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Executive Summary

Program Description. Reading First is a focused nationwide effort to enable all students to become successful early readers. The goal is to improve the reading achievement through high-quality, comprehensive reading instruction in kindergarten through grade 3. The Iowa Reading First program builds upon a solid foundation of research designed to select, implement, and provide professional development for teachers using scientifically based reading programs. The program also ensures accountability through ongoing, valid and reliable screening, diagnostic, and classroom-based assessment. 

In 2006-07 there were 48 school buildings within 29 school districts in their fourth year of participating in the Iowa Reading First Program. During this time period, approximately 9,653 students in grades kindergarten through four participated at these 2003 Start-Year Schools. In 2006-07, 52 new school buildings within 23 school districts began their first year of implementation in the Iowa Reading First Program. There were approximately 12,474 students in grades kindergarten through four participating at these 2006 Start-Year Schools. The following is an overview of the activities that took place in 2006-07.

Data Collection: Iowa Reading First Data Collection site was available for data entry in the fall between August 7, 2006 and November 17, 2006. In the spring, the data collection site was open for data collection between January 22, 2007 and May 2, 2007. Because schools that administer their ITBS in spring were not expected to receive their scores by May 2, 2006, the data collection for ITBS ended on May 25, 2006. 
Performance Benchmarks (Number of Performance Benchmarks Met) 2006 Start-Year Schools. In 2006-07, a total of 15 performance benchmarks were used to determine whether 2006 Start-Year schools made a difference in student achievement. Specifically, whether schools increased the proportion of students attaining proficiency in each of the 15 assessment data areas collected during the 2006-07 school year. The number of performance benchmarks met by schools ranged from 15 to 2 (see Table 4). One school building met 15 performance benchmarks; 10 school buildings met 14 performance benchmarks; 14 school buildings met 13 performance benchmarks; 12 school buildings met 12 performance benchmarks, 6 school buildings met 11 performance benchmarks; 2 school 10 performance benchmarks; and 3 school building met 7 or less performance benchmarks. Three participating schools do not have a complete K-4 range; therefore, the number of performance benchmarks is less than 15 for these schools. Schools were combined with other participating schools within their respective school districts to represent a K-4 range.
The majority (85% to 100%) of 2006 Start-Year schools met their performance benchmarks in Phonological Awareness Test subtests (PAT; rhyming, deletion, blending, segmentation, isolation, substitution, graphemes and decoding) among their kindergarten and first grade students (see Table 5). The majority (83%) of 2006 Start-Year schools met their performance benchmarks in second and third grade Basic Reading Inventory (BRI) comprehension. The majority of schools (81%) also met their performance benchmark in second grade BRI fluency, but only 15% of the schools met their performance benchmark in third grade BRI fluency.
Performance Benchmarks (Percentage of Performance Benchmarks Met) 2003 Start-Year Schools. In 2006-07, a total of 44 performance benchmarks were used to determine whether 2003 Start-Year schools made a difference in student achievement. The 44 assessment data areas included benchmarks collected during the 2006-07 school year, and benchmarks that compared student performance between 2003-04 to 2006-07 and between 2005-06 to 2006-07. The number of performance benchmarks met by schools ranged from 43 to 16 (see Table 6). Three school buildings met between 40-43 performance benchmarks; 10 school buildings met between 35-39; 10 school building met between 30-34; and 13 school buildings met between 25-29; 8 school buildings met between 20-24; and 2 school buildings met between 16-19. All buildings met 16 or more performance benchmarks.
The majority(89%-100%) of 2003 Start-Year schools met their performance benchmarks in PAT subtests (rhyming, deletion, blending, segmentation, isolation, substitution, graphemes and decoding) among kindergarten, first, and second grade students between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 and across year comparisons (2003-04 and 2005-06 compared to 2006-7; see Table 7). 
Students in 2003 Start-Year schools continue to need support in BRI fluency (see Table 7). The majority (28%-41%) of 2003 Start Year schools did not meet their performance benchmarks in fluency between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 (within year comparison) for second and third grade students. Across year comparisons were made to examine the progress students have made in fluency overtime. Over half (59%) of the schools met their performance benchmark in fluency when comparing first grade student performance in 2003-04 to first grade student performance in 2006-07 and about one-third (37%) of the schools met their performance benchmark in fluency when comparing first grade student performance in 2005-06 to first grade student performance in 2006-07. Across year comparisons were also made for three student cohort groups: approximately one-third (39%) of 2003 Start-Year schools met their performance benchmark in fluency comparing first grade student performance in 2003-04 to third grade student performance in 2006-07, half (50%) of 2003 Start-Year schools met their performance benchmark in fluency comparing first grade student performance in 2005-06 to second grade student performance in 2006-07, and less than one-third (26%) of 2003 Start-Year schools met their performance benchmark in fluency comparing second grade student performance in 2005-06 to third grade student performance in 2006-07. 

Student performance in BRI comprehension is varied. The majority (89%) of 2003 Start Year schools met their performance benchmarks in comprehension between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 (within year comparison) for second and third grade students. Across year comparisons were made to examine the progress students have made in comprehension overtime. 
Over half (59%) of the schools met their performance benchmark in comprehension when comparing first grade student performance in 2003-04 to first grade student performance in 2006-07 and over one-third (39%) of the schools met their performance benchmark in comprehension when comparing first grade student performance in 2005-06 to first grade student performance in 2006-07. Across year comparisons were also made for three student cohort groups: the majority (89%) of 2003 Start-Year schools met their performance benchmark in comprehension comparing first grade student performance in 2003-04 to third grade student performance in 2006-07, slightly less than half (46%) of 2003 Start-Year schools met their performance benchmark in comprehension comparing first grade student performance in 2005-06 to second grade student performance in 2006-07, and the majority (89%) of 2003 Start-Year schools met their performance benchmark in comprehension comparing second grade student performance in 2005-06 to third grade student performance in 2006-07.
The percentage of 2003 Start-Year schools meeting their benchmarks in ITBS comprehension NPR, vocabulary NPR, and reading total NPR for third and fourth grade students varied between (39%-65%). Across year comparisons were made to examine progress made on ITBS subtests. Comparisons were made between third grade performance in 2005-06 and third grade performance in 2006-07; fourth grade performance in 2005-06 and fourth grade performance in 2006-07; a cohort group of third grade students in 2005-06 and fourth grade students in 2006-07; third grade performance in 2003-04 and third grade performance in 2006-07; and fourth grade performance in 2003-04 and fourth grade performance in 2006-07. 
	Table 1.  Percentage of 2003 Start-Year schools meeting performance benchmarks in ITBS subtests.
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Greatest Gains: Every year the United States Department of Education requires states to determine schools participating in Reading First who have made the greatest gains in student achievement. Among 2006 Start-Year Schools, five schools in their first year of implementation were identified by the Iowa Department of Education as having made the greatest gains. These schools are: Denison Elementary School, Shellsburg Elementary School, Council Bluffs Walnut Grove Elementary School, Des Moines Garton Elementary School, and Lamoni Elementary School (see description of criteria on page 24; Table 8).
The Iowa Department of Education also identified four 2003 Start-Year schools as having made the greatest gains. These schools are: Storm Lake East/North Elementary, Russell Elementary, Council Bluffs Washington Elementary, and Ottumwa Wilson Elementary (see description of criteria on page 24; Table 9).
Highly Successful Schools: The Iowa Department of Education identified schools that have been highly successful at increasing the percentage of students proficient on various reading assessments. A 2006 Start-Year school was identified as a “highly successful school” if it achieved 14 or more of the 15 performance benchmarks with 75% of students proficient and/or was identified as having made the greatest gains in the 2006-2007 school year (see Table 10). The following 2006 Start-Year schools were identified as 2006-07 Highly Successful Schools: Denison Elementary, Walnut Grove Elementary, Garton Elementary, Lamoni Elementary, Lineville-Clio Elementary, Prescott Elementary, Wayne Elementary, and Shellsburg Elementary. 
Fifteen 2003 Start-Year Reading First schools were identified as highly successful schools. Criteria for a highly successful 2003 Start-Year school was 75% (33) of the performance benchmarks met with 75% of students proficient on diagnostic measures and 70% of students proficient on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills and/or was identified as having made the greatest gains during the 2006-2007 school year (see Table 11). The following 2003 Start-Year schools were identified as 2006-07 Highly Successful Schools: Diagonal Elementary School, New Market Elementary School, Russell Elementary School, Sentral Elementary School, Seymour Elementary School, Twin Rivers Elementary School, Albert City-Truesdale Elementary School, East Greene Elementary School, Wall Lake View Auburn Elementary School, East/North Elementary School, Columbus/Van Allen Elementary School, Chantry Elementary School, Sigourney Elementary School, Washington Elementary School, and Wilson Elementary School.

Student Performance, 2006 Start-Year Schools: The percentage of students proficient in reading increased between fall and spring 2006-2007 semesters in PAT (rhyming, deletion, blending, segmentation, isolation, and substitution), Phonics (graphemes and decoding), and BRI (fluency and comprehension) assessments. In PAT assessments, the majority first grade students (79%-96%) were proficient in their skills in Spring 2007. In Phonics, the majority of first grade students were proficient in graphemes (89%) and decoding (82%) in Spring 2007. Over half (66%) of second grade students were proficient in graphemes and over half (63%) were proficient in decoding.

In fluency, approximately 49% of first grade students, 53% of second grade students, and 46% of third grade students were proficient. In comprehension, 52%, of first grade students, 31% of second grade students and 73% of third grade students were proficient.

Over half of third students are proficient in their ITBS NPR subtests. The majority (63%) of third grade students were proficient in ITBS comprehension, 62% were proficient in ITBS vocabulary, and 62% were proficient in ITBS reading total scores. 
Student performance was also examined by student subgroups (i.e., students with and without an economic disadvantage, students from major racial/ethnic categories, students with and without disabilities, and students with and without limited English proficiency). Students with an economic disadvantage were able to narrow the achievement gap when their performance was compared to students without an economic disadvantage increasing the percentage of students proficient between semesters in the all of assessments collected. However, the achievement gap between students with an economic disadvantage and students without an economic disadvantage widened in the following areas: second grade BRI comprehension, and the achievement gap remained the same in BRI fluency. 

Students from the five major race/ethnic groups (i.e., White, Hispanic/Latino, Black/African-American, Asian, or Native American) increased the percentage of students proficient in the assessments administered between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007. The achievement gap between students from major race/ethnic groups was examined by comparing student performance between White students and students from one of the four other major race/ethnic groups. The achievement gap between Hispanic/Latino and White students narrowed in all of the assessments administered between semesters and across years. 

The achievement gap between Black/African-American and White students narrowed in most of the assessments administered between semesters. The achievement gap remained constant or   widened between White and Black/African-American students in the following areas: it remained constant in first grade students in PAT rhyming, widened in PAT substitution, and widened in second grade BRI fluency.

The achievement gap between Asian and White students narrowed in most of the assessments administered between semesters. Asian students had a greater number of students proficient than White students in some measures (e.g., first grade PAT rhyming, deletion, segmentation, substitution, graphemes, decoding, BRI fluency, third grade BRI fluency, and third grade ITBS comprehension). The achievement gap between White and Asian students widened for second third grade BRI fluency. 
The achievement gap between Native American and White students narrowed in most of the assessments administered between semesters. Native American students had a higher percentage of students proficient than White students in some measures (e.g., first grade PAT deletion, blending, segmentation, graphemes, and decoding, second grade BRI fluency, comprehension, and third grade BRI comprehension). In other measures, the achievement gap between the White and Native American students widened in the following areas: second grade BRI fluency, and third grade BRI fluency. The achievement gap widened between White and Native American second grade students because Native American students had greater percentage of students proficient on these assessments. The percentage of Native American students proficient in third grade BRI fluency decreased from 50% proficient in Fall 2006 and to 39% proficient in Spring 2006, causing the achievement gap to widen.
Students with disabilities increased the percentage of students proficient on all assessments except second grade BRI fluency (proficiency decreased by 2% between semesters). The achievement gap between students with and without disabilities was narrowed in approximately 60% of the assessments administered between semesters. The achievement gap widened between students with and without disabilities in the following areas: first grade PAT deletion, substitution, decoding, second grade BRI fluency and comprehension, and third grade BRI fluency and comprehension. 

Students with a limited English proficiency were able to narrow the achievement gap when their performance was compared to students without a limited English proficiency increasing the percentage of students proficient between semesters in the all of assessments administered. The achievement gap widened for second grade BRI comprehension.

Student Performance, 2003 Start-Year Schools: The percentage of students proficient in reading increased between fall and spring 2006-2007 semesters in PAT (rhyming, deletion, blending, segmentation, isolation, and substitution), Phonics (graphemes and decoding), and BRI (fluency and comprehension) assessments. In PAT assessments, the majority of first grade students (83%-94%) were proficient in their skills in Spring 2007. In Phonics, the majority of first grade students are proficient in graphemes (94%) and decoding (89%) in Spring 2007. The majority of second grade students were proficient in PAT graphemes (90%) and decoding (86%).
In fluency, approximately 58% of first grade students, 61% of second grade students, and 56% of third grade students were proficient. In comprehension, 62% of first and second grade students, and 76% of third grade students were proficient.

Over half of third grade students were proficient in ITBS NPR subtests, (65%) of third grade students were proficient in ITBS comprehension and vocabulary, and 66% were proficient in ITBS reading total scores. 
Student performance in 2003 Start-Year schools was also examined by student subgroups (i.e., students with and without an economic disadvantage, students from major racial/ethnic categories, students with disabilities, and students with limited English proficiency). Students with an economic disadvantage were able to narrow the achievement gap when their performance was compared to students without an economic disadvantage increasing the percentage of students proficient between semesters in the all of assessments collected. 
Students from the five major race/ethnic groups (i.e., White, Hispanic/Latino, Black/African-American, Asian, or Native American) increased the percentage of students proficient in the assessments administered between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007. The achievement gap between students from major race/ethnic groups was examined by comparing student performance between White students and students from one of the four other major race/ethnic groups. The achievement gap between Hispanic/Latino and White students narrowed in all of the assessments administered between semesters. 

The achievement gap between Black/African-American and White students narrowed in most of the assessments administered between semesters. The achievement gap widened between White and Black/African-American student in the following areas: second grade BRI fluency and comprehension and remained constant in third grade BRI fluency.

The achievement gap between Asian and White students narrowed in most of the assessments administered between semesters. Asian students had a greater number of students proficient than White students in some measures (e.g., first grade PAT deletion, segmentation, isolation, graphemes, decoding, BRI fluency, second grade BRI comprehension, and third grade BRI fluency, however, in Spring 2007, the percentage of Asian students proficient in second grade BRI fluency decreased by 2% in comparison to Fall 2006 student performance. The achievement gap widened between White and Asian students in the following areas: first grade PAT segmentation, second grade BRI comprehension, and third grade BRI fluency.

The achievement gap between Native American and White students narrowed in many of the assessments administered between semesters. Native American students had a higher percentage of students proficient than White students in first grade PAT graphemes and decoding. The achievement gap between the two groups widened in the following areas: second grade PAT rhyming and deletion, remained constant in second grade PAT blending, widened in third grade BRI fluency. The gap widened between White and Native American students in first grade PAT deletion and third grade BRI fluency because Native American decreased the percentage of students proficient in these assessments by 8% and 4% respectively. 
Students with disabilities increased the percentage of students proficient on all assessments. The achievement gap between students with and without disabilities was widened in the majority of assessments administered between semesters. The achievement gap widened between students with and without disabilities in the following areas: first grade PAT deletion, substitution, decoding, second grade BRI fluency and comprehension, and third grade BRI fluency and comprehension. 

Students with a limited English proficiency were able to narrow the achievement gap when their performance was compared to students without a limited English proficiency increasing the percentage of students proficient between semesters in the majority of assessments administered. Students with limited English proficiency had a greater percentage of student proficient in PAT isolation than students without limited English proficiency. The achievement gap widened between students with and without limited English proficiency in second grade BRI comprehension.
Special Education Services: Data were collected to determine the number of students receiving Special Education services, the number of students referred to pre-referral services, and the number of pre-referrals that resulted in an IEP for students. The data between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 were compared to evaluate 2006 Start-Year schools, and data between Spring 2006 and Spring 2007 were compared to evaluate 2003 Start-Year schools.

