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Harrison School District is located in Colorado Springs, Colorado.  The demographics of the students of the district are primarily low economic and high minority.  As the research in Chapter Two documents, children from lower socio-economic backgrounds do not perform academically as well as children from higher socio-economic backgrounds.  Also, minority children demonstrate less academic achievement than white (non-Hispanic) children.


The Federal Head Start Program is utilized as the district early learning program because of the demographics of the students.


The purpose of this study was to determine whether students who participated in the Harrison School District Early Learning Program demonstrated a subsequent academic achievement equal to the students who began their educational experience in the Harrison School District who did not participate in a preschool program.  Stated differently, were the students who qualified for the Harrison Preschool Program given the necessary preparation to compete with those students who did not quality and therefore did not attend the Harrison Preschool Program?


Those who attended the Harrison Early Learning Program and have remained in the district formed the study group for this research.  Students who have attended the Harrison School District since kindergarten who did not attend the Harrison Early Learning Program, or any other preschool program, comprised the control group.


The achievement comparisons were made utilizing the Colorado Student Assessment Program and the STAR Assessment by Renaissance Learning.  Comparisons of the academic performances of the students began in the third grade and were made for each grade through the 12th grade.


Elementary age students in the Harrison School District who do not perform acceptably on other assessments described in Chapter Four are placed on an Individual Education Plan (IEP).  A third measure of comparison was the percentage of study group students placement on an IEP versus the percentage of control group students placed on an IEP.


The oldest students in the study attended the Harrison Preschool Program during the 1989-1990 school year.  This allowed a longevity component to investigate whether any achievement differences that might have been realized were sustainable throughout the students' K12 education.


The result of this study documented there was no statistical difference between the subsequent academic achievement of the study group and the control group.  Therefore the conclusion of this research is that the lower socio-economic students who attended the Harrison School District Preschool Program received a sufficient and adequate opportunity to compete academically with their more advantaged peers who generally were comprised of higher socio-economic children.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction


The Harrison School District is located in the southeast quadrant of Colorado Springs.  This is a lower socio-economic section of the city and it is reflected in the district student demographics of 56% minority and 58% on the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch (FFRL) program.  In addition, the transiency rate of the student population averages above 40% annually.


Every year the local newspaper The Gazette publishes the scores of the numerous state and national standardized exams as they are released and the Harrison School District regularly appears near the bottom of the list in academic performance.  The recent adoption by the State of Colorado of the Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP) has increased the pressure on, and the determination of, the district administration to provide alternative opportunities to help Harrison students achieve at a higher performance level.  The research provided by this dissertation was an investigation into one avenue the administration is exploring to assist the students of the district.

Statement of the Problem


The primary research question addressed by this study is:

"Was the subsequent achievement performance of students who participated in the Harrison School District Early Learning Programs significantly different from those students who did not participate in these programs?"


The data conclusively supports the position that those students who participated in the early learning programs of the Harrison School District performed equally as well in subsequent achievement assessments as those students who did not participate in this program.  The author believes his research demonstrates that those who participated in the early learning programs of the district benefited from this experience and that they were given a sufficient opportunity to compete academically with their more advantaged peers.

Purpose of the Research


The research on early learning programs is voluminous.  The scope of this study was to evaluate the impact of the early learning programs of the Harrison School District on the subsequent student achievement of those students who participated in those programs.  There was a need for this study because it is important to analyze what is working and to replicate it in additional programming, as well as to determine what is not working and modify it for future success.


The early learning program in the Harrison School District is exclusively part of the Federal Head Start Program because of the low socio-economic demographics of the student population.  National statistics show that students in this economic class score significantly below students in higher economic classes.  The research in Chapter Two supports this statement.


As profiled in Chapter Four, a survey was completed by all students asking them of their preschool experience.  This survey was incorporated into the Federal PL874 Form that is mandatory for parents to complete and return, so the percentage of returned surveys was significantly higher than in most surveys.  The results of this survey were entered into the district database.  The analysis consisted of comparing the results of various assessments of those students who participated in the Harrison Early Learning Programs with the results of students who have been in the Harrison School District from kindergarten to present who did not participate in the Early Learning Programs.  Students who have not been in the district since kindergarten were not included in the study since their previous educational experience was a variable that might jeopardize the integrity of the study.


Regarding the calculations that were performed, it is important to note that in this study, the whole population of defined students was studied.  Therefore, the statistical analysis results were all generated using the proper formulas for populations and not samples.  Specifically, the formulas for Standard Deviation and Variance differed as regards to their usage on whole populations versus samples, and the z-test was used to determine statistical significance rather than the t-Test, which is used for samples when data is not available for the whole population.

Background of the Problem


The State of Colorado only funds kindergarten students at one-half the rate of other students, and funding for preschool programs is on a very limited grant basis.  To provide increased early learning programs, including increased preschool opportunities and a full day kindergarten experience, will require additional financial resources beyond those provided by the State or Federal governments.  The most likely source for these funds would be the community of which these students are members.  This would require a vote of the patrons to increase their taxes for the purpose of implementing the early learning programs just mentioned.


One of the purposes of this dissertation was to evaluate the existing early learning programs of the Harrison School District with the hope of demonstrating they do make a difference in the subsequent academic achievement of the participants.  Since the research supports this premise, it will be useful in presentations to the patrons of the school district to support a tax increase for the purpose of increasing the early learning opportunities of their children.  The research shows they will be investing in the lives of their young people with a reasonable expectation the investment will yield beneficial results.


The Federal Head Start Program is administered locally by the Community Partnership for Child Development (CPCD).  The Harrison School District is a member of CPCD, and the Superintendent of the school district is a member of the CPCD Board of Directors.  The Harrison School District contracts with CPCD to provide a wide array of early childhood learning experiences.  The mission statement of the CPCD is:

To develop and provide quality, integrated, comprehensive early childhood development programs, which offer a broad range of services and respond to the needs of young children and their families for the purpose of preparing them for success in school and life.  (http://www.cpcdheadstart.org/mission.htm)


The CPCD serves seven local school districts and provides services for young children through five main programs.  The Harrison School District is the only district that participates in all of them.  The programs administered by CPCD on behalf of the Harrison School District are:

Early Childhood Development Program

Early Head Start Program

Head Start Program

Colorado Preschool Program 

Family Programs


The leadership of good educational organizations desires to provide the best programming they can with the resources they have available to them.  The research for this study had the support of both the Superintendent of the Harrison School District, and the Board of Directors of the CPCD.

Definitions of Terms


Assessment.  In early childhood, assessment is the process of observing, recording and otherwise documenting the work children do and how they do it.  It is used as a basis for a variety of educational decisions that affect the child, including planning for groups and individual children, and communicating with parents.  Assessment also is used to determine the extent to which an instructional strategy or program is working.


Community Partnership for Child Development (CPCD).  An educational organization created by the local school districts to cooperatively provide services for the younger children of the community who will become students in their respective school districts.


Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP).  The high-stakes testing program implemented by the State of Colorado to evaluate the educational level of K12 children and to judge the performance of the schools in which the children are educated.


Control Group (CG).  The group of students in this study who have attended the Harrison School District since kindergarten but did not attend a preschool program.


Curriculum.  The curriculum is consistent with the Head Start Performance Standards (HSPS) and is based on sound child development principles about how children grow and learn. Curriculum means a written plan that includes:

· The goals for children’s development and learning

· The experiences through which they will achieve these goals

· What staff and parents do to help children achieve these goals

· The materials needed to support the implementation of the curriculum (Head Start Performance Standards 1304.3)


Developmental Appropriateness.  The concept of developmental appropriateness has two dimensions: age appropriateness and individual appropriateness.

Age appropriateness:  Human development research indicates that there are universal, predictable sequences of growth and change that occur in children during the first 9 years of life. These predictable changes occur in all domains of development-physical, emotional, social, and cognitive. Knowledge of typical development of children within the age span served by the program provides a framework from which teachers prepare the learning environment and plan appropriate experiences.

Individual appropriateness:  Each child is a unique person with an individual pattern and timing of growth, as well as individual personality, learning style, and family background. Both the curriculum and adult interactions with the child should be responsive to individual differences. Learning in young children is the result of interaction between the child's thoughts and experiences with materials, ideas, and people. These experiences should match the child's developing abilities, while also challenging the child's interest and understanding.


Federal Free and Reduced Lunch (FFRL).  A Federal program to provide free lunches to students whose parents earn a poverty wage.  This provides a reliable indicator of the socio-economic status of a student for statistics purposes.


Harrison School District.  A school district in Colorado Springs, Colorado, interested in evaluating the early learning programs of its students through this study.  The word "Harrison" when used by itself refers to the Harrison School District.


Head Start Program Regulations and Program Guidance.  In 1995 new regulations were written for the Federal Head Start Program which incorporated the latest in early childhood learning and in learning theory in general.


Individual Education Plan (IEP).  The Harrison School District uses an extensive battery of assessments in grades 1-5 to determine if a student is performing below their academic grade level.  If they perform lower than their current grade level, they are placed on an IEP until they perform at grade level.


Study Group (SG).  The group of students in this study who have attended the Harrison School District since kindergarten and who attended the Harrison School District preschool program.

Limitations of the Study


Although good research strives to isolate as many variables as possible, there are several limitations to this study.  These are enumerated more fully in Chapter Three - Methodology, and Chapter Four - Results.  However, they are briefly listed below in capsule form.

· The home environment of children is one of the most influential factors in the academic, social and emotional development of a child.  Although this study made a serious attempt to compare students with the same educational opportunities, except for their Harrison School District preschool education, the impact of the home can never be controlled nor its impact determined with certainty.

· Because of the transciency of the student population, as the grade level increased the sample of students who participated in the Harrison Early Learning Programs decreased.  Starting with 318 children in kindergarten who participated in the Harrison Early Learning Programs, twelve years later the sample size had decreased to 18.  (See Table 1 in Chapter Three).

· The student demographics of the Harrison School District, and consequently of this study, have a higher minority population, lower economic standing, and higher mobility than most school districts.  The results of this were interpreted in light of these demographics.


Although the above limitations were imposed on this study, it is the conviction of the author they did not detract from the purpose of this research or the validity of the findings.  It is believed the population size was sufficient to draw accurate conclusions, and the lessons and results learned will allow for valid recommendations to be made.

CHAPTER TWO

Review of the Literature

Universality of Early Learning Programs


The volume of research on early learning programs is enormous.  In April 1997, the United States General Accounting Office Health, Education, and Human Services Division (GAO/HEHS) reported there were nearly 600 citations and documents on the Head Start Program alone. (GAO/HEHS-97-59, 1997)  This volume of literature demonstrates the national interest in early learning programs, or Early Childhood Care and Education (ECCE) programs as they are sometimes called.

Quality early learning programs are in demand because in addition to providing an educational experience for young children, they also resolve a daycare problem for working parents.  For these two reasons, early learning programs account for a significant expenditure of American family dollars.  To date, the Head Start Program alone has served over 20 million children since 1965 at a cost of $59 billion.  (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, 2002)


The demand for quality early learning programs will continue to increase.  In 1999, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reported that more than sixty percent of American mothers with children under the age of six were in the labor force.  In 1996, the U.S. Bureau of the Census reported there were about 3.8 million children in each age group of two-, three-, four-, and five-year olds, and they projected that number to remain stable for the next decade.  In 1997, the National Center of Education Statistics reported about 65 percent of four-year-olds and almost 40 percent of three-year-olds were enrolled in Early Childhood Care and Education programs.


A recent U.S. Department of Education study found that 80 percent of all children beginning kindergarten in the fall of 1998 had been in childcare on a regular basis, and about half continued to be in childcare before or after school.  (West & Hausken, 2000)

Abundance of Research on Early Learning Programs


The vast quantity of research material on early learning programs comes from a wide spectrum of research institutions, government agencies, and philanthropic organizations.  Some of the organizations that have made significant research resources available to the public are listed in Appendix A, beginning on page 96.


There is little disagreement that early learning programs show measurable success in the first couple of years immediately following the preschool experience.  However, when student achievement results are measured five or six years after the preschool experience, many researchers argue the differences that once were verifiable are no longer statistically significant.


An interesting side note is that Cuaghy, DiPietro, & Strobino (1994) found that some children from homes whose environments were highly supportive of cognitive development and socialization actually had lower scores if they had attended a preschool program outside their home.


Short-term gains are measurable by almost all preschool programs that conduct research on their participants in the following areas:

· IQ scores

· Lower placement rates in special education programs

· Achievement scores

· More rapid cognitive and social development

· Self-esteem

· Academic motivation

· Social behavior


However, long-term gains are less verifiable and are more hotly contested in research discussion.  The long-term gains that are most challenged are:

· Sustained increase in IQ scores

· Reduction in attaching the "special" label to children

· Less grade retention

· Higher academic achievement

· Increased self-esteem

· Increased academic motivation

· More appropriate social behavior

· Increased graduation rate


In response to the argument that the measured effects are negligible a few years after entering public education, Lee and Loeb (1995) argue the "fade-out" occurs because of the weaknesses in the schools that the disadvantaged children attend after leaving the preschool programs.


Barnett (1998) argues that close examination of the results suggest that there are long-term positive effects on children's learning and subsequent school success, including sizable effects on high school graduation rates, even though the effects on IQ decline over time.


Many researchers argue the reliance on IQ scores for early learning program evaluation is not valid and some question the use of IQ scores in documenting the “fade-out” phenomenon.  (Locurto, 1991) and (Herrnstein & Murray, 1994).  Other researchers contend that relying on IQ as a marker of program success is shortsighted and that the more important outcomes are measures of reading performance, retention in grade, or placement in special education. (Slavin, 1994).


Woodhead (1988) believes the preschool experience improves children's ability to think and reason as they enter school, enabling them to learn more in the early grades.  Even if their IQ advantage fades, their learning accumulates and their academic success keeps them “on track” toward high school graduation.  Woodhead also points out that parents and teachers have increased expectations for a child’s success in school after participation in an early learning program.  This increased support motivates the child to perform better in school.  The child thus has more confidence and becomes more oriented toward school achievement.  Woodhead argues this also validates the preschool experience.


There are wide variations in the curricula and the social emphases of early learning programs.  Many of these variations are a function of the demographics of the children, as well as the monetary resources available to the programs.  Some of the variations include:

· Some programs enroll participants at infancy, while most programs begin at age three or four.

· Some programs have their participants for five years before they enroll in school while others only have them one or two years before they enter school.

· Some programs only focus on economically or otherwise disadvantaged children while others enroll children from all backgrounds.

· Some programs include home visits, while others are strictly on-site providers of childcare.

· Some programs provide adult instruction classes to compliment the program provided to the children.

· Some programs are full-day while others are half-day programs.

· Some programs are full-year while others are partial-year programs.

· Some programs provide nutritious meals, including breakfast, to the participants.

· Some programs provide health care to participants who need it.

· Some programs provide one-on-one tutoring to participants who need it.

· The child-staff ratios vary from program to program.  Some programs also provide aides to assist the primary staff person.

· The group size of the participants varies from program to program.

· The qualifications of the staff vary from program to program.

· The supervision of the staff varies from program to program.

· The selection process of the participants varies from program to program.  For example, the Perry Preschool Study generally selected children whose IQ scores were below 85, while the Milwaukee Program selected participants whose mothers had an IQ below 75.


There are other factors that influence the early learning of children that are outside the scope of the preschool program itself.  Often these factors have more influence on the success of student learning than the curriculum of the early learning program.  Two factors that are often stated as being more important than the curriculum to which the child is exposed are: 1) the education level of the parents, and 2) the economic status of the parents.


In 2000, the National Research Council, sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education, culminated a three-year study and published Eager to Learn: Educating our Preschoolers.  This study was directed by the Committee on Early Childhood Pedagogy, an assemblage of 17 experts in the field of early learning research.  In their Executive Summary, they listed the following seven findings regarding the components of quality preschool programs.

· Cognitive, social-emotional (mental health), and physical development are complementary, mutually supportive areas of growth all requiring active attention in the preschool years.

· Responsive interpersonal relationships with teachers nurture young children's dispositions to learn and their emerging abilities.

· Both class size and adult-child ratios are correlated with greater program effects.

· While no single curriculum or pedagogical approach can be identified as best, children who attend well-planned, high-quality early childhood programs in which curriculum aims are specified and integrated across domains tend to learn more and are better prepared to master the complex demands of formal schooling.

· Young children who are living in circumstances that place them at greater risk of school failure - including poverty, low level of maternal education, maternal depression, and other factors that can limit their access to opportunities and resources that enhance learning and development - are much more likely to succeed in school if they attend well-planned, high-quality early childhood programs.

· The professional development of teachers is related to the quality of early childhood programs, and program quality predicts developmental outcomes for children.

· Programs found to be highly effective in the United States and exemplary programs abroad actively engage teachers and provide high-quality supervision.


The above referenced study put forth 19 recommendations to improve preschool programs. These are listed in Appendix B, beginning on page 99.


In addition to individual studies of specific early learning programs, there are numerous research projects that have compared the results of the most known and best documented case studies of early learning programs.  (i.e. - "studies of studies").  Three of the more comprehensive reports are:

· In 1995, the Packard Foundation's Future of Children produced "Outcomes of Early Childhood Programs" (Volume 5, Number 3).  This publication examined 36 studies of 15 early learning models.  These are listed in Appendix C, beginning on page 103.

· In 1998, the RAND Corporation published a book Investing in Our Children: What We Know and Don't Know About the Costs and Benefits of Early Childhood Interventions.  This 182-page volume is a very comprehensive study of the programs designed to improve the lives of poor children.  The ten early intervention programs studied in this report are listed in Appendix D, beginning on page105.

· In 1997 the United States General Accounting Office (GAO) published, HEAD START: Research Provides Little Information on Impact of Current Program.  The 22 Head Start studies this report reviewed are listed in Appendix E, beginning on page 107.  (GAO/HEHS-97-59, 1997)


In the evaluation of preschool programs, the question "Is the benefit worth the investment?" is occasionally raised.  There is wide disagreement in the answers to this question.  Many researchers agree there are benefits to providing early learning opportunities to all children, but the cost is prohibitive.  Others disagree.  W.S. Barnett (1993) says in the American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, "The national cost of failing to provide at least two years of quality early learning programs is extremely high, on the order of $100,000 for each child born into poverty, or $400 billion for all poor children under five today."


There is another anomaly in determining which programs have the most success in the early learning of children.  To be able to study the long-range successes of early learning programs, researchers have to study early learning programs that were offered 20 to 30 years ago.  One such program is the High/Scope Perry Preschool Project from 1962-1967.  This program has been studied exhaustively because it has compiled data on its participants over a 28-year time period.  However, during those 28 years a great deal of evolution has occurred in learning theory.  Thus, much of the data gleaned from the analysis of the early programs is to some degree obsolete because of more recent research in learning theory.


Reviews by Barnett, Yoshikawa, and St. Pierre (1995) suggest that early childhood programs implemented within the past decade may produce more modest benefits than did programs in previous years due to inadequate funding or poor quality services.


Another factor that impacts the study of programs 20 to 30 years ago is the changing times and culture of today's society.  The needs of families today have changed sufficiently that one should not now expect to see the dramatic benefits that resulted from programs that worked with disadvantaged children and families 20 to 30 years ago. (Gomby, Larner, Stevenson, Lewit, & Behrman, 1995)


Hernandez (1995) explains that in 1960, when the model preschool programs were being conceptualized, only 19% of children under age six had two employed parents or a single parent who worked.  By 1993, that was true of 51% of young children.


Gustafsson and Stafford (1995) report that one-third of American mothers with children under six work more than 35 hours a week, which was certainly not the situation in the 1960's.


To determine the effectiveness of early childhood programs one must also take into consideration the demographics of the participants.  This is very difficult to do without embarking upon a time consuming survey of every child and their home environment.  The National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) published a comprehensive summary in February 2000 entitled America's Kindergartners, which is an exhaustive survey of the Kindergarten Class of 1998-99.  The reports and tables they have published are invaluable in understanding the impact of the various demographic factors that make up each preschool and kindergarten class.  Several representative tables are included in Appendix F, beginning on page 110.


It can be noted from Table 5 of the Kindergarten Class Study in Appendix F that an older, white kindergartner, from a financially blessed, two-parent family, where the mother has a Bachelor's degree, has a HUGE advantage over a younger, black kindergartner, from a financially deprived, single-parent family, where the mother did not finish high school.  (http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2000/2000070.pdf)


Many early learning programs are designed for lower income students, who are often minority students.  The Harrison School District in Colorado Springs has a student population with a high percentage of low socio-economic and minority students with demographics similar to these studies.  For this Review of the Literature, the author has chosen to evaluate four early learning programs whose student populations are similar to those of the Harrison School District.  These studies are:

· High/Scope Perry Preschool Project of Ypsilanti, Michigan
· Carolina Abecedarian
· Houston Parent-Child Development Center

· Head Start


The Abecedarian and Perry Preschool programs, which served African-American children in small cities, and the Houston Parent-Child Development Center which served Hispanic families, are important to the Harrison School District because of the similar student demographics.  Head Start is important because it is designed for students of low-income families, and because of the current partnership Harrison has with the Head Start Program.

High/Scope Perry Preschool Project of Ypsilanti, Michigan


One of the most famous and long-standing research projects of an early learning program is the High/Scope Perry Preschool Project of Ypsilanti, Michigan.  This project is a well-established childhood intervention program that has been in operation for almost 40 years.  It is mentioned frequently in early learning studies because researchers have followed the participants longer than any other early learning program.


In 1998, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the Ford Foundation funded a study of early childhood program participants who were then 27 years old.  They found:

· Social responsibility - By age 27, only one-fifth as many program group members as no-program group members were arrested 5 or more times (7% vs. 35%), and only one-third as many were ever arrested for drug dealing (7% vs. 25%).

· Earnings and economic status - At age 27, four times as many program group members as no-program group members earned $2,000 or more per month (29% vs. 7%). Almost three times as many owned their own homes (36% vs. 13%); and over twice as many owned two cars (30% vs. 13%). Three-fourths as many received welfare assistance or other social services at some time as adults (59% vs. 80%).

· Educational performance - One-third as many program group members as no-program group members graduated from regular or adult high school or received a General Education Development certification (71% vs. 54%). Earlier, the program group had a significantly higher average achievement score at age 14 and literacy score at age 19 than the no-program group.

· Commitment to marriage - Although the same percentages of program males and no-program males were married at age 27 (26%), the married program males were married nearly twice as long as the married no-program males (averages of 6.2 years vs. 3.3 years). Five times as many program females as no-program females were married at the age 27 interview (40% vs. 8%). Program females had only about two-thirds as many out-of-wedlock births as did no-program females (57% of births vs. 83% of births).

· Return on investment - A benefit-cost analysis was conducted by estimating the monetary value of the program and its effects in constant 1992 dollars discounted annually at 3%. Dividing the $88,433 in benefits per participant by the $12,356 in cost per participant results in a benefit-cost ratio of 716% of the program investment returned to the public.  The program was an extremely good economic investment, better than the stock market during the same period of time. By increasing the number of children per adult from 5 to 8, the program's cost per child per year could be reduced to $5,500 - just 21% higher than the average cost of Head Start Programs in 1995 - with no loss in quality or benefits.

The above results are summarized in Figure 1:


[image: image14.wmf]0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

All Students

Percentages on Students on IEP's

Study Group

Control Group


Figure 1.  High/Scope Perry Preschool Study:  Major Findings at Age 27

(http://www.highscope.org/research/perry0image1.gif)


There are seven additional graphs that document other significant successes of the High/Scope Perry Preschool Project illustrated in Appendix G, beginning on page 121.  The above information and additional data are available at the High/Scope Perry Preschool Project WebPages at http://www.ncjrs.org/html/ojjdp/2000_10_1/contents.html

Carolina Abecedarian Program


The Carolina Abecedarian Program is sponsored by the Frank Porter Graham Child Development Institute of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and is one of the nation's oldest multidisciplinary institutes for the study of young children and their families. Research and education activities focus on child development and health, especially factors that may put children at risk for developmental problems.  (http://www.fpg.unc.edu/)


There are several characteristics of this program which make it unique from most other programs.  These include:

· Children from low-income families receive full-time, high-quality educational intervention in a childcare setting from infancy through age five.

· Each child has an individualized prescription of educational activities.

· Educational activities consist of "games" incorporated into the child's day.

· Activities focus on social, emotional, and cognitive areas of development but give particular emphasis to language.



http://www.fpg.unc.edu/~abc/index.htm

The 1979 Abecedarian Project was a carefully controlled study in which 57 infants from low income families were randomly assigned to receive early intervention in a high quality childcare setting and 54 were in a non-treated control group.  This degree of scientific control gave investigators greater confidence that differences between the treated and untreated individuals could be attributed to the intervention itself, rather than to differences among treated and untreated families.


This early learning program study is valuable because the children's progress was monitored over time with follow-up studies conducted at ages 12, 15, and 21.  The latest study was released in October, 1999 and was funded by the following three organizations:

· The Maternal and Child Health Bureau of the Department of Health and Human Services (grant: MCJ-370632)

· The National Institute on Early Childhood Development and Education of the Office of Educational Research and Improvement, Department of Education (OERI, grant: R306F960202)

· The David and Lucile Packard Foundation (grants: 95-1796, 96-1752, 98-1047)


Earlier phases of the research were also funded by:

· The Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities Branch of the National Institutes of Child Health and Human Development

· The State of North Carolina


At the end of the preschool intervention, the treatment group significantly outperformed the control group in terms of IQ, with a seven point difference in the Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence (Ramey and Campbell, 1991).


The investigators performed follow-up assessments of study participants by measuring their cognitive functioning, academic skills, educational attainment, employment, parenthood, and social adjustment.  After 21 years it is noteworthy that 104 of the original 111 infants (53 from the intervention group and 51 controls) were assessed.


IQ scores at eight years of age continued to be significantly higher for the preschool participants than for the other children (Ramey and Campbell, 1991).  Four years after the intervention, at age 12, this favorable and significant difference was still found, but by age 15, although the difference was still favorable, it was no longer statistically significant (Campbell and Ramey, 1994, 1995).


Although the IQ effects diminished with time, at age 15 children who had participated in the preschool program still had significantly higher scores on tests of reading and mathematics, effects that had also been observed at ages 8 and 12 (Campbell and Ramey, 1995).  They also had less grade retention (significantly different at ages 8, 12, and 15) and less special education placement (significantly different at age 15 only).


Additionally, maternal interviews when the child was 54 months old showed that treatment mothers had significantly more years of education, after having had no difference at the start of the intervention.  Mothers in the program were also less likely to be unemployed and more likely to have a skilled or semi-skilled job.  (Ramey, Dorval, and Baker-Ward, 1983)


"Our study provides scientific evidence that early childhood education significantly improves the scholastic success and educational achievements of poor children even into early adulthood.  The importance of high quality, educational childcare from early infancy is now clear," said Dr. Frances Campbell, principal investigator of the Abecedarian Project Age 21 Follow-Up at the Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.  (Press release, October 21, 1999)


According to Campbell, Ramey, Pungello, Sparling, & Miller-Johnson (2002), the major findings reported in the study at age 21 were:

· Young adults who received early educational intervention had significantly higher mental test scores from toddlerhood through age 21 than did untreated controls.

· Enhanced language skills in the children appear to have mediated the effects of early intervention on mental test performance (i.e. cognitive skills).

· Reading achievement scores were consistently higher for individuals with early intervention.

· Mathematics achievement showed a pattern similar to that for reading, with treated individuals earning higher scores.

· Those with treatment were significantly more likely to still be in school at age 21 – 40% of the intervention group compared with 20% of the control group.

· A significant difference was also found for the percent of young adults who attended a four-year college.  About 35% of the young adults in the intervention group had either graduated from or were at the time of the assessment attending a four-year college or university.  In contrast, only about 14% in the control group had done so.

· Young adults in the intervention group were, on average, one year older (19.1 years) when their first child was born compared with those in the control group (17.7 years), although the youngest individuals in both groups were comparable in age when their first child was born.

· Employment rates were higher (65%) for the treatment group than for the control group (50%).


The above information is also documented on the UNC WebPages at http://www.fpg.unc.edu/~abc/embargoed/executive_summary.htm

See Appendix H, beginning on page 129, for an article on the Abecedarian Project published in This Week in Washington, Vol. XXI, No. 4, Jan. 28, 2000.

Houston Parent-Child Development Center


The Houston Parent-Child Development Center (HPCDC) opened in 1970 (along with two other centers in Birmingham and New Orleans).  They were developed in response to criticisms of Head Start, that by enrolling children only after age three, Head Start began too late to be effective, and that its programs lacked continuity.


The HPCDC had the same goal as Head Start, to promote the social competence of low-income children, but they began at a much earlier age.  They enrolled one-year-old Mexican-American children recruited from low-income, mostly two-parent families.  One of its stated goals was the prevention of behavior problems in children, which was rare in early learning programs.


The Houston program had a two-fold approach.  During the first year, paraprofessionals made 26 to 30 home visits with mothers and babies, each lasting about an hour and a half.  The program also offered six family workshops for the entire family.  In the second year, mothers and children came to the center four mornings a week for nine months.  The two-year-olds were in a nursery school that had a strong cognitive and language training component.  The curriculum for mothers was designed to encourage them to be affectionate, to use praise appropriately, to engage children in verbal interactions, and to increase opportunities for intellectual stimulation.  Mothers were trained to provide the continuity that critics believed to be lacking in Head Start.  (Johnson, 1997)


There have been four follow-up studies of the Houston program conducted over a period of 15 years.  At the end of the two-year program, researchers found solid differences between participating and non-participating mothers in their relations with their children.  This was a major goal of the program, because research had demonstrated that mother-child interactions at age three can be used to predict behavior problems in school.


In the second and third follow-up studies, the children were ages four to seven and eight to eleven respectively.  Significantly more control children than program children were scored as impulsive, restless, destructive, and involved in fights.  The school achievement of program children was also higher, as measured by the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. (Johnson, 1997)


Also, children ages eight to eleven who participated in the intervention had a decreased need for bilingual education services, with 14 percent of experimental children versus 36 percent of control children enrolled in bilingual education at the time of the follow-up survey (Johnson & Walker, 1991).


The fourth follow-up took place when the children were aged nine to sixteen years and included participants from all three cities (Houston, New Orleans and Birmingham).  In all, researchers collected data from mothers, teachers, and school counselors on 584 program children and control children and 473 siblings (about 90 percent of the sample for New Orleans and Birmingham, and about 70 percent of the Houston sample).  They also examined juvenile court records.


Although achievement test scores were significantly higher for the treatment group at the same age, there were no significant differences in grade retention, special education referral, or school grades.  Preliminary results at ages nine to sixteen show no differences in delinquency rates for program participants versus controls.

