Data on the Percentages of Economically Disadvantaged Students Achieving at Proficient Levels or Above on State Assessments
(Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART)

Program Results/Accountability Data

Section 4, Number 1)
The Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), sets the important goals that, by the end of school year (SY) 2013-14, all students meet or exceed their State’s proficient levels of achievement and that the achievement gaps between groups of students close for both reading/language arts and mathematics.  The Title I, Part A (Improving Basic Programs Operated by Local Educational Agencies) program plays a critical role in the combined efforts by local educational agencies (LEAs), State educational agencies (SEAs), and the U.S. Department of Education (ED) to ensure that all students achieve proficiency by the specified date.  Specifically, Title I, Part A provides financial assistance through SEAs to LEAs and public schools with high numbers or percentages of poor children to help ensure that all children, including those at-risk, become proficient and that the achievement gap between economically disadvantaged students and other students ends.  

The effectiveness of Title I, Part A was reviewed through the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART) process during 2006.  Developed by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget and Federal agencies, the purpose of the PART process is assess the performance of every Federal program and hold agencies accountable for improvement.  Individual program ratings, such as the one conducted for Title I, Part A, are a core part of this process.  (See  www.whitehouse.gov/omb/expectmore/about.html for more information on the PART.)  

An important component of the PART consists of establishing performance measures.  For Title I, Part A, staff from ED and the Office of Management and Budget developed four performance measures for Section 4, Number 4.1 of the PART.  These performance measures directly relate to the NCLB goals of all students achieving at proficient levels by SY 2013-14 and closing the achievement gaps among groups of students:  

1) The difference between the percentages of economically disadvantaged students and all students proficient or above on State assessments in mathematics;

2) The difference between the percentages of economically disadvantaged students and all students proficient or above on State assessments in reading;

3) The national percentage of economically disadvantaged students who are proficient or above on State assessments in mathematics; and

4) The national percentage of economically disadvantaged students who are proficient or above on State assessments in reading.   

National numbers for these performance indicators were generated from data collected by ED from SEAs through the SY 2004-05 Consolidated State Performance Reports (CSPRs) for NCLB.  (At the time of the analysis, data from the SY 2004-05 CSPR were the most recent available.)  

Table 1 presents the data for the PART performance measures.  On State assessments in mathematics, an estimated 51 percent of all economically disadvantaged students in grades 3 through 8 achieved at proficient levels or above in 2004-05, compared with an estimated         63 percent of all students.  On State assessments in reading/language arts, an estimated 53 percent of all economically disadvantaged students in grades 3 through 8 achieved at proficient levels or above in 2004-05, compared with an estimated 66 percent of all students. 

	Table 1

Estimated Percentages of All Students and Economically Disadvantaged Students in Grades 3-8 Who Were at Least Proficient in Mathematics and Reading on State Assessments, 2004-05


	Student Group
	Mathematics
	Reading

	All 
	63%
	66%

	Economically Disadvantaged 
	51%
	53%

	Gap* 
	13%
	13%

	Exhibit reads: Nationally, an estimated 63 percent of all students were at least proficient in mathematics based on State assessments administered in the 2004-05 school year, and an estimated 51 percent of economically disadvantaged students nationally were at least proficient.  The gap between the percentages of all students and economically disadvantaged students at least proficient in mathematics was an estimated 13 percent.  

Source: Consolidated State Performance Reports, SY 2004-05 (as of October 2006). 

* Gaps shown may reflect rounding.

Notes:  Forty-seven States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico provided data.  Three States (New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont) did not provide data for SY 2004-05 due to the status of the development of the New England Common Assessment Program.  See endnotes for details about the types of data submitted by States, how ED calculated the percentages, and the reasons why the percentages proficient or above are estimates.




Tables 2 and 3 list the performance data for each State in mathematics and reading/language arts, respectively.  Note that the variation among States in the percentages proficient on State assessments is due to more than just student achievement.  States have their own accountability systems, which vary from one State to another in areas such as the standards of proficiency and the degree of difficulty of State assessments.  As a result, two students in separate States may have the same reading ability, but one may be considered proficient and the other not, solely due to the differences in their respective States’ accountability systems.  For more information on the variation among State assessments, please see page 13 of the National Assessment of Title I: Interim Report:

http://www.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/disadv/title1interimreport/vol1.doc.  