The percentage of students receiving special education services increased between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 in 2006 Start-Year schools. Among 2006 Start-Year schools, the percentage of students receiving special education services increased by 2% between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 for first, second, and third, grades. Among 2003 Start-Year school, the percentage of first grade students receiving special education services decreased by 1% between Spring 2006 and Spring 2007; decreased by 3% for second grade students, and increased by 2% for third grade students.
The percentage of students referred for pre-referral services increased between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007 among 2006 Start-Year schools in all grades. The percentage increased by 4% for first and second grade students; and by 2% for third grade students. Among 2003 Start-Year schools, the percentage of students referred for pre-referral services increased by 2% for first grade students; decreased by 1% for second grade students; increased by 2% for third grade students between Spring 2006 and Spring 2007.

Overall, the percentage of students placed in special education among 2006 Start-Year schools increased between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007. The percentage of students that had an IEP initiated and placed in special education services increased by 2% for first and second grade students, and increased by 1% for third grade students. Among 2003 Start-Year schools the percentage of students that had an IEP initiated and placed in special education services remained constant for first and second grade students; and increased by 1% for third grade students.
Overview of Iowa Reading First State Evaluation Student Data Collection 

Web-based Data Collection Center

Central to the evaluation of the Iowa Reading First Program is the collection of student data. Reading First participants entered data on a secure (password-protected) web-based data collection center. To assist schools to navigate through the web site (e.g., data entry, running reports, charts), support is provided by the Iowa Department of Education and the external evaluator along with a user manual that is easy to follow. Training is provided as needed. 

Student data is collected two times per year (fall and spring) aligned with the Data Collection Plan. Tests administered include the Phonological Awareness Test (PAT), Basic Reading Inventory (BRI), and Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). A description of these tests is provided in the following section, Description of Reading Measures. The Assessment by Grades Level, Reading First State Evaluation Schedule indicates which tests are administered in the fall and spring by grade. 

Demographic data is also collected on each student. Demographic data collected includes gender, students with/without disabilities, major race/ethnic categories, students with an economic advantage/disadvantage, and students with/without English limited proficiency. In addition, specific information regarding special education status, referral for pre-referral services is also collected. These demographic data allows tests scores to be disaggregated by these five subgroups. 

Description of Reading Measures

Phonological Awareness Test (Phonological Awareness and Phonics) 

The Phonological Awareness Test is a normed referenced test designed to assess phonological processing and phoneme-grapheme correspondence (Robertson & Salter, 1997). The following phonological processing subtests are administered to kindergarten and first grade students: rhyming, deletion, and blending. Some of the phonological processing subtests may not be appropriate for all five year olds; therefore, the following subtests are only administered to first grade students: segmentation, isolation, and substitution. 

The phonics subtests (graphemes and decoding) are administered to first grade students in the fall and spring. For scoring purposes, students who are proficient at 100% in phonological processing and phoneme-grapheme correspondence are not re-tested during subsequent testing. Therefore, the number of students are proficient at 100% in the fall are added to the number of student who passed in the spring.

Basic Reading Inventory (Reading Fluency and Comprehension)

To assess student achievement in reading fluency and comprehension, the Basic Reading Inventory (BRI) is administered to second and third grade students in the fall and spring. The BRI is an informal reading assessment test comprised of a series of graded word lists and graded passages that can be used to gain insight into these areas (Johns, 2001). Student scores reported reflect whether students were independent at their current grade level in fluency and comprehension. 

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS)

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills is an achievement battery of tests comprised of various subject areas that have been standardized within the same group of students (Hoover, H., Dunbar, S., Frisbie, D., Oberley, K., Bray, R., Naylor, J., Lewis, J., Ordman, V., & Qualls, A.L., 2003). 

National and Iowa percentile rank scores are derived for each of the following reading subject areas: vocabulary, comprehension, and reading total. The vocabulary test is a measure of a students’ reading vocabulary. The comprehension test assesses three main skills: Factual Understanding, Inference and Interpretation, and Analysis and Generalization. The reading total subtest assesses the extent of student’s development in reading comprehension.

Students in the third and fourth grades are administered the ITBS once during the fall, winter, or spring of each school year. Districts/schools determine the time of the year it is administered in their respective districts/schools. 

Assessments By Grade Level: Iowa Reading First Evaluation Schedule

The following table indicates the tests required in Fall and Spring by grade for Reading First State Evaluation purposes.

	Table 2. Iowa Reading First Assessment Schedule
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	  Note: ITBS is required for third and fourth grade students; however it is only administered once per year. Schools determine when the ITBS is administered.


Student Level Descriptors

Scores on each of the assessments administered to students participating in the Iowa Reading First Initiative are converted to student level descriptors (e.g., at grade level, needs additional intervention, needs substantial intervention). Table 3 indicates the cut points on each of the reading assessments when scores are converted to the student level descriptors. In addition, these student level descriptors provide information regarding the instructional needs for planning classroom instruction and for developing quality intervention plans for children who are at risk for reading difficulty.

The goal of the Reading First Initiative is for all students to be at grade level in each of the reading subtests administered. These descriptors assist buildings, teachers, parents, and technical assistance providers a structured way of monitoring movement in student achievement in each of the five essential components (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension).
Table 3. Test Types and Student Levels

	Test
	At Grade Level
	Needs Additional Intervention
	Needs Substantial Intervention

	Phonological Awareness Test (PAT)
	26th percentile rank or above*


	17th to 25th percentile rank*
	16th percentile rank or below*

	Basic Reading Inventory (BRI) Fluency
	50th percentile rank or above
	26th to 49th percentile rank
	25th percentile rank or below

	Basic Reading Inventory (BRI) Reading Comprehension
	Independent Level:

0–1½ comprehension questions missed
	Instructional Level:

2–4 comprehension questions missed
	Frustration Level:

4½ or more comprehension questions missed

	Iowa Test of Basic Skills

(For each subtest)
	41st percentile rank or above
	20th to 40th percentile rank 
	19th percentile rank or below


Note:    * Percentile ranks are calculated for each of the PAT subtests (6 phonological awareness and 2 phonics subtests)
Web-based Reports

Building reports and charts available on the Iowa Reading First Data Collection website were developed to provide schools with access to their data in a useful and meaningful way.  Reports and charts serve several functions: 1) the results and data can be used to examine a school or district’s progress in helping students become proficient readers; 2) information gleaned from reports/charts may be helpful in guiding school instruction or interventions; 3) results may be useful in communicating findings to various stakeholders (e.g., teachers, parents, school policy makers); and reports/charts provide a tool for data validation. 
The report and chart options available provide information regarding the number and/or percentage of students at various levels of proficiency (i.e., at grade level, needs additional support, needs substantial support) by grade, by test, by subgroup (i.e., gender, economic advantage/disadvantage, students with/without disabilities, student with/without limited English proficiency, and major race/ethnic), and/or by time. Data pertaining to students’ performance on the Phonological Awareness Test (e.g., Retesting results); ITBS decile reports; and progress in narrowing the achievement gap between subgroups can also be downloaded. Reports and charts can be downloaded and easily inserted into other software programs (e.g., MS Word, Powerpoint, or Excel).
Understanding Performance Benchmarks and their use for Reading First Schools

Purpose of performance benchmarks. For Reading First Schools, performance benchmarking is used to determine if there is a statistically significant increase in the proportion of students attaining proficiency and to determine a building’s funding status. 

How do we determine whether performance benchmarks have been met? Schools can meet their performance benchmarks in one of two ways. The first method involves a statistical comparison of the percentage of students proficient in the fall to the percentage of students proficient in the spring. The second method involves determining whether 75% (70% on Iowa Tests of Basic Skills) or more of the students were proficient in the spring. 

The percentage of students proficient in the fall is statistically compared to the percentage of students proficient in the spring. Schools that achieve a statistically significant increase between fall and spring are coded as having met their performance benchmark. Comparisons are made by test and by grade. 

When schools do not meet their performance benchmarks statistically, the second method of assessment is used. Schools with 75% or more of their students proficient (70% on Iowa Tests of Basic Skills) in the spring are coded as having met their performance benchmark. This assessment is made by test and by grade. The second method is used because some schools will not be able to statistically increase the percentage of students proficient from fall to spring. In particular, school size and the percentage of students proficient at baseline may affect whether schools are able to increase the percentage of students proficient in the spring statistically. Sample size affects significance testing and smaller schools may have greater difficulty meeting their performance benchmark statistically (see “Sample size influences whether statistically significant differences are achieved”). Other schools will not be able to significantly increase the percentage of students proficient in the spring because they have a relatively large percentage of students who are proficient on their tests at baseline (e.g., fall). As a result these schools will make smaller gains in the spring making it impossible to achieve a statistically significant difference. However, the percentage of students proficient at these schools may be greater than the percentage of students proficient among some of the schools that achieved statistical significance. 

Understanding Greatest Gains and their use for Reading First Schools

Greatest Gains, 2006 Start-Year Schools. The Iowa Department of Education determined that a 2006 Start-Year Reading First school would be considered as having made greatest gains if they were successful in moving student achievement based on one of the two following criteria: 1) At least 1 standard deviation on the Basic Reading Inventory in the area of comprehension at grade 2 or 3, and at least 1 standard deviation on the Basic Reading Inventory in the area of fluency at grade 2 or 3; or 2) at least 1 standard deviation on the Basic Reading Inventory in the area of comprehension at grade 2 or 3, or at least 1 standard deviation on the Basic Reading Inventory in the area of fluency at grade 2 or 3, plus: at least 1 standard deviation on 1 of the 3 subtests on the Phonological Awareness Test in kindergarten, and; at least 1 standard deviation on 4 of the 6 subtests on the Phonological Awareness Test: Phonemic Awareness in first grade, and; at least 1 standard deviation on 1 of 2 subtests on the Phonological Awareness Test: Phonics in first grade.
Schools received a score of 1 for each grade and assessment they were successful in moving students at least one standard deviation above the mean percentage of students proficient. There were 15 points possible (six points for kindergarten /first grade rhyming, deletion, blending; five points for first grade segmentation, substitution, isolation, graphemes, and decoding; four points for second/third grade fluency and comprehension).
Greatest Gains, 2003 Start-Year Schools. Results for each school were analyzed by grade and assessment. Schools received a score of 1 for each grade and assessment they were successful in moving at least one standard deviation at grade level (see Performance Benchmark template for 2003 Start-Year schools). Total overall score that a school could receive was 44 (within years and across years for phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary). 
Using the results for the Basic Reading Inventory (BRI) and results for Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), school could achieve a total of 29 standard deviations (see Table 9). The Iowa Department of Education determined that a 2003 Start-Year Reading First school would be considered as having made the greatest gains if they were successful in moving student achievement on 10 of the 29 BRI and ITBS results combined.

Student Data Analysis Described

On a yearly basis, the test data and demographic data are analyzed to determine progress made by schools to increase the percentage of students proficient in reading as well as narrowing the achievement gap between groups (e.g., students with disabilities versus students without disabilities). Results are provided to the Iowa Department of Education for review.
RESULTS OF SCHOOL AND STUDENT READING PERFORMANCE

School Performance Results: 2006 Start-Year Schools (Fall 2006 – Spring 2007)

Analysis of Performance Benchmarks Met: (See Tables 4-7)

Performance Benchmarks, 2006 Start-Year Schools. In the 2006-07 school year, a total of 15 performance benchmarks were used to determine whether 2006 Start-Year schools made a difference in student achievement. Specifically, whether schools increased the proportion of students attaining proficiency in each of the 15 assessment data areas collected during the 2006-07 school year. 
The number of performance benchmarks met by schools ranged from 15 to 2 (see Table 4). One school building met 15 performance benchmarks; 10 school buildings met 14 performance benchmarks; 14 school buildings met 13 performance benchmarks; 12 school buildings met 12 performance benchmarks, 6 school buildings met 11 performance benchmarks; 2 school 10 performance benchmarks; and 3 school building met 7 or less performance benchmarks. It should be noted that 3 participating schools do not have a complete K-4 range and the number of performance benchmarks is less than 15 for these schools.

Table 4. Number of PB Met by 2006 Start-Year School Buildings

	Number 

of PB Met
	Number 

of PB Met*

	1
	15/15

	10
	14/15

	14
	13/15

	12
	12/15

	6
	11/15

	2
	10/15

	3
	7 or less


Note: Three schools do not have a complete K-4 grade range.

Performance Benchmarks, PAT Assessments (2006-Start-Year Schools). Comparisons of the percentage of students proficient in Fall 2006 to the percentage of students proficient in Spring 2007 indicate that the majority of schools were able to meet their performance benchmarks on their phonological awareness subscales (see Table 5). Among kindergarten students, 100%, 89%, and 98% of the schools met their performance benchmarks on rhyming, deletion, and blending respectively. Among first grade students, 98% of schools met their performance benchmarks in rhyming, 85% in deletion, 98% in blending, 100% in segmentation, 98% in isolation, 91% in substitution, 96% in graphemes, and 94% of schools met their performance benchmarks in decoding.

Performance Benchmarks, BRI Assessments (2006-Start-Year Schools). The majority of schools met their performance benchmarks on fluency. Among participating schools, 81% and 83% met their benchmarks for second and third grade students respectively (see Table 5). The majority of schools (83%) of the schools met their performance benchmarks for second grade students. Only 15% of schools met their performance benchmarks for third grade comprehension. 

	Table 5. Reading First Performance Benchmarks Met Totals: 2006 Start-Year Schools
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Performance Benchmarks, 2003 Start-Year Schools. In the 2006-07 school year, a total of 44 performance benchmarks were used to determine whether schools made a difference in student achievement. Specifically, whether schools increased the proportion of students attaining proficiency in each of the 44 assessment data areas collected during the 2006-07 school year. 
The number of performance benchmarks met by schools ranged from 43 to 16 (see Table 6). Three school buildings met between 40-43 performance benchmarks; 10 school buildings met between 35-39; 10 school building met between 30-34; and 13 school buildings met between 25-29; 8 school buildings met between 20-24; and 2 school buildings met between 16-19. All buildings met 16 or more performance benchmarks.

Performance Benchmarks, PAT Assessments, 2003 Start-Year Schools. Comparisons of the percentage of students proficient in Fall 2006 to the percentage of students proficient in Spring 2007 indicate that the majority of schools were able to meet their performance benchmarks on their phonological awareness subscales (see Table 7). Among kindergarten students, 100%, 89%, and 98% of the schools met their performance benchmarks on rhyming, deletion, and blending respectively. Among first grade students, 100% of schools met their performance benchmarks in rhyming, 89% in deletion, 100% in blending, 98% in segmentation, 100% in isolation, 98% in substitution, 100% in graphemes, and 93% of schools met their performance benchmarks in decoding.
	Table 6. Number of PB Met by 2003 Start-Year School Buildings

	


Comparisons of second grade student performance in Fall 2003-2004 (Year 1) and second grade student performance in 2006-2007 (Year 4) in graphemes and decoding were made (see Table 7). The majority of schools met their performance benchmarks in graphemes (100%) and decoding (96%). 

Comparisons of second grade student performance in Fall 2005-2006 (Year 3) and second grade student performance in 2006-2007 (Year 4) on graphemes and decoding were made (see Table 7). The majority of schools met their performance benchmarks in graphemes (98%) and decoding (91%) respectively.
Performance Benchmarks, BRI Assessments, 2003 Start-Year Schools. The majority of schools met their performance benchmarks on comprehension. Among participating schools, 89% met their benchmarks for both second and third grade students (see Table 7). The percentage of schools meeting their performance benchmarks dropped when comparing progress measured with fluency. Under half (41%) and just over one-fourth (28%) of schools met their performance benchmarks for second and third grades. 

Comparisons of first grade student performance in Spring 2003-2004 (Year 1) and first grade student performance in 2006-2007 (Year 4) in fluency and comprehension were made. Over half of the schools met their performance benchmarks on comprehension (59%) and fluency (59%).

A cohort group comparison of a first grade student performance in Spring 2004-2005 (Year 2) and third grade student performance in 2006-2007 (Year 4) on fluency and comprehension was also made. The majority (89%) of schools met their performance benchmarks on comprehension and about one-third (39%) of the schools met their performance benchmarks in fluency.

Comparisons of first grade student performance in Spring 2005-2006 (Year 3) and first grade student performance in 2006-2007 (Year 4) on fluency and comprehension were also made. About one-third (39%) of schools met their performance benchmarks on comprehension and about one-third (37%) of the schools met their performance benchmarks in fluency.

A second cohort group was compared between first grade student performance in Spring 2005-2006 (Year 3) and their performance in the second grade in Spring 2006-2007 (Year 4) in fluency and comprehension. Only students present at both time points were included in the analysis. Less than half (46%) of the schools met their performance benchmark in comprehension and half (50%) met their performance benchmark on fluency.
A third cohort group was compared between second grade student performance in Spring 2005-2006 (Year 3) and their performance in the third grade in Spring 2006-2007 (Year 4) in fluency and comprehension. Only students present at both time points were included in the analysis. The majority (89%) of the schools met their performance benchmark in comprehension and less than one-third (26%) met their performance benchmark on fluency.