Three other issues were of particular interest in this study:

· Would the Birmingham and New Orleans Centers show primary prevention results for conduct disorders?  (Only the Houston Center had the stated goal of the prevention of behavior problems in children.)

· Would they extend to younger and older siblings of the children in the three cities?

· Would the Houston findings for conduct disorders continue into high school for all cohorts?


The answers to the first two questions were negative.  In Birmingham and New Orleans, researchers could detect no program effects on children’s conduct disorders or school achievement, nor did there appear to be effects for siblings of children in the three cities.  The answer to whether the behavioral effects continued into high school for the Houston group was mixed.


On measures of conduct disorders, there were again no differences between the percentages of program and control children who fell within the clinical range (that is, the range of scores that might lead children to be referred for treatment).


Delinquency rates were very low for the Houston Center (they were higher in New Orleans and Birmingham), but the program appears to have had no effects.  Mothers reported that the program was continuing to have positive effects on their children’s behavior but their teachers saw no differences.  Part of the explanation is that it proved very difficult to follow up with the older children in the sample.  Teachers had very little individual contact with them, and several Houston high schools attended by sample members were in disarray.  Researchers also determined that the significant differences in Houston were largely due to the scores of the first four cohorts, suggesting that attempts to replicate the program met with diminishing success.


At this point, any conclusions about the long-term effects of the Houston program must be anecdotal, since the analyses for the fourth evaluation have not been completed.  Study director Dale L. Johnson has reiterated the Houston PCDC was neither a parent education program nor an early childhood program, but a parent-child interaction program.  It emphasized family relationships and achieved significant improvements in aspects of parenting that are demonstrably linked to behavior problems.  But Dr. Johnson points to growing evidence that there is a high incidence of depression among low-income women and also a strong relationship between maternal depression and child behavior problems.  He speculates that intervention and treatment of depression in the context of these programs might have added to their effectiveness in preventing conduct disorders in children.


For more information on Parent Child Development Center Programs contact:

Dr. Dale Johnson-Stone

Department of Psychology

University of Houston-University Park

Houston, TX 77004

(713) 743-8612

Head Start Programs


Head Start is the largest early learning program in the nation.  This publicly funded program was conceived in 1964 when the Federal government asked a panel of child development experts to design a program to help communities overcome the handicaps of disadvantaged preschool children.  The panel report became the blueprint for the Head Start Program.


The first Head Start venture was an eight-week summer program launched by the Office of Economic Opportunity in 1965.  It was designed to help break the cycle of poverty by providing preschool children of low-income families with a comprehensive program to meet their emotional, social, health, nutritional, and psychological needs.  Recruiting children age three to school entry age, Head Start was enthusiastically received by educators, child development specialists, community leaders, and parents across the nation.  Currently, Head Start serves approximately 751,000 children and their families each year in urban and rural areas in all fifty states, the District of Columbia, and the U.S. Territories, and includes American Indians and migrant children.


In 1969, Head Start was transferred from the Office of Economic Opportunity to the Office of Child Development in the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, and has now become a program within the Administration on Children, Youth and Families at the Department of Health and Human Services.


The program is locally administered by more than 1,400 community-based, non-profit organizations and school systems.  Grants are awarded by the Federal government to operate the local Head Start Programs but cannot exceed eighty percent of the costs of the program.  The community must contribute twenty percent of the operating costs.  The contributions may be in cash or contributed services.


There are four major components in Head Start, and there are performance standards for each part to ensure every local program meets the goals of these components.  The four goals are Education, Health, Parent Involvement, and Social Services.


The following data for fiscal year 2001 shows the demographics of the children served by Head Start Programs. (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, 2002  http://www2.acf.dhhs. gov/programs/hsb/research/02_hsfs.htm)
Ages:



Five-year-olds and older

  4%



Four-year-olds


54%



Three-year-olds


35%



Under 3 years of age

  7%


Racial/Ethnic Composition:



American Indian


  4%



Hispanic



30%



Black




34%



White




30%



Asian




  2%



Hawaiian/Pacific Islander

  1%


Number of Grantees:



Number of classrooms

 48,512



Number of Centers


 18,735


Average cost per child


 $6,633


Paid staff



          195,000


Volunteers



       1,345,000


During the 2000-2001 operating period:

· 13 percent of the Head Start enrollment consisted of children with disabilities, (mental retardation, health impairments, visual handicaps, hearing impairments, emotional disturbance, speech and language impairments, orthopedic handicaps and learning disabilities)

· 46,500 children participated in home-based Head Start Program services

· 29 percent of Head Start Program staff members are parents of current or former Head Start children.  Over 827,000 parents volunteered in their local Head Start Program

· 77 percent of Head Start families had annual income of less than $15,000 per year

· Head Start Programs are encouraged to use non-Head Start resources in their communities for Head Start children and their families. 59 percent of Head Start children were enrolled in the Medicaid/Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis and Treatment (EPSDT) program which pays for their medical and dental services.


The Early Head Start Program began in 1994 upon the recommendations of the Secretary's Advisory Committee on Services for Families with Infants and Toddlers.  The task to establish this program was given to the Administration on Children, Youth and Families (ACYF).  The outcome is a two-generation program to enhance children's development and health, strengthen family and community partnerships, and support the staff delivering new services to low-income families with pregnant women, infants, or toddlers.


In 1995 and 1996, the ACYF funded the first 143 programs and revised the Head Start Program Performance Standards to bring Early Head Start under the Head Start umbrella.  They then created an ongoing national system of training and technical assistance (provided by the Early Head Start National Resource Center in coordination with ACYF's regional offices and training centers), and began conducting regular program monitoring to ensure compliance with the performance standards.  Today, the program operates in 664 communities and serves some 55,000 children.


The Early Head Start Program has three options:

· Center-based - providing all services to families through center-based childcare and education, parent education, and a minimum of two home visits per year to each family

· Home-based - providing all services to families through weekly home visits and at least two group socializations per month for each family

· Mixed approach - a diverse group of programs providing center-based services to some families, home-based services to other families, or a mixture of center-based and home-based services


The Early Head Start Program has been operating for seven years.  In June 2002, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services reported the following successes:
· Early Head Start children scored higher on a standardized assessment of cognitive development, the Bayley Scales of Infant Development Mental Development Index (MDI; mean of 91.4 for the Early Head Start group vs. 89.9 for the control group).

· A smaller percentage of Early Head Start children (27.3 vs. 32.0 percent) scored in the at-risk range of developmental functioning (below 85 on the Bayley MDI).  Although the Early Head Start children scored significantly higher than their control group peers, they continued to score below the mean of the national norms (a score of 100).

· At age three, Early Head Start children scored higher on a standardized assessment of receptive language, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT-III; 83.3 for the Early Head Start group vs. 81.1 for the program group).  In addition, significantly fewer program children (51.1 vs. 57.1 percent) scored in the at-risk range of developmental functioning.  Early Head Start children scored well below national norms (mean score of 100), although they scored higher than children in the control group.

· Early Head Start Programs had favorable impacts on several aspects of social-emotional development at age three.  Early Head Start children were observed to engage their parents more, were less negative to their parents, and were more attentive to objects during play.  In addition, they were rated lower in aggressive behavior by their parents than control children.

· Early Head Start parents were observed to be more emotionally supportive and had significantly higher scores than control parents on a commonly used measure of the home environment, the Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment (HOME).

· Early Head Start parents were more likely to read daily to their child (56.8 versus 52.0 percent).

· Early Head Start parents were also less likely than control group parents to engage in negative parenting behaviors.

· Early Head Start parents were less detached than control group parents, and 46.7 percent of Early Head Start parents reported that they spanked their children in the past week, compared with 53.8 percent of control group parents.

· Early Head Start parents reported a greater repertoire of discipline strategies, including more mild and fewer punitive strategies.

· Early Head Start mothers were less likely to have subsequent births during the first two years after they enrolled.  22.9 percent of the program group vs. 27.1 percent of the control group mothers gave birth to another child within two years after beginning the study.


Herrnstein and Murray (1994) concluded that public programs like Head Start do not improve cognitive functioning as the more intensive and costly preschool programs do.  However, the demographics of children attending Head Start Programs are vastly different than the demographics of children attending the more intensive and costly preschool programs.


The statistics for Head Start children are typically less than the national norms because the participating children are from low-income families, and many of them have special disabilities.  For this reason, the national Head Start Bureau declared the ultimate goal of the program is to enhance the social competence of children from low-income families.  Social competence is defined by the Bureau as a child's everyday effectiveness in dealing with both the present environment and later responsibilities in school and life.  When a five-year-old child comes to the end of the preschool period, a key test of social competence is how well he or she functions and adjusts to the demands of kindergarten and elementary school.


In November 2000, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services reported the following successes of the mainstream Head Start Program:

· Head Start children showed good academic progress in the first four years of public school, with their largest gains in the first two years.

· When they entered kindergarten, they scored substantially below the national average (by about 8 points) in their reading scores on the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement.  By the end of the second and third grade, however, they performed essentially at the national average.  Reading skills included letter and word recognition as well as reading passage comprehension.

· In math, Head Start children were more than 15 points below the national average during kindergarten, but showed a rapid rise by the end of first grade and continued to advance to levels at and slightly above the national average in second and third grade respectively.  Math scores reflected children's numerical computational skills and their math problem solving ability.

· Head Start children not only "maintained" any gains that might have resulted from their Head Start experience, but they showed acceleration in reading and math.

· In terms of the children's receptive language skills or their vocabulary knowledge, the gains were less dramatic and their scores remained lower relative to national norms than in reading and math.

· Collectively, the assessment data compiled provides strong support for the conclusion that Head Start children typically enter school "ready to learn" and that they can achieve academically at national norms.


The 2000 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Report also documented the following concerns:

· Despite the overall well being of the children, somewhat more than 40% of the primary caregivers (mostly mothers) were screened positive for depressive symptomatology when their children enter kindergarten.  About 19% of the mothers reported continued, chronic problems with depression when their children were completing third grade.

· Approximately 3% of former Head Start families reported that the primary caregiver suffered major health problems sufficient to interfere with their ability to provide routine support for their children's learning and participation in school related activities.

· The conclusion was there is a strong need to consider the well being of the child's primary caregiver, particularly in the field of mental health services, during the child's transition to school.


In 1999 Zill, Resnick & Hubbell McKey produced a report for the Head Start Program based on the Family and Child Experiences Survey (FACES).  Their findings included:

· “Typical” children (those at the median) completing Head Start could do the following:

· Tell their full name and age

· Identify ten basic colors by name

· Show the meaning of basic shape and action words

· Count four objects and solve simple addition and subtraction problems

· Use a pencil to copy a circle or letters like “Z” and “E”

· Show the front cover of a story book and open it to start reading

· Answer simple factual questions about a story that was read to them

· Most children completing Head Start had learned the following social skills needed in the kindergarten classroom:

· Using free time in acceptable ways (64%)

· Helping in putting work materials away (62%)

· Following the teacher’s directions (60%)

· Joining in activities without being told (56%)

· Waiting their turn in games (53%)

· Following the rules when playing games (52%)

· There are a number of things that many graduates of Head Start could not do:

· Identify most letters of the alphabet

· Write letters of the alphabet on request

· Copy more complex geometric figures, like a star or parallelogram

· Show they knew you go from left to right and top to bottom when reading English text

· The majority of Head Start graduates had not yet mastered the following:

· Accepting classmates’ ideas for play (47 percent)

· Inviting others to join in activities (46 percent)

· Giving compliments to classmates very often (25 percent)

· Not getting upset when teased by other children (20 percent)

· Head Start children who were four years old or older by the end of the previous calendar year had median standard scores of almost 90 on three of the four tasks for which normative data were available.  (National standardization samples are set at 100)  The median standard scores were:

· 88.7 for the Peabody Picture Word Vocabulary Test - Third edition (PPVT - III)

· 87.9 on the Woodcock-Johnson--Revised (WJ-R) Applied Problems Math Task

· 90.2 on the WJ-R Letter-Word Identification Task

· 87.9 on the WJ-R Dictation writing task

· Children in the highest quarter of the Head Start sample were close to the national mean of 100 on all of the four tasks.  These values were:

· 98 for the Peabody Vocabulary Task

· 98 on the WJ-R Math Task

· 96 on the WJ-R Letter Identification Task

· 98 on the WJ-R Dictation Task

· Thus, the upper fourth of Head Start students were essentially at the national norm.  However, children in the lowest quarter of the Head Start sample had standard scores that ranged from 78 to 83.

· Children in Head Start showed significant expansion of their vocabularies between the beginning and end of the program year.  Children in the FACES sample who were four years old or older by the end of the calendar year demonstrated that they knew 11 more words on the PPVT-III in the spring of the Head Start year than they knew in the fall.
Summary


In summary, the preponderance of the literature demonstrates there is a measurable short-term and long-term increase in student achievement that is attributable to the early learning experience of the participants.


More significantly, there is a substantial benefit to society in the quality of life for the participants of early learning programs as well as their parents, employers, friends and the community at large.  This benefit can be measured in reduced medical expenses, reduced tax burden for social services, increased payment of taxes, and decreased criminal activity.  According to the Perry Preschool Program evaluation of participants at age 27, the dollars that are saved by society as a whole due to the above factors exceed the costs of the early learning experience by over 700% (Appendix G, beginning on page 121).

CHAPTER THREE

Methodology

Overview of the Research


The purpose of this study was to determine whether students who participated in the Harrison School District Early Learning Program demonstrated a subsequent academic achievement equal to the students who began their educational experience in the Harrison School District who did not participate in a preschool program.  Stated differently, were the students who qualified for the Harrison Preschool Program given the necessary preparation to compete with those students who did not quality and therefore did not attend the Harrison Preschool Program?


To accomplish this, the author compared the standardized achievement scores of all the students currently enrolled in the district who had participated in the Harrison Early Learning Program (the study group) with those students who have been in the district since kindergarten but who did not attend the Harrison Early Learning Program (the control group).


The Harrison Preschool Program is operated by the Community Partnership for Child Development (CPCD).  CPCD is the local Federal Grantee that administers the Head Start Program for the Harrison School District.  Thus, the Harrison Preschool Program is synonymous with the local Head Start Program.

Participants


The participants in this study were students who had been in the Harrison School District for their entire educational experience.  They ranged in age from five to eighteen (kindergarten to twelfth grade).  The population was composed of both male and female, represented a wide range of ethnic diversity, and encompassed a broad socio-economic background.


The participants were divided into two groups: the study group and the control group.  The study group was comprised of all students currently enrolled in the Harrison School District who participated in the Harrison Preschool Program.  The control group was composed of those students who had been in the Harrison School District since kindergarten but who did not attend the Harrison Preschool Program.


The identification of the study group was accomplished by two methods.  First, a survey was developed and distributed to every one of the 11,000 students in the district to identify which students attended the Harrison preschool program and to so designate them in the district database.  Secondly, the rosters of the students who attended the Harrison preschool program were obtained from CDCD and were used to verify those students who were so designated in the database.  In addition, the rosters were used to identify students who might not have returned the survey.


The identification of the control group was accomplished by manually reviewing the Cumulative File of each of the 11,000 students in the district to identify those students who had been in the Harrison School District since kindergarten.  If a student had been in the district since kindergarten, and they were not designated as being in the study group, they were temporarily assigned to the control group.


Another factor that would improperly influence the control group was if the student attended a preschool experience before kindergarten other than the Harrison Preschool Program.  To eliminate those students from the control group, the author incorporated a survey into the Federal PL874 form that goes to every family in the district who has a child in school.  It is required that these Federal forms be filled out and returned, so it was a rare survey in that it has a 100% return.  If a parent indicated their child attended a preschool other than the Harrison preschool, that information was processed into the database to remove those students from the control group.  A copy of this survey is in Appendix I, beginning on page 131.


Thus, the final composition of the control group was those students who had been in the Harrison School District since kindergarten and who had not attended the Harrison Preschool Program or any other preschool program.


The preceding procedures allowed the comparison of students who attended the Harrison Preschool Program (the study group) with those students who did not attend the Harrison Preschool Program but who had been in the district since the first day of kindergarten (the control group).  Thus, all the students in the study experienced the same public school education.


Also, as part of the data entry process, the data field for each student's date of entry into the district (as recorded in their Cumulative File) was verified to assure that the participants in the study were properly identified with their preschool class.


Table 1 below shows by grade level how many students were in the study group and how many were in the control group for this research.

Table 1

Number of students in the Study Group and the Control Group

Year
Currently in this grade
Participated in CPCD
Study Group
Control Group

2002-03
Preschool
406



2001-02
Kindergarten
318
232


2000-01
1
315
219


1999-00
2
379
231


1998-99
3
606
268
194

1997-98
4
587
184
197

1996-97
5
578
190
183

1995-96
6
422
142
240

1994-95
7
553
104
164

1993-94
8
260
65
123

1992-93
9
N/A
44
115

1991-92
10
N/A
39
90

1990-91
11
N/A
36
88

1989-90
12
N/A
18
62


There are 11,000 students in the Harrison School District.  Table 1 also shows how many students participated in the early learning programs for the past ten years.  The difference between the number of students who participated in the preschool program and the number of students who are still in the Harrison School District (the study group) gives an indication of the mobility of the student population.

Instruments


After identifying the research subjects, the author verified that all the available student assessment scores were entered into the district database.  Assessments which were not in the database, were entered so that all the necessary data was available for this study.


The author proceeded to conduct the research by analyzing the achievement scores of the study group and comparing them to the achievement scores of the control group.  The assessment instruments used in this research are listed below:


The STAR Reading assessment is a product of Renaissance Learning, Inc., located in Wisconsin Rapids, Wisconsin (800 338-4204).  (http://www.renlearn.com/starreading/default.htm)  STAR Reading is a computer-administered assessment that allows immediate feedback for the teacher and the student, and shows whether the student is reading at grade level, above or below grade level.  The STAR Reading assessment has been validated with a nationally representative sample of more than 60,000 student tests.  The scores have been correlated with results on the popular standardized tests.  The latest version includes new normative data to ensure that students are compared with peers of today.  The STAR Reading assessment has 16 reports to help validate the placement of students, improve school-to-home communications, and monitor individual reading progress.


The STAR Math assessment is also a product of Renaissance Learning, Inc.  (http://www.renlearn.com/starmath/default.htm)  STAR Math is a computer-administered tool that allows immediate feedback for the teacher and the student, and shows whether the student's math proficiency is at grade level, above or below grade level.  STAR Math has been validated with nearly 80,000 students.  The results have been correlated to popular high-stakes standardized tests.


The STAR assessment is on a CD-ROM in Appendix J, beginning on page 134.  Since it is a computer-generated assessment it is not available in hard copy form.


The Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP) is a State required assessment administered in reading, writing, math and science.  Because it has been integrated into the Colorado school systems on a gradual basis, not all the assessments are available for all the students in all the grades.  However, comparisons have been studied where sufficient data was available.  McGraw Hill Publishers, who won it through a competitive bid at the State level, develops this assessment.  The State of Colorado guarantees the validity of the assessment.


Copies of the CSAP assessments are not in the appendix because they are not available.  The State does not release copies of this assessment.


Even though both of the previous two assessments are nationally normed, it was not an imperative consideration for this research since the focus of this study was comparing two groups to each other on the same assessments.


The third measure of comparison that was utilized is the district Individual Education Plan (IEP).  The Harrison School District uses a complex Assessment Matrix in the elementary grades (kindergarten through fifth grade) to determine if a student should be placed on an IEP.  This Assessment Matrix shows the huge scope of assessment data that is used in determining whether or not to place a student on an IEP.  It is included in Appendix K, beginning on page 136.

If a student does not meet the minimum requirements as outlined in the Assessment Matrix, an Individual Education Plan is developed for that student in conjunction with that student's parents.  This research did not use the specific scores of each of the assessments listed in the Matrix.  Rather, if a student was placed on an IEP, that was in itself an indictor of them having an educational deficiency.  Thus, comparing the percentages of students in the study group who were placed on IEP's with the percentages of students in the control group who were placed on IEP's allowed for an accurate comparison of academic achievement without analyzing the data of each specific assessment.


The assessments referenced in the Assessment Matrix include the Marie Clay Survey of Early Literacy Achievement, the Basic Reading Inventory, and the Developmental Reading Assessment.  These assessments are used primarily with students in kindergarten through the second grade because the STAR and the CSAP assessments begin with the second and third grade respectively.  They are also used with students in higher grades who are on an Individual Education Plan because they are reading below grade level.


The Marie Clay Survey of Early Literacy Achievement is published by Heinemann Education in Auckland, New Zealand.  This assessment measures:

· Oral language, a child's control over sentence structures, and inflections

· The reading of continuous text

· Letter knowledge

· Reading vocabulary (words known in reading)

· Writing vocabulary (words known in writing)

· Concepts about print (how print encodes information)

· Hearing sounds in words (dictation)

· Making links between those sounds and letters


The Basic Reading Inventory is an early literacy assessment developed by Jerry L. Johns from Northern Illinois University.  The assessment measures a student's literacy proficiency using:

· Alphabet Knowledge

· Writing

· Literacy Knowledge

· Wordless Picture Reading

· Picture Story

· Auditory Discrimination

· Phoneme Awareness

· Phoneme Segmentation

· Basic Word Knowledge

· Pre-Primer Passages


The Developmental Reading Assessment is published by Celebration Press in Glenview, Illinois.  The assessment was validated by 84 primary classroom teachers from 1988 to 1996, with continual feedback coming in from users since that date.  The assessment is administered by having early learning students read grade appropriate stories and assessed by the listening teacher who has been trained to score a child's reading ability.


The Marie Clay Survey of Early Literacy Achievement, the Basic Reading Inventory, and the Developmental Reading Assessment are all in the author's possession but are large reference training manuals.  They are not included in this dissertation because of their size, but they will be brought with the author to the oral defense of this dissertation.

Procedures:


To ensure the confidentiality of the students, a totally random list of numbers was generated.  Those random numbers were then associated with the real district student identification numbers in a database table that is in the possession of the district database manager.  This step was done so that the district administrators in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction, who have legal rights to this information, are able to use the data generated by this research for additional student remediation they deem appropriate.


The district database, with all the academic demographic information, was then delivered to the author after the district student numbers and all personal identification had been removed.  The Superintendent of the Harrison School District has signed a Research Consent Form and Statement of Confidentiality that is included in Appendix L, beginning on page 141.


After having established the composition of the study group and the control group, the author began the comparison and analysis of the achievement scores of each group.  Tables 2, 3 and 4 on the following pages, entitled “Data Analysis Points for Achievement Comparisons”, list all the assessments in the database used by the author in this research and the current grade level of the students who took those assessments.





Table 2

    Data Analysis Points for CSAP Achievement Comparisons

TEST
1996-1997
Current Grade
1997-1998
Current Grade
1998-1999
Current Grade









CSAP
4-Reading 
10
3-Reading
8
3-Reading
7


4-Writing 
10
4-Reading
9
4-Reading
8




4-Writing
9
7-Reading
11






4-Writing
8






7-Writing
11





























































































Table 2 (con't)

    Data Analysis Points for CSAP Achievement Comparisons
TEST
1999-2000
Current Grade
2000-2001
Current Grade
2001-2002
Current Grade









CSAP
3-Reading
6
3-Reading
5
3-Reading
4


4-Reading
7
4-Reading
6
4-Reading
5


7-Reading
10
5-Reading
7
5-Reading
6


4-Writing
7
6-Reading
8
6-Reading
7


7-Writing
10
7-Reading
9
7-Reading
8


5-Math
8
8-Reading
10
8-Reading
9


8-Math
11
9-Reading
11
9-Reading
10


8-Science
11
10-Reading
12
10-Reading
11




4-Writing
6
3-Writing
4




7-Writing
9
4-Writing
5




10-Writing
12
5-Writing
6




5-Math
7
6-Writing
7




8-Math
10
7-Writing
8




10-Math
12
8-Writing
9




8-Science
10
9-Writing
10






10-Writing
11






5-Math
6






6-Math
7






7-Math
8






8-Math
9






9-Math
10






10-Math
11






8-Science
9





Table 3

  Data Analysis Points for STAR Achievement Comparisons
TEST
2000-2001
Current Grade
2001-2002
Current Grade







STAR Reading






1
3
1
2


2
4
2
3


3
5
3
4


4
6
4
5


5
7
5
6


6
8
6
7


7
9
7
8


8
10
8
9


9
11
9
10


10
12
10
11




11
12

STAR Math








2
3


3
5
3
4


4
6
4
5


5
7
5
6


6
8
6
7


7
9
7
8


8
10
8
9


9
11
9
10


10
12
10
11




11
12





Table 4

  Data Analysis Points for Individual Education Plan Assignments

TEST
1999-2000
Current Grade
2000-2001
Current Grade
2001-2002
Current Grade









IEP*








K
3
K
2
K
1


1
4
1
3
1
2


2
5
2
4
2
3


3
6
3
5
3
4


4
7
4
6
4
5


5
8
5
7
5
6

*  IEP = Individual Education Plan

The preceding tables outline where achievement comparisons were made utilizing the available assessment data.  The shaded columns list the subject assessment and the grade in which it was given.  The numbers in the white columns give the current grade of the students.

In Table 1 on page 39 the following associations were demonstrated:

2001-2002 Preschool Class
Currently in Kindergarten

2000-2001 Preschool Class
Currently in First Grade

1999-2000 Preschool Class
Currently in Second Grade

1998-1999 Preschool Class
Currently in Third Grade

1997-1998 Preschool Class
Currently in Fourth Grade

1996-1997 Preschool Class
Currently in Fifth Grade

1995-1996 Preschool Class
Currently in Sixth Grade

1994-1995 Preschool Class
Currently in Seventh Grade

1993-1994 Preschool Class
Currently in Eighth Grade

1992-1993 Preschool Class
Currently in Ninth Grade

1991-1992 Preschool Class
Currently in Tenth Grade

1990-1991 Preschool Class
Currently in Eleventh Grade

1989-1990 Preschool Class
Currently in Twelfth Grade


Thus, for example, the preschool class of 1994-95 is now in seventh grade.  By looking at the assessments in Table 2 which match the current grade equal to "7", it can be seen those same students took the following CSAP assessments:

· In the 1998-1999 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 3rd grade CSAP Reading assessment.

· In the 1999-2000 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 4th grade CSAP Reading assessment.

· In the 1999-2000 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 4th grade CSAP Writing assessment.

· In the 2000-2001 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 5th grade CSAP Reading assessment.

· In the 2000-2001 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 5th grade CSAP Math assessment.

· In the 2001-2002 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 6th grade CSAP Reading assessment.

· In the 2001-2002 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 6th grade CSAP Writing assessment.

· In the 2001-2002 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 6th grade CSAP Math assessment.

Looking at the assessments in Table 3 which match the current grade equal to "7", those same students have taken the following STAR assessments:

· In the 2000-2001 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 5th grade STAR Reading assessment.

· In the 2000-2001 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 5th grade STAR Math assessment.

· In the 2001-2002 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 6th grade STAR Reading assessment.

· In the 2001-2002 column, it shows the current 7th graders took the 6th grade STAR Math assessment.

Looking at the assessments in Table 4 which match the current grade equal to "7", those same students can be compared using the percentages of the study group and the control group who were placed on Individual Education Plans at the following points:

· In the 2000-2001 column, it shows the current 7th graders that were placed on an IEP in the 5th grade.

· In the 2001-2002 column, it shows the current 7th graders that were placed on an IEP in the 6th grade.


Thus, the author was able to compare the current seventh grade study group to the current seventh grade control group in 12 different assessments.  The author was also able to compare the percentages of study group and control group students who were placed on IEP's in two different years.  This number of comparisons adds credibility to the validity of this research.


Using the same procedure, CSAP and STAR assessment comparisons, and IEP placement comparisons, were made for all the other current grades listed in Tables 2, 3 and 4.


After the above described comparisons were made for the total populations of the study group and control group, the author disaggregated the data by ethnicity and performed all the above comparisons for the Asian, Hispanic, Black and White student populations.  The data was then disaggregated by gender and the author performed all the above assessment comparisons for the male and female populations.  Lastly, the data was disaggregated by socio-economic status and the author performed all the above assessment comparisons for the study group and the control group for the populations who were on the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch (FFRL) program and also for the populations in each group who were not on the FFRL program.


The results that were generated indicated whether the study group performed the same as, better, or worse than the control group for each grade in which the assessments were administered.  The analysis of this data also allowed the author to address long-term retention issues by determining if the gains that were realized by the study group remained over time.  Tables 2, 3 and 4 demonstrate that data comparisons were derived for some groups up to twelve years after their preschool experience.


To date, there have been 56 CSAP assessments administered by the State of Colorado.  There have been 36 STAR assessments administered by the school district, and there have been 18 points for IEP comparisons.  Therefore, for the total 110 comparison points and the nine different population categories, the author performed 972 statistical analyses on the study and control groups.  In so doing, the author performed over 800 Microsoft Access database queries, and generated over 600 Microsoft Excel spreadsheets.  The results of these comparisons are discussed in Chapter Four.


There is much debate regarding the long-term retention of early learning programs.  The author examined both the short-term impact (first three years) and also the long-term impact (four to eight years).


Other factors were also studied.  The study group as a whole had a lower poverty level than the control group.  This was not surprising since the study group students qualified for the Federal Head Start Program.  The comparative analysis between the groups showed that all the way through the 12th grade the number of study group students on FFRL program exceeded the number of study group students who were not on the FFRL program.  However, for the control group, the number of students on the FFRL program was less than the number of control group students not on the FFRL program.


Lastly, the author looked at the retention rate, but there was no significant difference between the study group and the control group.  There was, in fact, very little retention in either group.  The author believes this was due to the accepted procedure of passing students who should have been retained because of social pressure.  This is not entirely without justification since studies have shown that students who are retained have a significantly higher dropout rate than students who are not retained.


Throughout the study, all the above calculations and analyses were shared with several Harrison School District administrators in the area of Curriculum and Instruction.  With their professional interests and backgrounds, they made many valuable suggestions which were incorporated into this study.  For example, the author began the comparison of the study group and control group using the Colorado Department of Education point system.  This point system assigned values as follows:

Unsatisfactory performance
-.05 points

Partially Proficient


 0.5 points

Proficient



 1.0 points

Advanced



 1.5 points


The author's colleagues pointed out that using the raw scale scores would yield a more accurate comparison because of the built in penalty the State wished to impose on districts whose students were not performing well.  The author is indebted to his colleagues for their interest in this study and their suggestions.

CHAPTER FOUR

Results


The results of the research for this dissertation will be presented as follows:

· Description of the Population

· Description of the Subgroups

· Data Used for the Research

· Results of the Statistical Analysis Performed on the Data

· Results of the Data Analysis Relating to Each of the Five Research Questions.

