MR 22.71 251 6 23.9% | 26.7% | 38.0% 7.0% 4.2%
MR 22.71 251 7 34.4% | 34.4% | 26.2% 4.9% 0.0%
MR 22.71 251 8 20.6% | 48.2% | 22.4% 8.6% 0.0%
MR 23.16 354 7 26.3% | 35.0% | 22.8% 10.5% 5.2%
MR 23.16 354 8 50.0% | 28.3% | 15.0% 5.0% 1.6%
MR 23.43 286 6 43.3% | 20.0% | 26.6% 6.6% 3.3%
MR 23.53 170 6 23.0% | 38.4% | 34.6% 3.8% 0.0%
MR 23.53 170 7 51.0% | 26.5% | 14.2% 8.1% 0.0%
MR 23.53 170 8 35.5% | 25.4% | 25.4% 6.7% 6.7%
MR 23.69 574 6 37.9% | 31.7% | 20.2% 7.6% 2.4%
MR 24.12 170 7 16.6% | 45.8% | 25.0% 8.3% 4.1%
MR 24.12 170 8 20.0% | 30.0% | 36.6% 13.3% 0.0%
MR 24.19 401 6 62.9% | 22.2% | 9.2% 3.7% 1.8%
MR 24.35 193 6 30.3% | 37.0% | 22.4% 7.8% 2.2%
MR 24.93 377 7 27.7% | 33.3% | 31.4% 5.5% 0.0%
MR 24.93 377 8 20.9% | 30.6% | 27.4% 16.1% 4.8%
MR 25.29 170 7 38.0% | 28.5% | 23.8% 9.5% 0.0%
MR 25.29 170 8 29.6% | 48.1% | 11.1% 11.1% 0.0%
MR 25.36 351 6 37.7% | 33.9% | 18.8% 0.0% 7.5%
MR 26.07 349 6 37.5% | 33.3% | 27.0% 2.0% 0.0%
MR 26.40 481 6 25.0% | 27.3% | 27.3% 12.7% 6.3%
MR 26.40 481 7 24.2% | 27.2% | 26.6% 13.3% 6.6%
MR 26.40 481 8 34.0% | 22.4% | 19.7% 14.9% 6.1%
MR 26.76 304 6 43.7% | 37.5% | 6.2% 9.3% 9.3%
MR 26.76 304 7 7.1% | 23.8% | 38.0% 21.4% 9.5%
MR 26.76 304 8 11.7% | 26.4% | 23.5% 23.5% 14.7%
MR 26.84 190 6 2.9% | 29.4% | 50.0% 14.7% 0.0%
MR 27.74 310 6 21.4% | 28.5% | 38.0% 4.7% 7.1%
M 27.84 485 6 33.8% | 26.4% | 25.0% 11.7% 1.4%
MR 27.86 280 6 27.5% | 37.9% | 27.5% 6.8% 0.0%
MR 27.86 280 7 36.6% 6.6% | 33.3% 6.6% 16.6%
MR 27.86 280 8 19.4% | 36.1% | 27.7% 8.3% 8.3%
MR 28.52 526 6 36.1% | 29.1% | 26.3% 4.1% 4.1%
MR 28.85 156 6 19.2% | 40.3% | 19.2% 13.4% 5.7%
MR 28.85 156 7 32.6% | 28.5% | 26.5% 8.1% 4.0%
MR 28.85 156 8 25.0% | 31.2% | 25.0% 14.5% 4.1%
MR 29.02 379 6 41.0% | 25.6% | 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 29.02 379 7 16.6% | 27.0% | 39.5% 8.3% 8.3%
MR 29.02 379 8 12.2% | 28.5% | 30.6% 18.3% 10.2%
MR 29.04 303 6 15.6% | 21.8% | 30.2% 18.7% 13.5%
MR 29.04 303 7 45.9% | 36.7% | 14.2% 2.0% 0.0%
MR 29.04 303 8 22.4% | 32.7% | 30.1% 11.2% 1.7%
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Middle/junior high mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | Student | School Grade
SOE | % FR | enroliment | assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students

subject | lunches > 150 math | Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 29.33 150 6 8.8% | 32.3% |41.1% 8.8% 8.8%
MR 29.33 150 7 33.3% | 40.0% | 20.0% 3.3% 3.3%
MR 29.33 150 8 26.4% | 44.1% | 14.7% 11.7% 2.9%
MR 29.71 175 6 36.8% | 42.1% | 15.7% 5.2% 0.0%
MR 29.79 235 7 27.8% | 40.1% | 19.6% 9.0% 3.2%
MR 29.79 235 8 26.6% | 20.8% | 25.8% 18.3% 8.3%
M 30.00 200 6 18.5% | 25.9% | 37.0% 11.1% 3.7%
MR 30.21 331 6 24.3% | 24.3% | 26.8% 19.5% 4.8%
MR 30.25 162 6 30.0% | 30.0% | 40.0% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 30.25 162 8 10.0% | 20.0% | 50.0% 20.0% 0.0%
MR 30.41 411 6 16.9% | 35.8% | 32.0% 13.2% 1.8%
MR 30.41 411 7 27.2% | 34.0% | 27.2% 4.5% 4.5%
MR 30.41 411 8 35.0% | 28.0% | 21.0% 7.0% 8.7%
M 30.42 401 6 41.8% | 21.8% | 25.4% 5.4% 5.4%
M 30.61 379 6 36.7% | 18.3% | 36.7% 6.1% 2.0%
MR 30.64 235 6 44.0% | 34.6% | 18.6% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 30.64 235 7 29.6% | 32.0% | 25.9% 9.8% 2.4%
MR 30.64 235 8 20.0% | 32.5% | 22.5% 20.0% 3.7%
MR 31.59 459 6 404% | 29.7% | 22.6% 5.3% 1.1%
MR 31.59 459 7 25.6% | 31.9% | 21.5% 13.8% 6.9%
MR 31.59 459 8 35.1% | 44.1% | 13.7% 4.1% 2.0%
MR 32.06 340 6 28.5% | 25.0% | 39.2% 5.3% 1.7%
MR 32.41 324 6 13.9% | 20.9% | 34.8% 20.9% 9.3%
MR 32.75 403 6 37.5% | 30.3% | 28.5% 3.5% 0.0%
MR 33.51 194 6 275% | 17.2% | 41.3% 6.8% 6.8%
MR 34.62 260 6 371% | 37.1% | 17.1% 8.5% 0.0%
MR 35.71 182 6 10.5% | 36.8% | 31.5% 21.0% 0.0%
MR 35.71 182 7 36.3% | 36.3% | 9.0% 4.5% 4.5%
MR 35.71 182 8 42.3% | 30.7% | 15.3% 0.0% 11.5%
MR 36.25 160 7 12.5% | 29.1% | 41.6% 8.3% 8.3%
MR 36.25 160 8 40.7% | 29.6% | 22.2% 7.4% 0.0%
M 36.34 388 6 22.0% | 20.3% | 38.9% 13.5% 5.0%
MR 36.96 276 6 50.8% | 32.2% | 5.0% 0.0% 5.0%
MR 36.96 276 7 13.3% | 26.6% | 33.3% 13.3% 8.3%
MR 36.96 276 8 15.0% | 21.6% | 40.0% 16.6% 5.0%
MR 37.81 365 7 36.7% | 33.5% | 23.4% 4.6% 1.5%
MR 37.81 365 8 18.3% | 27.5% | 32.1% 12.8% 7.3%
MR 37.87 169 7 40.0% | 36.6% | 16.6% 6.6% 0.0%
MR 37.87 169 8 17.3% | 17.3% | 43.4% 8.6% 13.0%
MR 38.02 363 6 39.5% | 41.6% | 16.6% 2.0% 0.0%
MR 38.29 525 6 16.2% | 28.2% | 32.9% 14.1% 7.8%
MR 38.29 525 7 31.2% | 28.9% | 25.4% 7.5% 5.7%
MR 38.29 525 8 29.2% | 34.7% | 25.0% 8.5% 1.2%
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Middle/junior high mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | Student | School Grade
SOE | % FR | enroliment | assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students