	Table 7. Reading First Performance Benchmarks Met Totals: 2003 Start-Year Schools

	


Performance Benchmarks on ITBS Assessments, 2003 Start-Year Schools. 

Performance on ITBS comprehension, vocabulary, and reading total was also compared between 2005-2006 (Year 3) and 2006-2007 (Year 4) school years (see Table 7). Comparisons were made between third grade performance in Year 3 and third grade performance in Year 4, fourth grade performance in Year 3 and fourth grade performance in Year 4, and third grade performance in Year 3 and fourth grade performance in Year 4. When comparing third to fourth grade performance, only students who were present in both years were included in the analysis. In comprehension, 43%, 59%, and 65% of the schools met their performance benchmarks for third, fourth, and third to fourth grade comparison respectively. In vocabulary, 61%, 41%, and 43% of the schools met their performance benchmarks for third, fourth, and third to fourth grade comparison respectively. In reading total skills, 54%, 48%, and 52% of the schools met their performance benchmarks for third, fourth, and third to fourth grade comparison respectively. 

Performance on ITBS comprehension, vocabulary, and reading total was also compared between 2003-2004 (Year 1) and 2006-2007 (Year 4) school years (see Table 7). Comparisons were made between third grade performance in Year 1 and third grade performance in Year 4, and fourth grade performance in Year 1 and fourth grade performance in Year 4. In comprehension, 39% and 59% of the schools met their performance benchmarks for third and fourth grade comparisons respectively. In vocabulary, 50% and 39% of the schools met their performance benchmarks for third and fourth grade comparisons respectively. In reading, 52% and 48% of the schools met their performance benchmarks for third and fourth grade comparisons respectively. 

Greatest Gains
Greatest Gains, 2006 Start-Year Schools. The Iowa Department of Education made the decision that a 2006 Start-Year Reading First school would be considered as having made greatest gains if they were successful in moving student achievement based on one of the two following criteria: 1) At least 1 standard deviation on the Basic Reading Inventory in the area of comprehension at grade 2 or 3, and at least 1 standard deviation on the Basic Reading Inventory in the area of fluency at grade 2 or 3; or 2) at least 1 standard deviation on the Basic Reading Inventory in the area of comprehension at grade 2 or 3, or at least 1 standard deviation on the Basic Reading Inventory in the area of fluency at grade 2 or 3, plus: at least 1 standard deviation on 1 of the 3 subtests on the Phonological Awareness Test in kindergarten, and; at least 1 standard deviation on 4 of the 6 subtests on the Phonological Awareness Test: Phonemic Awareness in first grade, and; at least 1 standard deviation on 1 of 2 subtests on the Phonological Awareness Test: Phonics in first grade.
Schools received a score of 1 for each grade and assessment they were successful in moving students at least one standard deviation above the mean percentage of students proficient. There were 15 points possible (six points for kindergarten /first grade rhyming, deletion, blending; five points for first grade segmentation, substitution, isolation, graphemes, and decoding; four points for second/third grade fluency and comprehension). The greatest gains scores ranged from eight achieved by Shellsburg Elementary to 0.

Based on these criteria five schools in their first year of implementation were identified as having made the greatest gains. These schools are: Denison Elementary School, Shellsburg Elementary School, Council Bluffs Walnut Grove Elementary School, Des Moines Garton Elementary School, and Lamoni Elementary School. (See Table 8) 
	Table 8: 2006 Start-Year Schools, Greatest Gains by School and by Test
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Greatest Gains, 2003 Start-Year Schools (see Table 9). Results for each school were analyzed by grade and assessment. Schools received a score of 1 for each grade and assessment they were successful in moving at least one standard deviation at grade level (see Performance Benchmark template for 2003 Start-Year schools). Total overall score that a school could receive was 44 (within years and across years for phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary). The greatest gains scores ranged from 18 achieved by Council Bluffs Washington Elementary to 0. 
Using the results for the Basic Reading Inventory (BRI) and results for Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), school could achieve a total of 29 standard deviations (see Table 9). The Iowa Department of Education made the decision that a 2003 Start-Year Reading First school would be considered as having made the greatest gains if they were successful in moving student achievement on 10 of the 29 BRI and ITBS results combined.

Based on these criteria four schools in their fourth year of implementation were identified as having made the greatest gains. These schools are: Storm Lake East/North Elementary, Russell Elementary, Council Bluffs Washington Elementary, and Ottumwa Wilson Elementary (see Table 9).

	Table 9. 2003 Start-Year Schools, Greatest Gains by School and by Test
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Highly Successful Schools (see Tables 10 and 11)
Highly Successful Schools, 2006 Start-Year Schools. The Iowa Department of Education has identified eight 2006 Start-Year Reading First Schools that were highly successful at increasing the percentage of student proficiency on various reading assessments. A school was identified as a “highly successful school” if it achieved 14 or more of the 15 performance benchmark with 75% of student proficient and/or was identified as having made the greatest gains in the 2006-2007 school year (see Table 10). 
	Table 10. 2006 Start-Year Reading First Schools Identified as “Highly Successful Schools”

	DISTRICT
	SCHOOL

	Denison Community School District
	Denison Elementary*

	Council Bluffs Community School District
	Walnut Grove Elementary*

	Des Moines Independent Community School District
	Garton Elementary*

	Lamoni Community School District
	Lamoni Elementary*

	Lineville-Clio Community School District
	Lineville-Clio Elementary

	Prescott Community School District
	Prescott Elementary

	Wayne Community School District
	Wayne Elementary

	Vinton Shellsburg Community School District
	Shellsburg Elementary*


*Indicates Greatest Gains School

Highly Successful Schools, 2003 Start-Year Schools. Fifteen 2003 Start-Year Reading First schools were identified as highly successful schools (see Table 11). Criteria for a highly successful school was 75% (33) of the performance benchmarks met with 75% of students proficient on diagnostic measures and 70% of students proficient on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills and/or was identified as having made the greatest gains during the 2006-2007 school year. 
Table 11. 2003 Start-Year Reading First Schools Identified as “Highly Successful Schools”

	DISTRICT
	SCHOOL

	Diagonal Community School District
	Diagonal Elementary School

	New Market Community School District
	New Market Elementary School

	Russell Community School District
	Russell Elementary School*

	Sentral Community School District
	Sentral Elementary School

	Seymour Community School District
	Seymour Elementary School

	Twin Rivers Community School District
	Twin Rivers Elementary School

	Albert City-Truesdale Community School District
	Albert City-Truesdale Elementary School

	East Greene Community School District
	East Greene Elementary School

	Wall Lake View Auburn Community School District
	Wall Lake View Auburn Elementary School

	Storm Lake Community School District
	East/North Elementary School*

	Chariton Community School District
	Columbus/VanAllen Elementary School

	Malvern Community School District
	Chantry Elementary School

	Sigourney Community School District
	Sigourney Elementary School

	Council Bluffs Community School District
	Washington Elementary School*

	Ottumwa Community School District
	Wilson Elementary School*


*Indicates Greatest Gains School
RESULTS OF 2006-2007 STUDENT PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS (Year 1: 2006 Start-Year Schools)

Fall 2006 – Spring 2007 Student Performance Comparison Results 

(Year 1: 2006 Start-Year Schools)

Students Scoring at Grade Level: All Students (see Table 12) 

PAT Rhyming. In the fall, 71% of first grade students were proficient in rhyming. By spring, 90% of first grade students were proficient in rhyming, an increase of 19%.

PAT Deletion. In the fall, 58% of first grade students were proficient in deletion. By spring, 79% of first grade students were proficient in deletion, an increase of 21%.

PAT Blending. In the fall, 67% of first grade students were proficient in blending. By spring, 90% of first grade students were proficient in blending, an increase of 23%.

PAT Segmentation. In the fall, 74% of first grade students were proficient in segmentation. By spring, 96% of first grade students were proficient in segmentation, an increase of 22%.

PAT Isolation. In the fall, 66% of first grade students were proficient in isolation. By spring, 92% of first grade students were proficient in isolation, an increase of 26%.

PAT Substitution. In the fall, 60% of first grade students were proficient in substitution. By spring, 82% of first grade students were proficient in substitution, an increase of 22%.

PAT Graphemes. In the fall, 60% of first grade students were proficient in graphemes. By spring, 89% of first grade students were proficient in graphemes, an increase of 29%. 

In the fall, 66% of second grade students were proficient in graphemes.

PAT Decoding. In the fall, 56% of first grade students were proficient in decoding. By spring, 82% of first grade students were proficient in decoding, an increase of 26%. 

In the fall, 63% of second grade students were proficient in decoding.

BRI Fluency. In the fall, 47% of second grade students and 44% of third grade students were proficient in fluency. By spring, 53% of second grade students and 46% of third grade students were proficient in fluency, an increase of 6% and 2% respectively. 

In the spring, 49% of first grade students were proficient in fluency.

BRI Comprehension. In the fall, 23% of second grade students and 48% of third grade students were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 54% of second grade students and 73% of third grade students were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 31% and 25% respectively. 

In the spring, 52% of first grade students were proficient in comprehension.

ITBS Comprehension NPR. ITBS Comprehension scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 63% of the students were proficient. 

ITBS Vocabulary NPR. ITBS Vocabulary scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 62% of the students were proficient. 

ITBS Reading Total NPR. ITBS Reading Total scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 62% of the students were proficient. 

Students Scoring at Grade Level: with and without an Economic Disadvantage (see Table 13)

PAT Rhyming
PAT Rhyming, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 66% of students with an economic disadvantage and 80% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in rhyming. By spring, 88% of students with an economic disadvantage and 93% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in rhyming, an increase of 22% and 13% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in rhyming between first grade students with and without and an economic disadvantage was 14% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 5% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
PAT Deletion
PAT Deletion, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 50% of students with an economic disadvantage and 71% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in deletion. By spring, 76% of students with an economic disadvantage and 86% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in deletion, an increase of 26% and 15% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in deletion between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 21% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 10% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).

PAT Blending

PAT Blending, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 62% of students with an economic disadvantage and 77% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in blending. By spring, 89% of students with an economic disadvantage and 93% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in blending, an increase of 27% and 16% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in deletion between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 15% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 4% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).

PAT Segmentation
PAT Segmentation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 69% of students with an economic disadvantage and 82% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in segmentation. By spring, 95% of students with an economic disadvantage and 97% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in segmentation, an increase of 26% and 15% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in segmentation between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 13% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 2% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
PAT Isolation

PAT Isolation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 61% of students with an economic disadvantage and 76% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in isolation. By spring, 91% of students with an economic disadvantage and 96% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in isolation, an increase of 30% and 20% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in isolation between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 15% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 5% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 
PAT Substitution. 
PAT Substitution, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 55% of students with an economic disadvantage and 70% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in substitution. By spring, 79% of students with an economic disadvantage and 89% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in substitution, an increase of 24% and 19% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in substitution between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 15% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 10% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 
PAT Graphemes. 

PAT Graphemes, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 55% of students with an economic disadvantage and 70% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in graphemes. By spring, 87% of students with an economic disadvantage and 93% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in graphemes, an increase of 32% and 23% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 15% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 6% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
PAT Graphemes, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 62% of students with an economic disadvantage and 73% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in graphemes in the fall.

In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between second grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 11% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

PAT Decoding

PAT Decoding, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 50% of students with an economic disadvantage and 68% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in decoding. By spring, 78% of students with an economic disadvantage and 88% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in decoding, an increase of 28% and 20% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 18% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 10% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

PAT Decoding, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 58% of students with an economic disadvantage and 71% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in decoding in the fall.
In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between second grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 13% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

BRI Fluency

BRI Fluency, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 41% of students with an economic disadvantage and 62% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in fluency in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in fluency between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 21% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

BRI Fluency, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 40% of students with an economic disadvantage and 59% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in fluency. By spring, 46% of students with an economic disadvantage and 65% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in fluency, an increase of 6% and 6% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between second grade students without an economic disadvantage and those with an economic disadvantage was 19% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring but the achievement gap between the two groups remained constant at 19% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
BRI Fluency, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 37% of students with an economic disadvantage and 55% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in fluency. By spring, 40% of students with an economic disadvantage and 57% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in fluency, an increase of 3% and 2% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between third grade students without an economic disadvantage and those with an economic disadvantage was 18% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 17% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).

BRI Comprehension
BRI Comprehension, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 45% of students with an economic disadvantage and 65% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in comprehension in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in comprehension between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 20% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

BRI Comprehension, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 19% of students with an economic disadvantage and 31% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 48% of students with an economic disadvantage and 63% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 29% and 32% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between second grade students without an economic disadvantage and those with an economic disadvantage was 12% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, but the achievement gap between the two groups widened to 15% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
BRI Comprehension, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 41% of students with an economic disadvantage and 58% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 69% of students with an economic disadvantage and 79% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 28% and 21% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between third grade students without an economic disadvantage and those with an economic disadvantage was 17% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 10% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
ITBS Comprehension NPR
ITBS Comprehension NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Comprehension scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 56% of students with an economic disadvantage and 74% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Comprehension NPR between third grade students with an economic disadvantage and those without an economic disadvantage was 18% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
ITBS Vocabulary NPR
ITBS Vocabulary NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Vocabulary scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 53% of students with an economic disadvantage and 75% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in their vocabulary skills. 
The achievement gap in ITBS Vocabulary NPR between third grade students with an economic disadvantage and those without an economic disadvantage was 22% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
ITBS Reading Total NPR
ITBS Reading Total NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Reading Total scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 54% of students with an economic disadvantage and 74% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in their reading skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Reading Total NPR between third grade students with an economic disadvantage and those without an economic disadvantage was 20% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
Students Scoring at Grade Level: Major Racial/Ethnic Groups (see Tables 14a – 14d).

PAT Rhyming. 

PAT Rhyming, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 78% of White students, 47% of Hispanic students, 73% of Black/African-American students, 75% of Asian students and 64% of Native American students were proficient in rhyming. By spring, 93% of White students, 80% of Hispanic students, 88% of Black/African-American students, 95% of Asian students and 90% of Native American students were proficient in rhyming, an increase of 15%, 33%, 15%, 20%, and 26% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in Rhyming between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 31% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 5% gap between White and Black students, a 3% gap between White and Asian students, and a 14% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in rhyming and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 31% to 13%, remained constant at 5% between White and Black students, narrowed from 3% to -2% between White and Asian students, and narrowed from 14% to 3% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Deletion

PAT Deletion, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 65% of White students, 39% of Hispanic students, 50% of Black/African-American students, 58% of Asian students and 56% of Native American students were proficient in deletion. By spring, 84% of White students, 70% of Hispanic students, 72% of Black/African-American students, 88% of Asian students and 85% of Native American students were proficient in deletion, an increase of 19%, 31%, 22%, 30%, and 29% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in Deletion between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 26% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 15% gap between White and Black students, a 7% gap between White and Asian students, and a 9% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Deletion and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 26% to 14%, from 15% to 12% between White and Black students, from 7% to -4% between White and Asian students, and from 9% to -1% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian and Native American students, White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Blending 

PAT Blending, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 74% of White students, 55% of Hispanic students, 56% of Black/African-American students, 59% of Asian students and 60% of Native American students were proficient in blending. By spring, 92% of White students, 88% of Hispanic students, 87% of Black/African-American students, 92% of Asian students and 95% of Native American students were proficient in blending, an increase of 18%, 33%, 31%, 33%, and 35% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in Blending between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 19% gap between White and Hispanic students, an 18% gap between White and Black students, a 15% gap between White and Asian students, and a 14% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Blending and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 19% to 4%, from 18% to 5% between White and Black students, from 15% to 0% between White and Asian students, and from 14% to -3% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Native American students, White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Segmentation
PAT Segmentation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 78% of White students, 61% of Hispanic students, 73% of Black/African-American students, 73% of Asian students and 56% of Native American students were proficient in segmentation. By spring, 96% of White students, 94% of Hispanic students, 95% of Black/African-American students, 98% of Asian students and 100% of Native American students were proficient in segmentation, an increase of 18%, 33%, 22%, 25%, and 44% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in Segmentation between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 17% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 5% gap between White and Black students, a 5% gap between White and Asian students, and a 22% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Segmentation and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 17% to 2%, from 5% to 1% between White and Black students, from 5% to -2% between White and Asian students, and from 22% to -4% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian and Native American students, White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Isolation

PAT Isolation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 74% of White students, 53% of Hispanic students, 55% of Black/African-American students, 58% of Asian students and 48% of Native American students were proficient in isolation. By spring, 95% of White students, 90% of Hispanic students, 86% of Black/African-American students, 92% of Asian students and 95% of Native American students were proficient in isolation, an increase of 21%, 37%, 31%, 34%, and 47% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in Isolation between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 21% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 19% gap between White and Black students, a 16% gap between White and Asian students, and a 26% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Isolation and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 21% to 5%, from 19% to 9% between White and Black students, from 16% to 3% between White and Asian students, and from 26% to 0% between White and Native American students. (White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Substitution

PAT Substitution, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 66% of White students, 47% of Hispanic students, 54% of Black/African-American students, 53% of Asian students and 52% of Native American students were proficient in substitution. By spring, 87% of White students, 76% of Hispanic students, 70% of Black/African-American students, 92% of Asian students and 80% of Native American students were proficient in substitution, an increase of 21%, 29%, 16%, 39%, and 28% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in Substitution between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 19% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 12% gap between White and Black students, a 13% gap between White and Asian students, and a 14% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Substitution. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 19% to 11%, widened from 12% to 17% between White and Black students, narrowed from 13% to -5% between White and Asian students, and narrowed from 14% to 7% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Graphemes 

PAT Graphemes, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 66% of White students, 51% of Hispanic students, 49% of Black/African-American students, 58% of Asian students and 44% of Native American students were proficient in graphemes. By spring, 91% of White students, 88% of Hispanic students, 80% of Black/African-American students, 93% of Asian students and 95% of Native American students were proficient in graphemes, an increase of 25%, 37%, 31%, 35%, and 51% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in Graphemes between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 15% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 17% gap between White and Black students, an 8% gap between White and Asian students, and a 22% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Graphemes and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 15% to 3%, from 17% to 11% between White and Black students, from 8% to -2% between White and Asian students, and from 22% to -4% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian and Native American students, White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Graphemes, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 71% of White students, 64% of Hispanic students, 50% of Black/African-American students, 70% of Asian students and 71% of Native American students were proficient in graphemes in the fall.