	Table 2

Percentages All Students and Economically Disadvantaged Students in Grades 3-8  
Who Were at Least Proficient in Mathematics on State Assessments, by State, 2004-05


	State
	All Students
	Economically Disadvantaged
	Gap*
	State
	All Students
	Economically Disadvantaged
	Gap*

	Alabama
	67%
	56%
	11%
	Montana
	60%
	46%
	14%

	Alaska
	66%
	52%
	15%
	Nebraska
	87%
	80%
	8%

	Arizona 
	65%
	52%
	13%
	Nevada
	50%
	36%
	14%

	Arkansas
	44%
	32%
	12%
	New Hampshire
	**
	**
	**

	California
	43%
	31%
	12%
	New Jersey
	75%
	54%
	21%

	Colorado
	86%
	74%
	11%
	New Mexico
	29%
	21%
	8%

	Connecticut
	78%
	56%
	22%
	New York
	***
	***
	***

	Delaware
	68%
	55%
	13%
	North Carolina
	88%
	80%
	8%

	District of Columbia 
	48%
	49%
	-1%
	North Dakota
	73%
	61%
	12%

	Florida 
	58%
	46%
	13%
	Ohio
	64%
	47%
	17%

	Georgia
	79%
	70%
	9%
	Oklahoma
	73%
	64%
	9%

	Hawaii
	25%
	15%
	10%
	Oregon
	78%
	69%
	9%

	Idaho
	78%
	69%
	9%
	Pennsylvania
	70%
	53%
	17%

	Illinois
	67%
	49%
	17%
	Puerto Rico
	***
	***
	***

	Indiana
	73%
	59%
	14%
	Rhode Island
	**
	**
	**

	Iowa
	78%
	63%
	14%
	South Carolina
	32%
	19%
	13%

	Kansas
	76%
	64%
	12%
	South Dakota
	74%
	59%
	15%

	Kentucky
	40%
	29%
	12%
	Tennessee
	87%
	79%
	7%

	Louisiana
	60%
	50%
	9%
	Texas
	74%
	66%
	8%

	Maine
	34%
	21%
	12%
	Utah
	75%
	64%
	11%

	Maryland
	65%
	46%
	19%
	Vermont
	**
	**
	**

	Massachusetts
	42%
	20%
	22%
	Virginia
	83%
	72%
	11%

	Michigan
	67%
	52%
	15%
	Washington
	56%
	38%
	17%

	Minnesota
	77%
	59%
	18%
	West Virginia
	74%
	66%
	8%

	Mississippi
	70%
	61%
	8%
	Wisconsin
	72%
	52%
	20%

	Missouri
	29%
	19%
	10%
	Wyoming
	38%
	27%
	11%

	Exhibit reads:  In Alabama, 67 percent of all students were proficient in mathematics and 56 percent of all economically disadvantaged students were proficient in mathematics.

* Gaps shown may reflect rounding.

** New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont did not have grades 3-8 assessment data for SY 2004-05 due to the status of the development of the New England Common Assessment Program.  

*** The format of data for New York and Puerto Rico differed from that of other states (see endnote below).  In New York the average performance index scores (adjusted for the numbers tested in grades 4 and 8) in mathematics for all students and economically disadvantaged students and were 162 and 146, respectively.  In Puerto Rico, the estimated percentage of all students proficient or above in mathematics was 59 percent, and the estimate of economically disadvantaged students at least proficient in math was 57 percent.

Source:  Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2004-05 (as of October 2006).


	Table 3

Percentages of Students Who Were at Least Proficient in Reading on State Assessments

Economically Disadvantaged Students and All Students, by State, 2004-05


	State
	All Students
	Economically Disadvantaged
	Gap*
	State
	All Students
	Economically Disadvantaged
	Gap*