subject | lunches > 150 math | Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 38.32 274 6 31.1% | 23.3% | 30.0% 7.7% 4.4%
MR 38.32 274 7 36.0% | 34.8% | 12.7% 8.1% 3.4%
MR 38.32 274 8 31.3% | 29.4% | 24.5% 8.8% 4.9%
MR 38.35 206 6 17.7% | 24.4% | 31.1% 20.0% 6.6%
MR 38.35 206 7 31.4% | 29.6% | 31.4% 5.5% 1.8%
MR 38.35 206 8 28.8% | 36.5% | 23.0% 5.7% 1.9%
MR 38.64 339 6 40.5% | 48.6% | 5.4% 5.4% 0.0%
MR 39.42 378 6 32.8% | 35.6% | 23.2% 4.1% 4.1%
MR 39.92 496 6 1.6% | 16.3% | 36.0% 19.6% 26.2%
MR 39.92 496 7 30.0% | 22.0% | 22.0% 14.0% 8.0%
MR 39.92 496 8 22.5% | 27.4% | 30.6% 12.9% 6.4%
MR 39.93 278 6 23.6% | 31.5% | 34.2% 10.5% 0.0%
MR 41.81 354 6 36.0% | 36.0% | 20.0% 8.0% 0.0%
M 42.35 174 6 35.4% | 29.0% | 32.2% 3.2% 0.0%
MR 42.35 340 6 23.0% | 38.4% | 23.0% 9.6% 5.7%
MR 43.19 433 6 38.3% | 30.0% | 25.0% 5.8% 0.8%
MR 43.19 433 7 26.0% | 35.5% | 23.1% 13.0% 2.1%
MR 43.19 433 8 28.3% | 24.4% | 21.2% 17.3% 7.8%
MR 43.65 323 6 17.6% | 20.5% | 32.3% 17.6% 11.7%
MR 43.65 323 7 22.2% | 25.0% | 27.7% 22.2% 2.7%
MR 43.65 323 8 23.5% | 23.5% | 29.4% 14.7% 8.8%
M 43.65 417 6 41.6% | 35.0% | 16.6% 3.3% 3.3%
MR 44.00 150 6 26.6% | 26.6% | 40.0% 6.6% 0.0%
MR 44,53 265 6 36.6% | 32.3% | 25.3% 4.2% 1.4%
MR 44.53 265 7 32.3% | 29.5% | 28.1% 4.2% 5.6%
MR 44.53 265 8 475% | 19.6% | 19.6% 8.1% 3.2%
M 45.22 502 6 43.6% | 33.8% | 15.4% 7.0% 0.0%
MR 45.37 205 6 53.3% | 10.0% | 30.0% 3.3% 3.3%
M 46.06 434 6 33.3% | 41.6% | 18.3% 3.3% 1.6%
MR 46.72 351 6 22.2% | 22.2% | 38.8% 11.1% 5.5%
MR 46.72 351 7 26.0% | 32.6% | 28.2% 10.8% 2.1%
MR 46.72 351 8 30.7% | 38.4% | 17.9% 2.5% 7.6%
MR 47.60 208 6 7.6% | 23.0% | 26.9% 34.6% 3.8%
M 48.80 166 6 29.6% | 22.2% | 37.0% 7.4% 0.0%
MR 49.08 163 6 470% | 11.7% | 17.6% 11.7% 11.7%
MR 49.08 163 7 13.3% 6.6% | 33.3% 26.6% 20.0%
MR 49.08 163 8 6.6% | 20.0% | 60.0% 13.3% 0.0%
MR 49.67 300 6 484% | 30.3% | 9.0% 9.0% 3.0%
MR 49.77 217 6 50.0% | 11.5% | 30.7% 7.6% 0.0%
M 49.85 335 6 11.9% | 28.5% | 35.7% 21.4% 2.3%
MR 50.60 334 6 45.4% | 31.8% | 22.7% 0.0% 0.0%
MR 51.84 299 6 2.3% | 34.8% | 51.1% 11.6% 0.0%
MR 53.63 289 6 12.0% | 40.0% | 32.0% 4.0% 8.0%
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Middle/junior high mathematics 2005-06
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