Description of the Population


One of the first considerations to point out is this research did not use samples because the data for the entire population of the study was available to the author.  This is important because all the statistical analyses performed had to be done using formulas and data analysis tools that were designed for use with entire populations.


The participants in this study were students who have been in the Harrison School District for their entire educational experience.  They ranged in age from five to eighteen (kindergarten to twelfth grade).  The population was composed of both male and female students who represented a wide range of ethnic diversity, and encompassed broad socio-economic backgrounds.


The participants were divided into two groups: the study group and the control group.  The study group was comprised of all students currently enrolled in the Harrison School District who participated in the Harrison Preschool Program.  The control group was composed of those students who have been in the Harrison School District since kindergarten but who did not attend the Harrison Preschool Program.  The process used to identify these two groups is explained in the Participants section on pages 37-38 of Chapter Three.  Table 1 on page 39 shows by grade level how many students were in the study group and how many were in the control group.

Description of the Subgroups


In addition to doing an analysis on the entire population, the study group and control group were disaggregated by ethnicity, gender and socio-economic levels.  The ethnic groups studied were Asian, Hispanic, Black and White (not Hispanic) student populations.  Although there were Native American students in the population, their numbers were so small that no valid statistical analyses could be performed.  The Asian population bordered on being too small, but the author believed the numbers were large enough to do the internal comparisons which were the focus of this study.  However, some of the graphs of the variance and standard deviations presented later need to be understood in light of their smaller numbers.


The student population was then disaggregated by gender and the author performed all the same assessment comparisons on the male and female populations that were performed on the entire population and on each of the ethnic subgroups mentioned in the previous paragraph.


Lastly, the student population was disaggregated by socio-economic status.  The criteria for determining this sub-population was based on the students' participation in the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch (FFRL) program.  In addition to the usual respect for confidentiality which is addressed in the  Research Consent Form and Statement of Confidentiality (signed by The Superintendent of the Harrison School District and included in Appendix L, beginning on page 141), there is an additional level of confidentiality around the FFRL program.  However, given the steps outlined in the Procedures section on page 44, there is no way anyone can know the identity of any of the individual students, or their possible participation in the FFRL program, unless they are legally authorized to have access to that information, again as described on page 44.  Having designated which students were in each socio-economic group, the author performed all the above assessment comparisons on these groups as were performed on the ethnic and gender sub-populations.

Data Used for the Research


Having identified nine categories of students to be analyzed (the entire population, four ethnic sub-groups, two gender sub-groups, and two socio-economic sub-groups), the assessments were identified with which to compare the study group and the control group in each of the nine categories.


The comparisons between the performances of the study group and the control group were executed using the Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP), the STAR reading and math assessments, and the placement of students on the Harrison School District Individual Education Plan (IEP).  Each of these tools are described in detail in the Instruments section in Chapter Three on pages 40 and following.


To date, the State of Colorado has administered 56 CSAP exams in four discipline areas - reading, writing, math and science.  The Harrison School District has administered 36 STAR assessments in the reading and math curricular disciplines, and has implemented the IEP program in six grades for three years for a total of 18 comparison points.  (There were actually 39 STAR assessments administered, but three of them had insufficient populations to be statistically significant.)  This wealth of data allowed the author to perform comparisons over a sufficient spectrum of assessments to draw conclusions with a comfortable degree of certainty.


As was mentioned at the conclusion of Chapter Three on pages 49-50, the author performed 972 statistical analyses on the study and control groups using the 110 comparison opportunities on each of the nine different sub-population categories mentioned above.  In so doing, the author performed over 800 Microsoft Access database queries, and generated over 600 Microsoft Excel spreadsheet comparisons from which to draw his conclusions.

Results of the Statistical Analyses Performed on the Data


Of the 110 comparisons executed by the author to determine if there was any statistical significance between the performances of the study group and the control group, there was not one instance where the academic performance of the students in the study group differed from the academic performance of the students in the control group.  There was one instance where the z-Test yielded a significance calculation of p ( .05, but this discrepancy is explained later in this dissertation.

Research Question #1


Was the subsequent achievement performance of students who participated in the Harrison School District Early Learning Programs significantly different from those students who did not participate in these programs?


This is the primary research question which was stated on page 1 of Chapter One of this dissertation.  The answer is there is no significant difference between the achievement performance of the study group and the control group on any of the assessments utilized in this study.  This is demonstrated by the graph of the means of the two groups in Figure 2 on the next page.

Figure 2

[image: image1.wmf]Means of All Students for All 56 CSAP Assessments


The statistical data for all the students for all 56 CSAP assessments is presented in Table 5 on the following page.  Note the z-Test value is 0.90 which is considerably above p ( .05.

Table 5

CSAP Statistics for All Students for All 56 Assessments



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of all 56 CSAP Exams


529
530







Standard Deviation of all 56 CSAP exams


60.5
59.5







Variance of (entire) Population


3658
3536







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.90









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
528.66
530.14



Standard Error
8.16
8.02



Median
493.50
497.50



Mode
492.00
486.00



Kurtosis
-0.17
-0.27



Skewness
1.01
0.98



Range
233.00
218.00



Minimum
443.00
459.00



Maximum
676.00
677.00



Sum
29605.00
29688.00



Count
56.00
56.00



Largest (1)
676.00
677.00



Smallest (1)
443.00
459.00



Confidence Level (95.0%)
16.34
16.07















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
528.66
530.14



Known Variance
3657.94
3536.52



Observations
56.00
56.00



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.00




z
-0.13




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.45




z Critical one-tail
1.64




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.90




z Critical two-tail
1.96




The data from the STAR assessments for the whole population in the study group and control group yielded the same results as for the CSAP assessments.  There was no significant difference between the performance of the study group and the control group based on the sum total of all the STAR assessments administered by the Harrison School District.  See Figure 3.

Figure 3
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The statistical data for all the students for all 36 STAR assessments is presented in Table 6 on the following page.  Note the z-Test value is 1.96 which is considerably above p ( .05.

Table 6

STAR Statistics for All Students for All 36 Assessments



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of the Grade Levels


5.98
5.90







Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels


2.37
2.26







Variance of (entire) Population


5.62
5.09







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

1.96









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
5.9754
5.9028



Standard Error
0.4008
0.3815



Median
5.9500
6.1500



Mode
4.4000
5.6000



Kurtosis
-0.8492
-0.8876



Skewness
0.0763
-0.1642



Range
9.1474
8.3000



Minimum
1.6000
1.7000



Maximum
10.7474
10.0000



Sum
215.1140
212.5000



Count
36.0000
36.0000



Largest (1)
10.7474
10.0000



Smallest (1)
1.6000
1.7000



Confidence Level (95.0%)
0.8136
0.7745















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
5.9754
5.9028



Known Variance
5.6212
5.0942



Observations
36.0000
36.0000



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.0000




z
0.1331




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.4471




z Critical one-tail
1.6449




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.8941




z Critical two-tail
1.9600




Lastly, the data from the percentages of placement of students on an Individual Education Plan (IEP) for the whole population in the study group and control group yielded the same results as for the CSAP and STAR assessments.  There was no significant difference between the percentage of study group students and control group students who were placed on an IEP.  See Figure 4.
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Figure 4

Percentages of Students Placed in IEP's


The statistical data for all the students placed on Individual Education Plans is presented in Table 7 on the following page.  Note the z-Test value is 0.0851 which is above p ( .05.

Table 7

Statistics for All Students Placed on IEP's



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of the percentages of students on IEP's


0.26
0.22







Standard Deviation of the % of students on IEP's


0.0744
0.0670







Variance of (entire) Population


0.0055
0.0045







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.0851









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis. Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
0.2609
0.2192



Standard Error
0.0186
0.0167



Median
0.2468
0.2284



Mode
None
0.2625



Kurtosis
1.7745
0.6084



Skewness
0.7308
0.4173



Range
0.3382
0.2806



Minimum
0.1197
0.0964



Maximum
0.4579
0.3770



Sum
4.4358
3.7258



Count
17.0000
17.0000



Largest (1)
0.4579
0.3770



Smallest (1)
0.1197
0.0964



Confidence Level (95.0%)
0.0395
0.0355















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
0.2609
0.2192



Known Variance
0.0055
0.0045



Observations
17.0000
17.0000



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.0000




z
1.7220




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.0425




z Critical one-tail
1.6449




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.0851




z Critical two-tail
1.9600




Thus, the summations of all the preceding data, which are the representations of 56 CSAP and 36 STAR assessments, and the placement of students on IEP's at 18 grade level equivalents, all indicate the subsequent achievement performance of students who participated in the Harrison School District Early Learning Programs did not significantly differ from those students who did not participate in these programs.


In the process of comparing the performance of the entire study group to the performance of the entire control group, a huge amount of data was generated and compiled.  Appendix M, beginning on page 144, contains a representative sampling of this information.  There are nine pages which represent the first page of each section of spreadsheets generated for each current grade level from fourth grade to twelfth grade.  These spreadsheets contain all the CSAP assessments that each of those grades has taken in their public school career.


The same format was then followed for the eight subgroups, itemizing every CSAP assessment but filtered to study the targeted audience.  The eight additional subgroups are:

· Asian Student Population

· Black Student Population

· Hispanic Student Population

· White Student Population

· Male Student Population

· Female Student Population

· Student Population ON the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program

· Student Population NOT ON the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program


Appendix N, beginning on page 155, contains spreadsheets which compile all 56 CSAP individual assessments, sorted in four different ways to discover any trends that might have emerged.  The four sort orders displayed are:

· Sorted by Current Grade

· Sorted by Grade at Assessment

· Sorted by Year Administered

· Sorted by CSAP Subject


A similar process was utilized to analyze the data from the STAR assessments.  Appendix O, beginning on page 165, contains the spreadsheets summarizing all 36 STAR assessments used in this study.  There are 39 assessments listed on the first spreadsheet, but three assessments had insufficient populations to generate significant data.  The means, standard deviations, variances, and z-test scores are calculated for each assessment and are summarized on another spreadsheet in this appendix.  A quick glance down the right column of this spreadsheet will reveal that the differences between the performances of the study group and the Control were statistically insignificant.


Appendix P, beginning on page 170, contains the spreadsheets summarizing the data for students placed on Individual Education Plans (IEP's).  As a reminder, students were placed on IEP's if their performance was not satisfactory in the assessments listed on pages 41-43 of Chapter Three.  Placement on an IEP is an indicator of lower achievement performance, and is thus a good parameter for inclusion in this research.


The amount of data generated for this research was very large.  Appendix Q, beginning on page 174, holds a CD ROM which contains all the database tables and spreadsheets generated in the execution of this study.  Anyone interested in verifying any of the conclusions in this study has access to all the calculations used to generate this report.

Research Question #2


Was there any statistical difference in the above calculations when the results were disaggregated by ethnicity?


There are four ethnic backgrounds in the Harrison School District which have student populations in sufficient numbers to perform calculations of statistical significance.  These are Asian, Black, Hispanic and White.


All of the above calculations which were performed in the "All Student" research were performed on each of these four ethnic populations.  Without exception, none of the results showed any statistical significance between the academic performance of the students in the study group and those students in the control group.  All the information to document this with the same detail as the "All Student" presentation above would utilize many sheets of paper to document there were no statistical differences.


However, to verify the results are without significance, the summary statistical analysis for all the students in each of the four ethnic groups will follow.  A few additional spreadsheets will be included in the appendix.  The CD ROM with all the documentation is available in Appendix Q as mentioned earlier.


The statistical summary for all the Asian students follows on the next page in Table 8.  Note the z-Test value is 0.51 which is above p ( .05.


The statistical summary for all the Black students follows two pages hence in Table 9.  Note the z-Test value is 0.58 which is above p ( .05.


The statistical summary for all the Hispanic students follows three pages hence in Table 10.  Note the z-Test value is 0.57 which is above p ( .05.


The statistical summary for all the White students follows four pages hence in Table 11.  Note the z-Test value is 0.74 which is above p ( .05.


Additional statistical summaries for each of the four ethnic subgroups can be found in the appendices as follows:

· Appendix R (beginning on page 176):
Additional Statistical Analyses for the Asian Students

· Appendix S (beginning on page 184):
Additional Statistical Analyses for the Black Students

· Appendix T (beginning on page 192):
Additional Statistical Analyses for Hispanic Students

· Appendix U (beginning on page 200):
Additional Statistical Analyses for the White Students

Table 8

CSAP Statistics for All Asian Students for All 56 Assessments



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of all 56 CSAP Exams


556
547







Standard Deviation of all 56 CSAP exams


66.5
70.4







Variance of (entire) Population


4416
4958







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.51









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
555.59
547.09



Standard Error
8.96
9.49



Median
529.00
522.00



Mode
498.00
527.00



Kurtosis
-0.45
0.10



Skewness
0.81
0.99



Range
261.00
286.00



Minimum
448.00
440.00



Maximum
709.00
726.00



Sum
31113.00
30637.00



Count
56.00
56.00



Largest (1)
709.00
726.00



Smallest (1)
448.00
440.00



Confidence Level (95.0%)
17.96
19.03















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
555.59
547.09



Known Variance
4415.99
4957.76



Observations
56.00
56.00



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.00




z
0.66




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.26




z Critical one-tail
1.64




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.51




z Critical two-tail
1.96



Table 9

CSAP Statistics for All Black Students for All 56 Assessments



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of all 56 CSAP Exams


510
517







Standard Deviation of all 56 CSAP exams


61.5
60.7







Variance of (entire) Population


3777
3681







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.58









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
510.25
516.61



Standard Error
8.29
8.18



Median
484.50
490.00



Mode
483.00
528.00



Kurtosis
0.27
-0.09



Skewness
1.04
0.87



Range
257.00
249.00



Minimum
423.00
428.00



Maximum
680.00
677.00



Sum
28574.00
28930.00



Count
56.00
56.00



Largest (1)
680.00
677.00



Smallest (1)
423.00
428.00



Confidence Level (95.0%)
16.61
16.40















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
510.25
516.61



Known Variance
3776.79
3681.27



Observations
56.00
56.00



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.00




z
-0.55




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.29




z Critical one-tail
1.64




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.58




z Critical two-tail
1.96



Table 10

CSAP Statistics for All Hispanic Students for All 56 Assessments



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of all 56 CSAP Exams


526
519







Standard Deviation of all 56 CSAP exams


63.6
57.7







Variance of (entire) Population


4043
3331







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.57









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
525.84
519.29



Standard Error
8.57
7.78



Median
498.00
495.00



Mode
525.00
495.00



Kurtosis
0.21
-0.35



Skewness
1.07
0.90



Range
274.00
213.00



Minimum
435.00
446.00



Maximum
709.00
659.00



Sum
29447.00
29080.00



Count
56.00
56.00



Largest (1)
709.00
659.00



Smallest (1)
435.00
446.00



Confidence Level (95.0%)
17.18
15.60















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
525.84
519.29



Known Variance
4042.71
3331.42



Observations
56.00
56.00



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.00




z
0.57




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.28




z Critical one-tail
1.64




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.57




z Critical two-tail
1.96



Table 11

CSAP Statistics for All White Students for All 56 Assessments



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of all 56 CSAP Exams


536
540







Standard Deviation of all 56 CSAP exams


59.7
61.6







Variance of (entire) Population


3567
3800







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.74









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
536.41
540.21



Standard Error
8.05
8.31



Median
508.50
507.00



Mode
501.00
496.00



Kurtosis
-0.46
-0.36



Skewness
0.86
0.98



Range
222.00
221.00



Minimum
449.00
466.00



Maximum
671.00
687.00



Sum
30039.00
30252.00



Count
56.00
56.00



Largest (1)
671.00
687.00



Smallest (1)
449.00
466.00



Confidence Level (95.0%)
16.14
16.66















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
536.41
540.21



Known Variance
3567.10
3799.81



Observations
56.00
56.00



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.00




z
-0.33




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.37




z Critical one-tail
1.64




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.74




z Critical two-tail
1.96



Research Question #3


Was there any statistical difference in the above calculations when the results were disaggregated by gender?


All of the above calculations which were performed in the "All Student" research were performed on each of the two genders - male and female.  Without exception, none of the results showed any statistical significance between the academic performance of the students in the study group and those students in the control group.  All the information to document this with the same detail as the "All Student" presentation above would utilize many sheets of paper to document there were no statistical differences.


However, to verify the results are without significance, the summary statistical analysis for all the students in each of the two gender groups will follow.  A few additional spreadsheets will be included in the appendix.  The CD ROM with all the documentation is available in Appendix Q as mentioned earlier.


The statistical summary for all the male students follows on the next page in Table 12.  Note the z-Test value is 0.56 which is above p ( .05.


The statistical summary for all the female students follows two pages hence in Table 13.  Note the z-Test value is 0.66 which is above p ( .05.


Additional statistical summaries for each of the two gender subgroups can be found in the appendices as follows:

· Appendix V (beginning on page 208):
Additional Statistical Analyses for the Male Students

· Appendix W (beginning on page 216):
Additional Statistical Analyses for the Female Students

Table 12

CSAP Statistics for All Male Students for All 56 Assessments



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of all 56 CSAP Exams


521
527







Standard Deviation of all 56 CSAP exams


56.3
58.9







Variance of (entire) Population


3164
3474







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.56









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
521.13
527.39



Standard Error
7.58
7.95



Median
492.00
498.00



Mode
485.00
486.00



Kurtosis
-0.11
-0.23



Skewness
0.97
0.98



Range
229.00
213.00



Minimum
439.00
457.00



Maximum
668.00
670.00



Sum
29183.00
29534.00



Count
56.00
56.00



Largest (1)
668.00
670.00



Smallest (1)
439.00
457.00



Confidence Level (95.0%)
15.20
15.93















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
521.13
527.39



Known Variance
3164.00
3473.95



Observations
56.00
56.00



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.00




z
-0.58




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.28




z Critical one-tail
1.64




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.56




z Critical two-tail
1.96



Table 13

CSAP Statistics for All Female Students for All 56 Assessments



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of all 56 CSAP Exams


537
532







Standard Deviation of all 56 CSAP exams


64.0
60.1







Variance of (entire) Population


4095
3609







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.66









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
537.36
532.21



Standard Error
8.63
8.10



Median
504.50
504.00



Mode
493.00
476.00



Kurtosis
-0.07
-0.28



Skewness
1.01
0.96



Range
252.00
222.00



Minimum
448.00
461.00



Maximum
700.00
683.00



Sum
30092.00
29804.00



Count
56.00
56.00



Largest (1)
700.00
683.00



Smallest (1)
448.00
461.00



Confidence Level (95.0%)
17.29
16.23















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
537.36
532.21



Known Variance
4095.27
3608.60



Observations
56.00
56.00



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.00




z
0.44




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.33




z Critical one-tail
1.64




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.66




z Critical two-tail
1.96



Research Question #4


Was there any statistical difference in the above calculations when the results were disaggregated by socio-economic level?


All of the above calculations which were performed in the "All Student" research were performed on each of the two socio-economic subgroups.  The Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program is an objective parameter of socio-economic status because of the low-income levels that are required for participation in this program.  Large Federal dollars follow this program, and intense audits are performed on this program by the Federal government.  Therefore, the FFRL data in the district database is very reliable.


Without exception, none of the results showed any statistical significance between the academic performance of the students in the study group and those students in the control group.  All the information to document this with the same detail as the "All Student" presentation above would utilize many sheets of paper to document there were no statistical differences.


However, to verify the results are without significance, the summary statistical analysis for all the students in each of the two socio-economic subgroups will follow.  A few additional spreadsheets will be included in the appendix.  The CD ROM with all the documentation is available in Appendix Q as mentioned earlier.


The statistical summary for all the students ON the FFRL program follows on the next page in Table 14.  Note the z-Test value is 0.63 which is above p ( .05.


The statistical summary for all the students NOT ON the FFRL program follows two pages hence in Table 15.  Note the z-Test value is 0.66 which is above p ( .05.


Additional statistical summaries for each of the four ethnic subgroups can be found in the appendices as follows:

· Appendix X (beginning on page 224):
Additional Statistical Analyses for Students ON the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch Program

· Appendix Y (beginning on page 232):
Additional Statistical Analyses for Students NOT ON the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch Program

Table 14

CSAP Statistics for All Students ON FFRL for All 56 Assessments



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of all 56 CSAP Exams


528
523







Standard Deviation of all 56 CSAP exams


62.2
57.5







Variance of (entire) Population


3868
3301







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.63









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
527.95
522.54



Standard Error
8.39
7.75



Median
497.50
491.00



Mode
483.00
480.00



Kurtosis
-0.13
-0.34



Skewness
0.99
0.92



Range
239.00
213.00



Minimum
440.00
453.00



Maximum
679.00
666.00



Sum
29565.00
29262.00



Count
56.00
56.00



Largest (1)
679.00
666.00



Smallest (1)
440.00
453.00



Confidence Level (95.0%)
16.81
15.53















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
527.95
522.54



Known Variance
3868.30
3301.00



Observations
56.00
56.00



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.00




z
0.48




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.32




z Critical one-tail
1.64




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.63




z Critical two-tail
1.96



Table 15

CSAP Statistics for All Students NOT ON FFRL for All 56 Assessments



Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of all 56 CSAP Exams


532
537







Standard Deviation of all 56 CSAP exams


61.6
60.8







Variance of (entire) Population


3792
3695







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.66









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis. Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
531.55
536.70



Standard Error
8.30
8.20



Median
500.00
505.50



Mode
500.00
494.00



Kurtosis
-0.31
-0.38



Skewness
0.95
0.95



Range
233.00
217.00



Minimum
450.00
464.00



Maximum
683.00
681.00



Sum
29767.00
30055.00



Count
56.00
56.00



Largest (1)
683.00
681.00



Smallest (1)
450.00
464.00



Confidence Level (95.0%)
16.64
16.43















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
531.55
536.70



Known Variance
3791.50
3694.68



Observations
56.00
56.00



Hypothesized Mean Difference
0.00




z
-0.44




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.33




z Critical one-tail
1.64




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.66




z Critical two-tail
1.96



Research Question #5


Was there any statistical difference in the above calculations when the results were disaggregated by subject area?


The last series of analyses investigated whether there was any significant difference in the achievement of the students in the study group and the students in the control group when evaluating the CSAP and Star assessments by subject area.


Literally hundreds of spreadsheets were generated that compared the performance of the two groups in the CSAP subjects of reading, writing, math and science.  The STAR assessments concentrated on only two curricular disciplines - reading and math.


The huge volume of data generated did not reveal one single instance where there was a statistically significant difference between the performance of the students in the study group compared to the performance of the students in the control group.


Rather than adding scores of pages to this paper, those who wish to review this data are directed to Appendix Q and the CD ROM which contains all the database tables and spreadsheets to support this conclusion.

CHAPTER FIVE

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations


The discussion of the results of the study will be presented in the following sequence:

· Conclusions on the performance comparisons of the entire study group and control group on the Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP).  (Research Question #1)

· Conclusions on the performance comparisons as they relate to the ethnicity of the students.  (Research Question #2)

· Conclusions on the performance comparisons as they relate to the gender of the students.  (Research Question #3)

· Conclusions on the performance comparisons as they relate to the socio-economic status of the students.  (Research Question #4)

· Conclusions on the performance comparisons as they relate to the various curricular disciplines.  (Research Question #5)

· Use of the Data

· Conclusion

Research Question #1


Was the subsequent achievement performance of students who participate in the Harrison School District Early Learning Programs significantly different from those students who did not participate in these programs?


The Harrison School District is located in the lowest socio-economic area of the City of Colorado Springs.  Because of this demographic, the district's preschool programs are exclusively part of the Federal Head Start Program.  The hundreds of children each year who attend the district's early learning programs statistically have an educational disadvantage that has been documented in a myriad of research examined by this author.  To be able to provide a preschool program that eliminates the gap between the Head Start children and the their peers has long been a goal of the district.


After analyzing the 56 CSAP assessments, the 36 STAR assessments, and the 18 placement opportunities in the Individual Education Plans in which the students of the district participate, there is not one instance where the academic performance of the students in the study group differs from the academic performance of the students in the control group.


However, the job of the district is a long way from being finished.  There are many children who have attended school in the district since kindergarten who are on the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch (FFRL) program who did not attend the district preschool program.  This is documented in the tables in Appendix Y, beginning on page 232.  Those children then were also part of the control group. Table 14 on page 76 shows that even though the difference was not statistically significant, the students on the FFRL in the control group did not perform as well as the students on the FFRL program in the study group.  This author believes these children would perform better if they had participated in the district preschool program.  Thus, it must become a goal of the district to better communicate this opportunity to all children. The increased attendance will then make it necessary to communicate this need to the community to increase the financial support to fund the increase in preschool participation.

Research Question #2


Was there any statistical difference in the above calculations when the results were disaggregated by ethnicity?


After examining in depth the four major ethnic groups in the school district that had a statistically significant population for analysis (Asian, Black, Hispanic and White), the results showed there was not one instance where the students in the study group performed differently than the students in the control group.  There are large gaps between the performance of the different ethnic groups, and although decreasing this performance gap is one of the district's highest priorities, that issue was not within the defined scope of this study.


For a future study, the information is in the database on the CD ROM in Appendix Q to discover the difference between the performance of the minority students who were on the FFRL program and the minority students who were not on the FFRL program.  The author believes this difference would be more profound than what was observed for the entire population.  Although this would be an interesting study, it is outside the defined scope of this research.

Research Question #3


Was there any statistical difference in the above calculations when the results were disaggregated by gender?


After disaggregating the data by gender, the results showed there was not one instance where the academic performance of the students in the study group was statistically different from the academic performance of the students in the control group.


However, as in Research Question #2 above, this study did provide insight into a further study outside the scope of this dissertation.  Specifically, it can be seen on Table 12 on page 72 that the mean score on all 56 CSAP assessments of the males in the study group was 521 compared to the mean score of 537 for the females as demonstrated on Table 13 on page 73.


It can also be seen on Table 12 on page 72 that the mean score on all the CSAP assessments of the males in the control group was 527 compared to the mean score of 532 for the females as demonstrated on Table 13 on page 73.


The calculations were not run for statistical significance on this data because this research was not comparing differences between ethnic groups or genders, but rather comparing the differences between the performance of the study group and control group for each subcategory.

Research Question #4


Was there any statistical difference in the above calculations when the results were disaggregated by socio-economic level?


After disaggregating the data by socio-economic level as defined by participation in the FFRL program, the results showed there was not one instance where the academic performance of the students in the study group was statistically different from the academic performance of the students in the control group.


Again, as with the gender data, it is interesting  to note that on Table 14 on page 76 that the mean score on all 56 CSAP assessments of the study group who were on the FFRL program was 528 compared to the mean score of 532 for those in the study group who were not on the FFRL program as demonstrated on Table 15 on page 77.


Table 14 on page 76 shows the mean score on all the CSAP assessments of the control group who were on the FFRL program was 523 compared to the mean score of 537 for those in the control group who were not on the FFRL program as demonstrated on Table 15 on page 77.


The calculations were not run for statistical significance on this data because this research was not comparing differences between ethnic groups, genders, or socio-economic levels, but rather comparing the differences between the performance of the study group and control group for each subcategory.

Research Question #5


Was there any statistical difference in the above calculations when the results were disaggregated by subject area?


Lastly, after disaggregating the data by the four curricular disciplines that are examined using standardized assessments (reading, writing, math and science), the results showed there was not one instance where the academic performance of the students in the study group was statistically different from the academic performance of the students in the control group.


This area of comparison had the most data generated on it, most of which was not printed because of the volume of data and the conclusions that there was not one single instance of statistical significance.  However, all the database tables and spreadsheets are available on the CD ROM in Appendix Q for those desiring to see the data.

Use of the Data


In Colorado, the State only finances half-day kindergarten, and does not reimburse school districts at all for the preschool programs.  The results of this study show that the Harrison preschool experience does yield great benefits to its participants and is worthy of additional funds and community support.


One possible consequence of this study might be to ask the local voters to give the District additional financial resources through what is known as a "mill-levy override".  The increased revenue would be used to allow more children to attend preschool and thus give them a better start in life.  This would be a positive social endeavor because often the children who need the preschool experience most are the ones who are not able to attend.


The issue of retention, and whether any differences in achievement that show up in the first couple of years disappear after five or six years, was able to be addressed indirectly in that the gains the study group realized to keep pace with their more advantaged peers did not decrease over time.  Therefore, the author believes the head start the study group received stayed with them throughout their public school experience.

Conclusion


This report was a positive reinforcement for the Harrison School District.  The preschool programs are accomplishing their mission of preparing those who are underprivileged to compete with their peers.


However, as was mentioned in Research Question #1 above, the job of the district is a long way from being finished.  There are many more children who could benefit from participation in the preschool program and the responsibility belongs to the district to get them enrolled so they too have a better opportunity to compete with their peers.
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INTERNET RESOURCES


The Internet has made available tremendous resources on early learning information and statistics.  The following are sites the author found to be of immense value in doing his research.

Administration for Children and Families (ACF)


http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/

American Education Research Association


http://www.aera.net/

Balanced Beginnings - Early Learning Resources


http://www.unol.org/bb/unoljm/earlyvb.html

Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)


http://www.accesseric.org

Head Start Program


http://www2.acf.dhhs.gov/programs/hsb/

Head Start Program in Los Angeles - the largest in the nation


http://www.lacoe.edu/head_start/hdst_home.html

Head Start Publications online


http://www.headstartinfo.org/publications/online.htm

Highscope Foundation


http://www.highscope.org/default.htm

National Center for Early Development and Learning (NCEDL)


http://www.fpg.unc.edu/~ncedl/

National Center for Educational Statistics


http://nces.ed.gov/

National Information Center for Children and Youth with Disabilities


http://www.kidsource.com/NICHCY/index.html

Perry Preschool Project


http://www.highscope.org/research/

President Clinton's Call to Action for American Education in the 21st Century


http://www.ed.gov/updates/PresEDPlan/index.html#toc

Social Issues Resources Series (SIRS)


http://www.sirs.com

U.S. Department of Education


http://www.ed.gov

U.S. Department of Education - Federal Resources for Educational Excellence


http://www.ed.gov/free/

U.S. Department of Education  - No Child Left Behind


http://www.ed.gov/offices/OESE/esea/index.html

Washington State - Governor's Commission on Early Learning


http://www.governor.wa.gov/early/home1.htm
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The following three organizations provide a wealth of research material on early learning programs to the public at no charge.

The David and Lucile Packard Foundation  (http://www.packfound.org/)


The David and Lucile Packard Foundation was created in 1964 by David Packard (1912-1996) and Lucile Salter Packard (1914-1987).  David and Lucile Packard shared a deep and abiding interest in philanthropy. 