	Alabama
	78%
	70%
	9%
	Montana
	69%
	56%
	13%

	Alaska
	75%
	60%
	15%
	Nebraska
	88%
	81%
	8%

	Arizona 
	63%
	49%
	15%
	Nevada
	45%
	29%
	16%

	Arkansas
	52%
	40%
	12%
	New Hampshire
	**
	**
	**

	California
	41%
	26%
	15%
	New Jersey
	79%
	61%
	18%

	Colorado
	88%
	77%
	11%
	New Mexico
	51%
	42%
	9%

	Connecticut
	71%
	45%
	26%
	New York
	***
	***
	***

	Delaware
	79%
	68%
	11%
	North Carolina
	85%
	75%
	9%

	District of Columbia 
	45%
	40%
	5%
	North Dakota
	75%
	63%
	12%

	Florida 
	60%
	47%
	12%
	Ohio
	73%
	59%
	14%

	Georgia
	86%
	81%
	6%
	Oklahoma
	76%
	67%
	8%

	Hawaii
	49%
	37%
	12%
	Oregon
	76%
	66%
	10%

	Idaho
	82%
	73%
	9%
	Pennsylvania
	66%
	45%
	21%

	Illinois
	67%
	51%
	16%
	Puerto Rico
	***
	***
	***

	Indiana
	71%
	56%
	14%
	Rhode Island
	**
	**
	**

	Iowa
	75%
	60%
	15%
	South Carolina
	33%
	20%
	13%

	Kansas
	76%
	65%
	11%
	South Dakota
	83%
	72%
	12%

	Kentucky
	65%
	54%
	11%
	Tennessee
	87%
	81%
	7%

	Louisiana
	61%
	51%
	9%
	Texas
	84%
	77%
	7%

	Maine
	48%
	33%
	15%
	Utah
	77%
	64%
	13%

	Maryland
	72%
	55%
	17%
	Vermont
	**
	**
	**

	Massachusetts
	59%
	35%
	24%
	Virginia
	80%
	67%
	12%

	Michigan
	68%
	53%
	15%
	Washington
	74%
	60%
	14%

	Minnesota
	77%
	59%
	18%
	West Virginia
	79%
	72%
	8%

	Mississippi
	75%
	67%
	8%
	Wisconsin
	83%
	67%
	15%

	Missouri
	34%
	21%
	13%
	Wyoming
	43%
	31%
	11%

	Exhibit reads:  In Alabama, 78 percent of all students were proficient in reading/language arts, and 70 percent of all economically disadvantaged students were proficient in reading.

* Gaps shown may reflect rounding.

** New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont did not have grades 3-8 assessment data for SY 2004-05 due to the status of the development of the New England Common Assessment Program.  

*** The format of data for New York and Puerto Rico differed from that of other states (see endnote below).  In New York the average performance index scores (adjusted for the numbers tested in grades 4 and 8) in reading/language arts, the average performance index scores (also adjusted for the numbers tested in grades 4 and 8) of economically disadvantaged students and all students were 133 and 152, respectively.  In Puerto Rico the estimated percentage of all students proficient or above in was reading/language arts was 52 percent.  The estimate of economically disadvantaged students at least proficient in reading/language arts was 50 percent.

Source:  Consolidated State Performance Reports, 2004-05 (as of October 2006).


�Notes for Table 1:  





(1) Table 1 consists of SY 2004-05 data provided by 47 States, the District of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in their CSPRs.    


Forty-six States and the District of Columbia reported the number of economically disadvantaged and all students tested per grade and the percentage of students proficient or above in each grade;


New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont did not provide data for SY 2004-05 due to the status of the development of the New England Common Assessment Program; 


New York and Puerto Rico provided their data in different forms. (See (4) below for details.)  





(2) The grades tested varied among States, as States were not required under NCLB to test all students in grades 3-8 until SY 2005-06.  





(3) From the mathematics and reading/language arts data available from the CSPRs, ED calculated the number of students tested and the number of students proficient or above by State for both groups of students, summed the figures to develop national totals, and divided the national number of students at least proficient by the national number of students tested to obtain the estimated percentages of students proficient or above for economically disadvantaged students and all students.  





(4) The figures in Table 1 are estimates for two reasons:  (1) Puerto Rico provided the total number of students tested and the percentage proficient by grade but not the number of students tested per grade; and (2) New York provided its “performance index” results, not the percentage proficient.  For Puerto Rico, enrollment data from ED’s National Center for Education Statistics were used to estimate the proportion of students in each grade in order to estimate the number of students proficient or above.  Regarding New York, its performance index was calculated by weighting each student’s scoring at the partially proficient level by 100 and each student scoring at the proficient or advanced level by 200, summing the weights, and dividing by the number of students tested.  ED converted the index scores to approximate the percentages proficient in order to include New York in the national estimate.





� Notes for Table 2:  See notes for Table 1.


� Notes for Table 3:  See notes for Table 1.