School | Student School Grade
SOE | % FR | enroliment | assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students

subject | lunches > 150 math | Exemplary | Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 53.63 289 7 22.2% 33.3% | 40.7% 3.7% 0.0%
MR 53.63 289 8 3.4% 34.4% | 31.0% 27.5% 3.4%
MR 54.50 309 6 21.8% 15.6% | 37.5% 18.7% 6.2%
MR 54.50 309 7 26.3% 31.5% | 34.2% 2.6% 5.2%
MR 54.50 309 8 17.5% 30.0% | 22.5% 20.0% 10.0%
MR 54.60 163 6 16.6% 33.3% | 41.6% 4.1% 4.1%
MR 54.84 331 7 40.0% 33.3% | 6.6% 13.3% 6.6%
MR 54.84 331 8 18.7% 31.2% | 31.2% 12.5% 6.2%
MR 57.57 304 6 37.8% 37.8% | 10.8% 10.8% 2.7%
MR 58.66 179 6 13.0% 26.0% | 47.8% 8.6% 4.3%
MR 61.43 433 6 37.5% 27.0% | 18.7% 8.3% 8.3%
MR 61.43 433 7 43.4% 32.6% | 17.3% 4.3% 2.1%
MR 61.43 433 8 22.7% 34.0% | 29.5% 6.8% 4.5%
MR 66.04 371 6 28.5% 32.6% | 22.4% 10.2% 2.0%
M 66.79 265 6 22.5% 25.0% | 27.5% 15.0% 10.0%
M 70.51 312 6 27.7% 33.3% | 27.7% 5.5% 5.5%
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Senior High School Mathematics

Table A.6 Senior High Mathematics Standard of Excellence (SOE) Data

Senior high mathematics
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

Student School Grade

SOE | % E/R |enroliment| assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students

subject| lunch > 150 math Exemplary Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 2.18 1377 10 24.4% 19.6% | 30.6% 17.0% 8.2%
MR 2.62 1603 10 39.6% 24.6% | 22.0% 8.2% 5.2%
MR 2.88 1530 10 26.1% 29.3% | 24.6% 10.8% 7.9%
M 3.01 316 10 20.8% 20.8% | 23.6% 18.0% 13.8%
MR 3.45 1999 10 25.2% 30.8% | 24.6% 10.2% 7.1%
MR 4.08 1374 10 26.8% 21.7% | 25.4% 13.4% 12.0%
MR 4.59 458 10 18.5% 23.3% | 31.4% 14.5% 12.0%
MR 5.75 1912 10 19.1% 27.0% | 26.0% 17.3% 8.6%
MR 5.85 1350 10 30.5% 31.1% | 22.8% 9.3% 5.2%
MR 6.14 228 10 35.4% 10.4% | 20.8% 20.8% 12.5%
MR 6.35 1402 10 27.0% 33.5% | 21.7% 10.4% 6.3%
MR 6.67 720 10 17.6% 19.7% | 38.5% 14.9% 7.4%
M 8.02 1771 10 27.0% 29.7% | 23.6% 11.2% 7.2%
MR 8.43 1233 10 23.7% 28.6% | 24.8% 10.9% 11.2%
MR 9.10 1835 10 29.5% 22.9% | 28.4% 10.3% 8.2%
MR 10.12 959 10 17.4% 28.5% | 27.2% 18.3% 8.4%
MR 10.85 258 10 33.8% 28.1% | 19.7% 9.8% 8.4%
MR 13.15 365 10 23.6% 12.7% | 38.1% 12.7% 10.9%
MR 13.47 2042 10 22.8% 20.0% | 28.1% 14.9% 12.4%
MR 13.72 452 10 18.0% 22.9% | 41.8% 10.6% 5.7%
MR 14.56 261 10 35.8% 20.5% | 15.3% 17.9% 10.2%
MR 16.23 1060 10 21.5% 31.2% | 27.7% 9.6% 7.9%
MR 16.76 179 10 16.6% 29.1% | 29.1% 20.8% 4.1%
MR 17.21 1644 10 24.8% 24.3% | 22.5% 11.2% 9.0%
M 18.00 153 10 26.0% 20.0% | 20.0% 22.0% 12.0%
MR 18.16 358 10 23.0% 25.6% | 26.9% 15.3% 7.6%
MR 19.52 415 10 24.3% 18.4% | 23.5% 21.8% 10.0%
MR 19.79 384 10 15.1% 20.9% | 34.8% 13.9% 12.7%
MR 20.11 184 10 17.7% 24.4% | 24.4% 17.7% 11.1%
MR 20.18 342 10 15.6% 28.9% | 28.9% 12.0% 13.2%
M 20.25 237 10 22.8% 38.5% | 19.2% 8.7% 10.5%
MR 20.60 267 10 33.3% 21.2% | 22.7% 9.0% 10.6%
M 20.74 323 10 21.6% 21.6% | 31.0% 12.1% 12.1%
MR 20.89 1738 10 21.0% 19.2% | 26.5% 17.0% 13.7%
MR 21.11 199 10 30.7% 23.0% | 23.0% 7.6% 15.3%
MR 21.91 178 10 21.7% 17.3% | 30.4% 13.0% 13.0%
MR 22.73 176 10 31.2% 34.3% | 28.1% 3.1% 3.1%
MR 22.73 176 10 31.2% 34.3% | 28.1% 3.1% 3.1%
MR 23.06 386 10 26.4% 24.5% | 32.0% 7.5% 7.5%
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Senior high mathematics
F/R = free and reduced; MR = math and reading; M = math

Student School Grade

soE |%ER | enroliment| assessed Performance level percentage of assessed students