The Foundation provides grants to nonprofit organizations in the following broad program areas: conservation; population; science; children, families, and communities; arts; and organizational effectiveness and philanthropy.  They are the producer of The Future of Children publications.

RAND Corporation  (http://www.rand.org/about/)


RAND is a contraction of the term research and development.  It is the first organization to be called a "think tank."  Their mission is to help improve policy and decision making through research and analysis.  Their areas of expertise include: child policy, civil and criminal justice, education, environment and energy, health, international policy, labor markets, methodology, national security, population and regional studies, science and technology, social welfare and transportation.


RAND employs about 1,200 individuals full-time.  About 700 are researchers, of whom 80 percent have advanced degrees, most commonly a PhD.  The U.S. Department of Education recently commended RAND for our "exemplary" drug prevention program for schoolchildren.


RAND is the producer of Investing in Our Children: What we Know and Don't Know About the Costs and Benefits of Early Childhood Interventions.  (1998)  (http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR898/)

United States General Accounting Office (GAO)  (http://www.gao.gov/)


The General Accounting Office is the investigative arm of Congress.  The GAO exists to support Congress in meeting its Constitutional responsibilities and to help improve the performance and accountability of the federal government for the American people.  GAO examines the use of public funds, evaluates federal programs and activities, and provides analyses, options, recommendations, and other assistance to help the Congress make effective oversight, policy, and funding decisions.


The GAO publishes volumes of material on education and early learning, including statistics on the successes and failures of the Head Start Program.
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Appendix B - National Research Council Report "Eager to Learn"


In 2000, the National Research Council, sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education, culminated a three year study and published Eager to Learn: Educating our Preschoolers.  This study was directed by the Committee on Early Childhood Pedagogy, an assemblage of seventeen experts in the field of early learning research.  In their Executive Summary, they listed nineteen recommendations in five specific areas to improve preschool programs in the United States.


Professional development of teachers:

· Each group of children in an early childhood education and care program should be assigned a teacher who has a bachelor's degree with specialized education related to early childhood (e.g. developmental psychology, early childhood education, early childhood special education).  Achieving this goal will require a significant public investment in the professional development of current and new teachers.

· Education programs for teachers should provide them with a stronger and more specific foundational knowledge of the development of children's social and affective behavior, thinking, and language.

· Teacher education programs should require mastery of informational on pedagogy of teaching preschool-aged children.

· A critical component of preservice preparation should be a supervised, relevant student teaching or internship experience in which new teachers receive ongoing guidance and feedback from a qualified supervisor.

· All early childhood education and child care programs should have access to a qualified supervisor of early childhood education.

· Federal and state departments of education, human services, and other agencies interested in young children and their families should initiate programs of research and development aimed at learning more about effective preparation of early childhood teachers.

· The committee recommends the development of demonstration schools for professional development.


Development of teaching materials that reflect research-based understandings of children's learning:

· The committee recommends that the U.S. Department of Education, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, and their equivalents at the state level fund efforts to develop, design, field test, and evaluate curricula that incorporate what is known about learning and thinking in the early years, with companion assessment tools and teacher guides.

· The committee recommends that the U.S. Department of Education, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services support the use of effective technology, including videodiscs for preschool teachers and Internet communication groups.


Development of public policies that support - through standards and appropriate assessment, regulations, and funding - the provision of quality preschool experiences:

· All states should develop program standards for early childhood programs and monitor their implementation.

· Because research has identified content that is appropriate and important for inclusion in early childhood programs, content standards should be developed and evaluated regularly to ascertain whether they adhere to current scientific understanding of children's learning.

· A single career ladder for early childhood teachers, with differentiated pay levels, should be specified by each state.

· The committee recommends that the federal government fund well-planned, high-quality center-based preschool programs for all children at high risk of school failure.


Efforts to make more recent understandings of development in the preschool years common public knowledge:

· Organizations and government bodies concerned with the education of young children should actively promote public understanding of early childhood education and care.

· Early childhood programs and centers should build alliances with parents to cultivate complementary and mutually reinforcing environments for young children at home and at the center.


Research on early childhood learning and development:

· The committee recommends a broad empirical research program to better understand how, when, and which early experiences support development and learning.

· The next generation of research must examine more rigorously the characteristics of programs that produce beneficial outcomes for all children.  In addition, research is needed on how programs can provide more helpful structures, curricula, and methods for children at high risk of educational difficulties, including children from low-income homes and communities, children whose home language is not English, and children with developmental and learning disabilities.

· A broad program of research and development should be undertaken to advance the state of the art of assessment in three areas:  (1) classroom-based assessment to support learning (including studies of the impact of methods of instructional assessment on pedagogical technique and children's learning);  (2) assessment for diagnostic purposes; and  (3) assessment of program quality for accountability and other reasons of public policy.

· Research to fully develop and evaluate alternatives for organizing, regulating, supporting, and financing early childhood programs should be conducted to provide an empirical base for decisions being made.
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In 1995, the Packard Foundation's Future of Children produced "Outcomes of Early Childhood Programs" (Volume 5, Number 3).  This article examined 36 studies of 15 early learning models.

· Carolina Abecedarian (1972-1985)

· Houston Parent Child Home Development Center (1970–1980)

· Florida Parent Education Project (1966-1970)

· Milwaukee Project (1968-1978)

· Syracuse Family Development Research Program (1969-1975)

· Yale Child Welfare Research Program (1968-1974)

· Curriculum Comparison Study (1965-1967)

· Early Training Project (1962–1967)

· Experimental Variation of Head Start (1968–1969)

· Harlem Training Project (1966-1967)

· High/Scope Perry Preschool Project (1962-1967)

· Howard University Project (1964-1966)

· Institute for Developmental Studies (1963-1967)

· Philadelphia Project (1963-1964)

· Verbal Interaction Project (1967-1972)
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Appendix D - RAND Report: "Investing in our Children"


In 1998, the RAND Corporation published a book Investing in Our Children: What We Know and Don't Know About the Costs and Benefits of Early Childhood Interventions.  This 182-page volume is a very comprehensive study of the programs designed to improve the lives of poor children.  In it the following ten early intervention programs were studied:

· Early Training Project (1962-1965) in Murfreesboro, TN

· High/Scope Perry Preschool Project (1962-1967) in Ypsilanti, MI

· Project Head Start (1965-present) in multiple locations

· Chicago Child-Parent Center and Expansion Program (1967-present) in Chicago, IL

· Houston Parent-Child Development Center (1970-1980) in Houston, TX

· Syracuse Family Development Research Program (1969-1975) in Syracuse, NY

· Carolina Abecedarian (1972-1985) in North Carolina

· Project CARE (Carolina Approach to Responsive Education) (1978-1984) in North Carolina

· Infant Health and Development Project (1985-1988) in eight different sites

· Elmira Prenatal/Early Infancy Project (1978-1982) in Elmira, NY
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Appendix E - Head Start Report by the U.S. General Accounting Office


In the 1997 the United States General Accounting Office (GAO) published, HEAD START: Research Provides Little Information on Impact of Current Program.  This report reviewed the following 22 studies.  (GAO/HEHS-97-59, 1997)
· Evaluation of the Process of Mainstreaming Handicapped Children Into Project Head Start, Phase II, Executive Summary, and Follow-Up Evaluation of the Effects of Mainstreaming Handicapped Children in Head Start, Applied Management Sciences, Inc.  (first study) and Roy Littlejohn Associates, Inc.  (second study), (1977-78).

· A Longitudinal Study to Determine If Head Start Has Lasting Effects on School Achievement, Colleen K.  Bee, (1977-78, 1978-79, 1979-80).

· Evaluation of Public Preschool Programs in North Carolina, Donna M.  Bryant, Ellen S.  Peisner-Feinberg, and Richard M.  Clifford, (1992-93).

· The Impact of Escalating Family Stress on the Effectiveness of Head Start Intervention, Mary Anne Chalkley and Robert K.  Leik, (1986-87, 1989-90).

· Developmental Progress of Children Enrolled in Oklahoma Head Start Programs in 1987-1988, Laurna Champ, (1987-88).

· Does Head Start Make a Difference?, Janet Currie and Duncan Thomas, (1986-90).

· A Comparison of Head Start and Non-Head Start Reading Readiness Scores of Low-Income Kindergarten Children of Guam, Maria D.  Esteban, (1985-86).

· The Effectiveness of Family Health Care in Head Start: The Role of Parental Involvement, Barbara A.  Facchini, (1980-81).

· The Effects of Head Start Health Services: Executive Summary of the Head Start Health Evaluation, Linda B.  Fosburg and Bernard Brown, (1980-81).

· Children Are a Wonderful Investment: A Study in Preschool Education, Mary Fulbright and others, (1984-89 [estimated]).

· Health Services and Head Start: A Forgotten Formula, Barbara A.  Hale, Victoria Seitz, and Edward Zigler, (1984-85).

· An Analysis of the Effectiveness of Head Start and of the Performance of a Low-Income Population in MCPS, Kathleen Hebbeler, (1978-79).

· A Comparison of the Academic Achievement of Urban Second Grade Pupils With Different Forms of Public Preschool Experience, Elva Williams Hunt, (1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83).

· A Head Start Program Evaluation in Terms of Family Stress and Affect: A Pilot Study, Ron Iverson and others, (1991-92, 1992-93).

· Final Report-The Head Start Family Impact Project, Robert K.  Leik and Mary Anne Chalkley, (1986-87).

· A Longitudinal Study to Determine the Effects of Head Start Participation on Reading Achievement in Grades Kindergarten Through Six in Troy Public Schools, Paula J.  Nystrom, (1980-81, 1981-82, 1982-83, 1983-84).

· A Comparison of Long Range Effects of Participation in Project Head Start and Impact of Three Differing Delivery Models, Yvonne B.  Reedy, (Years Not specified).

· A Study of Duration in Head Start and Its Impact on Second Graders’ Cognitive Skills, Joyce Harris Roberts, (1978-79, 1979-80).

· Changes in Mental Age, Self-Concept, and Creative Thinking in Ethnically Different 3- and 4-Year-Old Head Start Students, Linda L.B.  Spigner, (Exact year not specified).

· Learning by Leaps & Bounds, Texas Instruments Foundation, Head Start of Greater Dallas, and Southern Methodist University, (1990-96).

· Early Childhood Educational Intervention: An Analysis of Nicholas County, Kentucky, Head Start Program Impacts From 1974-1986, Marium T.  Williams, (1979-80, 1980-81).

· Is an Intervention Program Necessary in Order to Improve Economically Disadvantaged Children’s IQ Scores?, Edward Zigler and others, (Years not stated).
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The National Center for Educational Statistics has compiled a very exhaustive representative survey using the Kindergarten Class of 1998-99.  The reports and tables they have published are invaluable in understanding the impact of the various demographic factors that make up each preschool and kindergarten class.


America's Kindergartners was published in February, 2000 and is available at http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2000/2000070.pdf


The following is a listing of the tables of information in the above report:

· Table 1.  Sample sizes and population counts of first-time kindergartners, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 2.  Mean reading t-scores of first-time kindergartners, and percentage distribution of quartile scores, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 3.  Mean mathematics t-scores of first-time kindergartners, and percentage distribution of quartile scores, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 4.  Mean general knowledge t-scores of first-time kindergartners, and percentage distribution of quartile scores, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 5.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by print familiarity scores, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 6.  Percentage of first-time kindergartners passing each reading proficiency level, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 7.  Percentage of first-time kindergartners passing each mathematics proficiency level, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 8.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by the frequency with which parents say they engage in prosocial behavior, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 9.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by the frequency with which teachers say they engage in prosocial behavior, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 10.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by the frequency with which parents say they exhibit antisocial behavior, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 11.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by the frequency with which teachers say they exhibit antisocial behavior, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 12.  Percentage of first-time male and female kindergartners at risk for overweight, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 13.  First-time kindergartners’ mean fine motor skills score and percentage distribution of scores, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 14.  First-time kindergartners’ mean gross motor skills score and percentage distribution of scores, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 15.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by parents’ assessment of their general health, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 16.  Percentage of first-time kindergartners whose parents reported developmental difficulty in terms of activity level, attention, coordination and pronunciation of words: Fall 1998.

· Table 17.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by the frequency with which parents say they persist at a task, are eager to learn new things and are creative in work or play, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 18.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by the frequency with which teachers say they persist at a task, are eager to learn new things and pay attention well, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 19.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by numbers of books audio-tapes or CDs in the home, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 20.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by the number of times each week family members read books and tell stories to them, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 21.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by the number of times each week family members sing songs and do arts and crafts with them, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 22.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by the number of times each week family members play sports or exercise and play games with them, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 23.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by participation in nonparental care arrangements the year prior to starting kindergarten, by type of arrangement and child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

· Table 24.  Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by participation during kindergarten in before and after care, by type of arrangement and child and family characteristics: Fall 1998.

There are scores of other analyses on this Kindergarten Class of 1998-99 at http://nces.ed.gov/ecls/kindergarten/studybrief.asp


The three tables included below are representative of the findings of this longitudinal study.


To measure a child's reading proficiency, three concepts were defined.  These concepts are:
Knowing that print reads left to right

Knowing where to go when a line of print ends

Knowing where the story ends


Table 5 in the Kindergarten Class Study shows:

18 percent of first-time kindergartners cannot do any of these three skills

21 percent can do one of these three skills

24 percent can do two of these three skills

37 percent can do all three of these skills

Table 5 in the Kindergarten Class Study

Percentage distribution of first-time kindergartners by print familiarity scores, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998

Characteristic
0 skills
1 skill
2 skills
3 skills

Total
18
21
24
37







Child's sex





Male
20
20
23
37

Female
17
21
25
38







Child's age at entry





Born Jan. - Aug. 1992
11
17
22
50

Born Sep. - Dec. 1992
13
18
24
45

Born Jan. - Apr. 1993
17
20
24
38

Born May - Aug. 1993
22
22
24
32

Born Sep. - Dec. 1993
27
25
22
26







Mother's education





Less than high school
32
28
24
17

High school diploma or equivalent
23
23
24
30

Some college, including vocational/technical
17
20
24
39

Bachelor's degree or higher
8
14
23
56







Family Type





Single mother
26
24
24
25

Single father
22
25
24
29

Two parent
16
19
24
41







Welfare receipt





Utilized AFDC
32
27
22
19

Never utilized AFDC
17
19
24
40







Primary language spoken in home





Non English
26
22
24
28

English
18
20
24
38







Child's race/ethnicity





White, non-Hispanic
14
18
24
45

Black, Non-Hispanic
29
26
24
21

Asian
15
19
22
43

Hispanic
24
23
26
27

Hawaiian Native/Pacific Islander
30
27
19
23

American Indian/Alaska Native
38
27
18
17

More than one race, non Hispanic
18
23
24
35







Child's race/ethnicity by maternal education





Maternal education:





High school diploma/equivalent or more





White, non-Hispanic
12
17
24
47

Black, non-Hispanic
27
25
25
23

Asian
14
17
22
46

Hispanic
22
22
25
31

Maternal education:





Less than high school diploma or equivalent





White, non-Hispanic
26
26
25
22

Black, non-Hispanic
40
30
20
11

Asian
22
36
23
19

Hispanic
32
26
27
15

NOTE: Estimates based on first time kindergartners who were assessed in English (approximately 19 percent of Asian children and approximately 30 percent of Hispanic children were not assessed). Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Early Childhood Longitudinal Study. Kindergarten Class of 1998-99, Fall 1998.


A second assessment of a child's reading proficiency was administered using the following five skills as a measurement:

Letter recognition

Beginning sounds

Ending sounds

Sight words

Words in context


Table 6 in the Kindergarten Class Study shows that as children enter kindergarten for the first time:

66 percent pass reading proficiency level one (recognizing their letters)

29 percent pass level two (beginning sounds)

17 percent pass level three (ending sounds)

  2 percent pass level four (sight words)

  1 percent pass level five (words in context)


More girls than boys pass reading proficiency levels one (recognizing their letters), two (beginning sounds) and three (ending sounds).


Older first-time kindergartners (born in 1992) are more likely to pass levels one through four than younger first-time kindergartners (born September through December 1993). Older first-time kindergartners are also more likely to have all three print familiarity skills than younger first-time kindergartners.


Children with few risk factors are more likely to pass various reading proficiencies than children at risk.  For example, children whose mothers have higher levels of education passed the first three reading proficiency levels at higher rates than kindergartners whose mothers have less education.  Plus, children from families who do not receive welfare services are more likely to pass reading proficiency levels one (letter recognition), two (beginning sounds) and three (ending sounds) than kindergartners from families who did receive public assistance.  The same pattern is true for print familiarity.  Children whose mothers have higher levels of education are more likely than children whose mothers have less education and children whose families did not receive public assistance are more likely than children whose families received public assistance, to have all three print familiarity skills.


Children’s reading proficiency and print familiarity also differ by family type.  Children from families with two parents pass reading proficiency levels one through four more often than kindergartners with single mothers and are more likely to have all three print familiarity skills.


Children who are white are more likely to pass levels one (letter recognition), two (beginning sounds) and three (ending sounds) than children who are black or Hispanic.  Children who are Asian are also more likely to pass levels one through three than white, black or Hispanic children.

Table 6 in the Kindergarten Class Study

Percentage of first-time kindergartners passing each reading proficiency level by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998


Letter
Beginning
Ending
Sight
Words in

Characteristic
recognition
sounds
sounds
words
context

Total
66
29
17
2
1








Child's sex






Male
62
26
15
3
1

Female
70
32
19
2
1








Child's age at entry






Born Jan. - Aug. 1992
76
38
24
5
2

Born Sep. - Dec. 1992
73
36
22
4
2

Born Jan. - Apr. 1993
67
31
17
2
1

Born May - Aug. 1993
60
23
13
1
1

Born Sep. - Dec. 1993
56
20
11
1
1








Mother's education






Less than high school
38
9
4
(*)
(*)

High school diploma or equivalent
57
20
11
1
(*)

Some college, including vocational/technical
69
30
17
2
1

Bachelor's degree or higher
86
50
32
6
2








Family type






Single mother
53
18
10
1
(*)

Single father
58
21
11
2
1

Two parent
70
33
19
3
1








Welfare receipt






Utilized AFDC
41
11
5
1
(*)

Never utilized AFDC
69
31
18
4
1








Primary language spoken in home






Non-English
49
20
12
3
1

English
67
30
17
2
1








Child's race/ethnicity






White, non-Hispanic
73
34
20
3
1

Black, non-Hispanic
55
19
10
1
(*)

Asian
79
43
29
9
5

Hispanic
49
19
10
1
l

Hawaiian Native/Pacific Islander
55
24
14
2
1

American Indian/Alaska Native
34
11
6
(*)
(*)

More than one race, non-Hispanic
61
27
16
4
2








Child's race/ethnicity by maternal education






Maternal education:






High school diploma/equivalent or more






White, non-Hispanic
75
36
21
3
1

Black, non-Hispanic
59
22
12
1
1

Asian
82
47
32
10
5

Hispanic
55
23
13
1
1

Maternal education:






Less than high school diploma/equivalent






White, non-Hispanic
47
12
6
(*)
(*)

Black, non-Hispanic
37
7
3
(*)
(*)

Asian
60
20
9
1
1

Hispanic
29
6
3
(*)
(*)

* less than .5 percent.

NOTE: Estimates based on first-time kindergartners who were assessed in English (approximately 19 percent of Asian children and approximately 30 percent Hispanic children were not assessed).  Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.  SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Early Childhood Longitudinal study, Kindergarten Class of 1998-99, Fall 1998.


To assess a child's proficiency in mathematics, five concepts were defined.  These concepts are:

Number and shape

Relative size

Ordinal sequence

Add and subtract

Multiply and divide


Table 7 in the Kindergarten Class Study shows that when preschools enter kindergarten:

· 94 percent of first-time kindergartners pass mathematics proficiency level one (reading numerals, recognizing shapes and counting to 10)

· 58 percent pass level two (reading numerals, counting beyond 10, sequencing patterns and using non-standard units of length to compare objects)

· 20 percent pass level three (number sequence, reading two digit numerals, identification of the ordinal position of an object and solving a word problem)

· 4 percent pass level four (includes calculating sums up to 10 and relationships of numbers in sequence)

· under 1 percent pass level five (problem solving using multiplication and division and number patterns)


The older first-time kindergartners (born 1992) are more likely than the younger first-time kindergartners (born September through December 1993) to pass levels one through four:

· Level 1 - reading numerals, recognizing shapes and counting to 10

· Level 2 - reading numerals, counting beyond 10, sequencing patterns and using non-standard units of length to compare objects

· Level 3 - number sequence, reading two digit numerals, identification of the ordinal position of an object and solving a word problem

· Level 4 - calculating sums up to 10 and relationships of numbers in sequence


Kindergartners whose mothers have higher levels of education are more likely to pass levels one through four than kindergartners with mothers who have a lower levels of education.


Kindergartners from families with two parents are more likely to pass levels one through four than kindergartners with single mothers.


First-time kindergartners whose families have not received or are not receiving welfare services are more likely than kindergartners from families with receipt of welfare to pass levels one through four.


Similar to reading, there are racial/ethnic differences in the mathematics proficiencies of beginning kindergartners. White and Asian children are more likely to pass levels one through four than black or Hispanic children.

Table 7 in the Kindergarten Class Study

Percentage of first-time kindergartners passing each mathematics proficiency level, by child and family characteristics: Fall 1998

Number
Relative
Ordinal
Add/
Multiply/

Characteristic
& shape
size
sequence
subtract
divide

Total
94
58
20
4
(*)








Child's sex






Male
93
57
21
5
1

Female
95
59
20
4
(*)








Child's age at entry






Born Jan. - Aug. 1992
97
74
37
10
2

Born Sep. - Dec. 1992
96
67
29
7
1

Born Jan. - Apr. 1993
95
60
21
4
(*)

Born May - Aug. 1993
92
51
14
2
(*)

Born Sep. - Dec. 1993
89
42
10
2
(*)








Mother's education






Less than high school
84
32
6
1
(*)

High school diploma or equivalent
92
50
13
2
(*)

Some college, including vocational/technical
96
61
20
4
(*)

Bachelor's degree or higher
99
79
37
9
1








Family type






Single mother
90
44
11
2
(*)

Single father
91
51
16
3
(*)

Two parent
95
63
23
5
(*)








Welfare receipt






Utilized AFDC
85
33
6
l
(*)

Never utilized AFDC
95
61
22
5
1








Primary language spoken in home






Non-English
89
45
13
3
(*)

English
94
59
21
4
(*)








Child's race/ethnicity






White, non-Hispanic
96
66
26
5
(*)

Black, non-Hispanic
90
42
9
1
(*)

Asian
98
70
31
9
1

Hispanic
90
44
12
2
(*)

Hawaiian Native/Pacific Islander
91
48
11
2
(*)

American Indian/Alaska Native
80
34
8
1
(*)

More than one race, non-Hispanic
94
54
17
4
(*)








Child's race/ethnicity by maternal education






Maternal education:






High school diploma/equivalent or more






White, non-Hispanic
97
68
27
6
(*)

Black, non-Hispanic
91
45
10
1
(*)

Asian
97
73
34
10
2

Hispanic
93
49
14
2
(*)

Maternal education:






Less than high school diploma or equivalent






White, non Hispanic
87
40
9
1
(*)

Black, non-Hispanic
83
27
4
( * )
(*)

Asian
94
58
16
4
1

Hispanic
82
27
5
1
(*)

* less than .5 percent

NOTE: Estimates based on first-time kindergartners who were assessed in English (approximately 19 percent of Asian children and approximately 30 percent of Hispanic children were not assessed). Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education statistics. Early Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class of 1998-99, Fall 1998.
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High/Scope Perry Project Data

Appendix G - High/Scope Perry Project Data


The following slides were obtained from a PowerPoint presentation on the High/Scope Perry Preschool Project WebPages at http://www.highscope.org/Re search/PerryProject/slides.htm


They document the long-term social value of the early learning preschool program participants.


[image: image2.wmf]Intellectual Performance Over Time

80

96

95

91

92

88

88

85

79

86

87

87

87

83

84

75

80

85

90

95

100

Entry

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Age

IQ

Program group

No-program group


Slide A.  Intellectual Performance Over Time of the Perry Preschool Project

Slide A documents that the "fade-out" effect of IQ is valid.  However, as the slides on the following pages demonstrate, just because the differential in measured IQ disappears, the conclusion cannot be drawn that the Preschool experience had no long-lasting effect.
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Slide B.  Educational Effects of the Perry Preschool Project


Slide B documents:

· Half as many Program participants were treated for mental impairment.

· Three times as many Program participants scored in the tenth percentile at age 14.

· One and a half times as many Program participants graduated from high school on time.
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Slide C.  Economic Effects at Age 27 of the Perry Preschool Project


Slide C documents:
· Four times as many Program participants earned over $2000 per month at age 27.

· Three times as many Program participants owned their own home at age 27.

· Half as many Program participants were ever on Welfare by age 27.
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Slide D.  Mean Number of Arrests by age 27 of the Perry Preschool Project

Slide D documents:

· Half as many Program participants ever had a felony conviction by age 27.

· Half as many Program participants ever had a misdemeanor conviction by age 27.

· The same number of Program participants had been convicted of a juvenile offense by age 27.
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Slide E.  Strong Effects on Females of the Perry Preschool Project

Slide E documents:

· Three and a half times as many female Program participants scored above the tenth percentile at age 14.

· Three times as many female Program participants graduated from high school on time.

· Five times as many female Program participants were married at age 27.
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Slide F.  Strong Effects on Males of the Perry Preschool Project


Slide F documents:

· One-fourth as many male Program participants had five or more arrests by age 27.

· Two and a half times as many male Program participants owned their own home at age 27.

· Seven times as many male Program participants earned over $2000 per month at age 27.
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Slide G.  Taxpayer Costs and Benefits of the Perry Preschool Project


Slide G documents that in 1992 dollars, the costs to society for non-Program subjects was $88,433:

  $3,000 for Welfare

  $6,000 for Special Education

  $9,000 for Loss of Taxes on Earnings

$13,000 for Judicial System

$58,000 for Costs to Crime Victims


This is contrasted with the $12,356 per participant for Program expenses.


The conclusion drawn is that providing an early learning preschool experience yields a 716% return on the investment.

Appendix H

Carolina Abecedarian Project

Appendix H - Carolina Abecedarian Project


The following article appeared in This Week in Washington, Vol.  XXI, No. 4, January 28, 2000.  It was entitled, "North Carolina Abecedarian Project Shows Quality Child Care Impact 21 Years Later."

At the APHSA Child Care in the Year 2000 conference, Dr. Francis Campbell from the Child Development Center at the University of North Carolina presented some of the latest findings of the Abecedarian Project.  The study began in the early 1970s and followed more than 100 low-income children as they reached adulthood.  All children were from low income families that were randomly selected.  Half of the children received high-quality early invention child care from the ages of zero to five.  The other half did not.  The goal was to determine if a quality childcare early education program had an effect on these children, and if so, how long that effect might last.  The study has continued to follow the children and review their progress at ages 12, 15, and most recently, at age 21.  Few children and families dropped out of the study over its life span.  The project consistently has shown positive results for those children who received quality care.  Perhaps most significant are recent results regarding the children who received the care and have now reached age 21.  In the categories of reading and math achievement and graduation rates, the group that received the intervention childcare (the experimental group) scored higher.  When education "equivalency" was reviewed, this group had an average education equivalency of 12.2 years while the control group averaged 11.6 years.  Thirty-five percent of the children who received the high-quality childcare went on to college, while 13% of the control group did.  In measuring those who had either a "high" skilled job or higher education, 65% of the experimental group had reached that goal, while 40% of the control group had done so.  Perhaps most interesting was when these now young adults had their first child.  For the control group, the average age at the first birth was 17.5 years.  For the experimental group, the average age of the parent was 19.1 years.  For more information, go to the web site: http://www.fpg.unc.edu/
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Appendix I - Survey on the Federal PL874 Form


A copy of the survey that was distributed as part of the Federal PL874 Form of the Harrison School District is on the following page.

Harrison School District   2000 Federal Impact Aid (PL874)

Student's Name:  _____________________
Birthdate:  _____  Grade:  ___

Address:  ______________________________________________________

School: _____________________________
Home Phone:  _____________

********************************************************************************************

Parent/Guardian survey - complete all sections below.  Check carefully that all information is correct of October 2, 2000.
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Parent/Guardian First Contact   Parent/Guardian Second Contact

Name:

________________________    ________________________

Employers:
________________________    ________________________

Work Address:
________________________    ________________________

Work Telephone:
________________________    ________________________



Check one of the following:
Check one of the following:
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  _____  Civilian

  _____  Civilian



  _____  Active Military
  _____  Active Military

[image: image13.wmf]0

1

2

3

4

5

6

All Students

Mean Grade Equivalent Scores

Study Group

Control Group



  _____  Civil Service
  _____  Civil Service

Rank/Grade:
________________________    ________________________

Duty Location:
________________________    ________________________

Branch of Service
________________________    ________________________

Was either Parent/Guardian working on Federal Property October 2, 2000.

Yes ______  No ______  If YES, Where? _________________________________

******************************************************************************************************

Parent or Guardian Signature ___________________________________  Date: _____________
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STAR Reading and STAR Math Assessment on CD ROM

Appendix J - STAR Reading and STAR Math Assessment on CD-ROM


Place the CD-ROM in the above pocket in a Windows computer.  On the CD-ROM are two icons, one for the STAR Reading Assessment and one for the STAR Math Assessment.  Double click on either icon to view the desired assessment.

Appendix K

Harrison School District Assessment Matrix for the elementary grades

Appendix K - Harrison School District Assessment Matrix for the Elementary Grades


The following three pages contain the complete Assessment Matrix for the elementary grades in the Harrison School District.


These abbreviations are used in the Assessment Matrix:

HM

Houghton Mifflin Emergent Literacy Survey

WPR

Wordless Picture Reading

DRA

Developmental Reading Assessment

SRWR
Silent Reading and Written Response

STAR

STAR Assessment

CSAP
`
Colorado Student Assessment Program

Table 19

Kindergarten & first grade matrix assessment

Proficiency levels for 2001-2002

Students are tested using all required instruments both fall and spring.

Grade Level
Fall


Mid year


Spring

All students assessed

Kindergarten
Teacher Observation and Checklist as ongoing throughout the year.
Teacher Observation and Checklist as ongoing throughout the year. 
Required Assessments:
1. HM

2. WPR

3. DRA

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:

HM:

Rhyme:  6-8 

Beginning Sounds:  6-8

CAP:  6-8

Letter Naming:  50-52

Proficient on HM = 3 out of 4

WPR:

Proficient 5 to 6 points

DRA:

Level 2 or above (Level 3 and above: 94% or higher on miscues with at least some understanding - rubric score of 10 or higher.)









Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3 assessments

IEP written


Fall*

*New students only and teacher discretion on any individual student.
Mid year*

*IEP students only
Spring

All students assessed

First Grade
Required Assessments:

1. HM

2. DRA

3. Other

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:

HM:

Rhyme:  6-8 

Beginning Sounds:  6-8

CAP:  6-8

Letter Naming:  50-52

P on the HM  = 3 out of 4

DRA:

Level 2 or above (Level 3 and above: 94% or higher on miscues with at least some understanding rubric score of 10 or higher.)


Required Assessments:

1. HM

2. BRI (Form A)

3. Other

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:

HM:

Rhyme:  6-8 

Beginning Sounds:  6-8

Phoneme Blending: 6-8

Phoneme Segment.:  6-8

CAP:  6-8

Letter Naming:  50-52

Word Recognition:  at least 15 out of 30 words.

Sentence Dictation:  16/32

P on the HM = 5 out of 8

BRI:  Instructional at P
Required Assessments:

1. HM

2. BRI (Form C)

3. Other

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:

HM:

Rhyme:  6-8 

Beginning Sounds:  6-8

Phoneme Blending: 6 -8

Phoneme Segment.:  6-8

CAP:  6-8

Letter Naming:  50-52

Word Recognition:  at least 25 of 30 words.

Sentence Dictation:  54/67

P on the HM = 6 out of 8

BRI:

Independent on a first grade passage


Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3

assessments
Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3

assessments
Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3

assessments

Table 20

Second & third grade matrix assessment

Proficiency levels for 2001-2002

Students are tested using all required instruments both fall and spring.

Grade Level
Fall*

*New students only and teacher discretion on any individual student.
Mid year*

*IEP students only
Spring

All students assessed

Second

Grade
Required Assessments:

1. BRI (Form A)

2. SRWR

3. Other

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS: 

BRI:

Independent on  first grade  passage

SRWR:

Independent on a first grade passage  


Required Assessments:

1.  BRI (Form B)

2. SRWR

3. Other

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:
BRI:

Instructional on second grade passage

SRWR:

Instructional on a second grade passage 


Required Assessments:

1. STAR*

2. BRI (Form C) 

3. SRWR

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:
STAR:

51 percentile or higher (for baseline information)

BRI:

Independent on second grade passage

SRWR:

Independent on a second grade passage 


Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3

assessments
Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3 

assessments
Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3

assessments

Third Grade
Required Assessments:

1. STAR*

2. BRI (Form A)

3. SRWR

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:
STAR:

51 percentile or higher

BRI:

Independent on second grade passage

SRWR:

Independent (second grade passage)
Required Assessments:

1. STAR

2. BRI (Form B)

3. SRWR

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:

STAR:

51 percentile or higher

BRI:

Instructional on third grade passage

SRWR:

Instructional (third grade passage)


Required Assessments:

1. STAR*

2. BRI (Form LN)

3. SRWR

4. CSAP Reading

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:
STAR:

51 percentile or higher

BRI:

Independent on third grade passage

SRWR:

Independent (third grade passage)

CSAP:

Reading- Proficient or Advanced


Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3

assessments
Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3

assessments
Overall Proficiency Level:

3 out of 4

assessments

*    If proficient at 51 percentile or higher on the STAR then there is no need to administer BRI or Silent reading and Written Response unless the teacher feels that it is necessary or the student is on an IEP.

Table 21

Fourth & fifth grade matrix assessment

Proficiency levels for 2001-2002

Students are tested using all required instruments both fall and spring.

Grade Level
Fall*

*New students only and teacher discretion on any individual student.
Mid year*

*IEP students only
Spring

All students assessed

Fourth

Grade
 Required Assessments:

1. STAR*

2. BRI (Form A)

3. SRWR

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:
STAR:

51 percentile or higher

BRI:

Independent on third grade passage

SRWR:

Independent (third grade passage)
Required Assessments:

1. STAR

2. BRI (Form B)

3. SRWR

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:
STAR:

51 percentile or higher

BRI:

Instructional on fourth grade passage

SRWR:

Instructional (fourth grade passage)
Required Assessments:

1. STAR*

2. BRI (Form LN)

3. SRWR

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:
STAR:

51 percentile or higher

BRI:

Independent on fourth grade passage

SRWR:

Independent (fourth grade passage)


Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3

assessments
Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3

assessments
Overall Proficiency Level

2 out of 3

assessments






Fifth Grade
Required Assessments:

1. STAR*

2. BRI (Form A)

3. SRWR

4. CSAP Reading

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:
STAR:

51 percentile or higher

BRI:

Independent on fourth grade passage

SRWR:

Independent (fourth grade passage)

CSAP:

Reading- Proficient or Advanced
Required Assessments:

1. STAR

2. BRI (Form B)

3. SRWR

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:
STAR:

51 percentile or higher

BRI:

Instructional on fifth grade passage

SRWR:

Instructional (fifth grade passage) 


Required Assessments:

1. STAR*

2. BRI (Form LN)

3. SRWR

INDIVIDUAL PROFICIENCY LEVELS:
STAR:

51 percentile or higher

BRI:

Independent on fifth grade passage

SRWR:

Independent (fifth grade passage)




Overall Proficiency Level:

3 out of 4

assessments or

2 out of 3 (no CSAP scores)
Overall Proficiency Level:

2 out of 3

assessments
Overall Proficiency Level 

2 out of 3

assessments

*    If proficient at 51 percentile or higher on the STAR then there is no need to administer BRI or Silent reading and Written Response unless      the teacher feels that it is necessary or the student is on an IEP.
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Appendix L - Harrison School District Confidentiality Form


Research Consent Form and Statement of Confidentiality agreement signed by the superintendent of the Harrison School District is on the following page.

Harrison School District Two

1060 Harrison Road

Colorado Springs, CO  80906

719  579-2000

January 24, 2003

Research Consent Form and Statement of Confidentiality:

The Harrison School District grants permission for Ron Place to use the District's student data for his Doctoral Dissertation on "The Impact of the Harrison School District Early Learning Programs on Subsequent Student Achievement".

The research and analysis of data will not divulge the name of any student nor compromise in any way the confidentiality of any individual student.

This research involves analyzing the achievement of students who have participated in the Harrison preschool programs, and comparing their achievement scores with students who have not participated in the Harrison preschool programs.  The identification of any specific student is not necessary in the analysis of this data, nor to fulfill the expectations of the district in endorsing this research.

Sincerely,

Vic Meyers

Superintendent of the Harrison School District

Appendix M

Data Used to Calculate the All Student Statistics

Appendix M - Data Used to Calculate the All Student Statistics


The following pages are representative of the reports that were used to compile the information and generate the data for the "All Student" analyses.  These nine pages represent the first page of each section of spreadsheets for each current grade level from the fourth to the twelfth grade, and contain all the results of the CSAP assessments that each of those grades has taken in their public school career.  All the spreadsheets for every grade are on the CD ROM in Appendix Q.


The same format was then followed for the eight subgroups, itemizing every CSAP assessment but filtering the Microsoft Access queries to display only the targeted audience.  The eight additional subgroups are:

· Asian Student Population

· Black Student Population

· Hispanic Student Population

· White Student Population

· Male Student Population

· Female Student Population

· Student Population ON the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program

· Student Population NOT ON the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch program

Results of the CSAP Assessments Taken by the Current 4th Graders (first page only)

2002 CSAP 3rd Grade Reading of Current 4th Graders              













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1997-1998
Unsatisfactory
15%
22
9
7%

1997-1998
Partially Proficient
23%
33
32
26%

1997-1998
Proficient
57%
82
74
61%

1997-1998
Advanced
4%
6
7
6%

1997-1998
Not Tested

6
2










Total Students Tested:

143
122










Total Scale Score:

77234
67688



Average Scale Score:

540
555
















2002 CSAP 3rd Grade Writing of Current 4th Graders               













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1997-1998
Unsatisfactory
10%
14
4
3%

1997-1998
Partially Proficient
58%
84
63
52%

1997-1998
Proficient
31%
45
51
42%

1997-1998
Advanced
1%
1
4
3%

1997-1998
Not Tested

6
1










Total Students Tested:

144
122










Total Scale Score:

63856
55987



Average Scale Score:

443
459


Results of the CSAP Assessments Taken by the Current 5th Graders (first page only)

2001 CSAP 3rd Grade Reading of Current 5th Graders                   













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1996-1997
Unsatisfactory
18%
34
22
13%

1996-1997
Partially Proficient
21%
39
33
19%

1996-1997
Proficient
56%
104
107
61%

1996-1997
Advanced
4%
8
12
7%

1996-1997
Not Tested

1
1










Total Students Tested:

185
174










Total Scale Score:

98973
95950



Average Scale Score:

535
551
















2002 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 5th Graders                 













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1996-1997
Unsatisfactory
19%
29
25
19%

1996-1997
Partially Proficient
34%
52
39
29%

1996-1997
Proficient
46%
70
70
52%

1996-1997
Advanced
1%
1

0%

1996-1997
Not Tested

2
2










Total Students Tested:

152
134










Total Scale Score:

84931
76049



Average Scale Score:

559
568
















2002 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 5th Graders                     













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1996-1997
Unsatisfactory
13%
19
18
13%

1996-1997
Partially Proficient
51%
77
68
51%

1996-1997
Proficient
36%
54
42
31%

1996-1997
Advanced
1%
2
6
4%

1996-1997
Not Tested

2
2










Total Students Tested:

152
134










Total Scale Score:

70764
63025



Average Scale Score:

466
470


Results of the CSAP Assessments Taken by the Current 6th Graders (first page only)

2000 CSAP 3rd Grade Reading of Current 6th Graders                













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1995-1996
Unsatisfactory
12%
15
15
7%

1995-1996
Partially Proficient
20%
25
59
26%

1995-1996
Proficient
65%
83
144
63%

1995-1996
Advanced
4%
5
10
4%

1995-1996
Not Tested

3
6










Total Students Tested:

128
228










Total Scale Score:

63215
113393



Average Scale Score:

494
497
















2001 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 6th Graders                    













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1995-1996
Unsatisfactory
13%
17
40
18%

1995-1996
Partially Proficient
33%
44
65
29%

1995-1996
Proficient
50%
66
118
52%

1995-1996
Advanced
4%
5
5
2%

1995-1996
Not Tested

6
3










Total Students Tested:

132
228










Total Scale Score:

75346
130429



Average Scale Score:

571
572
















2001 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 6th Graders                         













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1995-1996
Unsatisfactory
15%
20
46
21%

1995-1996
Partially Proficient
56%
73
109
49%

1995-1996
Proficient
29%
38
66
30%

1995-1996
Advanced
0%

1
0%

1995-1996
Not Tested

7
9










Total Students Tested:

131
222










Total Scale Score:

65298
111539



Average Scale Score:

498
502


Results of the CSAP Assessments Taken by the Current 7th Graders (first page only)

1999 CSAP 3rd Grade Reading of Current 7th Graders                     













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1994-1995
Unsatisfactory
13%
12
20
14%

1994-1995
Partially Proficient
29%
27
38
26%

1994-1995
Proficient
55%
51
82
55%

1994-1995
Advanced
3%
3
8
5%

1994-1995
Not Tested


2










Total Students Tested:

93
148










Total Scale Score:

45198
72635



Average Scale Score:

486
491
















2000 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 7th Graders                  













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1994-1995
Unsatisfactory
12%
12
18
11%

1994-1995
Partially Proficient
38%
37
65
41%

1994-1995
Proficient
45%
44
68
43%

1994-1995
Advanced
4%
4
8
5%

1994-1995
Not Tested


2










Total Students Tested:

97
159










Total Scale Score:

47847
78683



Average Scale Score:

493
495
















2000 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 7th Graders                      













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1994-1995
Unsatisfactory
27%
25
29
19%

1994-1995
Partially Proficient
54%
50
74
48%

1994-1995
Proficient
19%
18
50
32%

1994-1995
Advanced
0%

1
1%

1994-1995
Not Tested

3
5










Total Students Tested:

93
154










Total Scale Score:

45791
77246



Average Scale Score:

492
502


Results of the CSAP Assessments Taken by the Current 8th Graders (first page only)

1998 CSAP 3rd Grade Reading of Current 8th Graders                      













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1993-1994
Unsatisfactory
18%
10
14
13%

1993-1994
Partially Proficient
25%
14
34
30%

1993-1994
Proficient
53%
30
60
54%

1993-1994
Advanced
5%
3
4
4%

1993-1994
Not Tested


2










Total Students Tested:

57
112










Total Scale Score:

27786
54502



Average Scale Score:

487
487
















1999 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 8th Graders                    













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1993-1994
Unsatisfactory
13%
8
17
15%

1993-1994
Partially Proficient
43%
26
45
40%

1993-1994
Proficient
40%
24
49
43%

1993-1994
Advanced
3%
2
2
2%

1993-1994
Not Tested

1











Total Students Tested:

60
113










Total Scale Score:

29320
54801



Average Scale Score:

489
485
















1999 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 8th Graders                           













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1993-1994
Unsatisfactory
24%
14
25
23%

1993-1994
Partially Proficient
46%
27
59
54%

1993-1994
Proficient
27%
16
25
23%

1993-1994
Advanced
3%
2
1
1%

1993-1994
Not Tested

2
3










Total Students Tested:

59
110










Total Scale Score:

29582
54516



Average Scale Score:

501
496


Results of the CSAP Assessments Taken by the Current 9th Graders (first page only)

1998 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 9th Graders                  













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1992-1993
Unsatisfactory
22%
8
15
14%

1992-1993
Partially Proficient
27%
10
46
43%

1992-1993
Proficient
51%
19
44
42%

1992-1993
Advanced
0%

1
1%

1992-1993
Not Tested

1
2










Total Students Tested:

37
106










Total Scale Score:

18049
51134



Average Scale Score:

488
482
















1998 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 9th Graders                  













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1992-1993
Unsatisfactory
22%
7
25
26%

1992-1993
Partially Proficient
63%
20
47
49%

1992-1993
Proficient
16%
5
22
23%

1992-1993
Advanced
0%

2
2%

1992-1993
Not Tested

1
2










Total Students Tested:

32
96










Total Scale Score:

15776
47295



Average Scale Score:

493
493
















2001 CSAP 7th Grade Reading of Current 9th Graders                













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1992-1993
Unsatisfactory
5%
2
14
13%

1992-1993
Partially Proficient
44%
17
32
30%

1992-1993
Proficient
51%
20
59
55%

1992-1993
Advanced
0%

3
3%

1992-1993
Not Tested


4










Total Students Tested:

39
108










Total Scale Score:

24491
67126



Average Scale Score:

628
622


Results of the CSAP Assessments Taken by the Current 10th Graders (first page only)

1997 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 10th Graders          













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1991-1992
Unsatisfactory
16%
5
8
10%

1991-1992
Partially Proficient
34%
11
30
38%

1991-1992
Proficient
47%
15
38
48%

1991-1992
Advanced
3%
1
4
5%









Total Students Tested:

32
80










Total Scale Score:

15583
39343



Average Scale Score:

487
492
















1997 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 10th Graders          













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1991-1992
Unsatisfactory
40%
10
14
22%

1991-1992
Partially Proficient
48%
12
36
56%

1991-1992
Proficient
12%
3
12
19%

1991-1992
Advanced
0%

2
3%









Total Students Tested:

25
64










Total Scale Score:

12045
31598



Average Scale Score:

482
494
















2000 CSAP 7th Grade Reading of Current 10th Graders             













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1991-1992
Unsatisfactory
19%
7
14
16%

1991-1992
Partially Proficient
35%
13
33
38%

1991-1992
Proficient
43%
16
40
46%

1991-1992
Advanced
3%
1

0%

1991-1992
Not Tested

1
3










Total Students Tested:

37
87










Total Scale Score:

17755
42319



Average Scale Score:

480
486


Results of the CSAP Assessments Taken by the Current 11th Graders (first page only)

1999 CSAP 7th Grade Reading of Current 11th Graders          













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1990-1991
Unsatisfactory
17%
5
9
12%

1990-1991
Partially Proficient
28%
8
27
35%

1990-1991
Proficient
52%
15
41
53%

1990-1991
Advanced
3%
1

0%

1990-1991
Not Tested

2
2










Total Students Tested:

29
77










Total Scale Score:

14264
37836



Average Scale Score:

492
491
















1999 CSAP 7th Grade Writing of Current 11th Graders          













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1990-1991
Unsatisfactory
0%


0%

1990-1991
Partially Proficient
66%
19
51
70%

1990-1991
Proficient
31%
9
22
30%

1990-1991
Advanced
3%
1

0%

1990-1991
Not Tested

2
6










Total Students Tested:

29
73










Total Scale Score:

14426
35758



Average Scale Score:

497
490
















2000 CSAP 8th Grade Math of Current 11th Graders                













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1990-1991
Unsatisfactory
52%
14
36
43%

1990-1991
Partially Proficient
30%
8
36
43%

1990-1991
Proficient
15%
4
9
11%

1990-1991
Advanced
4%
1
3
4%

1990-1991
Not Tested

2











Total Students Tested:

27
84










Total Scale Score:

12761
39809



Average Scale Score:

473
474


Results of the CSAP Assessments Taken by the Current 12th Graders (first page only)

2001 CSAP 10th Grade Reading of Current 12th Graders           













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1989-1990
Unsatisfactory
7%
1
11
19%

1989-1990
Partially Proficient
13%
2
18
32%

1989-1990
Proficient
80%
12
27
47%

1989-1990
Advanced
0%

1
2%









Total Students Tested:

15
57










Total Scale Score:

10142
37471



Average Scale Score:

676
657
















2001 CSAP 10th Grade Writing of Current 12th Graders            













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1989-1990
Unsatisfactory
0%

3
5%

1989-1990
Partially Proficient
67%
10
33
60%

1989-1990
Proficient
33%
5
12
22%

1989-1990
Advanced
0%

7
13%

1989-1990
Not Tested


2










Total Students Tested:

15
55










Total Scale Score:

7144
26209



Average Scale Score:

476
477
















2001 CSAP 10th Grade Math of Current 12th Graders                













Head Start
CSAP
Percent
Study
Control
Percent

SchoolYear
Performance
of S. G.
Group
Group
of C. G.

1989-1990
Unsatisfactory
67%
10
34
61%

1989-1990
Partially Proficient
33%
5
19
34%

1989-1990
Proficient
0%

3
5%

1989-1990
Advanced
0%


0%









Total Students Tested:

15
56










Total Scale Score:

7145
26422



Average Scale Score:

476
472


Appendix N

Compilation of All 56 CSAP Assessments for All Students

Appendix N - Compilation of All 56 CSAP Assessments for All Students


Discoveries are often made when data is examined from different viewpoints.  Three such scenarios were explored by the author.  One study compared all the cumulative assessments taken by each current grade of students.  Another study examined all the cumulative assessments taken by the students when they were in same grade.  A third study analyzed all the assessments administered in each year the CSAP exams were given.  Lastly, a study investigated all the CSAP assessments by curricular discipline.


The four pages that follow contain the compilation of all 56 CSAP individual assessments, sorted in the four different ways described above in an effort to discover any trends that might have emerged.  The four sort orders are:

· Sorted by Current Grade

· Sorted by Grade at Assessment

· Sorted by Year Administered

· Sorted by CSAP Subject

CSAP Assessments - For All Students - Sorted by Current Grade

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
143
540
555
122

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
144
443
459
122

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
185
535
551
174

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
152
559
568
134

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
152
466
470
134

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
128
494
497
228

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
132
571
572
228

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
131
498
502
222

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
108
588
586
202

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
108
488
486
203

2002 5th Grade Math
6
108
492
490
203

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
93
486
491
148

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
97
493
495
159

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
93
492
502
154

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
99
585
593
162

2001 5th Grade Math
7
97
468
474
160

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
77
599
606
147

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
76
492
498
151

2002 6th Grade Math
7
76
491
508
150

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
57
487
487
112

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
60
489
485
113

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
59
501
496
110

2000 5th Grade Math
8
62
471
472
119

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
62
597
599
119

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
54
638
621
117

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
55
527
533
117

2002 7th Grade Math
8
55
506
517
116

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
37
488
482
106

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
32
493
493
96

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
39
628
622
108

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
37
482
478
110

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
33
632
639
110

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
33
543
537
110

2002 8th Grade Math
9
32
536
529
109

2002 8th Grade Science
9
33
488
481
109

1997 4th Grade Reading
10
32
487
492
80

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
25
482
494
64

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
37
480
486
87

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
35
486
487
86

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
38
635
639
87

2001 8th Grade Math
10
38
485
486
87

2001 8th Grade Science
10
38
487
486
86

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
35
650
652
84

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
35
548
547
85

2002 9th Grade Math
10
35
550
550
83

All Students - Sorted by Current Grade (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1999 7th Grade Reading
11
29
492
491
77

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
29
497
490
73

2000 8th Grade Math
11
27
473
474
84

2000 8th Grade Science
11
27
486
480
82

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
28
655
654
80

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
25
667
677
83

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
25
566
561
83

2002 10th Grade Math
11
24
565
562
84

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
15
676
657
57

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
15
476
477
55

2001 10th Grade Math
12
15
476
472
56

CSAP Assessments - For All Students - Sorted by Grade at Assessment

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
57
487
487
112

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
93
486
491
148

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
128
494
497
228

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
185
535
551
174

2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
143
540
555
122

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
144
443
459
122

1997 4th Grade Reading
10
32
487
492
80

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
37
488
482
106

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
60
489
485
113

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
97
493
495
159

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
132
571
572
228

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
152
559
568
134

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
25
482
494
64

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
32
493
493
96

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
59
501
496
110

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
93
492
502
154

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
131
498
502
222

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
152
466
470
134

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
99
585
593
162

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
108
588
586
202

2000 5th Grade Math
8
62
471
472
119

2001 5th Grade Math
7
97
468
474
160

2002 5th Grade Math
6
108
492
490
203

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
108
488
486
203

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
62
597
599
119

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
77
599
606
147

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
76
492
498
151

2002 6th Grade Math
7
76
491
508
150

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
29
492
491
77

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
37
480
486
87

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
39
628
622
108

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
54
638
621
117

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
29
497
490
73

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
35
486
487
86

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
37
482
478
110

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
55
527
533
117

2002 7th Grade Math
8
55
506
517
116

All Students - Sorted by Grade at Assessment (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2001 8th Grade Reading
10
38
635
639
87

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
33
632
639
110

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
33
543
537
110

2000 8th Grade Math
11
27
473
474
84

2001 8th Grade Math
10
38
485
486
87

2002 8th Grade Math
9
32
536
529
109

2000 8th Grade Science
11
27
486
480
82

2001 8th Grade Science
10
38
487
486
86

2002 8th Grade Science
9
33
488
481
109

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
28
655
654
80

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
35
650
652
84

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
35
548
547
85

2002 9th Grade Math
10
35
550
550
83

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
15
676
657
57

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
25
667
677
83

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
15
476
477
55

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
25
566
561
83

2001 10th Grade Math
12
15
476
472
56

2002 10th Grade Math
11
24
565
562
84

CSAP Assessments - For All Students - Sorted by Year Administered

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1997 4th Grade Reading
10
32
487
492
80

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
25
482
494
64

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
57
487
487
112

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
37
488
482
106

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
32
493
493
96

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
93
486
491
148

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
60
489
485
113

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
59
501
496
110

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
29
492
491
77

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
29
497
490
73

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
128
494
497
228

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
97
493
495
159

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
93
492
502
154

2000 5th Grade Math
8
62
471
472
119

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
37
480
486
87

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
35
486
487
86

2000 8th Grade Math
11
27
473
474
84

2000 8th Grade Science
11
27
486
480
82

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
185
535
551
174

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
132
571
572
228

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
131
498
502
222

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
99
585
593
162

2001 5th Grade Math
7
97
468
474
160

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
62
597
599
119

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
39
628
622
108

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
37
482
478
110

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
38
635
639
87

2001 8th Grade Math
10
38
485
486
87

2001 8th Grade Science
10
38
487
486
86

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
28
655
654
80

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
15
676
657
57

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
15
476
477
55

2001 10th Grade Math
12
15
476
472
56

All Students - Sorted by Year Administered (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
143
540
555
122

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
144
443
459
122

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
152
559
568
134

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
152
466
470
134

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
108
588
586
202

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
108
488
486
203

2002 5th Grade Math
6
108
492
490
203

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
77
599
606
147

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
76
492
498
151

2002 6th Grade Math
7
76
491
508
150

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
54
638
621
117

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
55
527
533
117

2002 7th Grade Math
8
55
506
517
116

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
33
632
639
110

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
33
543
537
110

2002 8th Grade Math
9
32
536
529
109

2002 8th Grade Science
9
33
488
481
109

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
35
650
652
84

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
35
548
547
85

2002 9th Grade Math
10
35
550
550
83

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
25
667
677
83

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
25
566
561
83

2002 10th Grade Math
11
24
565
562
84

CSAP Assessments - For All Students - Sorted by CSAP Subject

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
8
522
556
137

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
73
551
548
194

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
60
568
565
150

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
58
495
499
160

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
57
576
579
157

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
50
595
596
130

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
41
492
500
27

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
42
497
494
32

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
39
592
594
32

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
29
608
609
20

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
40
488
484
12

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
41
488
501
11

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
41
596
617
12

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
40
626
656
8

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
38
487
487
105

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
38
628
620
109

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
32
634
638
111

1997 4th Grade Reading
10
33
486
490
82

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
35
479
487
90

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
35
633
639
90

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
32
650
653
87

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
29
492
491
77

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
27
655
654
80

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
25
667
677
83

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
13
677
657
58

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
8
436
458
137

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
60
469
471
150

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
57
499
506
152

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
50
495
492
131

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
39
497
502
31

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
28
494
494
21

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
41
500
506
11

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
40
527
562
8

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
32
493
493
96

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
36
482
478
111

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
32
543
537
111

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
26
480
493
65

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
34
483
488
89

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
32
548
549
88

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
29
497
490
73

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
25
566
561
83

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
13
480
476
56

All Students - Sorted by CSAP Subject (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 5th Grade Math
6
50
499
501
132

2001 5th Grade Math
7
39
472
466
31

2002 6th Grade Math
7
29
499
513
21

2000 5th Grade Math
8
42
474
482
12

2002 7th Grade Math
8
40
513
546
8

2002 8th Grade Math
9
31
537
529
109

2001 8th Grade Math
10
35
482
487
90

2002 9th Grade Math
10
32
548
550
86

2000 8th Grade Math
11
26
472
474
84

2002 10th Grade Math
11
24
565
562
84

2001 10th Grade Math
12
13
479
471
57

2002 8th Grade Science
9
32
488
481
110

2001 8th Grade Science
10
35
485
487
89

2000 8th Grade Science
11
26
486
480
82

Appendix O

Compilation of All 39 STAR Assessments for All Students

Appendix O - Compilation of All 39 STAR Assessments for All Students


This appendix contains the spreadsheets summarizing all 36 STAR assessments used in this study.  There are 39 assessments listed on the first spreadsheet, but three of these assessments had insufficient populations to generate significant data.


The means, standard deviations, variances, and z-test scores are calculated for each assessment and are summarized on the second spreadsheet in this appendix.  A quick glance down the right column of this spreadsheet will reveal that the differences between the performances of the study group and the Control are statistically insignificant.

STAR Assessments for All Students Administered in 2001

2001 STAR Reading                                                                                                         













HS-SchoolYear
Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
2
6.6
8.3
26

1990-1991
11
21
10.1
9.2
66

1991-1992
10
31
8.2
8.7
72

1992-1993
09
32
7.3
7.2
94

1993-1994
08
55
6.5
6.2
103

1994-1995
07
78
5.3
5.6
130

1995-1996
06
114
4.4
4.6
181

1996-1997
05
143
3.4
3.5
145

1997-1998
04
71
2.3
2.5
85

1998-1999
03
36
1.6
1.7
34






















2001 STAR Math                                                                                                         













HS-SchoolYear
Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
7
7.4
7.8
47

1990-1991
11
13
7.9
7.7
49

1991-1992
10
29
7.4
8.2
55

1992-1993
09
27
7.1
6.5
78

1993-1994
08
38
6.0
6.1
57

1994-1995
07
73
5.4
5.4
114

1995-1996
06
97
4.4
4.5
164

1996-1997
05
125
3.4
3.5
120

STAR Assessments for All Students Administered in 2002
2002 STAR Reading                                                                                                         













HS-SchoolYear
Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

5.5
2

1990-1991
11
19
10.7
10.0
78

1991-1992
10
28
9.7
9.4
81

1992-1993
09
32
8.7
8.3
105

1993-1994
08
55
7.4
6.9
107

1994-1995
07
76
5.9
6.5
139

1995-1996
06
107
5.2
5.6
190

1996-1997
05
145
4.4
4.7
129

1997-1998
04
140
3.4
3.7
122

1998-1999
03
176
2.7
2.9
144

1999-2000
02
18
2.2
1.7
34






















2002 STAR Math                                                                                                         













HS-SchoolYear
Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

6.2
1

1990-1991
11
9
9.2
7.8
38

1991-1992
10
11
9.0
9.0
31

1992-1993
09
31
7.9
7.5
107

1993-1994
08
51
6.8
6.9
112

1994-1995
07
70
6.2
6.3
144

1995-1996
06
108
5.9
5.9
193

1996-1997
05
145
4.2
4.5
129

1997-1998
04
141
3.6
3.6
120

1998-1999
03
7
3.9
2.4
3

Compilation of STAR Statistics
Reading
S.G.
C.G.
S.G.
C.G.
S.G.
C.G.


Assessments
Mean
Mean
SD
SD
Variance
Variance
z-Test










All Students
5.7604
5.7316
2.7733
2.5742
7.6914
6.6264
0.9735

Asian Students
6.3032
5.6231
2.4439
1.9264
5.9727
3.7110
0.4307

Black Students
5.2462
5.2003
2.5143
2.4937
6.3219
6.2186
0.9549

Hispanic Students
5.5064
5.0737
2.6788
2.2363
7.1758
5.0009
0.5888

White Students
6.0687
6.3015
2.9602
2.8329
8.7626
8.0253
0.8044

Male Students
5.8246
5.8833
2.8658
2.7423
8.2129
7.5200
0.9485

Female Students
5.7084
5.6053
2.7387
2.4308
7.5004
5.9089
0.9023

ON FFRL
5.7474
5.3470
3.1718
2.4467
10.0604
5.9865
0.6631

NOT ON FFRL
5.8973
6.0465
2.6049
2.6652
6.7856
7.1032
0.8615





































Math
S.G.
C.G.
S.G.
C.G.
S.G.
C.G.