In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between second grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 7% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 21% gap between White and Black students, a 1% percent gap between White and Asian students, and an 0% gap between White and Native American students (except for Native American students, White students scored higher than other racial groups).
PAT Decoding

PAT Decoding, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 63% of White students, 43% of Hispanic students, 45% of Black/African-American students, 56% of Asian students and 48% of Native American students were proficient in decoding. By spring, 85% of White students, 80% of Hispanic students, 68% of Black/African-American students, 87% of Asian students and 95% of Native American students were proficient in decoding, an increase of 22%, 37%, 23%, 31%, and 47% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in Decoding between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 20% gap between White and Hispanic students, an 18% gap between White and Black students, a 7% gap between White and Asian students, and a 15% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Decoding and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 20% to 5%, from 18% to 17% between White and Black students, from 7% to -2% between White and Asian students, and from 15% to -10% between White and Native American students. (with the exception of Asian and Native American students, White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Decoding, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 69% of White students, 59% of Hispanic students, 44% of Black/African-American students, 74% of Asian students and 79% of Native American students were proficient in decoding in the fall.
In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between second grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 10% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 25% gap between White and Black students, a -5% percent gap between White and Asian students, and a -10% gap between White and Native American students. Asian and Native American students scored higher than White students and White students scored higher than Black and Hispanic students. 
BRI Fluency 

BRI Fluency, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 54% of White students, 40% of Hispanic students, 36% of Black/African-American students, 67% of Asian students and 50% of Native American students were proficient in fluency in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in fluency between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 14% gap between White and Hispanic students, an 18% gap between White and Black students, a -13% percent gap between White and Asian students, and a 4% gap between White and Native American students (except for Asian students, White students scored higher than the other racial groups.).

BRI Fluency, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 52% of White students, 35% of Hispanic students, 36% of Black/African-American students, 54% of Asian students and 54% of Native American students were proficient in fluency. By spring, 59% of White students, 43% of Hispanic students, 39% of Black/African-American students, 54% of Asian students and 65% of Native American students were proficient in fluency, an increase of 7%, 8%, 3%, no change at 0%, and an increase of 11% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in Fluency between second grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 17% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 16% gap between White and Black students, a -2% gap between White and Asian students, and a -2% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian and Native American students, White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Fluency and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 17% to 16%, widened from 16% to 20% between White and Black students, widened from -2% to 5% between White and Asian students, and widened from -2% to -6% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Native American students, White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups).

BRI Fluency, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 49% of White students, 37% of Hispanic students, 26% of Black/African-American students, 57% of Asian students and 50% of Native American students were proficient in fluency. By spring, 51% of White students, 42% of Hispanic students, 30% of Black/African-American students, 68% of Asian students and 39% of Native American students were proficient in fluency, an increase of 2%, 5%, 4%, 11%, and a decrease of 11% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in Fluency between third grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 12% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 23% gap between White and Black students, a -8% gap between White and Asian students, and a -1% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian and American Native students, White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Fluency and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 12% to 9%, from 23% to 21% between White and Black students, widened from -8% to -17% between White and Asian students, and widened from -1% to 12% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

BRI Comprehension
BRI Comprehension, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 60% of White students, 35% of Hispanic students, 44% of Black/African-American students, 53% of Asian students and 25% of Native American students were proficient in comprehension in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in comprehension between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 25% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 16% gap between White and Black students, a 7% percent gap between White and Asian students, and a 35% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups).

BRI Comprehension, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 30% of White students 8% of Hispanic students, 14% of Black/African-American students, 16% of Asian students and 25% of Native American students were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 59% of White students, 40% of Hispanic students, 48% of Black/African-American students, 54% of Asian students and 61% of Native American students were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 29%, 32%, 34%, 38%, and 36% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in Comprehension between second grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 22% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 16% gap between White and Black students, a 14% gap between White and Asian students, and a 5% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Comprehension and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 22% to 19%, from 16% to 11% between White and Black students, from 14% to -5% between White and Asian students, and from 5% to -2% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Native American students, White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

BRI Comprehension, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 56% of White students, 33% of Hispanic students, 31% of Black/African-American students, 34% of Asian students and 50% of Native American students were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 78% of White students, 58% of Hispanic students, 67% of Black/African-American students, 75% of Asian students and 83% of Native American students were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 22%, 25%, 36%, 41%, and 33% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in Comprehension between third grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 23% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 25% gap between White and Black students, a 22% gap between White and Asian students, and a 6% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in Comprehension and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students from 23% to 20%, from 25% to 11% between White and Black students, from 22% to 3% between White and Asian students, and from 6% to -5% between White and Native American students. (with the exception of Native American students, White students continued to score higher than the other racial groups).

ITBS Comprehension NPR 

ITBS Comprehension NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Comprehension scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 69% of White students, 56% of Hispanic students, 43% of Black/African-American students, 75% of Asian students and 61% of Native American students were proficient in their comprehension skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Comprehension NPR varied between the different racial groups. Among third grade students, there was a 13% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 26% gap between White and Black students, a -6% gap between White and Asian students, and an 8% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scoring higher than all the other groups). 

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 

ITBS Vocabulary NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Vocabulary scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 70% of White students, 45% of Hispanic students, 46% of Black/African-American students, 59% of Asian students and 52% of Native American students were proficient in their vocabulary skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Vocabulary NPR varied between the different racial groups. Among third grade students, there was a 25% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 24% gap between White and Black students, an 11% gap between White and Asian students, and an 18% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other groups).. 

ITBS Reading Total NPR
ITBS Reading Total NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Reading Total scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 69% of White students, 49% of Hispanic, 44% of Black/African-American students, 68% of Asian students and 61% of Native American students were proficient in their reading skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Reading Total NPR varied between the different racial groups. Among third grade students, there was a 20% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 25% gap between White and Black students, a 1% gap between White and Asian students, and an 8% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other groups). 

Students Scoring at Grade Level: with and without Disabilities (See Table 15)

PAT Rhyming
PAT Rhyming, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 44% of students with disabilities and 73% of students without disabilities were proficient in rhyming. By spring, 69% of students with disabilities and 92% of students without disabilities were proficient in rhyming, an increase of 25% and 19% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in rhyming between first grade students with and without disabilities was 29% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 23% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Deletion
PAT Deletion, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 24% of students with disabilities and 60% of students without disabilities were proficient in deletion. By spring, 44% of students with disabilities and 83% of students without disabilities were proficient in deletion, an increase of 20% and 23% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in deletion between first grade students with and without disabilities was 36% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, the achievement gap widened to 39% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).
PAT Blending
PAT Blending, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 30% of students with disabilities and 70% of students without disabilities were proficient in blending. By spring, 65% of students with disabilities and 93% of students without disabilities were proficient in blending, an increase of 35% and 23% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in blending between first grade students with and without disabilities was 40% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 28% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Segmentation
PAT Segmentation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 44% of students with disabilities and 76% of students without disabilities were proficient in segmentation. By spring, 78% of students with disabilities and 97% of students without disabilities were proficient in segmentation, an increase of 34% and 21% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in segmentation between first grade students with and without disabilities was 32% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both groups of students made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 19% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Isolation

PAT Isolation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 27% of students with disabilities and 70% of students without disabilities were proficient in isolation. By spring, 68% of students with disabilities and 95% of students without disabilities were proficient in isolation, an increase of 41% and 25% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in isolation between first grade students with and without disabilities was 43% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 27% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).
PAT Substitution

PAT Substitution, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 29% of students with disabilities and 63% of students without disabilities were proficient in substitution. By spring, 49% of students with disabilities and 86% of students without disabilities were proficient in substitution, an increase of 20% and 23% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in substitution between first grade students with and without disabilities was 34% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring and the achievement gap widened to 37% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Graphemes

PAT Graphemes, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 24% of students with disabilities and 63% of students without disabilities were proficient in graphemes. By spring, 59% of students with disabilities and 92% of students without disabilities were proficient in graphemes, an increase of 35% and 29% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap between first grade students with and without disabilities was 39% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 33% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Graphemes, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 32% of students with disabilities and 70% of students without disabilities were proficient in graphemes in the fall.

In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between second grade students with and without disabilities was 38% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Decoding

PAT Decoding, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 19% of students with disabilities and 60% of students without disabilities were proficient in decoding. By spring, 43% of students with disabilities and 86% of students without disabilities were proficient in decoding, an increase of 24% and 26% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap between first grade students with and without disabilities was 41% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, the achievement gap widened to 43% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Decoding, First Grade Students. Among second grade students, 25% of students with disabilities and 68% of students without disabilities were proficient in decoding in the fall.
In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between second grade students with and without disabilities was 43% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Fluency

BRI Fluency, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 19% of students with disabilities and 52% of students without disabilities were proficient in fluency in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in fluency between first grade students with and without disabilities was 33% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Fluency, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 17% of students with disabilities and 50% of students without disabilities were proficient in fluency. By spring, 15% of students with disabilities and 59% of students without disabilities were proficient in fluency, a decrease of 2% and an increase of 9% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between second grade students with and without disabilities was 33% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Only students without disabilities made progress in the spring (with students with disabilities decreased the percentage of students proficient in fluency) widening the achievement gap between the two groups from 33% to 44% between fall and spring. 

BRI Fluency, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 12% of students with disabilities and 49% of students without disabilities were proficient in fluency. By spring, 13% of students with disabilities and 52% of students without disabilities were proficient in fluency, an increase of 1% and 3% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between third grade students with and without disabilities was 37% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, but the achievement gap between the two groups widened from 37% to 39% between fall and spring (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Comprehension

BRI Comprehension, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 22% of students with disabilities and 55% of students without disabilities were proficient in comprehension in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in comprehension between first grade students with and without disabilities was 33% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Comprehension, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 8% of students with disabilities and 25% of students without disabilities were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 23% of students with disabilities and 58% of students without disabilities were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 15% and 33% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between second grade students with and without disabilities was 17% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, but the achievement gap between the two groups widened from 17% to 35% between fall and spring (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Comprehension, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 18% of students with disabilities and 52% of students without disabilities were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 39% of students with disabilities and 79% of students without disabilities were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 21% and 27% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between third grade students with and without disabilities was 34% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, but the achievement gap between the two groups widened from 34% to 40% between fall and spring (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).
ITBS Comprehension NPR
ITBS Comprehension NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Comprehension scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 23% of students with disabilities and 70% of students without disabilities were proficient in their comprehension skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Comprehension NPR between third grade students with disabilities and students without disabilities was 47% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).
ITBS Vocabulary NPR
ITBS Vocabulary NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Vocabulary scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 37% of students with disabilities and 66% of students without disabilities were proficient in their vocabulary skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Vocabulary NPR between third grade students with disabilities and students without disabilities was 29% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

ITBS Reading Total NPR

ITBS Reading Total NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Reading Total scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 28% of students with disabilities and 67% of students without disabilities were proficient in their reading skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Reading Total NPR between third grade students with disabilities and students without disabilities was 39% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). 

Students Scoring at Grade Level: with and without Limited English Proficiency (see Table 16). 
PAT Rhyming

PAT Rhyming, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 40% of students with limited English proficiency and 77% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in rhyming. By spring, 78% of students with limited English proficiency and 92% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in rhyming, an increase of 38% and 15% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in rhyming between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 37% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 14% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Deletion

PAT Deletion, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 34% of students with limited English proficiency and 62% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in deletion. By spring, 69% of students with limited English proficiency and 81% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in deletion, an increase of 35% and 19% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in deletion between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 28% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 12% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Blending

PAT Blending, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 48% of students with limited English proficiency and 71% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in blending. By spring, 88% of students with limited English proficiency and 91% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in blending, an increase of 40% and 20% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in blending between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 23% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 3% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Segmentation

PAT Segmentation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 57% of students with limited English proficiency and 77% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in segmentation. By spring, 93% of students with limited English proficiency and 96% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in segmentation, an increase of 36% and 19% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in segmentation between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 20% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 3% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Isolation

PAT Isolation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 48% of students with limited English proficiency and 70% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in isolation. By spring, 90% of students with limited English proficiency and 93% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in isolation, an increase of 42% and 23% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in isolation between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 22% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 3% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Substitution

PAT Substitution, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 43% of students with limited English proficiency and 63% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in substitution. By spring, 74% of students with limited English proficiency and 84% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in substitution, an increase of 31% and 21% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in substitution between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 20% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 10% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Graphemes

PAT Graphemes, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 47% of students with limited English proficiency and 63% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in graphemes. By spring, 89% of students with limited English proficiency and 89% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in graphemes, an increase of 42% and 26% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 16% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups had narrowed to 0%.

PAT Graphemes, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 64% of students with limited English proficiency and 67% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in graphemes in the fall.

In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between second grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 3% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). 

PAT Decoding

PAT Decoding, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 40% of students with limited English proficiency and 59% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in decoding. By spring, 80% of students with limited English proficiency and 82% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in decoding, an increase of 40% and 23% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 19% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups had narrowed to 2% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).
PAT Decoding, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 59% of students with limited English proficiency and 64% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in decoding in the fall.
In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between second grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 5% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). 

BRI Fluency
BRI Fluency, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 38% of students with limited English proficiency and 50% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in fluency in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in fluency between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 12% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). 

BRI Fluency, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 32% of students with limited English proficiency and 49% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in fluency. By spring, 41% of students with limited English proficiency and 55% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in fluency, an increase of 9% and 6% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between second grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 17% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups had narrowed to 14% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).
BRI Fluency, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 34% of students with limited English proficiency and 45% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in fluency. By spring, 41% of students with limited English proficiency and 47% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in fluency, an increase of 7% and 2% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between third grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 11% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 6% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

BRI Comprehension

BRI Comprehension, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 32% of students with limited English proficiency and 56% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in comprehension in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in comprehension between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 24% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). 

BRI Comprehension, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 6% of students with limited English proficiency and 26% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 33% of students with limited English proficiency and 57% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 27% and 31% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between second grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 20% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups widened to 24% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). 