subject| lunch > 150 math Exemplary Exceeds | Meets | Approach | Warning
MR 23.16 354 10 31.0% 18.9% | 15.5% 15.5% 18.9%
MR 23.64 1328 10 16.8% 18.7% | 27.5% 18.9% 16.2%
MR 24.12 170 10 28.5% 21.4% | 17.8% 21.4% 10.7%
MR 24.93 377 10 25.0% 25.0% | 23.3% 15.0% 11.6%
MR 25.29 170 10 18.9% 21.6% | 24.3% 21.6% 13.5%
MR 25.71 661 10 21.0% 23.1% | 27.2% 12.9% 13.6%
MR 25.87 344 10 24.6% 29.6% | 29.6% 6.1% 9.8%
M 26.18 508 10 24.5% 25.4% | 19.0% 18.1% 12.7%
MR 28.19 298 10 24.2% 27.2% | 19.6% 15.1% 13.6%
MR 29.00 151 10 35.2% 26.4% | 29.4% 8.8% 0.0%
M 30.71 241 10 18.8% 26.4% | 30.1% 13.2% 5.6%
MR 32.00 151 10 20.4% 25.0% | 40.9% 6.8% 6.8%
MR 33.92 325 10 24.0% 17.7% | 26.5% 25.3% 6.3%
MR 33.97 209 10 17.3% 32.6% | 30.4% 10.8% 6.5%
MR 34.75 305 10 19.2% 22.8% | 31.3% 12.0% 14.4%
MR 35.76 344 10 14.6% 31.7% | 28.0% 12.1% 12.1%
MR 36.25 160 10 13.7% 24.1% | 34.4% 17.2% 10.3%
MR 37.65 170 10 22.2% 22.2% | 19.4% 25.0% 11.1%
MR 37.87 169 10 25.0% 25.0% | 15.0% 25.0% 10.0%
MR 37.92 269 10 15.0% 5.4% 5.4% 0.0% 1.3%
MR 47.71 568 10 19.2% 19.8% | 31.1% 11.2% 12.5%
MR 49.00 172 10 25.4% 25.4% | 19.6% 13.7% 13.7%
M 54.07 307 10 21.0% 8.7% | 36.8% 17.5% 15.7%
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Appendix B - Socioeconomic Status and Performance

on the 2006 Kansas Assessments: Comparison of All

Students to Economically Disadvantaged Students

Table B.1 Kansas Mathematics Scores 2006 for Economically Disadvantaged

Students and for All Students

Math state-wide performance level percentages

Grade and Exemplary Exceeds Meets Approaches Acade_mic Not
student group standard standard standard warning tested
Grade 3
All students 27.1 25.0 28.8 9.1 8.7 1.2
Econ. disadv. 17.9 22.2 32.3 12.1 13.9 1.4
Grade 4
All students 24.2 24.7 31.8 8.6 9.4 1.0
Econ. disadv. 14.1 21.1 35.6 12.2 155 1.3
Grade 5
All students 24.0 24.3 30.5 9.7 10.1 1.1
Econ. disadv. 13.8 20.8 34.0 13.1 16.6 15
Grade 6
All students 215 24.9 28.0 11.7 12.3 1.3
Econ. disadv. 10.3 19.0 30.9 16.7 21.0 1.7
Grade 7
All students 18.1 24.7 27.3 16.1 12.1 1.3
Econ. disadv. 8.8 18.1 29.5 21.5 20.0 1.9
Grade 8
All students 16.2 24.4 26.0 17.5 14.1 1.6
Econ. disadv. 6.9 175 27.0 22.4 23.7 2.4
Grade 10
All students 14.5 18.6 25.3 18.4 19.7 3.2
Econ. disadv. 5.6 11.3 22.7 22.8 32.2 51

Note: Econ. disadv. = Economically Disadvantaged Students, qualifying for free or

reduced lunches. Percentages were derived from all assessed students in all public

schools. From KSDE Report Card 2005-06, State Data (2006).
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Table B.2 Kansas Reading Scores 2006 for Economically Disadvantaged Students
and for All Students

Reading state-wide performance level percentages

Grade and Exemplary Exceeds Meets Approaches Acade_mic Not
student group standard standard standard warning tested
Grade 3
All students 22.7 27.8 28.0 11.8 7.9 1.6
Econ. disadv. 12.9 23.5 31.7 16.4 13.1 2.1
Grade 4
All students 22.6 27.9 29.0 10.3 8.5 14
Econ. disadv. 12.8 22.9 32.8 14.7 144 2.1
Grade 5
All students 29.8 23.0 24.1 11.9 9.5 14
Econ. disadv. 17.2 19.7 28.1 16.9 15.8 2.1
Grade 6
All students 23.9 26.6 27.5 10.9 9.5 14
Econ. disadv. 11.7 21.4 31.4 16.1 17.1 1.9
Grade 7
All students 24.4 29.3 25.5 11.0 7.9 1.6
Econ. disadv. 114 24.2 30.4 16.8 144 2.5
Grade 8
All students 23.9 27.5 26.0 11.4 9.3 1.7
Econ. disadv. 11.7 21.5 30.2 16.6 17.0 2.7
Grade 11
All students 23.9 28.0 25.2 11.3 8.1 3.3
Econ. disadv. 12.1 20.8 28.7 171 15.8 5.3

Note: Econ. disadv. = Economically Disadvantaged Students, qualifying for free or

reduced lunches. Percentages were derived from all assessed students in all public
schools. From KSDE Report Card 2005-06, State Data (2006).
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Appendix C - 2006 Standard of Excellence Performance Levels

Formula and Expected Percentages for Categories of

Achievement

Note (applies to entire Appendix C). The KSDE requirements for the grade level SOE
awards and the building SOE awards are shown in Tables C.1, C.2, C.3, and C.4 and
explained in the text of Appendix C. The explanatory text and the order of presentation

are verbatim from the KSDE. From personal correspondence with Ms. Kris Shaw,

Reading Specialist, KSDE, e-mail 6/21/07; text and tables provided as an e-mail

attachment by the KSDE Assessment Department, Assessment Education Program

Consultant David Bowman. Permission to copy: Verified with Dr. Scott Smith, Assistant

Director, KSDE Standards and Assessment Services, telephone 785-296-4351 (personal

communication May 2, 2008). “The Kansas Department of Education will provide links

and data resources targeted at users looking for specific informational documents. The

purpose is to gather all these resources for easy reference and access by all interested

parties.” KSDE Data and Reporting Portal http://www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=83

Table C.1 Reading Grade Level Performance Levels for 2006 Standard of

Excellence.
Reading Minimum percentage of students Maximum percentage of students
grade levels required in Exemplary allowed in Academic Warning

3,4,5,6 At least 25% of students in Not more than 5% of students in
Exemplary Academic Warning

7and 8 At least 20% of students in Not more than 10% of students in
Exemplary Academic Warning

High School At least 15% of students in Not more than 10% of students in
Exemplary Academic Warning
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http://www.ksde.org/Default.aspx?tabid=83

In addition, the following are expected percentage values for (1) Exceeds Standard and
above, (2) Meets Standard and above, and (3) Approaches Standard and above for a

school of excellence in reading.