Assessments
Mean
Mean
SD
SD
Variance
Variance
z-Test

All Students
6.2157
6.0941
1.7883
1.8200
3.1981
3.3123
0.8443

Asian Students
6.5778
6.7833
2.7281
2.3046
7.4425
5.1140
0.8420

Black Students
5.1356
5.2308
1.3428
1.5558
1.8032
2.4206
0.8674

Hispanic Students
5.6597
5.6857
1.5331
1.3378
2.3503
1.7898
0.9618

White Students
6.8418
6.6438
1.8505
1.6587
3.4244
2.7512
0.7499

Male Students
6.3106
6.5375
1.6668
1.8217
2.7783
3.3186
0.7132

Female Students
6.4625
6.1313
2.0146
1.4831
4.0586
2.1996
0.5964

ON FFRL
6.3875
6.0188
2.0808
1.6349
4.3298
2.6728
0.5773

NOT ON FFRL
6.7578
6.7763
1.8652
1.7596
3.4789
3.0963
0.9770

Appendix P

Compilation of All 18 Grades where Students were

placed on an Individual Education Plan (IEP)

Appendix P - Compilation of All 18 Grades where Students were placed on an Individual Education Plan (IEP)


This appendix contains the spreadsheets summarizing the data for students placed on Individual Education Plans (IEP's).


As a reminder, students were placed on IEP's if their performance was not satisfactory in the assessments listed on pages 53-55 of Chapter Three.  Placement on an IEP is an indicator of lower achievement performance, and is thus a good parameter for inclusion in this research.

Placement of Students on an Individual Education Plan
Students on IEP's in 2000                                                                                   

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
5
226
2%
1%
615
6

1994-1995
3
52
216
19%
17%
161
33

1995-1996
4
47
137
26%
10%
178
19

1996-1997
5
66
124
35%
23%
141
42

1997-1998
6
45
97
32%
26%
177
63

1998-1999
7
25
79
24%
24%
125
39

1999-2000
8
12
53
18%
17%
102
21




























Students on IEP's in 2001                                                                                   

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
43
188
19%
19%
506
115

1994-1995
3
84
184
31%
26%
143
51

1995-1996
4
52
132
28%
20%
158
39

1996-1997
5
87
103
46%
38%
114
69

1997-1998
6
41
101
29%
26%
177
63

1998-1999
7
24
80
23%
32%
112
52




























Students on IEP's in 2002                                                                                   

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
57
174
25%
25%
465
156

1994-1995
3
63
205
24%
18%
160
34

1995-1996
4
56
128
30%
23%
152
45

1996-1997
5
44
146
23%
18%
150
33

1997-1998
6
17
125
12%
12%
211
29

S.G. denotes the Study Group
C.G. denotes the Control Group

Summary of Statistics for Percentage of Students Placed on IEP's
Student
S.G.
C.G.
S.G.
C.G.
S.G.
C.G.


Group
Mean
Mean
SD
SD
Variance
Variance
z-Test










All Students
26.1%
21.9%
7.4%
6.7%
0.55%
0.45%
0.0851

Asian Students
17.2%
22.9%
1.2%
3.8%
1.24%
3.79%
0.2879

Black Students
28.9%
30.0%
10.6%
12.3%
1.12%
1.51%
0.7888

Hispanic Students
30.1%
26.2%
8.4%
8.8%
0.71%
0.77%
0.1887

White Students
22.0%
16.4%
7.6%
5.7%
0.57%
0.33%
0.0159

Male Students
28.0%
24.1%
8.0%
7.2%
0.64%
0.52%
0.1386

Female Students
24.1%
19.7%
7.7%
7.0%
0.60%
0.49%
0.0841

ON FFRL
31.4%
29.9%
8.9%
8.7%
0.78%
0.76%
0.6125

NOT ON FFRL
20.2%
16.4%
7.6%
6.0%
0.57%
0.35%
0.0998


The z-Test for statistical significance for White Students, highlighted above, was the only measurement of statistical significance the author encountered for the whole scope of this research, which encompassed 110 comparisons of the same data.

The author has not referenced this statistic anywhere except at this point.  The reason is the author believes this figure is an anomaly that is not a function of student achievement.  The most likely explanation is that it is a consequence of racial bias, which although this is not acceptable, it is outside the scope of this research.  This incidence has been reported to the Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction for further investigation.

Appendix Q

CD ROM of Database Tables and Spreadsheets

Used to Generate the Data Presented in this Study

Appendix Q - CD ROM of Database Tables and Spreadsheets Used to Generate the Data Presented in this Study


The CD ROM in the pocket below contains all the database tables and spreadsheets used to in this research.  The information can also be obtained at the following website:  http://www.hsd2.org/early_learning

Appendix R

Additional Statistical Analyses for the Asian Students

Appendix R - Additional Statistical Analyses for the Asian Students


The Asian student population is one of the four ethnic subgroups in the Harrison School District which had a student population in sufficient numbers to perform calculations of statistical significance.


The following spreadsheets are the summary of scores of spreadsheets comparing the academic achievement of the Asian students in the study group with the academic achievement of the Asian students in the control group.  These spreadsheets document their performance in the CSAP assessments, the STAR assessments, and the percentage of each group which were placed on Individual Education Plans.


All the data in these documents confirm the conclusion that there were no statistical differences in any of the comparisons performed on this subgroup of the study.


There were many more analyses performed than are presented here.  For those who wish to review those analyses in more depth, the CD ROM in Appendix Q contains all the database queries and spreadsheet calculations.

CSAP Assessments - For All Asian Students - Sorted by Current Grade

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
5
531
572
4

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
5
448
478
4

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
10
556
527
6

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
8
564
527
5

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
8
471
440
5

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
13
498
497
10

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
13
588
570
10

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
13
510
504
10

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
13
613
574
9

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
13
501
482
9

2002 5th Grade Math
6
13
528
476
9

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
4
498
502
14

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
4
503
508
14

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
4
490
514
14

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
4
582
615
15

2001 5th Grade Math
7
4
477
503
15

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
3
652
631
14

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
3
530
521
14

2002 6th Grade Math
7
3
498
546
14

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
9
500
497
7

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
9
514
488
7

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
9
540
495
7

2000 5th Grade Math
8
9
514
505
7

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
9
616
608
7

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
8
673
633
7

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
8
586
523
7

2002 7th Grade Math
8
8
574
554
7

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
4
489
483
9

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
2
497
499
8

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
4
650
636
10

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
4
513
489
10

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
3
662
637
10

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
3
617
493
10

2002 8th Grade Math
9
3
565
552
10

2002 8th Grade Science
9
3
506
484
10

Asian Students - Sorted by Current Grade (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1997 4th Grade Reading
10
3
509
507
7

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
1
499
509
7

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
4
521
554
8

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
4
536
561
9

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
4
673
725
8

2001 8th Grade Math
10
4
515
563
8

2001 8th Grade Science
10
4
514
558
8

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
3
700
726
8

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
3
639
652
8

2002 9th Grade Math
10
3
579
635
8

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
2
517
488
3

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
2
522
503
3

2000 8th Grade Math
11
2
521
469
4

2000 8th Grade Science
11
2
538
475
4

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
2
690
676
4

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
2
709
706
4

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
2
609
585
4

2002 10th Grade Math
11
2
577
533
4

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
1
678
678
7

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
1
486
495
7

2001 10th Grade Math
12
1
527
476
7

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
2001 STAR Assessments for All Asian Students

2001 STAR Reading - Asian Students                                                                      













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

11.2
1

1990-1991
11
1
12.9
10.9
3

1991-1992
10
2
9.7
9.6
7

1992-1993
09
4
7.5
6.6
10

1993-1994
08
8
7.3
6.4
7

1994-1995
07
4
6.3
5.6
13

1995-1996
06
12
4.6
3.8
8

1996-1997
05
9
3.5
3.1
6

1997-1998
04
2
1.9
2.6
3

1998-1999
03
3
2.8

0






















2001 STAR Math - Asian Students                                                                      













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

9.3
5

1990-1991
11
1
7.3
6.8
1

1991-1992
10
3
11.9
10.0
8

1992-1993
09
3
7.5
7.7
10

1993-1994
08
6
6.6
8.7
3

1994-1995
07
4
5.7
6.3
11

1995-1996
06
10
4.5
4.8
8

1996-1997
05
9
3.3
3.2
6

HS denotes Head Start

2002 STAR Assessments for All Asian Students

2002 STAR Reading - Asian Students                                                                      













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0


0

1990-1991
11
1
12.9
12.9
3

1991-1992
10
3
11.8
9.7
7

1992-1993
09
3
8.4
7.7
8

1993-1994
08
8
9.0
7.1
7

1994-1995
07
4
6.8
6.9
12

1995-1996
06
13
5.8
4.9
8

1996-1997
05
9
4.7
3.5
4

1997-1998
04
5
3.0
4.7
4

1998-1999
03
9
3.3
3.1
9

1999-2000
02
0

2.3
5






















2002 STAR Math - Asian Students                                                                          













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

9.3
5

1990-1991
11
1
7.3
6.8
1

1991-1992
10
3
11.9
10.0
8

1992-1993
09
3
7.5
7.7
10

1993-1994
08
6
6.6
8.7
3

1994-1995
07
4
5.7
6.3
11

1995-1996
06
10
4.5
4.8
8

1996-1997
05
9
3.3
3.2
6

HS denotes Head Start

Individual Education Plans - For All Asian Students

Asian Students on IEP's in 2000                                                                          

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
0
10
0%
0%
41
0

1994-1995
3
3
8
27%
33%
6
3

1995-1996
4
1
6
14%
0%
7
0

1996-1997
5
1
9
10%
50%
3
3

1997-1998
6
4
9
31%
25%
9
3

1998-1999
7
0
4
0%
7%
14
1

1999-2000
8
1
8
11%
14%
6
1




























Asian Students on IEP's in 2001                                                                          

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
1
9
10%
17%
34
7

1994-1995
3
3
8
27%
33%
6
3

1995-1996
4
1
6
14%
0%
7
0

1996-1997
5
4
6
40%
67%
2
4

1997-1998
6
3
10
23%
42%
7
5

1998-1999
7
0
4
0%
7%
14
1




























Asian Students on IEP's in 2002                                                                           

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
1
9
10%
15%
35
6

1994-1995
3
3
8
27%
22%
7
2

1995-1996
4
2
5
29%
0%
7
0

1996-1997
5
1
9
10%
50%
3
3

1997-1998
6
1
12
8%
8%
11
1

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
Statistics on the Individual Education Plans for All Asian Students




Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of the percentages of students on IEP's


17.2%
22.9%







Standard Deviation of the % of students on IEP's


1.24
3.79







Variance of (entire) Population


1.24%
3.79%







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.29









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.





Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement





results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
0.1715
0.2293



Standard Error
0.0279
0.0487



Median
0.1429
0.1707



Mode
0.1000
0.0000



Kurtosis
-0.7944
-0.3462



Skewness
0.3065
0.7249



Range
0.4000
0.6667



Minimum
0.0000
0.0000



Maximum
0.4000
0.6667



Sum
2.9161
3.8988



Count
17.0000
17.0000



Largest (1)
0.4000
0.6667



Smallest (1)
0.0000
0.0000



Confidence Level (95.0%)
0.0591
0.1032















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
0.1715
0.2293



Known Variance
0.0124
0.0379



Observations
17.0000
17.0000



Hypothesized Mean Diff.
0.0000




z
-1.0627




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.1440




z Critical one-tail
1.6449




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.2879




z Critical two-tail
1.9600



Appendix S

Additional Statistical Analyses for the Black Students

Appendix S - Additional Statistical Analyses for the Black Students


The Black student population is one of the four ethnic subgroups in the Harrison School District which had a student population in sufficient numbers to perform calculations of statistical significance.


The following spreadsheets are the summary of scores of spreadsheets comparing the academic achievement of the Black students in the study group with the academic achievement of the Black students in the control group.  These spreadsheets document their performance in the CSAP assessments, the STAR assessments, and the percentage of each group which were placed on Individual Education Plans.


All the data in these documents confirm the conclusion that there were no statistical differences in any of the comparisons performed on this subgroup of the study.


There were many more analyses performed than are presented here.  For those who wish to review those analyses in more depth, the CD ROM in Appendix Q contains all the database queries and spreadsheet calculations.

CSAP Assessments - For All Black Students - Sorted by current grade

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
34
538
528
24

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
34
445
448
24

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
41
525
526
33

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
35
557
536
29

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
35
464
442
29

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
35
486
488
49

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
40
561
551
49

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
40
492
492
48

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
35
570
570
44

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
35
483
479
44

2002 5th Grade Math
6
35
477
468
44

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
25
478
465
26

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
24
483
474
31

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
23
491
484
30

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
28
577
569
31

2001 5th Grade Math
7
28
455
439
30

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
24
596
583
28

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
24
495
459
29

2002 6th Grade Math
7
24
469
468
28

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
14
466
506
30

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
15
466
481
29

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
16
480
490
28

2000 5th Grade Math
8
17
434
474
30

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
16
565
607
32

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
17
598
610
32

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
17
508
528
32

2002 7th Grade Math
8
17
454
502
32

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
10
471
487
15

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
8
482
487
13

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
10
607
609
18

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
9
479
478
18

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
9
610
623
20

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
9
513
541
20

2002 8th Grade Math
9
8
502
525
20

2002 8th Grade Science
9
9
454
429
20

Black Students - Sorted by Current Grade (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1997 4th Grade Reading
10
6
466
481
17

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
5
475
489
13

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
6
457
475
18

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
5
481
488
17

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
6
598
615
18

2001 8th Grade Math
10
6
429
484
18

2001 8th Grade Science
10
6
423
478
18

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
6
623
648
17

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
6
527
537
17

2002 9th Grade Math
10
6
498
523
17

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
10
483
494
25

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
10
487
490
23

2000 8th Grade Math
11
10
445
473
27

2000 8th Grade Science
11
10
459
470
27

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
9
655
651
26

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
8
653
677
25

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
8
537
564
25

2002 10th Grade Math
11
8
519
565
26

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
3
680
607
9

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
3
472
447
9

2001 10th Grade Math
12
3
476
428
9

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
2001 STAR Assessments for All Black Students
2001 STAR Reading - Black Students                                                                                 













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
1
4.3
8.3
4

1990-1991
11
9
10.0
9.4
20

1991-1992
10
4
5.6
7.8
15

1992-1993
09
8
7.3
6.7
14

1993-1994
08
16
5.5
5.4
29

1994-1995
07
23
5.1
4.3
25

1995-1996
06
34
4.1
4.3
39

1996-1997
05
30
3.2
2.8
25

1997-1998
04
18
2.1
2.3
15

1998-1999
03
6
1.7
1.4
10






















2001 STAR Math - Black Students                                                                                 













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
2
5.6
7.7
8

1990-1991
11
4
8.6
7.2
13

1991-1992
10
6
4.9
8.0
10

1992-1993
09
7
6.0
5.4
14

1993-1994
08
6
4.5
5.6
15

1994-1995
07
21
4.9
4.3
22

1995-1996
06
29
4.1
4.1
33

1996-1997
05
29
3.2
2.8
20

HS denotes Head Start

2002 STAR Assessments for All Black Students
2002 STAR Reading - Black Students                                                                                 













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

5.9
1

1990-1991
11
7
10.5
9.5
24

1991-1992
10
6
7.5
8.3
17

1992-1993
09
8
7.1
8.0
19

1993-1994
08
16
7.4
6.3
30

1994-1995
07
24
5.7
5.5
26

1995-1996
06
35
4.9
5.2
42

1996-1997
05
34
4.4
3.9
29

1997-1998
04
32
3.4
3.3
23

1998-1999
03
50
2.5
2.8
36

1999-2000
02
4
1.7
1.6
8






















2002 STAR Math - Black Students                                                                                 













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0


0

1990-1991
11
2
11.7
8.2
11

1991-1992
10
0

10.8
4

1992-1993
09
8
5.7
6.9
18

1993-1994
08
15
5.9
6.7
30

1994-1995
07
22
5.9
5.1
27

1995-1996
06
36
5.6
5.1
42

1996-1997
05
34
3.9
3.5
29

1997-1998
04
33
3.6
3.3
22

1998-1999
03
1
9.3

0

HS denotes Head Start

Individual Education Plans - For All Black Students

Black Students on IEP's in 2000                                                                           

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
2
60
3%
1%
141
2

1994-1995
3
19
60
24%
17%
39
8

1995-1996
4
9
32
22%
13%
26
4

1996-1997
5
17
26
40%
36%
23
13

1997-1998
6
17
29
37%
37%
33
19

1998-1999
7
8
20
29%
45%
17
14

1999-2000
8
4
14
22%
15%
28
5




























Black Students on IEP's in 2001                                                                           

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
7
55
11%
18%
117
26

1994-1995
3
27
52
34%
26%
35
12

1995-1996
4
13
28
32%
30%
21
9

1996-1997
5
25
18
58%
53%
17
19

1997-1998
6
15
31
33%
35%
34
18

1998-1999
7
6
22
21%
52%
15
16




























Black Students on IEP's in 2002                                                                           

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
17
45
27%
28%
103
40

1994-1995
3
19
60
24%
13%
41
6

1995-1996
4
15
26
37%
40%
18
12

1996-1997
5
12
31
28%
28%
26
10

1997-1998
6
6
40
13%
25%
39
13

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
Statistics on the Individual Education Plans for All Black Students




Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of the percentages of students on IEP's


28.9%
30.0%







Standard Deviation of the % of students on IEP's


10.6
12.3







Variance of (entire) Population


1.12
1.51







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.79









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.





Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement





results of the study group and the control group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
0.2892
0.2997



Standard Error
0.0264
0.0308



Median
0.2791
0.2797



Mode
0.2405
None



Kurtosis
2.2655
-0.7804



Skewness
0.9046
0.3510



Range
0.4685
0.4001



Minimum
0.1129
0.1277



Maximum
0.5814
0.5278



Sum
4.9164
5.0955



Count
17.0000
17.0000



Largest (1)
0.5814
0.5278



Smallest (1)
0.1129
0.1277



Confidence Level (95.0%)
0.0561
0.0652















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
0.2892
0.2997



Known Variance
0.0112
0.0151



Observations
17.0000
17.0000



Hypothesized Mean Diff.
0.0000




z
-0.2678




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.3944




z Critical one-tail
1.6449




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.7888




z Critical two-tail
1.9600



Appendix T

Additional Statistical Analyses for Hispanic Students

Appendix T - Additional Statistical Analyses for Hispanic Students


The Hispanic student population is one of the four ethnic subgroups in the Harrison School District which had a student population in sufficient numbers to perform calculations of statistical significance.


The following spreadsheets are the summary of scores of spreadsheets comparing the academic achievement of the Hispanic students in the study group with the academic achievement of the Hispanic students in the control group.  These spreadsheets document their performance in the CSAP assessments, the STAR assessments, and the percentage of each group which were placed on Individual Education Plans.


All the data in these documents confirm the conclusion that there were no statistical differences in any of the comparisons performed on this subgroup of the study.


There were many more analyses performed than are presented here.  For those who wish to review those analyses in more depth, the CD ROM in Appendix Q contains all the database queries and spreadsheet calculations.

CSAP Assessments - For All Hispanic Students - Sorted by Current Grade

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
48
525
540
34

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
48
435
451
35

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
64
533
535
41

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
53
554
565
33

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
53
465
466
33

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
26
495
487
51

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
25
561
558
51

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
24
500
495
48

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
23
590
575
46

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
23
490
478
46

2002 5th Grade Math
6
23
482
479
46

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
27
479
493
38

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
29
481
497
39

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
26
483
508
36

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
27
574
581
40

2001 5th Grade Math
7
25
459
470
40

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
26
591
593
38

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
26
480
495
38

2002 6th Grade Math
7
26
489
502
38

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
18
496
480
22

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
18
491
481
24

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
16
492
493
23

2000 5th Grade Math
8
18
471
457
24

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
18
598
593
23

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
14
631
605
25

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
14
510
544
24

2002 7th Grade Math
8
14
506
495
24

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
7
487
462
20

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
7
488
481
19

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
9
631
602
19

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
9
475
462
20

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
7
628
629
19

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
7
525
532
19

2002 8th Grade Math
9
7
509
536
18

2002 8th Grade Science
9
7
475
476
18

Hispanic Students - Sorted by Current Grade (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1997 4th Grade Reading
10
9
486
490
24

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
8
463
488
20

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
11
464
477
26

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
10
470
473
26

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
11
624
629
27

2001 8th Grade Math
10
11
478
476
27

2001 8th Grade Science
10
11
474
471
26

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
10
620
630
25

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
10
520
532
26

2002 9th Grade Math
10
10
540
532
25

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
5
494
475
19

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
5
502
479
18

2000 8th Grade Math
11
5
517
446
21

2000 8th Grade Science
11
5
517
468
20

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
6
645
631
20

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
4
709
659
21

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
4
608
537
21

2002 10th Grade Math
11
4
611
531
21

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
5
680
645
12

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
5
493
456
12

2001 10th Grade Math
12
5
453
459
12

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
2001 STAR Assessments for All Hispanic Students
2001 STAR Reading - Hispanic Students                                                                                 













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
1
8.9
8.2
6

1990-1991
11
3
10.5
7.6
19

1991-1992
10
10
7.6
8.5
23

1992-1993
09
8
6.7
6.1
17

1993-1994
08
12
6.3
5.4
20

1994-1995
07
19
4.6
5.2
33

1995-1996
06
21
4.5
4.0
41

1996-1997
05
48
3.2
3.1
31

1997-1998
04
19
2.3
2.2
19

1998-1999
03
11
1.6
1.5
7






















2001 STAR Math - Hispanic Students                                                                                     













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
1
5.1
6.5
9

1990-1991
11
3
8.5
7.6
15

1991-1992
10
11
6.6
7.3
14

1992-1993
09
6
6.8
5.9
12

1993-1994
08
12
5.8
5.6
12

1994-1995
07
19
4.7
5.6
32

1995-1996
06
17
4.0
4.5
39

1996-1997
05
39
3.3
3.4
30

HS denotes Head Start

2002 STAR Assessments for All Hispanic Students
2002 STAR Reading - Hispanic Students                                                                                 













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

5.0
1

1990-1991
11
4
10.7
8.3
18

1991-1992
10
7
8.7
8.4
25

1992-1993
09
8
8.2
7.3
18

1993-1994
08
14
7.1
5.8
19

1994-1995
07
23
5.5
6.0
35

1995-1996
06
24
5.0
5.0
40

1996-1997
05
49
4.1
4.4
30

1997-1998
04
48
3.0
3.3
37

1998-1999
03
57
2.6
2.9
38

1999-2000
02
6
2.5
1.4
10






















2002 STAR Math - Hispanic Students                                                                                     













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

6.2
1

1990-1991
11
2
8.8
6.5
10

1991-1992
10
4
7.7
7.5
9

1992-1993
09
7
7.2
6.8
20

1993-1994
08
13
5.6
6.1
23

1994-1995
07
22
5.8
5.9
35

1995-1996
06
25
5.5
5.7
43

1996-1997
05
50
4.3
4.4
30

1997-1998
04
47
3.4
3.3
36

1998-1999
03
4
3.3
2.3
1

HS denotes Head Start

Individual Education Plans - For All Hispanic Students

Hispanic Students on IEP's in 2000                                                                      

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
1
67
1%
1%
178
1

1994-1995
3
15
66
19%
24%
38
12

1995-1996
4
23
35
40%
12%
46
6

1996-1997
5
24
40
38%
23%
33
10

1997-1998
6
6
21
22%
31%
37
17

1998-1999
7
10
20
33%
22%
32
9

1999-2000
8
3
16
16%
20%
20
5




























Hispanic Students on IEP's in 2001                                                                      

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
19
49
28%
27%
130
49

1994-1995
3
26
55
32%
28%
36
14

1995-1996
4
21
37
36%
27%
38
14

1996-1997
5
31
33
48%
44%
24
19

1997-1998
6
6
21
22%
37%
34
20

1998-1999
7
9
21
30%
34%
27
14




























Hispanic Students on IEP's in 2002                                                                      

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
18
50
26%
36%
114
65

1994-1995
3
23
58
28%
18%
41
9

1995-1996
4
24
34
41%
33%
35
17

1996-1997
5
19
45
30%
16%
36
7

1997-1998
6
6
21
22%
13%
47
7

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
Statistics on the Individual Education Plans for All Hispanic Students




Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of the percentages of students on IEP's


30.1%
26.2%







Standard Deviation of the % of students on IEP's


8.43
8.77







Variance of (entire) Population


0.71%
0.77%







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.1887









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.





Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement





results of the Study Group and the Control Group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
0.3012
0.2624



Standard Error
0.0211
0.0219



Median
0.2969
0.2692



Mode
0.2222
None



Kurtosis
-0.2418
-0.5444



Skewness
0.3300
0.1472



Range
0.3265
0.3265



Minimum
0.1579
0.1154



Maximum
0.4844
0.4419



Sum
5.1208
4.4614



Count
17.0000
17.0000



Largest (1)
0.4844
0.4419



Smallest (1)
0.1579
0.1154



Confidence Level (95.0%)
0.0447
0.0465















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
0.3012
0.2624



Known Variance
0.0071
0.0077



Observations
17.0000
17.0000



Hypothesized Mean Diff.
0.0000




z
1.3146




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.0943




z Critical one-tail
1.6449




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.1887




z Critical two-tail
1.9600



Appendix U

Additional Statistical Analyses for the White Students

Appendix U - Additional Statistical Analyses for the White Students


The White student population is one of the four ethnic subgroups in the Harrison School District which had a student population in sufficient numbers to perform calculations of statistical significance.


The following spreadsheets are the summary of scores of spreadsheets comparing the academic achievement of the White students in the study group with the academic achievement of the White students in the control group.  These spreadsheets document their performance in the CSAP assessments, the STAR assessments, and the percentage of each group which were placed on Individual Education Plans.


All the data in these documents confirm the conclusion that there were no statistical differences in any of the comparisons performed on this subgroup of the study.


There were many more analyses performed than are presented here.  For those who wish to review those analyses in more depth, the CD ROM in Appendix Q contains all the database queries and spreadsheet calculations.

CSAP Assessments - For All White Students - Sorted by Current Grade

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
56
555
572
59

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
57
449
466
58

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
68
539
572
89

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
55
564
589
63

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
55
467
490
63

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
52
498
507
112

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
52
579
590
110

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
52
501
511
108

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
36
597
600
95

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
36
488
494
96

2002 5th Grade Math
6
36
501
507
96

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
36
496
496
68

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
39
508
499
73

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
39
501
503
72

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
39
599
605
74

2001 5th Grade Math
7
39
483
483
73

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
24
602
616
65

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
23
497
511
68

2002 6th Grade Math
7
23
515
519
68

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
16
490
486
52

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
18
493
489
52

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
18
509
500
52

2000 5th Grade Math
8
18
485
484
56

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
19
614
607
55

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
16
630
636
52

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
16
533
545
52

2002 7th Grade Math
8
16
526
526
53

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
15
496
488
61

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
14
496
496
55

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
15
633
629
60

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
14
477
482
61

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
13
642
647
60

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
13
551
536
61

2002 8th Grade Math
9
13
563
523
60

2002 8th Grade Science
9
13
510
488
60

White Students - Sorted by Current Grade (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1997 4th Grade Reading
10
14
491
496
32

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
11
497
497
24

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
16
489
496
35

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
16
486
494
35

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
17
645
656
34

2001 8th Grade Math
10
17
502
491
34

2001 8th Grade Science
10
17
511
498
34

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
16
671
669
34

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
16
556
555
34

2002 9th Grade Math
10
16
570
555
34

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
12
494
500
30

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
12
500
495
29

2000 8th Grade Math
11
10
478
491
31

2000 8th Grade Science
11
10
489
496
30

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
11
653
671
28

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
11
654
687
31

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
11
564
574
31

2002 10th Grade Math
11
10
582
585
31

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
6
670
673
29

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
6
463
491
27

2001 10th Grade Math
12
6
487
490
28

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
2001 STAR Assessments for All White Students
2001 STAR Reading - White Students                                                                      













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

8.2
15

1990-1991
11
8
9.7
10.1
23

1991-1992
10
15
9.2
9.2
27

1992-1993
09
11
7.4
7.8
52

1993-1994
08
19
7.0
7.0
46

1994-1995
07
31
5.9
6.3
57

1995-1996
06
45
4.6
5.2
86

1996-1997
05
54
3.6
3.9
78

1997-1998
04
32
2.4
2.6
46

1998-1999
03
15
1.3
1.9
17






















2001 STAR Math - White Students                                                                      













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
4
8.8
8.0
25

1990-1991
11
5
7.1
8.2
20

1991-1992
10
9
8.7
8.3
23

1992-1993
09
10
8.0
6.8
42

1993-1994
08
14
6.4
6.3
27

1994-1995
07
28
6.3
5.6
47

1995-1996
06
39
4.8
4.7
77

1996-1997
05
47
3.5
3.8
61

HS denotes Head Start

2002 STAR Assessments for All White Students
2002 STAR Reading - White Students                                                                      













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0


0

1990-1991
11
7
10.7
10.9
31

1991-1992
10
12
10.9
10.8
32

1992-1993
09
12
10.3
8.8
59

1993-1994
08
17
7.1
7.8
50

1994-1995
07
25
6.2
7.0
64

1995-1996
06
34
5.5
6.2
93

1996-1997
05
52
4.6
5.3
62

1997-1998
04
55
3.7
4.0
57

1998-1999
03
55
3.0
3.0
59

1999-2000
02
8
2.2
1.9
10






















2002 STAR Math - White Students                                                                         













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0


0

1990-1991
11
5
8.3
8.4
17

1991-1992
10
5
9.2
9.5
16

1992-1993
09
12
9.5
7.6
59

1993-1994
08
15
7.5
7.4
52

1994-1995
07
23
6.9
6.6
66

1995-1996
06
33
6.4
6.4
92

1996-1997
05
51
4.4
4.9
62

1997-1998
04
56
3.8
3.8
57

1998-1999
03
2
2.6
2.4
2

HS denotes Head Start

Individual Education Plans - For All White Students

White Students on IEP's in 2000                                                                          

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
2
84
2%
1%
247
3

1994-1995
3
13
78
14%
10%
77
9

1995-1996
4
14
63
18%
8%
97
9

1996-1997
5
24
47
34%
14%
80
13

1997-1998
6
17
37
31%
19%
92
22

1998-1999
7
7
34
17%
20%
60
15

1999-2000
8
4
15
21%
16%
48
9




























White Students on IEP's in 2001                                                                          

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
15
71
17%
12%
220
30

1994-1995
3
26
65
29%
24%
65
21

1995-1996
4
16
61
21%
15%
90
16

1996-1997
5
26
45
37%
26%
69
24

1997-1998
6
17
37
31%
17%
95
19

1998-1999
7
8
33
20%
28%
54
21




























White Students on IEP's in 2002                                                                           

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
19
67
22%
16%
209
41

1994-1995
3
17
74
19%
19%
70
16

1995-1996
4
15
62
19%
15%
90
16

1996-1997
5
11
60
15%
13%
81
12

1997-1998
6
4
50
7%
6%
107
7

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
Statistics on the Individual Education Plans for All White Students




Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of the percentages of students on IEP's


22.0%
16.4%







Standard Deviation of the % of students on IEP's


7.58
5.73







Variance of (entire) Population


0.57%
0.33%







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.02









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.