BRI Comprehension, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 28% of students with limited English proficiency and 51% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 55% of students with limited English proficiency and 76% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 27% and 25% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between third grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 23% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 21% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).
ITBS Comprehension NPR

ITBS Comprehension NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Comprehension scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 51% of students with limited English proficiency and 65% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in their comprehension skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Comprehension NPR between third grade students with and without limited English proficiency was 14% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).
ITBS Vocabulary NPR
ITBS Vocabulary NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Vocabulary scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 37% of students with limited English proficiency and 65% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in their vocabulary skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Vocabulary NPR between third grade students with and without limited English proficiency was 28% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

ITBS Reading Total NPR
ITBS Reading Total NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Reading Total scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 43% of students with limited English proficiency and 64% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in their reading skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Reading Total NPR between third grade students with and without limited English proficiency was 21% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). 
Special Education Data by Grade: 2006 Start-Year Schools (see Table 17)
Data was collected to assess the number of students receiving Special Education services, the number of students referred to pre-referral services, and the number of pre-referrals that resulted in an IEP for students. 

Percentage of students currently receiving special education services. The percentage of students receiving special education services increased for first grade students by 2% (10% received services in Spring 2007 compared to 8% that received services in Fall 2006); increased for second grade students by 2% (13% received services in Spring 2007 compared to 11% that received services in Fall 2006); and increased for third grade students by 2% (15% received services in Spring 2007 compared to 13% that received services in Fall 2006).
Percentage of students referred for pre-referral services. Overall, the percentage of students referred for pre-referral services increased between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007. The percentage increased by 4% for first grade students (5% were referred for pre-referral services in Spring 2007 compared to 1% that were referred in Fall 2006); increased by 4% for second grade students (6% were referred for pre-referral services in Spring 2007 compared to 2% that were referred in Fall 2006); and increased by 2% for third grade students (4% were referred for pre-referral services in Spring 2007 compared to 2% that were referred in Fall 2006).
Percentage of students placed in special education services. Overall, the percentage of students placed in special education increased between Fall 2006 and Spring 2007. The percentage of students that had an IEP initiated and placed in special education services increased for first grade students by 2% (2% were placed in special education services in Spring 2007 compared to 0% placed in Fall 2006); an increase of 2% for second grade students (2% were placed in special education services in Spring 2007 compared to 0% placed in Fall 2006); and an increase of 1% for third grade students (1% were placed in special education services in Spring 2007 compared to 0% placed in Fall 2006).
RESULTS OF 2006-2007 STUDENT PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS (Year 4: 2003 Start-Year Schools)

Fall 2006-Spring 2007 Student Performance Comparison Results 

(Year 4: 2003 Start-Year Schools)

Students Scoring at Grade Level: All Students (see Table 18) 

PAT Rhyming. In the fall, 87% of first grade students were proficient in rhyming. By spring, 93% of first grade students were proficient in rhyming, an increase of 6%.

PAT Deletion. In the fall, 80% of first grade students were proficient in deletion. By spring, 83% of first grade students were proficient in deletion, an increase of 3%.

PAT Blending. In the fall, 85% of first grade students were proficient in blending. By spring, 93% of first grade students were proficient in blending, an increase of 8%.

PAT Segmentation. In the fall, 82% of first grade students were proficient in segmentation. By spring, 96% of first grade students were proficient in segmentation, an increase of 14%.

PAT Isolation. In the fall, 74% of first grade students were proficient in isolation. By spring, 94% of first grade students were proficient in isolation, an increase of 20%.

PAT Substitution. In the fall, 68% of first grade students were proficient in substitution. By spring, 88% of first grade students were proficient in substitution, an increase of 20%.

PAT Graphemes. In the fall, 72% of first grade students were proficient in graphemes. By spring, 94% of first grade students were proficient in graphemes, an increase of 22%. 

In the fall, 90% of second grade students were proficient in graphemes.

PAT Decoding. In the fall, 66% of first grade students were proficient in decoding. By spring, 89% of first grade students were proficient in decoding, an increase of 23%. 

In the fall, 86% of second grade students were proficient in decoding.

BRI Fluency. In the fall, 51% of second grade students and 50% of third grade students were proficient in fluency. By spring, 61% of second grade students and 56% of third grade students were proficient in fluency, an increase of 10% and 6% respectively. 

In the spring, 58% of first grade students were proficient in fluency.

BRI Comprehension. In the fall, 22% of second grade students and 49% of third grade students were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 62% of second grade students and 76% of third grade students were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 40% and 27% respectively. 

In the spring, 62% of first grade students were proficient in comprehension.

ITBS Comprehension NPR. ITBS Comprehension scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 65% of the students were proficient. 

ITBS Vocabulary NPR. ITBS Vocabulary scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 65% of the students were proficient. 

ITBS Reading Total NPR. ITBS Reading Total scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 66% of the students were proficient. 

Students Scoring at Grade Level: with and without an Economic Disadvantage (see Table 19)

PAT Rhyming

PAT Rhyming, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 84% of students with an economic disadvantage and 92% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in rhyming. By spring, 91% of students with an economic disadvantage and 96% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in rhyming, an increase of 7% and 4% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in rhyming between first grade students with and without and an economic disadvantage was 8% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 5% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
PAT Deletion
PAT Deletion, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 76% of students with an economic disadvantage and 87% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in deletion. By spring, 80% of students with an economic disadvantage and 89% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in deletion, an increase of 4% and 2% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in deletion between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 11%. Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 9% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
PAT Blending
PAT Blending, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 82% of students with an economic disadvantage and 90% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in blending. By spring, 92% of students with an economic disadvantage and 95% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in blending, an increase of 10% and 5% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in deletion between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 8%. Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 3% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
PAT Segmentation
PAT Segmentation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 79% of students with an economic disadvantage and 89% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in segmentation. By spring, 96% of students with an economic disadvantage and 97% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in segmentation, an increase of 17% and 8% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in segmentation between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 10%. Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 1% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
PAT Isolation
PAT Isolation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 69% of students with an economic disadvantage and 83% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in isolation. By spring, 93% of students with an economic disadvantage and 96% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in isolation, an increase of 24% and 13% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in isolation between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 14%. Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 3% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
PAT Substitution
PAT Substitution, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 62% of students with an economic disadvantage and 77% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in substitution. By spring, 85% of students with an economic disadvantage and 92% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in substitution, an increase of 23% and 15% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in substitution between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 15%. Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 7% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
PAT Graphemes
PAT Graphemes, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 66% of students with an economic disadvantage and 81% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in graphemes. By spring, 93% of students with an economic disadvantage and 96% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in graphemes, an increase of 27% and 15% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 15%. Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 3% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).

PAT Graphemes, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 87% of students with an economic disadvantage and 94% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in graphemes in the fall.

In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between second grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 7% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

PAT Decoding
PAT Decoding, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 60% of students with an economic disadvantage and 77% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in decoding. By spring, 87% of students with an economic disadvantage and 92% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in decoding, an increase of 27% and 15% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 17%. Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 5% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).

PAT Decoding, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 82% of students with an economic disadvantage and 93% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in decoding in the fall.
In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between second grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 11% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

BRI Fluency
BRI Fluency, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 51% of students with an economic disadvantage and 69% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in fluency in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in fluency between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 18% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

BRI Fluency, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 44% of students with an economic disadvantage and 62% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in fluency. By spring, 55% of students with an economic disadvantage and 71% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in fluency, an increase of 11% and 9% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between second grade students without an economic disadvantage and those with an economic disadvantage was 18% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 16% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
BRI Fluency, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 42% of students with an economic disadvantage and 63% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in fluency. By spring, 48% of students with an economic disadvantage and 68% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in fluency, an increase of 6% and 5% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between third grade students without an economic disadvantage and those with an economic disadvantage was 21%. Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, but the achievement gap between the two groups widened to 20% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).

BRI Comprehension
BRI Comprehension, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 57% of students with an economic disadvantage and 69% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in comprehension in the spring.
In the spring, the achievement gap in comprehension between first grade students with and without an economic disadvantage was 12% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

BRI Comprehension, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 18% of students with an economic disadvantage and 30% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 59% of students with an economic disadvantage and 68% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 41% and 38% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between second grade students without an economic disadvantage and those with an economic disadvantage was 12% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 9%(with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

BRI Comprehension, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 42% of students with an economic disadvantage and 62% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 71% of students with an economic disadvantage and 84% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 29% and 22% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between third grade students without an economic disadvantage and those with an economic disadvantage was 20% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). Both students with and without an economic disadvantage made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 13% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 

ITBS Comprehension NPR
ITBS Comprehension NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Comprehension scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 57% of students with an economic disadvantage and 78% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in their comprehension skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Comprehension NPR between third grade students with an economic disadvantage and those without an economic disadvantage was 21% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).

ITBS Vocabulary NPR

ITBS Vocabulary NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Vocabulary scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 57% of students with an economic disadvantage and 78% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in their vocabulary skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Vocabulary NPR between third grade students with an economic disadvantage and those without an economic disadvantage was 21% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage).
ITBS Reading Total NPR

ITBS Reading Total NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Reading Total scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 57% of students with an economic disadvantage and 79% of students without an economic disadvantage were proficient in their reading skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Reading Total NPR between third grade students with an economic disadvantage and those without an economic disadvantage was 22% (with students without an economic disadvantage scoring higher than students with an economic disadvantage). 
Students Scoring at Grade Level: Major Racial/Ethnic Groups (see Tables 20a – 20d).

PAT Rhyming
PAT Rhyming, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 92% of White students, 73% of Hispanic students, 83% of Black/African-American students, 85% of Asian students and 93% of Native American students were proficient in rhyming. By spring, 95% of White students, 86% of Hispanic students, 94% of Black/African-American students, 94% of Asian students and 93% of Native American students were proficient in rhyming, an increase of 3%, 13%, 11%, 9%, and 0% change respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in rhyming between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 19% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 9% gap between White and Black students, a 7% gap between White and Asian students, and a -1% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Native American students, White students scored higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in rhyming and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 19% to 9%, from 9% to 1% between White and Black students, from 7% to 1% between White and Asian students, and widened from -1% to 2% between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Deletion
PAT Deletion, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 87% of White students, 66% of Hispanic students, 71% of Black/African-American students, 79% of Asian students and 80% of Native American students were proficient in deletion. By spring, 86% of White students, 77% of Hispanic students, 78% of Black/African-American students, 89% of Asian students and 72% of Native American students were proficient in deletion, a decrease of 1%, an increase of 11%, 7%, 10%, and a decrease of 8% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in deletion between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 21% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 16% gap between White and Black students, an 8% gap between White and Asian students, and a 7% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in deletion and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 21% to 9%, from 16% to 8% between White and Black students, from 8% to -3% between White and Asian students, and from 7% to -8% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian and Native American students, White students scoring higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Blending
PAT Blending, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 90% of White students, 76% of Hispanic students, 73% of Black/African-American students, 86% of Asian students and 90% of Native American students were proficient in blending. By spring, 95% of White students, 91% of Hispanic students, 90% of Black/African-American students, 92% of Asian students and 95% of Native American students were proficient in blending, an increase of 5%, 15%, 17%, 6%, and 5% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in blending between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 14% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 17% gap between White and Black students, a 4% gap between White and Asian students, and no gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Native Americans, White students scored higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in blending and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 14% to 4%, from 17% to 5% between White and Black students, from 4% to 3% between White and Asian students, and remained constant at 0% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Native American students, White students scored higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Segmentation
PAT Segmentation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 87% of White students, 71% of Hispanic students, 80% of Black/African-American students, 85% of Asian students and 73% of Native American students were proficient in segmentation. By spring, 97% of White students, 94% of Hispanic students, 96% of Black/African-American students, 100% of Asian students and 93% of Native American students were proficient in segmentation, an increase of 10%, 23%, 16%, 15%, and 20% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in segmentation between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 16% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 7% gap between White and Black students, a 2% gap between White and Asian students, and a 14% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in segmentation and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 16% to 3%, from 7% to 1% between White and Black students, widened from 2% to -3% between White and Asian students, and narrowed from 14% to 4% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scored higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Isolation
PAT Isolation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 81% of White students, 63% of Hispanic students, 57% of Black/African-American students, 76% of Asian students and 68% of Native American students were proficient in isolation. By spring, 95% of White students, 93% of Hispanic students, 92% of Black/African-American students, 98% of Asian students and 88% of Native American students were proficient in isolation, an increase of 14%, 30%, 35%, 22%, and 20% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in isolation between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was an 18% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 24% gap between White and Black students, a 5% gap between White and Asian students, and a 13% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in isolation and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 18% to 2%, from 24% to 3% between White and Black students, from 5% to -3% between White and Asian students, and from 13% to 7% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scored higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Substitution
PAT Substitution, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 76% of White students, 56% of Hispanic students, 45% of Black/African-American students, 61% of Asian students and 70% of Native American students were proficient in substitution. By spring, 90% of White students, 86% of Hispanic students, 79% of Black/African-American students, 89% of Asian students and 86% of Native American students were proficient in substitution, an increase of 14%, 30%, 34%, 28%, and 16% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in substitution between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 20% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 31% gap between White and Black students, a 15% gap between White and Asian students, and a 6% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in substitution and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 20% to 4%, from 31% to 11% between White and Black students, from 15% to 1% between White and Asian students, and from 6% to 4% between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Graphemes
PAT Graphemes, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 77% of White students, 62% of Hispanic students, 60% of Black/African-American students, 82% of Asian students and 68% of Native American students were proficient in graphemes. By spring, 95% of White students, 92% of Hispanic students, 91% of Black/African-American students, 98% of Asian students and 98% of Native American students were proficient in graphemes, an increase of 18%, 30%, 31%, 16%, and 30% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 15% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 17% gap between White and Black students, a -5% gap between White and Asian students, and a 9% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scored higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in graphemes and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 15% to 3%, from 17% to 4% between White and Black students, from -5% to -3% between White and Asian students, and from 9% to -3% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian and Native American students, White students scored higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Graphemes, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 93% of White students, 85% of Hispanic students, 77% of Black/African-American students, 96% of Asian students and 89% of Native American students were proficient in graphemes in the fall.

In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between second grade students varied between racial groups. There was an 8% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 16% gap between White and Black students, a -3% percent gap between White and Asian students, and a 4% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scored higher than all the other racial groups).

PAT Decoding
PAT Decoding, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 72% of White students, 55% of Hispanic students, 54% of Black/African-American students, 76% of Asian students and 63% of Native American students were proficient in decoding. By spring, 90% of White students, 88% of Hispanic students, 85% of Black/African-American students, 91% of Asian students and 91% of Native American students were proficient in decoding, an increase of 18%, 33%, 31%, 15%, and 28% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 17% gap between White and Hispanic students, an 18% gap between White and Black students, a -4% gap between White and Asian students, and a 9% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in decoding and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 17% to 2%, from 18% to 5% between White and Black students, from -4% to -1% between White and Asian students, and from 9% to -1% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian and Native American students, White students scored higher than the other racial groups).

PAT Decoding, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 90% of White students, 79% of Hispanic students, 74% of Black/African-American students, 96% of Asian students and 88% of Native American students were proficient in decoding in the fall.
In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between second grade students varied between racial groups. There was an 11% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 16% gap between White and Black students, a -6% percent gap between White and Asian students, and a 2% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scored higher than all the other racial groups).
BRI Fluency

BRI Fluency, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 64% of White students, 47% of Hispanic students, 41% of Black/African-American students, 73% of Asian students and 47% of Native American students were proficient in fluency in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in fluency between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 17% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 23% gap between White and Black students, a -9% percent gap between White and Asian students, and a 17% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups).

BRI Fluency, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 56% of White students, 40% of Hispanic students, 37% of Black/African-American students, 73% of Asian students and 34% of Native American students were proficient in fluency. By spring, 67% of White students, 54% of Hispanic students, 43% of Black/African-American students, 65% of Asian students and 54% of Native American students were proficient in fluency, an increase of 11%, 14%, 6%, a decrease of 8%, and an increase of 20% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between second grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 16% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 19% gap between White and Black students, a -17% gap between White and Asian students, and a 2% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scored higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in fluency and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 16% to 13%, widened from 19% to 24% between White and Black students, from -17% to 2% between White and Asian students, and from 22% to 20% between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than the other racial groups).

BRI Fluency, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 55% of White students, 43% of Hispanic students, 31% of Black/African-American students, 56% of Asian students and 47% of Native American students were proficient in fluency. By spring, 60% of White students, 50% of Hispanic students, 36% of Black/African-American students, 75% of Asian students and 43% of Native American students were proficient in fluency, an increase of 5%, 7%, 5%, 19%, and a decrease of 4% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between third grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 12% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 24% gap between White and Black students, a -1% gap between White and Asian students, and an 8% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scored higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in fluency and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 12% to 10%, remained constant at 24% between White and Black students, widened from -1% to -15% between White and Asian students, and narrowed from 8% to -4% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian and Native American students, White students scoring higher than the other racial groups).