Table C.2 School-wide Reading Performance Levels, in addition to Grade Level

Performance Levels for 2006 Standard of Excellence School

Expected percentage of students classified as
Reading Exceeds Standard Meets Standard Approaches Standard
grade levels and above and above and above
3,4,5,6 60% 80% 95%
7and 8 55% 75% 90%
High school 50% 70% 90%

A weighting formula is applied to the actual percentage distribution of scores in a
building to determine whether the building did better, worse, or the same as the
percentage distribution which is expected for a Building of Excellence. This
weighting formula allows the school to meet the Standard of Excellence with data
configured in several different ways, rather than having to meet the exact percentages
listed in the (1) Exceeds Standard and above, (2) Meets Standard and above, and (3)
Approaches Standard and above categories. The percentages listed above in the
Exemplary and Academic Warning categories, however, are requirements. When
enrollment is below 20 and 5% of students are allowed in the Academic Warning
category, buildings will be allowed one student in that category. When enrollment is
below 10 and 10% of students are allowed in the Academic Warning category,
buildings will be allowed one student in that category. When enrollment is below 7
and 15% of students are allowed in the Academic Warning category, buildings will be

allowed one student in that category.
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Table C.3 Mathematics Grade Level Performance Levels for 2006 Standard of

Excellence
Math Minimum percentage Maximum percentage
grade levels of students required in of students allowed in
Exemplary Academic Warning

3,4,5,6 At least 25% of students in Not more than 5 % of students in
Exemplary Academic Warning

7and 8 At least 25% of students in Not more than 10% of students in
Exemplary Academic Warning

High school | At least 15% of students in Not more than 15% of students in
Exemplary Academic Warning

Table C.4 Mathematics School-wide Performance Levels, in addition to Grade Level

Performance Levels for 2006 Standard of Excellence School

Expected percentage of students classified as

Math Exceeds standard Meets standard Approaches standard
grade levels and above and above and above

3,4,5,6 60% 80% 95%

7and 8 60% 80% 90%

High School 40% 70% 85%

Note: As mentioned above, a weighting formula will be applied to the actual percentage

distribution of scores in a building to determine whether the building did better, worse, or

the same as the percentage distribution which is expected for a building of excellence.

The “building index” that is generated by this weighting formula was figured for the

school. If the building meets the Standard of Excellence, this was reported along with

other building results by the Center for Educational Testing and Evaluation.
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The Model

> At least a certain percentage of students is required in the Exemplary performance
level. This value is the “expected” percentage of students when computing the index
score.

> No more than a certain percentage of students is allowed in the Academic Warning
performance level.

» Compare the “expected” cumulative percentage criterion values for the performance
levels in the tables above with the actual cumulative percentage of students in the
building .

» Building Index determines how the building distribution compares to the “expected”
distribution
Example: Grade 7 Mathematics:

1. At least 25% of students in Exemplary.
2. No more than 10% of students in Academic Warning.
3. Expected Distribution for a School of Excellence:

Exceeds Standard and above -- 60%
Meets Standard and above -- 80%
Academic Warning and above -- 90%
The Equation
Index = (4 x (percentage of students in Exemplary minus expected percentage of
students in Exemplary)) PLUS

(3 x (percentage of students in Exceeds Standard and above minus
expected percentage of students in Exceeds Standard and above)) PLUS

(2 x (percentage of students in Meets Standard and above minus expected
percentage of students in Meets Standard and above)) PLUS

(1 x (percentage of students in Approaches Standard and above minus
expected percentage of students in Approaches Standard and above)

Interpretation of Index Score

The building can meet the Standard of Excellence in several different ways. They MUST,
however, have ...
1. At least the required percentage in Exemplary.

2. No more than the allowed percentage in Academic Warning.
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3. Have a building index greater than or equal to 0.

*[f Index is 0, then building has just exactly met this part of the requirement for
the Standard of Excellence.

*If Index is <0, then building did not meet this part of the requirement for the
Standard of Excellence.

o[f Index is >0, then building met and exceeded this part of the requirement for

the Standard of Excellence.

Building-Level Standard of Excellence

For the grade level SOE designation:

1. The 2000-2005 reading criteria for grade 5 will be applied to grades 3 — 6, the
grade 8 criteria will be applied to grades 7 and 8 and the grade 11 criteria will be applied
to grade 11.

2. The 2000-2005 mathematics criteria for grade 4 will be applied to grades 3 —
6, the grade 7 criteria will be applied to grades 7 and 8 and the grade 10 criteria will be
applied to grade 10.

For the overall school SOE designation:

1. The individual index scores for tested grade levels in the building must sum to
be equal to or greater than zero. As the expected percentages in categories as the criteria
for SOE changes across elementary, middle and high school grades, using the grade level
index scores and then summing them will give appropriate weight to each grade level in
the overall index.

2. The percentage of students in the bottom (academic warning) and top
(exemplary) performance categories when aggregated across all tested grade levels in the
building must meet the maximum and minimum percentage values, respectively, using
the 2000-2005 criteria for the highest grade tested in the building. This latter condition
applies the least stringent criteria for the maximum percentage of students in the
“academic warning” category and for the minimum percentage of students in the

“exemplary’ category needed to attain the Standard of Excellence designation.
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Appendix D - Income Eligibility Guidelines for Free or
Reduced Lunches 2005-06

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Food and Nutrition Service: Child Nutrition Programs—Income Eligibility Guidelines
AGENCY: Food and Nutrition Service, USDA.
ACTION: Notice
SUMMARY: This Notice announces the Department’s annual adjustments to the Income
Eligibility Guidelines to be used in determining eligibility for free and reduced price
meals or free milk for the period from July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006. These
guidelines are used by schools, institutions, and facilities participating in the National
School Lunch Program (and Commaodity School Program), School Breakfast Program,
Special Milk Program for Children . . . . The annual adjustments are required by section 9
of the Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act. The guidelines are intended to
direct benefits to those children most in need and are revised annually to account for
changes in the Consumer Price Index. EFFECTIVE DATE: July 1, 2005 . . .
The INCOME ELIGIBILITY GUIDELINES:
The following are the Income Eligibility Guidelines to be effective from July 1, 2005
through June 30, 2006. The Department’s guidelines for free meals and milk and reduced
price meals were obtained by multiplying the year 2005 Federal income poverty
guidelines by 1.30 and 1.85, respectively, and rounding the result upward to the next
whole dollar (Income Eligibility Guidelines, March 18, 2005, pp. 13160, 13161).
Permission to copy information and tables: “Information presented on the USDA
website is considered public information and may be distributed or copied. Use of
appropriate byline/photo/image credits is requested.” From the United States Department
of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service site, Federal Register, Website Security:

http://www.fns.usda.gov/fns/privacy.htm.
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Figure E-1 Grade 3 Reading Performance Level Descriptors 2005-06