Therefore, there is a statistical significance between the achievement





results of the Study Group and the Control Group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
0.2197
0.1642



Standard Error
0.0189
0.0143



Median
0.1951
0.1579



Mode
0.3148
0.1509



Kurtosis
-0.3414
-0.1333



Skewness
0.3970
0.3528



Range
0.2921
0.2186



Minimum
0.0741
0.0614



Maximum
0.3662
0.2800



Sum
3.7344
2.7915



Count
17.0000
17.0000



Largest (1)
0.3662
0.2800



Smallest (1)
0.0741
0.0614



Confidence Level (95.0%)
0.0402
0.0304















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
0.2197
0.1642



Known Variance
0.0057
0.0033



Observations
17.0000
17.0000



Hypothesized Mean Diff.
0.0000




z
2.4105




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.0080




z Critical one-tail
1.6449




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.0159




z Critical two-tail
1.9600



Appendix V

Additional Statistical Analyses for the Male Students

Appendix V - Additional Statistical Analyses for the Male Students


The following spreadsheets are the summary of scores of spreadsheets comparing the academic achievement of the male students in the study group with the academic achievement of the male students in the control group.  These spreadsheets document their performance in the CSAP assessments, the STAR assessments, and the percentage of each group which were placed on Individual Education Plans.


All the data in these documents confirm the conclusion that there were no statistical differences in any of the comparisons performed on the male gender subgroup of the study.


There were many more analyses performed than are presented here.  For those who wish to review those analyses in more depth, the CD ROM in Appendix Q contains all the database queries and spreadsheet calculations.

CSAP Assessments - For All Male Students - Sorted by Current Grade

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
72
531
544
59

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
72
439
457
59

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
92
527
549
90

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
70
552
566
70

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
70
453
466
70

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
67
495
493
109

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
69
569
565
109

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
69
492
495
105

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
56
590
584
98

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
56
485
479
98

2002 5th Grade Math
6
56
500
497
98

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
45
485
487
77

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
49
492
485
85

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
46
485
493
80

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
50
582
583
86

2001 5th Grade Math
7
48
466
465
85

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
37
594
594
76

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
37
481
483
79

2002 6th Grade Math
7
37
487
500
78

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
29
485
486
54

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
31
485
485
53

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
30
492
489
52

2000 5th Grade Math
8
33
473
472
56

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
32
593
603
55

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
30
620
614
53

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
30
519
523
53

2002 7th Grade Math
8
30
516
523
53

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
18
485
484
43

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
15
492
487
38

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
18
625
619
47

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
16
476
472
48

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
17
554
636
49

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
15
529
525
49

2002 8th Grade Math
9
14
554
529
48

2002 8th Grade Science
9
15
498
489
48

Male Students - Sorted by Current Grade (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number
Average
Average
Number

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1997 4th Grade Reading
10
18
476
498
37

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
14
473
499
30

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
22
465
489
41

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
21
471
495
41

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
23
621
648
41

2001 8th Grade Math
10
23
480
498
41

2001 8th Grade Science
10
23
484
503
41

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
21
635
657
39

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
21
533
552
39

2002 9th Grade Math
10
21
548
564
39

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
16
482
486
34

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
16
482
480
31

2000 8th Grade Math
11
15
491
471
37

2000 8th Grade Science
11
16
477
486
36

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
16
637
647
35

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
13
636
670
36

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
13
534
541
36

2002 10th Grade Math
11
12
549
557
37

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
5
668
644
28

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
5
455
461
27

2001 10th Grade Math
12
5
485
467
28

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
2001 STAR Assessments for All Male Students
2001 STAR Reading - Male Students                                                                                                













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
1
4.3
9.2
15

1990-1991
11
14
10.8
9.8
30

1991-1992
10
18
7.8
9.5
34

1992-1993
09
14
8.0
7.5
39

1993-1994
08
28
6.6
6.3
46

1994-1995
07
37
5.4
5.3
75

1995-1996
06
63
4.5
4.7
93

1996-1997
05
69
3.2
3.5
74

1997-1998
04
39
2.2
2.6
41

1998-1999
03
20
1.6
1.6
19






















2001 STAR Math - Male Students                                                                                                













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
3
6.6
8.2
26

1990-1991
11
9
7.8
8.0
25

1991-1992
10
17
6.7
9.0
27

1992-1993
09
13
7.7
6.4
33

1993-1994
08
19
6.2
6.3
23

1994-1995
07
38
5.5
5.4
60

1995-1996
06
55
4.6
4.7
87

1996-1997
05
60
3.3
3.5
66

HS denotes Head Start

2002 STAR Assessments for All Male Students
2002 STAR Reading - Male Students                                                                                                













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

5.5
2

1990-1991
11
9
11.0
9.9
34

1991-1992
10
17
8.9
10.3
35

1992-1993
09
14
9.3
8.4
47

1993-1994
08
29
7.5
7.0
47

1994-1995
07
35
6.0
6.4
73

1995-1996
06
53
5.5
5.8
95

1996-1997
05
67
4.1
4.8
68

1997-1998
04
71
3.3
3.7
61

1998-1999
03
94
2.7
2.9
66

1999-2000
02
8
2.3
1.8
17






















2002 STAR Math - Male Students                                                                                                   













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

6.2
1

1990-1991
11
5
8.4
7.9
17

1991-1992
10
7
8.5
9.9
10

1992-1993
09
14
8.6
7.9
49

1993-1994
08
27
7.1
6.9
50

1994-1995
07
34
5.9
6.2
73

1995-1996
06
53
6.4
6.2
93

1996-1997
05
68
4.1
4.5
65

1997-1998
04
71
3.6
3.6
60

1998-1999
03
5
4.2
2.3
1

HS denotes Head Start

Individual Education Plans - For All Male Students

Male Students on IEP's in 2000                                                                           

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
3
121
2%
1%
345
4

1994-1995
3
34
117
23%
20%
70
17

1995-1996
4
24
64
27%
12%
85
12

1996-1997
5
38
59
39%
22%
74
21

1997-1998
6
22
49
31%
30%
83
35

1998-1999
7
12
41
23%
31%
61
27

1999-2000
8
7
27
21%
20%
45
11




























Male Students on IEP's in 2001                                                                           

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
25
99
20%
22%
272
77

1994-1995
3
52
99
34%
32%
59
28

1995-1996
4
29
59
33%
24%
74
23

1996-1997
5
45
52
46%
37%
60
35

1997-1998
6
25
46
35%
25%
88
30

1998-1999
7
15
38
28%
36%
56
32




























Male Students on IEP's in 2002                                                                            

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
33
91
27%
27%
255
94

1994-1995
3
38
113
25%
18%
71
16

1995-1996
4
27
61
31%
24%
74
23

1996-1997
5
19
78
20%
19%
77
18

1997-1998
6
9
62
13%
11%
105
13

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
Statistics on the Individual Education Plans for All Male Students




Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of the percentages of students on IEP's


28.0%
24.1%







Standard Deviation of the % of students on IEP's


8.00
7.19







Variance of (entire) Population


0.64%
0.52%







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.14









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.





Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement





results of the Study Group and the Control Group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
0.2796
0.2409



Standard Error
0.0200
0.0180



Median
0.2727
0.2371



Mode
None
0.2371



Kurtosis
0.3640
-0.4287



Skewness
0.3940
0.0983



Range
0.3372
0.2583



Minimum
0.1268
0.1102



Maximum
0.4639
0.3684



Sum
4.7536
4.0959



Count
17.0000
17.0000



Largest (1)
0.4639
0.3684



Smallest (1)
0.1268
0.1102



Confidence Level (95.0%)
0.0424
0.0381















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
0.2796
0.2409



Known Variance
0.0064
0.0052



Observations
17.0000
17.0000



Hypothesized Mean Diff.
0.0000




z
1.4811




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.0693




z Critical one-tail
1.6449




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.1386




z Critical two-tail
1.9600



Appendix W

Additional Statistical Analyses for the Female Students

Appendix W - Additional Statistical Analyses for the Female Students


The following spreadsheets are the summary of scores of spreadsheets comparing the academic achievement of the female students in the study group with the academic achievement of the female students in the control group.  These spreadsheets document their performance in the CSAP assessments, the STAR assessments, and the percentage of each group which were placed on Individual Education Plans.


All the data in these documents confirm the conclusion that there were no statistical differences in any of the comparisons performed on the female gender subgroup of the study.


There were many more analyses performed than are presented here.  For those who wish to review those analyses in more depth, the CD ROM in Appendix Q contains all the database queries and spreadsheet calculations.

CSAP Assessments - For All Female Students - Sorted by Current Grade

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
71
550
565
63

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
72
448
461
63

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
93
543
554
84

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
82
565
569
64

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
82
476
475
64

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
61
493
501
119

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
63
572
578
119

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
62
505
500
119

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
49
622
588
104

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
52
492
493
105

2002 5th Grade Math
6
52
483
488
104

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
48
486
502
70

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
48
495
506
74

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
47
500
511
74

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
49
589
604
76

2001 5th Grade Math
7
49
470
484
75

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
40
603
618
71

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
39
502
515
72

2002 6th Grade Math
7
39
495
517
72

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
28
490
487
58

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
29
493
485
60

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
29
512
501
58

2000 5th Grade Math
8
29
469
473
63

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
30
601
595
64

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
25
634
627
64

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
25
537
542
64

2002 7th Grade Math
8
25
493
513
63

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
19
490
481
63

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
16
524
496
58

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
21
630
624
61

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
21
486
483
62

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
18
636
641
61

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
18
555
548
61

2002 8th Grade Math
9
18
522
529
61

2002 8th Grade Science
9
18
479
476
61

Female Students - Sorted by Current Grade (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1997 4th Grade Reading
10
14
501
486
43

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
11
493
489
34

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
15
502
484
46

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
14
509
480
45

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
15
656
631
46

2001 8th Grade Math
10
15
493
476
46

2001 8th Grade Science
10
15
492
471
45

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
14
673
633
46

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
14
571
532
47

2002 9th Grade Math
10
14
552
526
45

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
13
504
496
43

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
13
516
497
42

2000 8th Grade Math
11
11
491
476
47

2000 8th Grade Science
11
11
500
475
46

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
12
678
659
45

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
12
700
683
47

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
12
601
577
47

2002 10th Grade Math
11
12
581
565
47

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
10
680
670
29

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
10
487
491
28

2001 10th Grade Math
12
10
472
477
28

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
2001 STAR Assessments for All Female Students
HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
1
8.9
7.1
11

1990-1991
11
7
8.6
8.7
36

1991-1992
10
13
8.8
8.0
38

1992-1993
09
18
6.7
6.9
55

1993-1994
08
27
6.3
6.1
57

1994-1995
07
41
5.3
5.9
55

1995-1996
06
51
4.4
4.5
88

1996-1997
05
74
3.6
3.5
71

1997-1998
04
32
2.4
2.4
44

1998-1999
03
16
1.6
1.8
15






















2001 STAR Math - Female Students                                                                   













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
4
7.9
7.3
21

1990-1991
11
4
8.0
7.4
24

1991-1992
10
12
8.6
7.5
28

1992-1993
09
14
6.5
6.5
45

1993-1994
08
19
5.7
5.9
34

1994-1995
07
35
5.4
5.5
54

1995-1996
06
42
4.2
4.3
77

1996-1997
05
65
3.4
3.5
54

HS denotes Head Start

2002 STAR Assessments for All Female Students
2002 STAR Reading - Female Students                                                                   













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0


0

1990-1991
11
10
10.6
10.0
44

1991-1992
10
11
11.0
8.7
46

1992-1993
09
18
8.3
8.2
58

1993-1994
08
26
7.3
6.8
60

1994-1995
07
41
5.7
6.5
66

1995-1996
06
54
5.0
5.5
95

1996-1997
05
78
4.5
4.6
61

1997-1998
04
69
3.5
3.7
61

1998-1999
03
82
2.8
3.0
78

1999-2000
02
10
2.1
1.7
17






















2002 STAR Math - Female Students                                                                       













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0


0

1990-1991
11
4
10.1
7.7
21

1991-1992
10
4
9.9
8.5
21

1992-1993
09
17
7.4
7.1
58

1993-1994
08
24
6.4
7.0
62

1994-1995
07
36
6.5
6.3
71

1995-1996
06
55
5.5
5.6
100

1996-1997
05
77
4.3
4.4
64

1997-1998
04
70
3.6
3.6
60

1998-1999
03
2
3.3
2.4
2

HS denotes Head Start

Individual Education Plans - For All Female Students

Female Students on IEP's in 2000                                                                        

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
2
105
2%
1%
270
2

1994-1995
3
18
99
15%
15%
91
16

1995-1996
4
23
73
24%
7%
93
7

1996-1997
5
28
65
30%
24%
67
21

1997-1998
6
23
48
32%
23%
94
28

1998-1999
7
13
38
25%
16%
64
12

1999-2000
8
5
26
16%
15%
57
10




























Female Students on IEP's in 2001                                                                        

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
18
89
17%
14%
234
38

1994-1995
3
32
85
27%
21%
84
23

1995-1996
4
23
73
24%
16%
84
16

1996-1997
5
42
51
45%
39%
54
34

1997-1998
6
16
55
23%
27%
89
33

1998-1999
7
9
42
18%
26%
56
20




























Female Students on IEP's in 2002                                                                        

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
24
83
22%
23%
210
62

1994-1995
3
25
92
21%
17%
89
18

1995-1996
4
29
67
30%
22%
78
22

1996-1997
5
25
68
27%
17%
73
15

1997-1998
6
8
63
11%
13%
106
16

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
Statistics on the Individual Education Plans for All Female Students




Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of the percentages of students on IEP's


24.1%
19.7%







Standard Deviation of the % of students on IEP's


7.74
6.99







Variance of (entire) Population


0.60%
0.49%







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.08









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.





Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement





results of the Study Group and the Control Group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
0.2406
0.1969



Standard Error
0.0193
0.0175



Median
0.2396
0.1705



Mode
0.2396
None



Kurtosis
1.9011
1.9236



Skewness
0.9163
0.9043



Range
0.3389
0.3164



Minimum
0.1127
0.0700



Maximum
0.4516
0.3864



Sum
4.0909
3.3473



Count
17.0000
17.0000



Largest (1)
0.4516
0.3864



Smallest (1)
0.1127
0.0700



Confidence Level (95.0%)
0.0410
0.0370















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
0.2406
0.1969



Known Variance
0.0060
0.0049



Observations
17.0000
17.0000



Hypothesized Mean Diff.
0.0000




z
1.7276




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.0420




z Critical one-tail
1.6449




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.0841




z Critical two-tail
1.9600



Appendix X

Additional Statistical Analyses for Students ON the

Federal Free and Reduced Lunch Program

Appendix X - Additional Statistical Analyses for Students ON the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch Program


The following spreadsheets are the summary of scores of spreadsheets comparing the academic achievement of the students ON the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch (FFRL) program in the study group with the academic achievement of the students ON the FFRL program in the control group.  These spreadsheets document their performance in the CSAP assessments, the STAR assessments, and the percentage of each group which were placed on Individual Education Plans.


All the data in these documents confirm the conclusion that there were no statistical differences in any of the comparisons performed on this socio-economic subgroup of the study.


There were many more analyses performed than are presented here.  For those who wish to review those analyses in more depth, the CD ROM in Appendix Q contains all the database queries and spreadsheet calculations.

CSAP Assessments - For All Students ON the FFRL Program - Sorted by Current Grade

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
91
528
556
55

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
92
440
453
56

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
101
533
553
79

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
97
554
569
72

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
97
462
471
72

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
68
491
486
87

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
69
563
551
91

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
69
497
490
89

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
68
581
566
90

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
68
483
473
91

2002 5th Grade Math
6
68
483
469
91

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
46
463
480
73

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
49
492
485
80

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
46
493
492
77

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
49
577
578
83

2001 5th Grade Math
7
47
469
464
81

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
48
596
587
79

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
47
494
483
82

2002 6th Grade Math
7
47
498
532
75

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
34
487
486
54

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
36
487
477
55

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
36
500
491
53

2000 5th Grade Math
8
38
469
463
58

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
38
592
589
58

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
38
625
607
60

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
38
524
523
60

2002 7th Grade Math
8
38
499
502
59

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
16
475
480
55

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
14
484
491
52

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
19
617
611
58

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
18
480
475
59

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
19
621
634
58

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
19
525
542
59

2002 8th Grade Math
9
18
530
523
58

2002 8th Grade Science
9
19
479
470
58

Students ON the FFRL Program - Sorted by Current Grade (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1997 4th Grade Reading
10
18
489
488
32

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
15
486
489
23

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
20
475
475
34

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
18
488
477
34

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
21
628
627
34

2001 8th Grade Math
10
21
477
481
34

2001 8th Grade Science
10
21
476
480
33

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
21
679
640
33

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
21
579
540
34

2002 9th Grade Math
10
21
571
542
33

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
13
497
491
21

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
13
506
492
21

2000 8th Grade Math
11
13
484
464
24

2000 8th Grade Science
11
13
500
480
23

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
13
654
634
24

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
11
679
666
22

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
11
589
557
22

2002 10th Grade Math
11
10
593
555
23

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
7
669
642
12

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
7
472
478
12

2001 10th Grade Math
12
7
483
462
11

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
2001 STAR Assessments for All Students ON the FFRL Program
2001 STAR Reading - Students ON FFRL in 2001                                                      













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
1
8.9
6.8
6

1990-1991
11
9
11.6
9.0
19

1991-1992
10
18
8.1
8.1
28

1992-1993
09
17
6.7
6.8
50

1993-1994
08
33
6.3
5.7
51

1994-1995
07
38
5.2
5.0
68

1995-1996
06
58
4.2
4.1
76

1996-1997
05
80
3.3
3.4
67

1997-1998
04
42
2.1
2.2
29

1998-1999
03
12
1.1
1.7
13






















2001 STAR Math - Students ON FFRL in 2001                                                          













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
3
7.4
7.7
12

1990-1991
11
7
8.3
8.5
15

1991-1992
10
19
7.9
7.9
22

1992-1993
09
15
6.7
6.0
44

1993-1994
08
22
5.9
5.8
33

1994-1995
07
36
5.4
4.8
59

1995-1996
06
49
4.2
4.2
68

1996-1997
05
70
3.2
3.3
61

HS denotes Head Start

2002 STAR Assessments for All Students ON the FFRL Program
2002 STAR Reading - Students ON FFRL in 2001                                                      













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

5.9
1

1990-1991
11
8
12.9
9.3
22

1991-1992
10
18
9.6
8.9
31

1992-1993
09
18
7.9
7.9
56

1993-1994
08
39
7.3
6.5
53

1994-1995
07
46
6.0
5.8
76

1995-1996
06
69
4.9
4.8
83

1996-1997
05
89
4.2
4.6
69

1997-1998
04
91
3.2
3.5
56

1998-1999
03
104
2.5
2.8
67

1999-2000
02
10
2.1
1.5
17






















2002 STAR Math - Students ON FFRL in 2001                                                          













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0


0

1990-1991
11
4
11.5
7.8
12

1991-1992
10
7
8.6
7.9
10

1992-1993
09
17
6.9
7.1
58

1993-1994
08
35
6.7
6.4
57

1994-1995
07
41
6.4
5.9
78

1995-1996
06
70
5.6
5.2
87

1996-1997
05
92
4.0
4.3
68

1997-1998
04
90
3.5
3.5
56

1998-1999
03
6
4.0
2.0
1

HS denotes Head Start

Individual Education Plans - For All Students ON the FFRL Program

ON FFRL (2001) Students On IEP's in 2000                                                                

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
4
115
3%
2%
253
4

1994-1995
3
30
100
23%
21%
60
16

1995-1996
4
31
72
30%
15%
53
9

1996-1997
5
37
64
37%
29%
57
23

1997-1998
6
31
44
41%
32%
64
30

1998-1999
7
13
36
27%
29%
60
24

1999-2000
8
8
31
21%
25%
45
15




























ON FFRL (2001) Students On IEP's in 2001                                                                

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
30
89
25%
27%
187
70

1994-1995
3
54
76
42%
38%
47
29

1995-1996
4
32
71
31%
29%
44
18

1996-1997
5
53
48
52%
45%
44
36

1997-1998
6
24
51
32%
36%
60
34

1998-1999
7
10
39
20%
39%
51
33




























ON FFRL (2001) Students On IEP's in 2002                                                                

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
36
83
30%
44%
145
112

1994-1995
3
46
84
35%
21%
60
16

1995-1996
4
41
62
40%
37%
39
23

1996-1997
5
31
70
31%
25%
60
20

1997-1998
6
13
62
17%
17%
78
16

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
Statistics on the Individual Education Plans for All Students ON the FFRL Program




Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of the percentages of students on IEP's


31.4%
29.9%







Standard Deviation of the % of students on IEP's


8.85
8.69







Variance of (entire) Population


0.78%
0.76%







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.61









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.





Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement





results of the Study Group and the Control Group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
0.3143
0.2991



Standard Error
0.0221
0.0217



Median
0.3069
0.2875



Mode
None
0.2105



Kurtosis
0.2514
-0.8228



Skewness
0.5333
0.0559



Range
0.3514
0.3048



Minimum
0.1733
0.1452



Maximum
0.5248
0.4500



Sum
5.3435
5.0844



Count
17.0000
17.0000



Largest (1)
0.5248
0.4500



Smallest (1)
0.1733
0.1452



Confidence Level (95.0%)
0.0469
0.0461















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
0.3143
0.2991



Known Variance
0.0078
0.0076



Observations
17.0000
17.0000



Hypothesized Mean Diff.
0.0000




z
0.5065




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.3063




z Critical one-tail
1.6449




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.6125




z Critical two-tail
1.9600



Appendix Y

Additional Statistical Analyses for Students NOT ON the

Federal Free and Reduced Lunch Program

Appendix Y - Additional Statistical Analyses for Students NOT ON the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch Program


The following spreadsheets are the summary of scores of spreadsheets comparing the academic achievement of the students NOT ON the Federal Free and Reduced Lunch (FFRL) program in the study group with the academic achievement of the students NOT ON the FFRL program in the control group.  These spreadsheets document their performance in the CSAP assessments, the STAR assessments, and the percentage of each group which were placed on Individual Education Plans.


All the data in these documents confirm the conclusion that there were no statistical differences in any of the comparisons performed on this socio-economic subgroup of the study.


There were many more analyses performed than are presented here.  For those who wish to review those analyses in more depth, the CD ROM in Appendix Q contains all the database queries and spreadsheet calculations.

CSAP Assessments - For All Students NOT ON FFRL Program - Sorted by Current Grade

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









2002 3rd Grade Reading
4
52
561
546
68

2002 3rd Grade Writing
4
52
450
464
66

2001 3rd Grade Reading
5
84
538
550
95

2002 4th Grade Reading
5
55
567
566
62

2002 4th Grade Writing
5
55
471
470
62

2000 3rd Grade Reading
6
60
497
504
141

2001 4th Grade Reading
6
64
570
586
137

2001 4th Grade Writing
6
62
500
510
133

2002 5th Grade Reading
6
40
602
602
112

2002 5th Grade Writing
6
40
497
498
112

2002 5th Grade Math
6
40
507
506
112

1999 3rd Grade Reading
7
47
489
501
75

2000 4th Grade Reading
7
48
495
505
79

2000 4th Grade Writing
7
47
492
505
78

2001 5th Grade Reading
7
50
593
609
79

2001 5th Grade Math
7
50
466
484
79

2002 6th Grade Reading
7
29
604
627
68

2002 6th Grade Writing
7
29
488
516
69

2002 6th Grade Math
7
29
480
526
69

1998 3rd Grade Reading
8
23
488
487
58

1999 4th Grade Reading
8
24
491
493
58

1999 4th Grade Writing
8
23
504
500
57

2000 5th Grade Math
8
24
475
481
61

2001 6th Grade Reading
8
24
604
607
61

2002 7th Grade Reading
8
17
631
635
57

2002 7th Grade Writing
8
17
534
544
57

2002 7th Grade Math
8
17
520
533
57

1998 4th Grade Reading
9
21
498
485
51

1998 4th Grade Writing
9
18
500
495
44

2001 7th Grade Reading
9
20
638
634
50

2001 7th Grade Writing
9
19
483
482
51

2002 8th Grade Reading
9
14
648
643
52

2002 8th Grade Writing
9
14
567
541
51

2002 8th Grade Math
9
14
543
535
51

2002 8th Grade Science
9
14
500
494
51

Students NOT ON the FFRL Program - Sorted by Current Grade (continued from previous page)

CSAP
Current
Number in
Average
Average
Number in

Assessment
Grade
Study Group
Scale Scores
Scale Scores
Control Group




for S. G.
for C. G.









1997 4th Grade Reading
10
14
485
494
48

1997 4th Grade Writing
10
10
476
496
41

2000 7th Grade Reading
10
17
486
493
53

2000 7th Grade Writing
10
17
485
494
52

2001 8th Grade Reading
10
17
642
647
53

2001 8th Grade Math
10
17
495
490
53

2001 8th Grade Science
10
17
500
491
53

2002 9th Grade Reading
10
13
654
659
51

2002 9th Grade Writing
10
13
541
552
51

2002 9th Grade Math
10
13
558
556
50

1999 7th Grade Reading
11
16
488
491
56

1999 7th Grade Writing
11
16
490
489
52

2000 8th Grade Math
11
14
462
478
60

2000 8th Grade Science
11
14
474
479
59

2001 9th Grade Reading
11
15
655
662
56

2002 10th Grade Reading
11
14
657
681
61

2002 10th Grade Writing
11
14
548
563
61

2002 10th Grade Math
11
14
546
564
61

2001 10th Grade Reading
12
8
683
662
45

2001 10th Grade Writing
12
8
480
476
43

2001 10th Grade Math
12
8
471
474
45

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
2001 STAR Assessments for All Students NOT ON the FFRL Program
2001 STAR Reading - Students NOT ON FFRL in 2001                                                  













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
1
4.3
8.8
20

1990-1991
11
12
8.9
9.3
47

1991-1992
10
13
8.5
9.1
44

1992-1993
09
15
7.9
7.6
44

1993-1994
08
22
6.8
6.6
52

1994-1995
07
40
5.5
6.2
62

1995-1996
06
56
4.7
5.0
105

1996-1997
05
63
3.5
3.5
78

1997-1998
04
29
2.6
2.6
56

1998-1999
03
24
1.9
1.7
21






















2001 STAR Math - Students NOT ON FFRL in 2001                                                      













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

6.2
1

1990-1991
11
5
7.3
7.9
26

1991-1992
10
4
9.6
9.5
21

1992-1993
09
14
9.2
7.9
49

1993-1994
08
16
6.9
7.5
55

1994-1995
07
29
6.0
6.7
66

1995-1996
06
38
6.6
6.4
106

1996-1997
05
53
4.7
4.6
61

1997-1998
04
51
3.8
3.7
64

1998-1999
03
1
3.3
2.5
2

HS denotes Head Start

2002 STAR Assessments for All Students NOT ON the FFRL Program
2002 STAR Reading - Students NOT ON FFRL in 2001                                                  













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

5.0
1

1990-1991
11
11
9.2
10.2
56

1991-1992
10
10
9.9
9.7
50

1992-1993
09
14
9.8
8.8
49

1993-1994
08
16
7.7
7.3
54

1994-1995
07
30
5.6
7.3
63

1995-1996
06
38
5.9
6.3
107

1996-1997
05
56
4.6
4.9
60

1997-1998
04
49
3.7
3.8
66

1998-1999
03
72
3.0
3.0
77

1999-2000
02
8
2.3
1.9
17






















2002 STAR Math - Students NOT ON FFRL in 2001                                                     













HS-SchoolYear
Current Grade
Study Num
Study Group
Control Group
Control Num

1989-1990
12
0

6.2
1

1990-1991
11
5
7.3
7.9
26

1991-1992
10
4
9.6
9.5
21

1992-1993
09
14
9.2
7.9
49

1993-1994
08
16
6.9
7.5
55

1994-1995
07
29
6.0
6.7
66

1995-1996
06
38
6.6
6.4
106

1996-1997
05
53
4.7
4.6
61

1997-1998
04
51
3.8
3.7
64

1998-1999
03
1
3.3
2.5
2

HS denotes Head Start

Individual Education Plans - For All Students NOT ON the FFRL Program

NOT ON FFRL (2001) Students On IEP's in 2000                                                          

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
1
111
1%
1%
362
2

1994-1995
3
22
116
16%
14%
101
17

1995-1996
4
16
65
20%
7%
125
10

1996-1997
5
29
60
33%
18%
84
19

1997-1998
6
14
53
21%
23%
113
33

1998-1999
7
12
43
22%
19%
65
15

1999-2000
8
4
22
15%
10%
57
6




























NOT ON FFRL (2001) Students On IEP's in 2001                                                          

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
13
99
12%
12%
319
45

1994-1995
3
30
108
22%
19%
96
22

1995-1996
4
20
61
25%
16%
114
21

1996-1997
5
34
55
38%
32%
70
33

1997-1998
6
17
50
25%
20%
117
29

1998-1999
7
14
41
25%
24%
61
19




























NOT ON FFRL (2001) Students On IEP's in 2002                                                          

















Head Start
Current
S.G
S.G.
% S.G.
% C.G.
C.G.
C.G.

SchoolYear
Grade
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP
ON IEP
NOT ON IEP
ON IEP

1993-1994
2
21
91
19%
12%
320
44

1994-1995
3
17
121
12%
15%
100
18

1995-1996
4
15
66
19%
16%
113
22

1996-1997
5
13
76
15%
13%
90
13

1997-1998
6
4
63
6%
9%
133
13

S.G. denotes the Study Group

C.G. denotes the Control Group
Statistics on the Individual Education Plans for All Students NOT ON the FFRL Program




Study
Control




Group
Group







Mean of the percentages of students on IEP's


20.2%
16.4%







Standard Deviation of the %'s of students on IEP's


7.57
5.96







Variance of (entire) Population


0.57%
0.35%







The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:

0.10









The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.





Therefore, there is no statistical significance between the achievement





results of the Study Group and the Control Group.


