BRI Comprehension
BRI Comprehension, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 68% of White students, 53% of Hispanic students, 50% of Black/African-American students, 55% of Asian students and 47% of Native American students were proficient in comprehension in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in comprehension between first grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 15% gap between White and Hispanic students, an 18% gap between White and Black students, a 13% percent gap between White and Asian students, and a 21% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups).

BRI Comprehension, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 27% of White students, 13% of Hispanic students, 17% of Black/African-American students, 29% of Asian students and 6% of Native American students were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 66% of White students, 54% of Hispanic students, 54% of Black/African-American students, 69% of Asian students and 56% of Native American students were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 39%, 41%, 37%, 40%, and 50% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between second grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 14% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 10% gap between White and Black students, a -2% gap between White and Asian students, and a 21% gap between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scored higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in comprehension and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 14% to 12%, widened from 10% to 12% between White and Black students, widened from -2% to -3% between White and Asian students, and narrowed from 21% to 10% between White and Native American students (with the exception of Asian students, White students scored higher than the other racial groups).

BRI Comprehension, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 58% of White students, 31% of Hispanic students, 35% of Black/African-American students, 33% of Asian students and 39% of Native American students were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 82% of White students, 62% of Hispanic students, 72% of Black/African-American students, 63% of Asian students and 67% of Native American students were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 24%, 31%, 37%, 30%, and 28% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between third grade students varied between racial groups. There was a 27% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 23% gap between White and Black students, a 25% gap between White and Asian students, and a 19% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). By spring, all the groups made progress in increasing the percentage of students proficient in comprehension and the achievement gap between White students and all other student subgroups narrowed. The achievement gap narrowed between White and Hispanic students to from 27% to 20%, from 23% to 10% between White and Black students, widened from 25% to 30% between White and Asian students, and narrowed from 19% to 15% between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than the other racial groups).

ITBS Comprehension NPR 
ITBS Comprehension NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Comprehension scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 71% of White students, 55% of Hispanic students, 48% of Black/African-American students, 64% of Asian students and 60% of Native American students were proficient in their comprehension skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Comprehension NPR between third grade students varied between racial groups. Among third grade students, there was a 16% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 23% gap between White and Black students, a 7% gap between White and Asian students, and an 11% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). 

ITBS Vocabulary NPR

ITBS Vocabulary NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Vocabulary scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 72% of White students, 54% of Hispanic students, 46% of Black/African-American students, 60% of Asian students and 60% of Native American students were proficient in their vocabulary skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Vocabulary NPR between third grade students varied between racial groups. Among third grade students, there was an 18% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 26% gap between White and Black students, a 12% gap between White and Asian students, and a 12% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups). 

ITBS Reading Total NPR

ITBS Reading Total NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Reading Total scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 72% of White students, 54% of Hispanic, 47% of Black/African-American students, 66% of Asian students and 68% of Native American students were proficient in their reading skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Reading Total NPR between third grade students varied between racial groups. Among third grade students, there was an 18% gap between White and Hispanic students, a 25% gap between White and Black students, a 6% gap between White and Asian students, and 4% gap between White and Native American students (with White students scoring higher than all the other racial groups).
Students Scoring at Grade Level: with and without Disabilities (See Table 21)

PAT Rhyming

PAT Rhyming, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 67% of students with disabilities and 89% of students without disabilities were proficient in rhyming. By spring, 75% of students with disabilities and 95% of students without disabilities were proficient in rhyming, an increase of 8% and 6% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in rhyming between first grade students with and without disabilities was 22% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 20% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Deletion
PAT Deletion, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 55% of students with disabilities and 83% of students without disabilities were proficient in deletion. By spring, 55% of students with disabilities and 86% of students without disabilities were proficient in deletion, an increase of 0% and 3% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in deletion between first grade students with and without disabilities was 28% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, but the achievement gap widened to 31% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Blending
PAT Blending, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 62% of students with disabilities and 87% of students without disabilities were proficient in blending. By spring, 72% of students with disabilities and 96% of students without disabilities were proficient in blending, an increase of 10% and 9% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in blending between first grade students with and without disabilities was 25% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 24% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Segmentation
PAT Segmentation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 58% of students with disabilities and 85% of students without disabilities were proficient in segmentation. By spring, 84% of students with disabilities and 98% of students without disabilities were proficient in segmentation, an increase of 26% and 13% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in segmentation between first grade students with and without disabilities was 27% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 14% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Isolation
PAT Isolation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 45% of students with disabilities and 77% of students without disabilities were proficient in isolation. By spring, 73% of students with disabilities and 96% of students without disabilities were proficient in isolation, an increase of 28% and 19% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in isolation between first grade students with and without disabilities was 32% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 23% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Substitution
PAT Substitution, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 43% of students with disabilities and 70% of students without disabilities were proficient in substitution. By spring, 61% of students with disabilities and 91% of students without disabilities were proficient in substitution, an increase of 18% and 21% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in substitution between first grade students with and without disabilities was 27% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups widened to 30% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Graphemes
PAT Graphemes, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 43% of students with disabilities and 74% of students without disabilities were proficient in graphemes. By spring, 71% of students with disabilities and 97% of students without disabilities were proficient in graphemes, an increase of 28% and 23% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap between first grade students with and without disabilities was 31% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 26% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Graphemes, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 70% of students with disabilities and 92% of students without disabilities were proficient in graphemes in the fall.

In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between second grade students with and without disabilities was 22% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Decoding

PAT Decoding, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 38% of students with disabilities and 69% of students without disabilities were proficient in decoding. By spring, 60% of students with disabilities and 92% of students without disabilities were proficient in decoding, an increase of 22% and a decrease of 23% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap between first grade students with and without disabilities was 31% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress the spring, but the achievement gap between the two groups widened to 32% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

PAT Decoding, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 62% of students with disabilities and 89% of students without disabilities were proficient in decoding in the fall.
In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between second grade students with and without disabilities was 27% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Fluency
BRI Fluency, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 32% of students with disabilities and 61% of students without disabilities were proficient in fluency in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in fluency between first grade students with and without disabilities was 29% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Fluency, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 22% of students with disabilities and 54% of students without disabilities were proficient in fluency. By spring, 26% of students with disabilities and 66% of students without disabilities were proficient in fluency, an increase of 4% and 12% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between second grade students with and without disabilities was 32% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, but the achievement gap between the two groups widened to 40% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Fluency, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 23% of students with disabilities and 55% of students without disabilities were proficient in fluency. By spring, 24% of students with disabilities and 62% of students without disabilities were proficient in fluency, an increase of 1% and 7% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between third grade students with and without disabilities was 32% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, but the achievement gap between the two groups widened to 38% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Comprehension
BRI Comprehension, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 30% of students with disabilities and 65% of students without disabilities were proficient in comprehension in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in comprehension between first grade students with and without disabilities was 35% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Comprehension, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 8% of students with disabilities and 24% of students without disabilities were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 32% of students with disabilities and 66% of students without disabilities were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 24% and 42% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between second grade students with and without disabilities was 16% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, but the achievement gap between the two groups widened to 34% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

BRI Comprehension, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 22% of students with disabilities and 54% of students without disabilities were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 45% of students with disabilities and 82% of students without disabilities were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 23% and 28% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between first grade students with and without disabilities was 32% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities). Both students with and without disabilities made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups widened to 37% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).

ITBS Comprehension NPR
ITBS Comprehension NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Comprehension scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 28% of students with disabilities and 72% of students without disabilities were proficient in their comprehension skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Comprehension NPR between third grade students with disabilities and students without disabilities was 44% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).
ITBS Vocabulary NPR
ITBS Vocabulary NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Vocabulary scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 34% of students with disabilities and 71% of students without disabilities were proficient in their vocabulary skills. 
The achievement gap in ITBS Vocabulary NPR between third grade students with disabilities and students without disabilities was 37% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).
ITBS Reading Total NPR

ITBS Reading Total NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Reading Total scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 30% of students with disabilities and 73% of students without disabilities were proficient. 
The achievement gap in ITBS Reading Total NPR between third grade students with disabilities and students without disabilities was 43% (with students without disabilities scoring higher than students with disabilities).
Students Scoring at Grade Level: with and without Limited English Proficiency (see Table 22)
PAT Rhyming
PAT Rhyming, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 72% of students with limited English proficiency and 90% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in rhyming. By spring, 86% of students with limited English proficiency and 94% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in rhyming, an increase of 14% and 4% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in rhyming between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 18%. Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 8% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Deletion
PAT Deletion, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 66% of students with limited English proficiency and 84% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in deletion. By spring, 78% of students with limited English proficiency and 84% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in deletion, an increase of 12% and no change respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in deletion between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 18%. Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 6% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Blending
PAT Blending, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 77% of students with limited English proficiency and 87% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in blending. By spring, 89% of students with limited English proficiency and 94% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in blending, an increase of 12% and 7% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in blending between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 10%. Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 5% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Segmentation
PAT Segmentation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 72% of students with limited English proficiency and 85% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in segmentation. By spring, 95% of students with limited English proficiency and 97% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in segmentation, an increase of 23% and 12% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in segmentation between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 13%. Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 2% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Isolation
PAT Isolation, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 66% of students with limited English proficiency and 76% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in isolation. By spring, 95% of students with limited English proficiency and 94% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in isolation, an increase of 29% and 18% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in isolation between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 10% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to -1% (with students with limited English proficiency scoring higher than students without limited English proficiency). 
PAT Substitution

PAT Substitution, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 58% of students with limited English proficiency and 70% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in substitution. By spring, 87% of students with limited English proficiency and 88% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in substitution, an increase of 29% and 18% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in substitution between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 12%. Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 1% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Graphemes
PAT Graphemes, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 63% of students with limited English proficiency and 73% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in graphemes. By spring, 94% of students with limited English proficiency and 94% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in graphemes, an increase of 31% and 21% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 10% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 0%. In spring, the students with limited English proficiency and students without limited English proficiency had similar scores.

PAT Graphemes, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 86% of students with limited English proficiency and 90% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in graphemes in the fall.

In the fall, the achievement gap in graphemes between second grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 4% (with students with limited English proficiency scoring higher than students without limited English proficiency). 

PAT Decoding
PAT Decoding, First Grade Students. Among first grade students in the fall, 56% of students with limited English proficiency and 69% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in decoding. By spring, 89% of students with limited English proficiency and 89% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in decoding, an increase of 20% and 33% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 13% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 0% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

PAT Decoding, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students, 81% of students with limited English proficiency and 87% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in decoding in the fall.
In the fall, the achievement gap in decoding between second grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 6% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). 

BRI Fluency

BRI Fluency, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 52% of students with limited English proficiency and 59% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in fluency in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in fluency between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 7% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). 
BRI Fluency, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 42% of students with limited English proficiency and 52% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in fluency. By spring, 53% of students with limited English proficiency and 63% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in fluency, an increase of 11% and 11% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between second grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 10%. Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups remained constant at 10% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

BRI Fluency, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 42% of students with limited English proficiency and 52% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in fluency. By spring, 52% of students with limited English proficiency and 56% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in fluency, an increase of 10% and 4% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in fluency between third grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 10%. Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 4% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

BRI Comprehension
BRI Comprehension, First Grade Students. Among first grade students, 49% of students with limited English proficiency and 65% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in comprehension in the spring.

In the spring, the achievement gap in comprehension between first grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 16% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency). 

BRI Comprehension, Second Grade Students. Among second grade students in the fall, 15% of students with limited English proficiency and 24% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 53% of students with limited English proficiency and 64% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 38% and 40% respectively.
In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between second grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 9%. Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups widened to 11% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

BRI Comprehension, Third Grade Students. Among third grade students in the fall, 26% of students with limited English proficiency and 54% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in comprehension. By spring, 57% of students with limited English proficiency and 80% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in comprehension, an increase of 31% and 26% respectively.

In the fall, the achievement gap in comprehension between third grade students with limited English proficiency and those without limited English proficiency was 28%. Both students with and without limited English proficiency made progress in the spring, and the achievement gap between the two groups narrowed to 23% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).

ITBS Comprehension NPR

ITBS Comprehension NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Comprehension scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 53% of students with limited English proficiency and 67% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in their comprehension skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Comprehension NPR between third grade students with and without limited English proficiency was 14% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).
ITBS Vocabulary NPR

ITBS Vocabulary NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Vocabulary scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 51% of students with limited English proficiency and 68% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in their vocabulary skills. 
The achievement gap in ITBS Vocabulary NPR between third grade students with and without limited English proficiency was 17% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).
ITBS Reading Total NPR
ITBS Reading Total NPR, Third Grade Students. ITBS Reading Total scores based upon national percentile ranks (NPR) indicate that among third grade students, 52% of students with limited English proficiency and 69% of students without limited English proficiency were proficient in their reading skills. 

The achievement gap in ITBS Reading Total NPR between third grade students with and without limited English proficiency was 17% (with students without limited English proficiency scoring higher than students with limited English proficiency).
Special Education Data by Grade: 2003 Start-Year Schools (see Table 23)
Data was collected to assess the number of students receiving Special Education services, the number of students referred to pre-referral services, and the number of pre-referrals that resulted in an IEP for students. 

Percentage of students currently receiving special education services. The percentage of students receiving special education services decreased for first grade students by 1% (10% received services in Spring 2007 compared to 11% that received services in Spring 2006); decreased for second grade students by 3% (12% received services in Spring 2007 compared to 15% that received services in Spring 2006); and increased for third grade students by 2% (17% received services in Spring 2007 compared to 15% that received services in Spring 2006).
Percentage of students referred for pre-referral services. Overall, the percentage of students referred for pre-referral services increased between the Spring 2006 and Spring 2007. The percentage increased by 2% for first grade students (6% were referred for pre-referral services in Spring 2007 compared to 4% that were referred in Spring 2006); decreased by 1% for second grade students (5% were referred for pre-referral services in Spring 2007 compared to 6% that were referred in Spring 2006); and increased by 2% for third grade students (6% were referred for pre-referral services in Spring 2007 compared to 4% that were referred in Spring 2006).
Percentage of students placed in special education services. The percentage of students that had an IEP initiated and placed remained constant for first grade students (1% were placed in special education services in Spring 2007 compared to 1% placed in Spring 2006) and second grade students (2% were placed in special education services in Spring 2007 compared to 2% placed in Spring 2006); and increased for third grade students by 1% (2% were placed in special education services in Spring 2007 compared to 1% placed in Spring 2006).
Tables

Tables 12-16 indicate the number (“N”), total, and percentage of students scoring at or above proficiency in Fall, 2006 and Spring, 2007. Tables 13-16 also indicate the achievement gap between the comparison groups (e.g., male/female students, students with/without an economic disadvantage) in Fall, 2006 and Spring, 2007, the change in the achievement gap (between fall and spring) and the direction of the change (e.g, narrowed, widened, no change).

Table 12. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: All Students (2006 Start-Year Schools)

	[image: image6.emf]N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

PAT Rhyming 1

1953 2745

71

2410 2683

90 19

PAT Deletion 1

1581 2745

58

2128 2683

79 21

PAT Blending 1

1847 2745

67

2428 2683

90 23

PAT Segmentation 1

2021 2745

74

2566 2683

96 22

PAT Isolation 1

1821 2745

66

2480 2683

92 26

PAT Substitution 1

1654 2745

60

2206 2683

82 22

PAT Graphemes 1

1651 2743

60

2392 2681

89 29

PAT Decoding 1

1547 2743

56

2191 2681

82 26

BRI Fluency 1

1305 2684

49 49

BRI Comprehension 1

1403 2684

52 52

PAT Graphemes 2

1649 2490

66

PAT Decoding 2

1573 2490

63

BRI Fluency 2

1161 2481

47

1288 2432

53 6

BRI Comprehension 2

577 2481

23

1306 2432

54 31

BRI Fluency 3

1134 2586

44

1172 2526

46 2

BRI Comprehension 3

1235 2586

48

1843 2526

73 25

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

1589 2521

63

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

1556 2521

62

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3

1553 2521

62

%

Change Assessment Grade

Fall 2006

All Students

Spring 2007




Disaggregation of Students by Demographics: Tables 13-16 report the number of students who were proficient for each “risk” category and racial/ethnic group in the fall of 2006 and in the spring of 2007.