Appendix E - Reading Performance Level Descriptors Guidelines for the 2005-2006 Kansas Assessments

Academic Warning

Approaches Standard

Meets Standard

Exceeds Standard

Exemplary

When independently reading grade-appropriate
narrative and expository text, an unsatisfactory
student has incomplete comprehension:

This student is not likely to construct literal
meaning that matches the author’s intended
meaning. This student struggles to recognize

¢ the topic, main idea, and supporting

details

e vocabulary in context

e correct retelling

s text features

This student is not likely to make connections or
perceive relationships in erder to construct
inferential meaning. This student strugales to

e draw accurate conclusions

¢  compare and contrast

¢  determine cause and effect

This student is not likely to recognize techniques
authors use to communicate their ideas with
words. This student struggles with
¢ text structures (problem and solution,
sequence)
o literary elements of fiction (setting and
character)

VWhen independently reading grade-appropriate
narrative and expository text, a basic student has
partial comprehension:

This student constructs literal meaning that
inconsistently and/or inaccurately matches the
author’s intended meaning. This student is likely

When independently reading grade-appropriate
narrative and expository text, a proficient student
has satisfactory comprehension:

This student constructs literal meaning that
generally matches the author’s intent. This
student is likely to recognize

to have a limited recognition of
e the topic, main idea, and supporting
details
e vocabulary in context
e correct retelling
e textfeatures

The student makes minimal connections and
perceives inaccurate relationships in order to
construct inferential meaning. The student
inconsistently and/or inaccurately

e draws conclusions

e  compare and contrast

e determine cause and effect

The student recognizes simple techniques
authors use to communicate their ideas with
words. The student is likely to have limited
awareness of
e text structures(problem and solution,
sequence)
e literary elements of fiction (setting and
character)

¢ the topic, main idea, and supporting
details

e vocabulary in context

e correct retelling

s text features

This student makes obvious connections and
perceives some relationships to construct
inferential meaning. This student is likely to

e draw conclusions

¢  compare and contrast

¢  determine cause and effect

This student recognizes simple techniques
authors use to communicate their ideas with
words. This student is likely to have awareness
of
o text structures (problem and solution,
sequence)
¢ literary elements of fiction (setting and
character)

VWhen independently reading grade-appropriate
narrative and expository text, an advanced
student has fulf comprehension:

This student constructs literal meaning that
closely matches the author’s intended message.
The student recognizes

e the topic, main idea and supperting

details

e yocabulary in context

e acorrect retelling

e textfeatures

This student makes connections and perceives
complex relationships te construct inferential
meaning. The student will

s draw conclusions

e  compare and contrast

e link cause and effect

e recognize implied main idea

This student recognizes techniques authors use
to communicate their ideas with words. The
student accurately
¢ identifies text structures (preblem and
solution, sequence)
e identifies literary elements of fiction
(setting and character)

When independently reading grade-appropriate
narrative and expository text, an exemplary
student has fulf comprehension, making
connections within and ouitside the text:

This student constructs literal meaning that
accurately matches the author's intent. The
student understands

¢ the topic, main idea and supporting

details

¢ vocabulary in context

¢ acomectretelling

s text features

The student makes subtle or complex
connections and perceives relationships to
construct inferential meaning. The student will

e draw conclusions

¢  compare and contrast

¢  link cause and effect

¢  recognize implied main idea

The student understands complex techniques
authors use to communicate their ideas with
words. The student accurately
¢ identifies text structures {problem and
solution, sequence)
¢ identifies literary elements of fiction
(setting and character)

Note. Descriptors for Grades 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are also available. From KSDE Performance Level Descriptors Guidelines, 2006.

Permission to copy: Verified with Dr. Scott Smith, Assistant Director, KSDE Standards and Assessment Services, telephone 785-296-4351 (personal communication May 2, 2008).
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Figure E-2 High School Reading Performance Level Descriptors 2005-06

Academic Warning

Approaches Standard

Meets Standard

Exceeds Standard

Exemplary

When independently reading grade-appropriate
narrative, expository, technical, and persuasive
text, an unsatisfactory student has incomplete
comprehension:

This student is not likely to construct literal
meaning that matches the auther’s intended
meaning. This student struggles to identify
e the mainidea
e vocabulary in context
e the essential elements of paraphrasing
and summary
e the author's purpose
text features

This student is not likely to make connections or
perceive relationships in order to construct
inferential meaning. This student struggles to

e  draw accurate conclusions

e compare and contrast

e determine cause and effect

This student is not likely to recognize techniques

authors use to communicate their ideas with words.

This student struggles with
e text structures
e the difference between fact and opinion
e persuasive techniques
e |iterary elements of fiction (setting,
character, plot)
figurative language
author’s style

When independently reading grade-appropriate
narrative, expository, technical, and persuasive text
a basic student has partial comprehension:

This student constructs literal meaning that
inconsistently and/or inaccurately matches the
author’s intended meaning. This student is likely to

When independently reading grade-appropriate
narrative, expositary, technical, and persuasive
text, a proficient student has satisfactory
comprehension:

This student constructs literal meaning that
generally matches the author’s intent. This student
identifies and is likely to understand

have a limited ability to identify
e  the mainidea or supporting details
vocabulary in context
e the essential elements of paraphrasing
and summary
the author's purpose
text features

The student makes minimal connections and
perceives inaccurate relationships in order to
construct inferential meaning. The student
inconsistently and/or inaccurately

s draws conclusions

e  compares and confrasts

¢ determines cause and effect

¢  identifies implied main idea

The student recognizes simple techniques authors
use to communicate their ideas with words. The
student is likely to have limited awareness of
e text structures
e the difference between fact and opinion
e persuasive techniques
e |iterary elements of fiction (setting,
character, plot)
figurative language
author’s style

e the mainideas, some supporting details,
and themes
vocabulary in context
the essential elements of paraphrasing
and summary
author’s purpose
the purpose of common text features

This student makes obvious connections and
perceives some relationships to construct
inferential meaning. This student is likely to

e draw conclusions

e compare and contrast

e  explain cause and effect relationships

e identify implied main ideas

This student recognizes and is likely to understand
simple techniques authors use to communicate
their ideas with words. This student s likely to
e  analyze the predominant text structure
of the passage
e distinguish between fact and opinion
identify persuasive techniques
analyze elements of fiction {setting,
character development, plot elements)
identify figurative language
e  analyze simple elements of author's
style

When independently reading grade-appropriate
narrative, expositary, technical, and persuasive

text, an advanced student has fuff comprehension:

This student constructs literal meaning that closely
matches the author's intended message. The
student understands and
o identifies the main ideas, supporting
details, and themes across content
areas
e determines meaning of complex
vocabulary in context across content
areas
e  paraphrases and summarizes
o explains the author's purpose
o uses text features

This student makes connections and perceives
complex relationships to construct inferential
meaning. The student will

e draw conclusions

e compare and contrast

e  explain cause and effect relationships

¢ recognize implied main ideas and

themes

This student analyzes techniques authors use to
communicate their ideas with words. The student
accurately

¢  analyzes text structures throughout the
passage
distinguishes between fact and opinion
recognizes propaganda
analyzes persuasive techniques
analyzes elements of fiction {influence
of setting, character types and
development, plot elements)
* interprets figurative language
e analyzes author's style

When independently reading grade-appropriate
narrative, expositary, technical, and persuasive
text, an exemplary student has fuff
comprehension, making connections within
and outside the text:

This student constructs literal meaning that
accurately matches the author's intent. The
student understands and
o identifies the main ideas, supporting
details, and themes across content
areas
e determines meaning of complex
vocabulary in context across content
areas
e  paraphrases and summarizes
¢ understands the author’s purpose
e uses complex text features

The student makes subtle or complex connections
and perceives relationships to construct inferential
meaning. The student will

e draw conclusions

e  compare and contrast

e  explain cause and effect relationships

¢ analyze implied main ideas and themes

The student evaluates complex techniques authors
use to communicate their ideas with words. The
student accurately

¢  evaluates text structures throughout the
passage
distinguishes between fact and opinion
recognizes propaganda
evaluates persuasive techniques
analyzes elements of fiction (influence
of setting, character types and
development, plot elements)
¢  analyzes figurative language
e  evaluates author's style

Note. From KSDE Performance Level Descriptors Guidelines, 2006.
Permission to copy: Verified with Dr. Scott Smith, Assistant Director, KSDE Standards and Assessment Services, telephone 785-296-4351 (personal communication May 2, 2008).
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Appendix F - Mathematics Performance Level Descriptors Guidelines for the 2005-2006 Kansas Assessments

Figure F-1 Grade 3 Math Performance Level Descriptors 2005-06

Academic Warning

Approaches Standard

Meets Standard

Exceeds Standard

Exemplary

The student seldom uses problem-solving
techniques and is unable to explain the process
he/she uses when solving mathematical problems.
A student scoring at the unsatisfactory level is
likely to have inaccurate responses at lower
cognitive levels and on most areas of emphasis.
The student struggles to demonstrate content
knowledge and application skills

Third grade students will demonstrate knowledge

and skills in the following four areas of emphasis:

Number and Computation -

e equivalent representations of whole numbers

whole number comparisons

money combinations

multiplication and division fact families

one-step real-world problems with addition and

subtraction

Algebra -

¢ multiple representations of pattems

¢ generalization of a numerical pattern in words

Geometry -

o pattern block identification

o telling time

¢ real-world measurement {length, days in a
week)

Data -

¢ possible outcomes

¢ the statistical measures (minimum and
maximum value, range, mode, and median)

The basic student inconsistently uses problem-
solving techniques and partially explains the
process he/she uses when selving mathematical
problems. A student scoring at the basic level is
likely to perform at lower cognitive levels and not
necessarily on all areas of emphasis. The student
demonstrates limited content knowledge and
application skills.

Third grade students will demonstrate knowledge

and skills in the following four areas of emphasis:

Number and Computation -

e equivalent representations of whole numbers

whole number comparisons

money combinations

multiplication and division fact families

one-step real-world problems with addition and

subtraction

Algebra -

e multiple representations of pattemns

e generalization of a numerical pattern in words

Geometry -

e pattern block identification

e telling time

e real-world measurement {length, daysina
week)

Data -

e possible outcomes

e the statistical measures {minimum and
maximum value, range, mode, and median)

The proficient student uses some problem-solving
techniques and explains the process he/she uses
when solving mathematical problems. A student
scoring at the proficient level is likely to perform at
all cognitive levels on many elements of the four
areas of emphasis. The student demonstrates
sufficient content knowledge and application skills.

Third grade students will demonstrate knowledge

and skills in the following four areas of emphasis:

Number and Computation -

e equivalent representations of whole numbers

whole number comparisons

meney combinations

multiplication and division fact families

one-step real-world problems with addition

and subtraction

Algebra -

o multiple representations of pattemns

e generalization of a numerical pattern in words

Geometry -

e pattern block identification

o telling time

e real-world measurement {length, daysina
week)

Data -

e possible outcomes

o the statistical measures {minimum and

maximum value, range, mode, and median)

The advanced student effectively uses multiple
problem-solving techniques and explains the
reasoning process he/she uses when solving
mathematical problems. A student scoring at the
advanced level is likely to perform accurately at all
cognitive levels on most elements of the four areas
of emphasis. The student demonstrates effective
content knowledge and application skills.

Third grade students will demonstrate knowledge

and skills in the following four areas of emphasis:

Number and Computation -

e equivalent representations of whole numbers

whole number comparisons

money combinations

multiplication and division fact families

one-step real-world problems with addition

and subtraction

Algebra -

e multiple representations of pattemns

e generalization of a numerical pattern in words

Geometry -

e pattern block identification

e telling time

e real-world measurement {length, daysina
week)

Data -

e possible outcomes

e the statistical measures {minimum and
maximum value, range, mode, and median)

The exemplary student effectively uses multiple
problem-solving techniques and accurately explains
the reasoning process he/she uses when solving
mathematical problems. A student scoring at the
exemplary level is likely to perform consistently and
accurately at all cognitive levels on all of the four
areas of emphasis. The student demonstrates
well-developed content knowledge and application
skills.