	Table 13.  Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: with and without an Economic Disadvantage (2006 Start-Year Schools)
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%Change 
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%

Prof

%Change 
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PAT Rhyming 1

778 973

80

1175 1772

66 14

884 949

93 13

1526 1734

88 22 5 -9 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

689 973

71

892 1772

50 21

814 949

86 15

1314 1734

76 26 10 -11 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

747 973

77

1100 1772

62 15

885 949

93 16

1543 1734

89 27 4 -11 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

795 973

82

1226 1772

69 13

925 949

97 15

1641 1734

95 26 2 -11 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

744 973

76

1077 1772

61 15

910 949

96 20

1570 1734

91 30 5 -10 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

682 973

70

972 1772

55 15

843 949

89 19

1363 1734

79 24 10 -5 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

677 972

70

974 1771

55 15

880 948

93 23

1512 1733

87 32 6 -9 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

662 972

68

885 1771

50 18

833 948

88 20

1358 1733

78 28 10 -8 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

590 950

62

715 1734

41 21

BRI Comprehension 1

616 950

65

787 1734

45 20

PAT Graphemes 2

686 944

73

963 1546

62 11

PAT Decoding 2

674 944

71

899 1546

58 13

BRI Fluency 2

548 936

59

613 1545

40 19

608 938

65 6

680 1494

46 6 19 0 No Change

BRI Comprehension 2

291 936

31

286 1545

19 12

589 938

63 32

717 1494

48 29 15 3 Widened

BRI Fluency 3

538 986

55

596 1600

37 18

557 975

57 2

615 1551

40 3 17 -1 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 3

574 986

58

661 1600

41 17

773 975

79 21

1070 1551

69 28 10 -7 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

718 974

74

871 1547

56 18

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

732 974

75

824 1547

53 22

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3

720 974

74

833 1547

54 20

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects Achievement Gap between Students with and Students without an Economic Disadvantage.
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Ach Gap* Assessment Grade

Fall 2006 Spring 2007

%
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 with
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	Table 14a.  Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: Major Racial/Ethnic Groups (White Students and American Indian/Alaskan Native Students; 2006 Start-Year Schools)
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N Total

%

Prof

% 

Fall

Ach

Gap* N Total

%

Prof

% 

Change 

in

Prof

%

Spring

Ach

Gap*

PAT Rhyming 1

1336 1711

78

1567 1684

93 15

16 25

64 14

18 20

90 26 3 -11 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

1115 1711

65

1409 1684

84 19

14 25

56 9

17 20

85 29 -1 -8 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

1272 1711

74

1548 1684

92 18

15 25

60 14

19 20

95 35 -3 -11 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

1335 1711

78

1622 1684

96 18

14 25

56 22

20 20

100 44 -4 -18 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

1262 1711

74

1593 1684

95 21

12 25

48 26

19 20

95 47 0 -26 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

1134 1711

66

1461 1684

87 21

13 25

52 14

16 20

80 28 7 -7 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

1132 1709

66

1538 1682

91 25

11 25

44 22

19 20

95 51 -4 -18 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

1085 1709

63

1433 1682

85 22

12 25

48 15

19 20

95 47 -10 -5 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

902 1685

54

10 20

50 4

BRI Comprehension 1

1008 1685

60

5 20

25 35

PAT Graphemes 2

1116 1578

71

17 24

71 0

PAT Decoding 2

1082 1578

69

19 24

79 -10

BRI Fluency 2

820 1567

52

909 1544

59 7

13 24

54 -2

15 23

65 11 -6 4 Widened

BRI Comprehension 2

468 1567

30

905 1544

59 29

6 24

25 5

14 23

61 36 -2 -3 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 3

828 1688

49

839 1654

51 2

12 24

50 -1

9 23

39 -11 12 11 Widened

BRI Comprehension 3

945 1688

56

1289 1654

78 22

12 24

50 6

19 23

83 33 -5 -1 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

1138 1650

69

14 23

61 8

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

1153 1650

70

12 23

52 18

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 1134 1650 69 14 23 61 8

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects achievement gap between White Students and American Indian/Alaskan Native Students.

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Fall 2006 Spring 2007

Assessment Grade

White

Fall 2006 Spring 2007

American Indian or Alaskan Native




	Table 14b.  Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: Major Racial/Ethnic Groups (White Students and Asian Students; 2006 Start-Year Schools)
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N Total
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Prof
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PAT Rhyming 1

1336 1711

78

1567 1684

93 15

48 64

75 3

57 60

95 20 -2 -1 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

1115 1711

65

1409 1684

84 19

37 64

58 7

53 60

88 30 -4 -3 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

1272 1711

74

1548 1684

92 18

38 64

59 15

55 60

92 33 0 -15 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

1335 1711

78

1622 1684

96 18

47 64

73 5

59 60

98 25 -2 -3 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

1262 1711

74

1593 1684

95 21

37 64

58 16

55 60

92 34 3 -13 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

1134 1711

66

1461 1684

87 21

34 64

53 13

55 60

92 39 -5 -8 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

1132 1709

66

1538 1682

91 25

37 64

58 8

56 60

93 35 -2 -6 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

1085 1709

63

1433 1682

85 22

36 64

56 7

52 60

87 31 -2 -5 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

902 1685

54

40 60

67 -13

BRI Comprehension 1

1008 1685

60

32 60

53 7

PAT Graphemes 2

1116 1578

71

35 50

70 1

PAT Decoding 2

1082 1578

69

37 50

74 -5

BRI Fluency 2

820 1567

52

909 1544

59 7

27 50

54 -2

25 46

54 0 5 3 Widened

BRI Comprehension 2

468 1567

30

905 1544

59 29

8 50

16 14

25 46

54 38 5 -9 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 3

828 1688

49

839 1654

51 2

25 44

57 -8

30 44

68 11 -17 9 Widened

BRI Comprehension 3

945 1688

56

1289 1654

78 22

15 44

34 22

33 44

75 41 3 -19 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

1138 1650

69

33 44

75 -6

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

1153 1650

70

26 44

59 11

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 1134 1650 69 30 44 68 1

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects achievement gap between White Students and Asian Students.

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Fall 2006 Spring 2007

Assessment Grade

White

Fall 2006 Spring 2007

Asian




	Table 14c.  Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: Major Racial/Ethnic Groups (White Students and African American/Black Students; 2006 Start-Year Schools)
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Prof
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Gap*

PAT Rhyming 1

1336 1711

78

1567 1684

93 15

309 422

73 5

367 415

88 15 5 0 No Change

PAT Deletion 1

1115 1711

65

1409 1684

84 19

209 422

50 15

297 415

72 22 12 -3 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

1272 1711

74

1548 1684

92 18

236 422

56 18

360 415

87 31 5 -13 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

1335 1711

78

1622 1684

96 18

308 422

73 5

393 415

95 22 1 -4 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

1262 1711

74

1593 1684

95 21

234 422

55 19

358 415

86 31 9 -10 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

1134 1711

66

1461 1684

87 21

226 422

54 12

290 415

70 16 17 5 Widened

PAT Graphemes 1

1132 1709

66

1538 1682

91 25

205 422

49 17

333 415

80 31 11 -6 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

1085 1709

63

1433 1682

85 22

188 422

45 18

283 415

68 23 17 -1 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

902 1685

54

150 415

36 18

BRI Comprehension 1

1008 1685

60

183 415

44 16

PAT Graphemes 2

1116 1578

71

202 401

50 21

PAT Decoding 2

1082 1578

69

177 401

44 25

BRI Fluency 2

820 1567

52

909 1544

59 7

146 402

36 16

151 384

39 3 20 4 Widened

BRI Comprehension 2

468 1567

30

905 1544

59 29

58 402

14 16

186 384

48 34 11 -5 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 3

828 1688

49

839 1654

51 2

100 379

26 23

110 365

30 4 21 -2 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 3

945 1688

56

1289 1654

78 22

116 379

31 25

246 365

67 36 11 -14 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

1138 1650

69

157 366

43 26

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

1153 1650

70

170 366

46 24

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 1134 1650 69 160 366 44 25

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects achievement gap between White Students and African-American/Black Students.

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Fall 2006 Spring 2007

Assessment Grade

White

Fall 2006
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	Table 14d.  Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: Major Racial/Ethnic Groups (White Students and Hispanic/Latino Students; 2006 Start-Year Schools)
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PAT Rhyming 1

1336 1711

78

1567 1684

93 15

244 523

47 31

401 504

80 33 13 -18 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

1115 1711

65

1409 1684

84 19

206 523

39 26

352 504

70 31 14 -12 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

1272 1711

74

1548 1684

92 18

286 523

55 19

446 504

88 33 4 -15 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

1335 1711

78

1622 1684

96 18

317 523

61 17

472 504

94 33 2 -15 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

1262 1711

74

1593 1684

95 21

276 523

53 21

455 504

90 37 5 -16 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

1134 1711

66

1461 1684

87 21

247 523

47 19

384 504

76 29 11 -8 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

1132 1709

66

1538 1682

91 25

266 523

51 15

446 504

88 37 3 -12 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

1085 1709

63

1433 1682

85 22

226 523

43 20

404 504

80 37 5 -15 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

902 1685

54

203 504

40 14

BRI Comprehension 1

1008 1685

60

175 504

35 25

PAT Graphemes 2

1116 1578

71

279 437

64 7

PAT Decoding 2

1082 1578

69

258 437

59 10

BRI Fluency 2

820 1567

52

909 1544

59 7

155 438

35 17

188 435

43 8 16 -1 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 2

468 1567

30

905 1544

59 29

37 438

8 22

176 435

40 32 19 -3 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 3

828 1688

49

839 1654

51 2

169 451

37 12

184 440

42 5 9 -3 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 3

945 1688

56

1289 1654

78 22

147 451

33 23

256 440

58 25 20 -3 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

1138 1650

69

247 438

56 13

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

1153 1650

70

195 438

45 25

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 1134 1650 69 215 438 49 20

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects achievement gap between White Students and Hispanic/Latino Students.

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Fall 2006 Spring 2007

Assessment Grade

White

Fall 2006
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	Table 15. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: with and without Disabilities (2006 Start-Year Schools)
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%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

PAT Rhyming 1 1857 2528 73 96 217 44 29 2231 2425 92 19 179 258 69 25 23 -6 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1 1528 2528 60 53 217 24 36 2015 2425 83 23 113 258 44 20 39 3 Widened

PAT Blending 1 1782 2528 70 65 217 30 40 2261 2425 93 23 167 258 65 35 28 -12 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1 1926 2528 76 95 217 44 32 2364 2425 97 21 202 258 78 34 19 -13 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1 1763 2528 70 58 217 27 43 2304 2425 95 25 176 258 68 41 27 -16 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1 1591 2528 63 63 217 29 34 2079 2425 86 23 127 258 49 20 37 3 Widened

PAT Graphemes 1 1600 2526 63 51 217 24 39 2241 2423 92 29 151 258 59 35 33 -6 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1 1505 2526 60 42 217 19 41 2080 2423 86 26 111 258 43 24 43 2 Widened

BRI Fluency 1 1256 2427 52 52 49 257 19 19 33

BRI Comprehension 1 1346 2427 55 55 57 257 22 22 33

PAT Graphemes 2 1565 2226 70 84 264 32 38

PAT Decoding 2 1508 2226 68 65 264 25 43

BRI Fluency 2 1115 2217 50 46 264 17 33 1238 2105 59 9 50 327 15 -2 44 11 Widened

BRI Comprehension 2 555 2217 25 22 264 8 17 1230 2105 58 33 76 327 23 15 35 18 Widened

BRI Fluency 3 1093 2238 49 41 348 12 37 1123 2147 52 3 49 379 13 1 39 2 Widened

BRI Comprehension 3 1172 2238 52 63 348 18 34 1695 2147 79 27 148 379 39 21 40 6 Widened

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3 1499 2141 70 87 375 23 47

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3 1413 2141 66 139 375 37 29

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 1445 2141 67 104 375 28 39

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects Achievement Gap between Students

 with

 and Students 

without

 Disabilities.

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap
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Change in
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Students 

With

Disabilities
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Students 

Without 
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Students 

With

Disabilities

%

Spring

Ach

Gap* Assessment Grade

FALL 2006 SPRING 2007




	Table 16. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: with and without Limited English Proficiency (2006 Start-Year Schools)

	[image: image13.emf]N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

PAT Rhyming 1

1786 2326

77

167 419

40 37

2094 2277

92 15

316 406

78 38 14 -23 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

1440 2326

62

141 419

34 28

1847 2277

81 19

281 406

69 35 12 -16 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

1647 2326

71

200 419

48 23

2069 2277

91 20

359 406

88 40 3 -20 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

1784 2326

77

237 419

57 20

2187 2277

96 19

379 406

93 36 3 -17 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

1620 2326

70

201 419

48 22

2113 2277

93 23

367 406

90 42 3 -19 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

1475 2326

63

179 419

43 20

1905 2277

84 21

301 406

74 31 10 -10 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

1453 2324

63

198 419

47 16

2031 2275

89 26

361 406

89 42 0 -16 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

1379 2324

59

168 419

40 19

1865 2275

82 23

326 406

80 40 2 -17 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

1150 2278

50 50

155 406

38 38 12

BRI Comprehension 1

1275 2278

56 56

128 406

32 32 24

PAT Graphemes 2

1443 2167

67

206 323

64 3

PAT Decoding 2

1381 2167

64

192 323

59 5

BRI Fluency 2

1057 2158

49

104 323

32 17

1155 2105

55 6

133 327

41 9 14 -3 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 2

557 2158

26

20 323

6 20

1199 2105

57 31

107 327

33 27 24 4 Widened

BRI Fluency 3

1021 2253

45

113 333

34 11

1035 2191

47 2

137 335

41 7 6 -5 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 3

1141 2253

51

94 333

28 23

1658 2191

76 25

185 335

55 27 21 -2 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

1419 2187

65 65

167 329

51 14

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

1431 2187

65 65

121 329

37 28

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3

1408 2187

64 64

141 329

43 21

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects Achievement Gap between Students with  and Students without Disabilities.

Assessment Grade

FALL 2006 SPRING 2007

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Students 

Without 

Limited English 

Proficiency

Students 

With

Limited English 

Proficiency

%

Fall

Ach

Gap*

%

Spring

Ach

Gap*

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Students Without 

Limited English

Proficiency

Students 

With

Limited English

Proficiency




	Table 17. Special Education Data (2005-2006; 2006 Start-Year Schools)



	[image: image14.emf]Special Education Data:  Fall 2006

Grade

Students Currently Receiving Special Education 

Services

Percentage of Students Referred 

for Pre-referral services

Students Placed in Special 

Education Services

N Total %Receiving N % Referred N % Placed

1

207 2589 8% 37 1% 0 0%

2

252 2371 11% 46 2% 0 0%

3 330 2476 13% 45 2% 2 Less than .001%

Special Education Data:  Spring 2007

Students Currently Receiving Special Education 

Services

Percentage of Students Referred 

for Pre-referral services

Students Placed in Special 

Education Services

Grade N Total %Receiving N % Referred N % Placed

1

259 2695 10% 148 5% 43 2%

2

328 2443 13% 146 6% 38 2%

3 381 2532 15% 105 4% 28 1%





Tables 18-22 indicate the number (“N”), total, and percentage of students scoring at or above proficiency in Fall, 2006 and Spring, 2007. Tables 19-22 also indicate the achievement gap between the comparison groups (e.g., male/female students, students with/without an economic disadvantage) in Fall, 2006 and Spring, 2007, the change in the achievement gap (between fall and spring) and the direction of the change (e.g, narrowed, widened, no change).