Third grade students will demonstrate knowledge

and skills in the following four areas of emphasis:

Number and Computation -

e equivalent representations of whole numbers

whole number comparisons

money combinations

multiplication and division fact families

one-step real-world problems with addition

and subtraction

Algebra -

e multiple representations of pattemns

e generalization of a numerical pattern in words

Geometry -

e pattern block identification

e telling time

e real-world measurement {length, daysina
week)

Data -

e possible outcomes

e the statistical measures (minimum and
maximum value, range, mode, and median)

Note. Descriptors for Grades 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are also available. From KSDE Performance Level Descriptors Guidelines, 2006.
Permission to copy: Verified with Dr. Scott Smith, Assistant Director, KSDE Standards and Assessment Services, telephone 785-296-4351 (personal communication May 2, 2008).
“The Kansas Department of Education will provide links and data resources targeted at users looking for specific informational documents. The purpose is to gather all these resources
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Figure F-2 High School Math Performance Level Descriptors 2005-06

Academic Warning

Approaches Standard

Meets Standard

Exceeds Standard

Exemplary

The unsatisfactory student seldom uses problem-
solving techniques and is unable to explain the
process he/she uses when solving mathematical
problems. A student scoring at the unsatisfactory
level is likely to have inaccurate responses at lower
cognitive levels and on most areas of emphasis.
The student struggles to demonstrate content
knowledge and application skills.

High school students will demonstrate knowledge

and skills in the following four areas of emphasis:

Number and Computation -

. properties of real numbers

. estimate adjustment

. real-world formulas, velume and surface
area of rectangular solids and cylinders, and
application of percents

Algebra -

. systems of equations

. application of linear equations and

inequalities

. changes in slope and constant of linear
equations

. real-world meaning of slope and points on/off
aline

Geometry -

. application of Pythagorean Theorem

. effect of transformations on perimeter, area,
and volume

. slopes of parallel and perpendicular lines

. slopefy-intercept form of a line

Data -

. probability and odds

. effect of outliers

. line of best fit

. data analysis from a data display

The basic student inconsistently uses problem-
solving technigues and partially explains the
process he/she uses when solving mathematical
problems. A student scoring at the basic level is
likely to perform at lower cognitive levels and not
necessarily on all areas of emphasis. The student
demonstrates limited content knowiedge and
application skills.

High school students will demonstrate knowledge

and skills in the following four areas of emphasis:

Number and Computation -

. properties of real numbers

. estimate adjustment

. real-world formulas, volume and surface
area of rectangular solids and cylinders, and
application of percents

Algebra -

. systems of equations

. application of linear equations and

inequalities

. changes in slope and constant of linear
equations

. real-world meaning of slope and points on/off
aline

Geometry -

. application of Pythagorean Theorem

. effect of transformations on perimeter, area,
and volume

. slopes of parallel and perpendicular lines

. slopefy-intercept form of a ling

Data -

. probability and odds

. effect of outliers

. line of best fit

. data analysis from a data display

The proficient student uses some problem-solving
techniques and explains the process he/she uses
when solving mathematical problems. A student
scoring at the proficient level is likely to perform at
all cognitive levels on many elements of the four
areas of emphasis. The student demonstrates
sufficient content knowledge and application skills.

High school students will demonstrate knowledge

and skills in the following four areas of emphasis:

Number and Computation -

. properties of real numbers

. estimate adjustment

. real-world formulas, volume and surface
area of rectangular solids and cylinders, and
application of percents

Algebra -

. systems of equations

. application of linear equations and

inequalities

. changes in slope and constant of linear
equations

. real-world meaning of slope and points on/off
aline

Geometry -

. application of Pythagorean Theorem

. effect of transformations on perimeter, area,
and volume

. slopes of parallel and perpendicular lines

. slopefy-intercept form of a line

Data -

. probability and odds

. effect of outliers

. line of best fit

. data analysis from a data display

The advanced student effectively uses multiple
problem-solving techniques and explains the
reasoning process he/she uses when solving
mathematical problems. A student scoring at the
advanced level is likely to perform accurately at all
cognitive levels on most elements of the four areas
of emphasis. The student demonstrates effective
content knowledge and application skills.

High school students will demonstrate knowledge

and skills in the following four areas of emphasis:

Number and Computation -

. properties of real numbers

. estimate adjustment

. real-world formulas, velume and surface
area of rectangular solids and cylinders, and
application of percents

Algebra -

. systems of equations

. application of linear equations and

inequalities

. changes in slope and constant of linear
equations

. real-world meaning of slope and points on/off
aline

Geometry -

. application of Pythagorean Theorem

. effect of transformations on perimeter, area,
and volume

. slopes of parallel and perpendicular lines

. slopefy-intercept form of a line

Data -

. probability and odds

. effect of outliers

. line of best fit

. data analysis from a data display

The exemplary student effectively uses multiple
problem solving techniques and accurately explains
the reasoning process he/she uses when solving
mathematical problems. A student scoring at the
exemplary level is likely to perform consistently and
accurately at all cognitive levels on all of the four
areas of emphasis. The student demaonstrates
well-developed content knowledge and application
skills.

High school students will demonstrate knowledge

and skills in the following four areas of emphasis:

Number and Computation -

. properties of real numbers

. estimate adjustment

. real-world formulas, volume and surface
area of rectangular solids and cylinder, and
application of percents

Algebra -

. systems of equations

. application of linear equations and

inequalities

. changes in slope and constant of linear
equations

. real-world meaning of slope and points on/off
aline

Geometry -

. application of Pythagorean Theorem

. effect of transformations on perimeter, area,
and volume

. slopes of parallel and perpendicular lines

. slopefy-intercept form of a ling

Data -

. probability and odds

. effect of outliers

. line of best fit

. data analysis from a data display

Note. From KSDE Performance Level Descriptors Guidelines, 2006.
Permission to copy: Verified with Dr. Scott Smith, Assistant Director, KSDE Standards and Assessment Services, telephone 785-296-4351 (personal communication May 2, 2008).
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