	Table 18. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading (All Students; 2003 Start-Year Schools)

	[image: image15.emf]N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

PAT Rhyming 1

1692 1948

87

1797 1940

93 6

PAT Deletion 1

1565 1948

80

1613 1940

83 3

PAT Blending 1

1656 1948

85

1810 1940

93 8

PAT Segmentation 1

1606 1948

82

1869 1940

96 14

PAT Isolation 1

1448 1948

74

1826 1940

94 20

PAT Substitution 1

1319 1948

68

1701 1940

88 20

PAT Graphemes 1

1394 1947

72

1823 1940

94 22

PAT Decoding 1

1292 1947

66

1727 1940

89 23

BRI Fluency 1

1115 1930

58

BRI Comprehension 1

1193 1930

62

PAT Graphemes 2

1778 1981

90

PAT Decoding 2

1708 1981

86

BRI Fluency 2

1022 2016

51

1213 1977

61 10

BRI Comprehension 2

452 2016

22

1229 1977

62 40

BRI Fluency 3

952 1902

50

1031 1855

56 6

BRI Comprehension 3

937 1902

49

1407 1855

76 27

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

1194 1838

65

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

1198 1838

65

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 1210 1838 66

% Change

in Prof

All Students

Fall 2006

Assessment Grade

Spring 2007

All Students




Disaggregation of Students by Demographics: Tables 19-22 report the number of students who were proficient for each “risk” category and racial/ethnic group in the fall of 2006 and in the spring of 2007.
	Table 19. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: with and without an Economic Disadvantage (2003 Start-Year Schools)

	[image: image16.emf]N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

%Change

in Prof

N Total

%

Prof

%Change

in Prof

PAT Rhyming 1

676 732

92

1016 1216

84 8

686 718

96 4

1111 1222

91 7 5 -3 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

640 732

87

925 1216

76 11

640 718

89 2

973 1222

80 4 9 -2 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

660 732

90

996 1216

82 8

682 718

95 5

1128 1222

92 10 3 -5 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

650 732

89

956 1216

79 10

698 718

97 8

1171 1222

96 17 1 -9 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

604 732

83

844 1216

69 14

688 718

96 13

1138 1222

93 24 3 -11 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

566 732

77

753 1216

62 15

657 718

92 15

1044 1222

85 23 7 -8 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

590 732

81

804 1215

66 15

686 718

96 15

1137 1222

93 27 3 -12 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

565 732

77

727 1215

60 17

660 718

92 15

1067 1222

87 27 5 -12 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

497 716

69

618 1214

51 18

BRI Comprehension 1

497 716

69

696 1214

57 12

PAT Graphemes 2

720 764

94

1058 1217

87 7

PAT Decoding 2

707 764

93

1001 1217

82 11

BRI Fluency 2

483 784

62

539 1232

44 18

548 772

71 9

665 1205

55 11 16 -2 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 2

235 784

30

217 1232

18 12

522 772

68 38

707 1205

59 41 9 -3 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 3

458 723

63

494 1179

42 21

478 705

68 5

553 1150

48 6 20 -1 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 3

445 723

62

492 1179

42 20

595 705

84 22

812 1150

71 29 13 -7 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

545 701

78

649 1137

57 21

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

547 701

78

651 1137

57 21

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3

557 701

79

653 1137

57 22

Note: *Ach Gap reflects Achievement Gap between Students with  and Students without Economic Disadvantage.

Assessment Grade

Fall 2006 Spring 2007

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Students 

without

Economic

Disadvantage

Students

 with

Economic

Disadvantage

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Students 

without

Economic

Disadvantage

Students

 with

Economic

Disadvantage

%

Fall 

Ach 

Gap*

%

Spring

Ach 

Gap*




	Table 20a. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: Major Racial/Ethnic Groups (White and American Indian/Alaskan Native Students; 2003 Start-Year Schools)

	[image: image17.emf]N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

N Total

%

Prof

%

Fall

Ach

Gap* N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

%

Spring

Ach

Gap*

PAT Rhyming 1

1123 1219

92

1153 1219

95 3

37 40

93 -1

40 43

93 0 2 1 Widened

PAT Deletion 1

1059 1219

87

1050 1219

86 -1

32 40

80 7

31 43

72 -8 14 7 Widened

PAT Blending 1

1097 1219

90

1154 1219

95 5

36 40

90 0

41 43

95 5 0 0 No Change

PAT Segmentation 1

1060 1219

87

1183 1219

97 10

29 40

73 14

40 43

93 20 4 -10 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

989 1219

81

1155 1219

95 14

27 40

68 13

38 43

88 20 7 -6 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

923 1219

76

1093 1219

90 14

28 40

70 6

37 43

86 16 4 -2 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

933 1218

77

1154 1219

95 18

27 40

68 9

42 43

98 30 -3 -6 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

876 1218

72

1094 1219

90 18

25 40

63 9

39 43

91 28 -1 -8 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

773 1214

64 64

20 43

47 17

BRI Comprehension 1

821 1214

68 68

20 43

47 21

PAT Graphemes 2

1167 1255

93

57 64

89 4

PAT Decoding 2

1130 1255

90

56 64

88 2

BRI Fluency 2

720 1283

56

844 1265

67 11

22 64

34 22

33 61

54 32 13 -9 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 2

344 1283

27

836 1265

66 39

4 64

6 21

34 61

56 35 10 -11 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 3

676 1228

55

718 1199

60 5

24 51

47 8

22 51

43 35 17 9 Widened

BRI Comprehension 3

714 1228

58

982 1199

82 24

20 51

39 19

34 51

67 48 15 -4 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

845 1195

71

30 50

60 11

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

860 1195

72

30 50

60 12

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 862 1195 72 34 50 68 4

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects achievement gap between White Students and American Indian/Alaskan Native Students.

Assessment Grade

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Fall 2006 Spring 2007 Fall 2006

White

Spring 2007

American Indian or Alaskan Native




	Table 20b. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: Major Racial/Ethnic Groups (White and Asian Students; 2003 Start-Year Schools)

	[image: image18.emf]N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

N Total

%

Prof

%

Fall

Ach

Gap* N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

%

Spring

Ach

Gap*

PAT Rhyming 1

1123 1219

92

1153 1219

95 3

56 66

85 7

60 64

94 9 1 -6 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

1059 1219

87

1050 1219

86 -1

52 66

79 8

57 64

89 10 -3 -5 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

1097 1219

90

1154 1219

95 5

57 66

86 4

59 64

92 6 3 -1 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

1060 1219

87

1183 1219

97 10

56 66

85 2

64 64

100 15 -3 1 Widened

PAT Isolation 1

989 1219

81

1155 1219

95 14

50 66

76 5

63 64

98 22 -3 -2 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

923 1219

76

1093 1219

90 14

40 66

61 15

57 64

89 28 1 -14 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

933 1218

77

1154 1219

95 18

54 66

82 -5

63 64

98 16 -3 -2 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

876 1218

72

1094 1219

90 18

50 66

76 -4

58 64

91 15 -1 -3 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

773 1214

64 64

47 64

73 -9

BRI Comprehension 1

821 1214

68 68

35 64

55 13

PAT Graphemes 2

1167 1255

93

49 51

96 -3

PAT Decoding 2

1130 1255

90

49 51

96 -6

BRI Fluency 2

720 1283

56

844 1265

67 11

37 51

73 -17

34 52

65 82 2 -15 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 2

344 1283

27

836 1265

66 39

15 51

29 -2

36 52

69 71 -3 1 Widened

BRI Fluency 3

676 1228

55

718 1199

60 5

31 55

56 -1

38 51

75 76 -15 14 Widened

BRI Comprehension 3

714 1228

58

982 1199

82 24

18 55

33 25

32 51

63 38 19 -6 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

845 1195

71

32 50

64 7

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

860 1195

72

30 50

60 12

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 862 1195 72 33 50 66 6

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects achievement gap between White Students and Asian Students.

Assessment Grade

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Fall 2006 Spring 2007 Fall 2006

White

Spring 2007

Asian




	Table 20c. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: Major Racial/Ethnic Groups (White and African-American/Black Students; 2003 Start-Year Schools)

	[image: image19.emf]N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

N Total

%

Prof

%

Fall

Ach

Gap* N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

%

Spring

Ach

Gap*

PAT Rhyming 1

1123 1219

92

1153 1219

95 3

163 196

83 9

188 199

94 11 1 -8 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

1059 1219

87

1050 1219

86 -1

139 196

71 16

156 199

78 7 8 -8 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

1097 1219

90

1154 1219

95 5

143 196

73 17

180 199

90 17 5 -12 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

1060 1219

87

1183 1219

97 10

156 196

80 7

192 199

96 16 1 -6 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

989 1219

81

1155 1219

95 14

111 196

57 24

184 199

92 35 3 -21 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

923 1219

76

1093 1219

90 14

88 196

45 31

157 199

79 34 11 -20 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

933 1218

77

1154 1219

95 18

117 196

60 17

181 199

91 31 4 -13 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

876 1218

72

1094 1219

90 18

106 196

54 18

170 199

85 31 5 -13 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

773 1214

64 64

79 195

41 23

BRI Comprehension 1

821 1214

68 68

98 195

50 18

PAT Graphemes 2

1167 1255

93

150 194

77 16

PAT Decoding 2

1130 1255

90

144 194

74 16

BRI Fluency 2

720 1283

56

844 1265

67 11

74 199

37 19

83 191

43 24 24 5 Widened

BRI Comprehension 2

344 1283

27

836 1265

66 39

33 199

17 10

103 191

54 44 12 2 Widened

BRI Fluency 3

676 1228

55

718 1199

60 5

56 183

31 24

62 172

36 12 24 0 No Change

BRI Comprehension 3

714 1228

58

982 1199

82 24

64 183

35 23

124 172

72 49 10 -13 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

845 1195

71

82 171

48 23

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

860 1195

72

78 171

46 26

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 862 1195 72 80 171 47 25

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects achievement gap between White Students and Black or African American Students.

Assessment Grade

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Fall 2006 Spring 2007 Fall 2006

White

Spring 2007

Black or African American




	Table 20d. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: Major Racial/Ethnic Groups (White and Hispanic/Latino Students; 2003 Start-Year Schools)

	[image: image20.emf]N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

N Total

%

Prof

%

Fall

Ach

Gap* N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

%

Spring

Ach

Gap*

PAT Rhyming 1

1123 1219

92

1153 1219

95 3

313 427

73 19

356 415

86 13 9 -10 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

1059 1219

87

1050 1219

86 -1

283 427

66 21

319 415

77 11 9 -12 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

1097 1219

90

1154 1219

95 5

323 427

76 14

376 415

91 15 4 -10 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

1060 1219

87

1183 1219

97 10

305 427

71 16

390 415

94 23 3 -13 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

989 1219

81

1155 1219

95 14

271 427

63 18

386 415

93 30 2 -16 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

923 1219

76

1093 1219

90 14

240 427

56 20

357 415

86 30 4 -16 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

933 1218

77

1154 1219

95 18

263 427

62 15

383 415

92 30 3 -12 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

876 1218

72

1094 1219

90 18

235 427

55 17

366 415

88 33 2 -15 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

773 1214

64 64

196 414

47 17

BRI Comprehension 1

821 1214

68 68

219 414

53 15

PAT Graphemes 2

1167 1255

93

355 417

85 8

PAT Decoding 2

1130 1255

90

329 417

79 11

BRI Fluency 2

720 1283

56

844 1265

67 11

169 419

40 16

219 408

54 38 13 -3 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 2

344 1283

27

836 1265

66 39

56 419

13 14

220 408

54 40 12 -2 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 3

676 1228

55

718 1199

60 5

165 385

43 12

191 382

50 38 10 -2 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 3

714 1228

58

982 1199

82 24

121 385

31 27

235 382

62 35 20 -7 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

845 1195

71

205 372

55 16

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

860 1195

72

200 372

54 18

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 862 1195 72 201 372 54 18

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects achievement gap between White Students and Hispanic or Latino Students.

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Fall 2006 Spring 2007

Hispanic or Latino

Fall 2006

Assessment Grade

White

Spring 2007




	Table 21. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: with and without Disabilities (2003 Start-Year Schools)

	[image: image21.emf]N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

PAT Rhyming 1

1580 1780

89

112 168

67 22

1653 1749

95 6

144 191

75 8 20 -2 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

1472 1780

83

93 168

55 28

1508 1749

86 3

105 191

55 0 31 3 Widened

PAT Blending 1

1552 1780

87

104 168

62 25

1673 1749

96 9

137 191

72 10 24 -1 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

1509 1780

85

97 168

58 27

1708 1749

98 13

161 191

84 26 14 -13 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

1372 1780

77

76 168

45 32

1686 1749

96 19

140 191

73 28 23 -9 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

1247 1780

70

72 168

43 27

1584 1749

91 21

117 191

61 18 30 3 Widened

PAT Graphemes 1

1322 1780

74

72 167

43 31

1688 1749

97 23

135 191

71 28 26 -5 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

1229 1780

69

63 167

38 31

1613 1749

92 23

114 191

60 22 32 1 Widened

BRI Fluency 1

1053 1739

61 61

62 191

32 32 29

BRI Comprehension 1

1136 1739

65 65

57 191

30 30 35

PAT Graphemes 2

1615 1749

92

163 232

70 22

PAT Decoding 2

1564 1749

89

144 232

62 27

BRI Fluency 2

969 1780

54

53 236

22 32

1149 1731

66 12

64 246

26 4 40 8 Widened

BRI Comprehension 2

432 1780

24

20 236

8 16

1150 1731

66 42

79 246

32 24 34 18 Widened

BRI Fluency 3

883 1604

55

69 298

23 32

959 1549

62 7

72 306

24 1 38 6 Widened

BRI Comprehension 3

871 1604

54

66 298

22 32

1270 1549

82 28

137 306

45 23 37 5 Widened

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

1108 1532

72

86 306

28 44

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

1095 1532

71

103 306

34 37

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3

1117 1532

73

93 306

30 43

Note:  *Ach Gap reflects Achievement Gap between Students with  and Students without Disabilities.

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

Students 

without

Disabilities

Students

 with

Disabilities

%

Fall 

Ach 

Gap*

%

Spring

Ach 

Gap*

Students 

without

Disabilities

Students

 with

Disabilities

Assessment Grade

Fall 2006 Spring 2007

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap




	Table 22. Number/Percentage of Students Proficient in Reading: with and without Limited English Proficiency (2003 Start-Year Schools)

	[image: image22.emf]N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

N Total

%

Prof

%Change 

in Prof

PAT Rhyming 1

1439 1596

90

253 352

72 18

1496 1588

94 4

301 352

86 14 8 -10 Narrowed

PAT Deletion 1

1333 1596

84

232 352

66 18

1339 1588

84 0

274 352

78 12 6 -12 Narrowed

PAT Blending 1

1385 1596

87

271 352

77 10

1496 1588

94 7

314 352

89 12 5 -5 Narrowed

PAT Segmentation 1

1352 1596

85

254 352

72 13

1535 1588

97 12

334 352

95 23 2 -11 Narrowed

PAT Isolation 1

1217 1596

76

231 352

66 10

1493 1588

94 18

333 352

95 29 -1 -9 Narrowed

PAT Substitution 1

1114 1596

70

205 352

58 12

1395 1588

88 18

306 352

87 29 1 -11 Narrowed

PAT Graphemes 1

1171 1595

73

223 352

63 10

1492 1588

94 21

331 352

94 31 0 -10 Narrowed

PAT Decoding 1

1095 1595

69

197 352

56 13

1415 1588

89 20

312 352

89 33 0 -13 Narrowed

BRI Fluency 1

933 1578

59 59

182 352

52 52 7

BRI Comprehension 1

1019 1578

65 65

174 352

49 49 16

PAT Graphemes 2

1476 1631

90

302 350

86 4

PAT Decoding 2

1426 1631

87

282 350

81 6

BRI Fluency 2

874 1666

52

148 350

42 10

1029 1630

63 11

184 347

53 11 10 0 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 2

399 1666

24

53 350

15 9

1046 1630

64 40

183 347

53 38 11 2 Widened

BRI Fluency 3

821 1590

52

131 312

42 10

868 1541

56 4

163 314

52 10 4 -6 Narrowed

BRI Comprehension 3

855 1590

54

82 312

26 28

1227 1541

80 26

180 314

57 31 23 -5 Narrowed

ITBS Comprehension NPR 3

1031 1530

67 67

163 308

53 53 14

ITBS Vocabulary NPR 3

1041 1530

68 68

157 308

51 51 17

ITBS Reading Total NPR 3 1050 1530 69 69 160 308 52 52 17

Note:   *Ach Gap reflects achievement gap between Students with  and without Limited English Proficiency

%

Change

in

Ach

Gap

Direction of

Change in

Ach Gap

SPRING 2007

%

Spring

Ach

Gap*

Students 

Without

 Limited 

English Proficiency

Students 

With

Limited English Proficiency

Assessment Grade

FALL 2006

%

Fall

Ach

Gap*

Students 

Without 

Limited English 

Proficiency

Students 

With

Limited English 

Proficiency




	Table 23. Special Education Data (2003 Start-Year Schools)
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Grade

Students Currently Receiving

Special Education Services

Percentage of Students Referred 

for Pre-referral services

Students Placed in Special 

Education Services

N Total %Receiving N % Referred N % Placed

1

250 2224 11% 83 4% 14 1%

2

321 2148 15% 124 6% 36 2%

3 335 2184 15% 98 4% 22 1%

Special Education Data:  Spring, 2007

Grade

Students Currently Receiving

Special Education Services

Percentage of Students Referred 

for Pre-referral services

Students Placed in Special 

Education Services

N Total %Receiving N % Referred N % Placed

1

192 1940 10% 117 6% 21 1%

2

246 1980 12% 105 5% 31 2%

3 307 1852 17% 102 6% 30 2%
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