Descriptive Statistics
Study
Control




Group
Group



Mean
0.2021
0.1638



Standard Error
0.0189
0.0149



Median
0.1975
0.1556



Mode
None
None



Kurtosis
0.8297
1.2997



Skewness
0.5525
0.8816



Range
0.3223
0.2463



Minimum
0.0597
0.0741



Maximum
0.3820
0.3204



Sum
3.4361
2.7852



Count
17.0000
17.0000



Largest (1)
0.3820
0.3204



Smallest (1)
0.0597
0.0741



Confidence Level (95.0%)
0.0401
0.0316















z-Test
Study
Control



Two Sample for Means
Group
Group



Mean
0.2021
0.1638



Known Variance
0.0057
0.0035



Observations
17.0000
17.0000



Hypothesized Mean Diff.
0.0000




z
1.6460




P(Z<=z) one-tail
0.0499




z Critical one-tail
1.6449




P(Z<=z) two-tail
0.0998




z Critical two-tail
1.9600



Appendix Z

Template for Possible Future Appendices

Appendix Z - Template for Possible Future Appendices


This is where any future appendix text will go…

Amplification on any future appendix text …













** Important Survey**





Has your child previously attended preschool/ Headstart?





Yes:  _____    No:  _____





If YES, check the appropriate box where your child attended preschool/ Headstart.





Harrison School


District





Other School


District
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Economic Effects at Age 27





















20%


13%


7%


41%


36%


29%


0%


10%


20%


30%


40%


50%


Never on welfare as


adult


Own home


Earn $2,000 +


monthly


Program group


No-program group





_1089719056.ppt


Strong Effects on Females
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40%
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Taxpayer Costs and Benefits

 (Per participant in 1992 constant dollars discounted 3% annually)
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Chart Reading Means

		All Students		All Students

		Asian Students		Asian Students

		Black Students		Black Students

		Hispanic Students		Hispanic Students

		White Students		White Students

		Male Students		Male Students

		Female Students		Female Students

		ON FFRL		ON FFRL

		NOT On FFRL		NOT On FFRL



Study Group

Control Group

Mean Scores

STAR - Mean Scores of All Reading Assessments

5.7604

5.7316

6.3032

5.6231

5.2462

5.2003

5.5064

5.0737

6.0687

6.3015

5.8246

5.8833

5.7084

5.6053

5.7474

5.347

5.8973

6.0465



Chart Reading STDEV

		





Chart Reading STDEV

		All Students		All Students

		Asian Students		Asian Students

		Black Students		Black Students

		Hispanic Students		Hispanic Students

		White Students		White Students

		Male Students		Male Students

		Female Students		Female Students

		ON FFRL		ON FFRL

		NOT On FFRL		NOT On FFRL



Study Group

Control Group

Standard Deviation

STAR - Standard Deviation of All Reading Assessments

2.7733

2.5742

2.4439

1.9264

2.5143

2.4937

2.6788

2.2363

2.9602

2.8329

2.8658

2.7423

2.7387

2.4308

3.1718

2.4467

2.6049

2.6652



Chart Reading Variance

		





Chart Reading Variance

		All Students		All Students

		Asian Students		Asian Students

		Black Students		Black Students

		Hispanic Students		Hispanic Students

		White Students		White Students

		Male Students		Male Students

		Female Students		Female Students

		ON FFRL		ON FFRL

		NOT On FFRL		NOT On FFRL



Study Group

Control Group

Variance

STAR - Variance of All Reading Assessments

7.6914

6.6264

5.9727

3.711

6.3219

6.2186

7.1758

5.0009

8.7626

8.0253

8.2129

7.52

7.5004

5.9089

10.0604

5.9865

6.7856

7.1032



Chart Math Means

		





Chart Math Means

		All Students		All Students

		Asian Students		Asian Students

		Black Students		Black Students

		Hispanic Students		Hispanic Students

		White Students		White Students

		Male Students		Male Students

		Female Students		Female Students

		ON FFRL		ON FFRL

		NOT On FFRL		NOT On FFRL



Study Group

Control Group

Mean Scores

STAR - Mean Scores of All Math Assessments

6.2157

6.0941

6.5778

6.7833

5.1356

5.2308

5.6597

5.6857

6.8418

6.6438

6.3106

6.5375

6.4625

6.1313

6.3875

6.0188

6.7578

6.7763



Chart Math STDEV

		





Chart Math STDEV

		All Students		All Students

		Asian Students		Asian Students

		Black Students		Black Students

		Hispanic Students		Hispanic Students

		White Students		White Students

		Male Students		Male Students

		Female Students		Female Students

		ON FFRL		ON FFRL

		NOT On FFRL		NOT On FFRL



Study Group

Control Group

Standard Deviation

STAR - Standard Deviation of All Math Assessments

1.7883

1.82

2.7281

2.3046

1.3428

1.5558

1.5331

1.3378

1.8505

1.6587

1.6668

1.8217

2.0146

1.4831

2.0808

1.6349

1.8652

1.7596



Chart Math Variance

		





Chart Math Variance

		All Students		All Students

		Asian Students		Asian Students

		Black Students		Black Students

		Hispanic Students		Hispanic Students

		White Students		White Students

		Male Students		Male Students

		Female Students		Female Students

		ON FFRL		ON FFRL

		NOT On FFRL		NOT On FFRL



Study Group

Control Group

Variance

STAR - Variance of All Math Assessments

3.1981

3.3123

7.4425

5.114

1.8032

2.4206

2.3503

1.7898

3.4244

2.7512

2.7783

3.3186

4.0586

2.1996

4.3298

2.6728

3.4789

3.0963



Summary Statistics

				Summary of Statistics for STAR Assessments

		Reading		S.G.		C.G.		S.G.		C.G.		S.G.		C.G.

		Assessments		Mean		Mean		SD		SD		Variance		Variance		z-Test

		All Students		5.7604		5.7316		2.7733		2.5742		7.6914		6.6264		0.9735

		Asian Students		6.3032		5.6231		2.4439		1.9264		5.9727		3.7110		0.4307

		Black Students		5.2462		5.2003		2.5143		2.4937		6.3219		6.2186		0.9549

		Hispanic Students		5.5064		5.0737		2.6788		2.2363		7.1758		5.0009		0.5888

		White Students		6.0687		6.3015		2.9602		2.8329		8.7626		8.0253		0.8044

		Male Students		5.8246		5.8833		2.8658		2.7423		8.2129		7.5200		0.9485

		Female Students		5.7084		5.6053		2.7387		2.4308		7.5004		5.9089		0.9023

		ON FFRL		5.7474		5.3470		3.1718		2.4467		10.0604		5.9865		0.6631

		NOT On FFRL		5.8973		6.0465		2.6049		2.6652		6.7856		7.1032		0.8615

		Math		S.G.		C.G.		S.G.		C.G.		S.G.		C.G.

		Assessments		Mean		Mean		SD		SD		Variance		Variance		z-Test

		All Students		6.2157		6.0941		1.7883		1.8200		3.1981		3.3123		0.8443

		Asian Students		6.5778		6.7833		2.7281		2.3046		7.4425		5.1140		0.8420

		Black Students		5.1356		5.2308		1.3428		1.5558		1.8032		2.4206		0.8674

		Hispanic Students		5.6597		5.6857		1.5331		1.3378		2.3503		1.7898		0.9618

		White Students		6.8418		6.6438		1.8505		1.6587		3.4244		2.7512		0.7499

		Male Students		6.3106		6.5375		1.6668		1.8217		2.7783		3.3186		0.7132

		Female Students		6.4625		6.1313		2.0146		1.4831		4.0586		2.1996		0.5964

		ON FFRL		6.3875		6.0188		2.0808		1.6349		4.3298		2.6728		0.5773

		NOT On FFRL		6.7578		6.7763		1.8652		1.7596		3.4789		3.0963		0.9770





Chart Mean All Assessments

		All Students		All Students



Study Group

Control Group

Mean Grade Equivalent Scores

5.9753898635

5.9027777778



All Students All Assessments 

		Statistics on All Assessments for All Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								5.9754		5.9028

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.3709		2.2570

		Variance of (entire) Population								5.6212		5.0942

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								1.9600

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		5.9754		5.9028

		Standard Error		0.4008		0.3815

		Median		5.9500		6.1500

		Mode		4.4000		5.6000

		Kurtosis		-0.8492		-0.8876

		Skewness		0.0763		-0.1642

		Range		9.1474		8.3000

		Minimum		1.6000		1.7000

		Maximum		10.7474		10.0000

		Sum		215.1140		212.5000

		Count		36.0000		36.0000

		Largest(1)		10.7474		10.0000

		Smallest(1)		1.6000		1.7000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.8136		0.7745

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		5.9754		5.9028

		Known Variance		5.6212		5.0942

		Observations		36.0000		36.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.1331

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4471

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.8941

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





All Students

				STAR Assessments for ALL Students

		2001 STAR Reading

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		2		6.6		8.3		26

		1990-1991		11		21		10.1		9.2		66

		1991-1992		10		31		8.2		8.7		72

		1992-1993		09		32		7.3		7.2		94

		1993-1994		08		55		6.5		6.2		103

		1994-1995		07		78		5.3		5.6		130

		1995-1996		06		114		4.4		4.6		181

		1996-1997		05		143		3.4		3.5		145

		1997-1998		04		71		2.3		2.5		85

		1998-1999		03		36		1.6		1.7		34

		2001 STAR Math

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		7		7.4		7.8		47

		1990-1991		11		13		7.9		7.7		49

		1991-1992		10		29		7.4		8.2		55

		1992-1993		09		27		7.1		6.5		78

		1993-1994		08		38		6.0		6.1		57

		1994-1995		07		73		5.4		5.4		114

		1995-1996		06		97		4.4		4.5		164

		1996-1997		05		125		3.4		3.5		120

		2002 STAR Reading

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				5.5		2

		1990-1991		11		19		10.7		10.0		78

		1991-1992		10		28		9.7		9.4		81

		1992-1993		09		32		8.7		8.3		105

		1993-1994		08		55		7.4		6.9		107

		1994-1995		07		76		5.9		6.5		139

		1995-1996		06		107		5.2		5.6		190

		1996-1997		05		145		4.4		4.7		129

		1997-1998		04		140		3.4		3.7		122

		1998-1999		03		176		2.7		2.9		144

		1999-2000		02		18		2.2		1.7		34

		2002 STAR Math

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				6.2		1

		1990-1991		11		9		9.2		7.8		38

		1991-1992		10		11		9.0		9.0		31

		1992-1993		09		31		7.9		7.5		107

		1993-1994		08		51		6.8		6.9		112

		1994-1995		07		70		6.2		6.3		144

		1995-1996		06		108		5.9		5.9		193

		1996-1997		05		145		4.2		4.5		129

		1997-1998		04		141		3.6		3.6		120

		1998-1999		03		7		3.9		2.4		3

		2001 and 2002 STAR Reading

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		21		10.1		9.2		66

		1991-1992		10		31		8.2		8.7		72

		1992-1993		09		32		7.3		7.2		94

		1993-1994		08		55		6.5		6.2		103

		1994-1995		07		78		5.3		5.6		130

		1995-1996		06		114		4.4		4.6		181

		1996-1997		05		143		3.4		3.5		145

		1997-1998		04		71		2.3		2.5		85

		1998-1999		03		36		1.6		1.7		34

		1990-1991		11		19		10.7		10.0		78

		1991-1992		10		28		9.7		9.4		81

		1992-1993		09		32		8.7		8.3		105

		1993-1994		08		55		7.4		6.9		107

		1994-1995		07		76		5.9		6.5		139

		1995-1996		06		107		5.2		5.6		190

		1996-1997		05		145		4.4		4.7		129

		1997-1998		04		140		3.4		3.7		122

		1998-1999		03		176		2.7		2.9		144

		1999-2000		02		18		2.2		1.7		34

				Mean				5.7604		5.7316

				Standard Deviation				2.7733		2.5742

				Variance				7.6914		6.6264

		2001 and 2002 STAR Math

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		7		7.4		7.8		47

		1990-1991		11		13		7.9		7.7		49

		1991-1992		10		29		7.4		8.2		55

		1992-1993		09		27		7.1		6.5		78

		1993-1994		08		38		6.0		6.1		57

		1994-1995		07		73		5.4		5.4		114

		1995-1996		06		97		4.4		4.5		164

		1996-1997		05		125		3.4		3.5		120

		1990-1991		11		9		9.2		7.8		38

		1991-1992		10		11		9.0		9.0		31

		1992-1993		09		31		7.9		7.5		107

		1993-1994		08		51		6.8		6.9		112

		1994-1995		07		70		6.2		6.3		144

		1995-1996		06		108		5.9		5.9		193

		1996-1997		05		145		4.2		4.5		129

		1997-1998		04		141		3.6		3.6		120

		1998-1999		03		7		3.9		2.4		3

				Mean				6.2157		6.0941

				Standard Deviation				1.7883		1.8200

				Variance				3.1981		3.3123

		Note:  All Head Start classes with less than three (3) students have been deleted from

		the calculations in fairness to the concept of averaging.

		2001 and 2002 STAR Reading and Math

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		21		10.1		9.2		66

		1991-1992		10		31		8.2		8.7		72

		1992-1993		09		32		7.3		7.2		94

		1993-1994		08		55		6.5		6.2		103

		1994-1995		07		78		5.3		5.6		130

		1995-1996		06		114		4.4		4.6		181

		1996-1997		05		143		3.4		3.5		145

		1997-1998		04		71		2.3		2.5		85

		1998-1999		03		36		1.6		1.7		34

		1990-1991		11		19		10.7		10.0		78

		1991-1992		10		28		9.7		9.4		81

		1992-1993		09		32		8.7		8.3		105

		1993-1994		08		55		7.4		6.9		107

		1994-1995		07		76		5.9		6.5		139

		1995-1996		06		107		5.2		5.6		190

		1996-1997		05		145		4.4		4.7		129

		1997-1998		04		140		3.4		3.7		122

		1998-1999		03		176		2.7		2.9		144

		1999-2000		02		18		2.2		1.7		34

		1989-1990		12		7		7.4		7.8		47

		1990-1991		11		13		7.9		7.7		49

		1991-1992		10		29		7.4		8.2		55

		1992-1993		09		27		7.1		6.5		78

		1993-1994		08		38		6.0		6.1		57

		1994-1995		07		73		5.4		5.4		114

		1995-1996		06		97		4.4		4.5		164

		1996-1997		05		125		3.4		3.5		120

		1990-1991		11		9		9.2		7.8		38

		1991-1992		10		11		9.0		9.0		31

		1992-1993		09		31		7.9		7.5		107

		1993-1994		08		51		6.8		6.9		112

		1994-1995		07		70		6.2		6.3		144

		1995-1996		06		108		5.9		5.9		193

		1996-1997		05		145		4.2		4.5		129

		1997-1998		04		141		3.6		3.6		120

		1998-1999		03		7		3.9		2.4		3

		All Students		Mean				5.9754		5.9028

				Standard Deviation				2.3709		2.2570

				Variance				5.6212		5.0942

		Note:  All Head Start classes with less than three (3) students have been deleted from

		the calculations in fairness to the concept of averaging.





All Students Reading Stats

		Statistics on the Reading Assessments for All Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								5.7604		5.7316

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.7733		2.5742

		Variance of (entire) Population								7.6914		6.6264

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.9735

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		5.7604		5.7316

		Standard Error		0.6537		0.6067

		Median		5.3000		5.6000

		Mode		4.4000		5.6000

		Kurtosis		-1.1034		-1.1428

		Skewness		0.2588		0.0259

		Range		9.1474		8.3000

		Minimum		1.6000		1.7000

		Maximum		10.7474		10.0000

		Sum		109.4474		108.9000

		Count		19.0000		19.0000

		Largest(1)		10.7474		10.0000

		Smallest(1)		1.6000		1.7000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.3733		1.2747

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		5.7604		5.7316

		Known Variance		7.6914		6.6264

		Observations		19.0000		19.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.0332

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4868

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.9735

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





All Students Math Stats

		Statistics on the Math Assessments for All Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								6.2157		6.0941

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								1.7883		1.8200

		Variance of (entire) Population								3.1981		3.3123

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.8443

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		6.2157		6.0941

		Standard Error		0.4471		0.4550

		Median		6.2000		6.3000

		Mode		7.4000		7.8000

		Kurtosis		-1.1098		-0.6993

		Skewness		-0.0717		-0.4345

		Range		5.7667		6.6000

		Minimum		3.4000		2.4000

		Maximum		9.1667		9.0000

		Sum		105.6667		103.6000

		Count		17.0000		17.0000

		Largest(1)		9.1667		9.0000

		Smallest(1)		3.4000		2.4000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.9478		0.9645

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		6.2157		6.0941

		Known Variance		3.1981		3.3123

		Observations		17.0000		17.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.1964

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4221

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.8443

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





Asian Students

				STAR Assessments for ALL Asian Students

		2001 STAR Reading - Asian Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				11.2		1

		1990-1991		11		1		12.9		10.9		3

		1991-1992		10		2		9.7		9.6		7

		1992-1993		09		4		7.5		6.6		10

		1993-1994		08		8		7.3		6.4		7

		1994-1995		07		4		6.3		5.6		13

		1995-1996		06		12		4.6		3.8		8

		1996-1997		05		9		3.5		3.1		6

		1997-1998		04		2		1.9		2.6		3

		1998-1999		03		3		2.8				0

		2001 STAR Math - Asian Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				9.3		5

		1990-1991		11		1		7.3		6.8		1

		1991-1992		10		3		11.9		10.0		8

		1992-1993		09		3		7.5		7.7		10

		1993-1994		08		6		6.6		8.7		3

		1994-1995		07		4		5.7		6.3		11

		1995-1996		06		10		4.5		4.8		8

		1996-1997		05		9		3.3		3.2		6

		2002 STAR Reading - Asian Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0						0

		1990-1991		11		1		12.9		12.9		3

		1991-1992		10		3		11.8		9.7		7

		1992-1993		09		3		8.4		7.7		8

		1993-1994		08		8		9.0		7.1		7

		1994-1995		07		4		6.8		6.9		12

		1995-1996		06		13		5.8		4.9		8

		1996-1997		05		9		4.7		3.5		4

		1997-1998		04		5		3.0		4.7		4

		1998-1999		03		9		3.3		3.1		9

		1999-2000		02		0				2.3		5

		2002 STAR Math - Asian Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				9.3		5

		1990-1991		11		1		7.3		6.8		1

		1991-1992		10		3		11.9		10.0		8

		1992-1993		09		3		7.5		7.7		10

		1993-1994		08		6		6.6		8.7		3

		1994-1995		07		4		5.7		6.3		11

		1995-1996		06		10		4.5		4.8		8

		1996-1997		05		9		3.3		3.2		6

		2001 and 2002 STAR Reading - Asian Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1992-1993		09		4		7.5		6.6		10

		1993-1994		08		8		7.3		6.4		7

		1994-1995		07		4		6.3		5.6		13

		1995-1996		06		12		4.6		3.8		8

		1996-1997		05		9		3.5		3.1		6

		1991-1992		10		3		11.8		9.7		7

		1992-1993		09		3		8.4		7.7		8

		1993-1994		08		8		9.0		7.1		7

		1994-1995		07		4		6.8		6.9		12

		1995-1996		06		13		5.8		4.9		8

		1996-1997		05		9		4.7		3.5		4

		1997-1998		04		5		3.0		4.7		4

		1998-1999		03		9		3.3		3.1		9

				Mean				6.3032		5.6231

				Standard Deviation				2.4439		1.9264

				Variance				5.9727		3.7110

		2001 and 2002 STAR Math - Asian Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1991-1992		10		3		11.9		10.0		8

		1992-1993		09		3		7.5		7.7		10

		1993-1994		08		6		6.6		8.7		3

		1994-1995		07		4		5.7		6.3		11

		1995-1996		06		10		4.5		4.8		8

		1996-1997		05		9		3.3		3.2		6

		1991-1992		10		3		11.9		10.0		8

		1992-1993		09		3		7.5		7.7		10

		1993-1994		08		6		6.6		8.7		3

		1994-1995		07		4		5.7		6.3		11

		1995-1996		06		10		4.5		4.8		8

		1996-1997		05		9		3.3		3.2		6

				Mean				6.5778		6.7833

				Standard Deviation				2.7281		2.3046

				Variance				7.4425		5.3114

		Note:  All Head Start classes with less than three (3) students have been deleted from

		the calculations in fairness to the concept of averaging.





Asian Reading Stats

		Statistics on the Reading Assessments for All Asian Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								6.3032		5.6231

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.4439		1.9264

		Variance of (entire) Population								5.9727		3.7110

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.4307

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		6.3032		5.6231

		Standard Error		0.7055		0.5561

		Median		6.3000		5.6000

		Mode		None		3.1000

		Kurtosis		0.1676		-0.3701

		Skewness		0.6001		0.4216

		Range		8.7667		6.6000

		Minimum		3.0000		3.1000

		Maximum		11.7667		9.7000

		Sum		81.9417		73.1000

		Count		13.0000		13.0000

		Largest(1)		11.7667		9.7000

		Smallest(1)		3.0000		3.1000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.5371		1.2116

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		6.3032		5.6231

		Known Variance		5.9727		3.7110

		Observations		13.0000		13.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.7880

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.2153

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.4307

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





Asian Math Stats

		Statistics on the Math Assessments for All Asian Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								6.5778		6.7833

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.7281		2.3046

		Variance of (entire) Population								7.4425		5.3114

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.8420

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		6.5778		6.7833

		Standard Error		0.8225		0.6949

		Median		6.1500		7.0000

		Mode		11.8667		10.0000

		Kurtosis		0.3547		-1.2016

		Skewness		0.9796		-0.2007

		Range		8.5667		6.8000

		Minimum		3.3000		3.2000

		Maximum		11.8667		10.0000

		Sum		78.9333		81.4000

		Count		12.0000		12.0000

		Largest(1)		11.8667		10.0000

		Smallest(1)		3.3000		3.2000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.8104		1.5294

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		6.5778		6.7833

		Known Variance		7.4425		5.3114

		Observations		12.0000		12.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		-0.1994

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4210

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.8420

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





Black Students

				STAR Assessments for ALL Black Students

		2001 STAR Reading - Black Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		1		4.3		8.3		4

		1990-1991		11		9		10.0		9.4		20

		1991-1992		10		4		5.6		7.8		15

		1992-1993		09		8		7.3		6.7		14

		1993-1994		08		16		5.5		5.4		29

		1994-1995		07		23		5.1		4.3		25

		1995-1996		06		34		4.1		4.3		39

		1996-1997		05		30		3.2		2.8		25

		1997-1998		04		18		2.1		2.3		15

		1998-1999		03		6		1.7		1.4		10

		2001 STAR Math - Black Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		2		5.6		7.7		8

		1990-1991		11		4		8.6		7.2		13

		1991-1992		10		6		4.9		8.0		10

		1992-1993		09		7		6.0		5.4		14

		1993-1994		08		6		4.5		5.6		15

		1994-1995		07		21		4.9		4.3		22

		1995-1996		06		29		4.1		4.1		33

		1996-1997		05		29		3.2		2.8		20

		2002 STAR Reading - Black Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				5.9		1

		1990-1991		11		7		10.5		9.5		24

		1991-1992		10		6		7.5		8.3		17

		1992-1993		09		8		7.1		8.0		19

		1993-1994		08		16		7.4		6.3		30

		1994-1995		07		24		5.7		5.5		26

		1995-1996		06		35		4.9		5.2		42

		1996-1997		05		34		4.4		3.9		29

		1997-1998		04		32		3.4		3.3		23

		1998-1999		03		50		2.5		2.8		36

		1999-2000		02		4		1.7		1.6		8

		2002 STAR Math - Black Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0						0

		1990-1991		11		2		11.7		8.2		11

		1991-1992		10		0				10.8		4

		1992-1993		09		8		5.7		6.9		18

		1993-1994		08		15		5.9		6.7		30

		1994-1995		07		22		5.9		5.1		27

		1995-1996		06		36		5.6		5.1		42

		1996-1997		05		34		3.9		3.5		29

		1997-1998		04		33		3.6		3.3		22

		1998-1999		03		1		9.3				0

		2001 and 2002 STAR Reading - Black Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		9		10.0		9.4		20

		1991-1992		10		4		5.6		7.8		15

		1992-1993		09		8		7.3		6.7		14

		1993-1994		08		16		5.5		5.4		29

		1994-1995		07		23		5.1		4.3		25

		1995-1996		06		34		4.1		4.3		39

		1996-1997		05		30		3.2		2.8		25

		1997-1998		04		18		2.1		2.3		15

		1998-1999		03		6		1.7		1.4		10

		1990-1991		11		7		10.5		9.5		24

		1991-1992		10		6		7.5		8.3		17

		1992-1993		09		8		7.1		8.0		19

		1993-1994		08		16		7.4		6.3		30

		1994-1995		07		24		5.7		5.5		26

		1995-1996		06		35		4.9		5.2		42

		1996-1997		05		34		4.4		3.9		29

		1997-1998		04		32		3.4		3.3		23

		1998-1999		03		50		2.5		2.8		36

		1999-2000		02		4		1.7		1.6		8

				Mean				5.2462		5.2003

				Standard Deviation				2.5143		2.4937

				Variance				6.3219		6.2186

		2001 and 2002 STAR Math - Black Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		4		8.6		7.2		13

		1991-1992		10		6		4.9		8.0		10

		1992-1993		09		7		6.0		5.4		14

		1993-1994		08		6		4.5		5.6		15

		1994-1995		07		21		4.9		4.3		22

		1995-1996		06		29		4.1		4.1		33

		1996-1997		05		29		3.2		2.8		20

		1992-1993		09		8		5.7		6.9		18

		1993-1994		08		15		5.9		6.7		30

		1994-1995		07		22		5.9		5.1		27

		1995-1996		06		36		5.6		5.1		42

		1996-1997		05		34		3.9		3.5		29

		1997-1998		04		33		3.6		3.3		22

				Mean				5.1356		5.2308

				Standard Deviation				1.3428		1.5558

				Variance				1.8032		2.4206

		Note:  All Head Start classes with less than three (3) students have been deleted from

		the calculations in fairness to the concept of averaging.





Black Reading Stats

		Statistics on the Reading Assessments for All Black Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								5.2462		5.2003

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.5143		2.4937

		Variance of (entire) Population								6.3219		6.2186

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.9549

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		5.2462		5.2003

		Standard Error		0.5926		0.5878

		Median		5.1000		5.2000

		Mode		1.7000		4.3000

		Kurtosis		-0.3619		-1.0706

		Skewness		0.4665		0.2347

		Range		8.8000		8.1000

		Minimum		1.7000		1.4000

		Maximum		10.5000		9.5000

		Sum		99.6778		98.8056

		Count		19.0000		19.0000

		Largest(1)		10.5000		9.5000

		Smallest(1)		1.7000		1.4000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.2451		1.2349

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		5.2462		5.2003

		Known Variance		6.3219		6.2186

		Observations		19.0000		19.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.0565

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4775

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.9549

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





Black Math Stats

		Statistics on the Math Assessments for All Black Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								5.1356		5.2308

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								1.3428		1.5558

		Variance of (entire) Population								1.8032		2.4206

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.8674

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		5.1356		5.2308

		Standard Error		0.3876		0.4491

		Median		4.9167		5.1000

		Mode		5.9000		5.1000

		Kurtosis		2.0161		-0.9907

		Skewness		1.0205		0.1797

		Range		5.3750		5.2000

		Minimum		3.2000		2.8000

		Maximum		8.5750		8.0000

		Sum		66.7631		68.0000

		Count		13.0000		13.0000

		Largest(1)		8.5750		8.0000

		Smallest(1)		3.2000		2.8000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.8446		0.9786

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		5.1356		5.2308

		Known Variance		1.8032		2.4206

		Observations		13.0000		13.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		-0.1669

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4337

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.8674

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





Hispanic Students

				STAR Assessments for ALL Hispanic Students

		2001 STAR Reading - Hispanic Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		1		8.9		8.2		6

		1990-1991		11		3		10.5		7.6		19

		1991-1992		10		10		7.6		8.5		23

		1992-1993		09		8		6.7		6.1		17

		1993-1994		08		12		6.3		5.4		20

		1994-1995		07		19		4.6		5.2		33

		1995-1996		06		21		4.5		4.0		41

		1996-1997		05		48		3.2		3.1		31

		1997-1998		04		19		2.3		2.2		19

		1998-1999		03		11		1.6		1.5		7

		2001 STAR Math - Hispanic Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		1		5.1		6.5		9

		1990-1991		11		3		8.5		7.6		15

		1991-1992		10		11		6.6		7.3		14

		1992-1993		09		6		6.8		5.9		12

		1993-1994		08		12		5.8		5.6		12

		1994-1995		07		19		4.7		5.6		32

		1995-1996		06		17		4.0		4.5		39

		1996-1997		05		39		3.3		3.4		30

		2002 STAR Reading - Hispanic Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				5.0		1

		1990-1991		11		4		10.7		8.3		18

		1991-1992		10		7		8.7		8.4		25

		1992-1993		09		8		8.2		7.3		18

		1993-1994		08		14		7.1		5.8		19

		1994-1995		07		23		5.5		6.0		35

		1995-1996		06		24		5.0		5.0		40

		1996-1997		05		49		4.1		4.4		30

		1997-1998		04		48		3.0		3.3		37

		1998-1999		03		57		2.6		2.9		38

		1999-2000		02		6		2.5		1.4		10

		2002 STAR Math - Hispanic Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				6.2		1

		1990-1991		11		2		8.8		6.5		10

		1991-1992		10		4		7.7		7.5		9

		1992-1993		09		7		7.2		6.8		20

		1993-1994		08		13		5.6		6.1		23

		1994-1995		07		22		5.8		5.9		35

		1995-1996		06		25		5.5		5.7		43

		1996-1997		05		50		4.3		4.4		30

		1997-1998		04		47		3.4		3.3		36

		1998-1999		03		4		3.3		2.3		1

		2001 and 2002 STAR Reading - Hispanic Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		3		10.5		7.6		19

		1991-1992		10		10		7.6		8.5		23

		1992-1993		09		8		6.7		6.1		17

		1993-1994		08		12		6.3		5.4		20

		1994-1995		07		19		4.6		5.2		33

		1995-1996		06		21		4.5		4.0		41

		1996-1997		05		48		3.2		3.1		31

		1997-1998		04		19		2.3		2.2		19

		1998-1999		03		11		1.6		1.5		7

		1990-1991		11		4		10.7		8.3		18

		1991-1992		10		7		8.7		8.4		25

		1992-1993		09		8		8.2		7.3		18

		1993-1994		08		14		7.1		5.8		19

		1994-1995		07		23		5.5		6.0		35

		1995-1996		06		24		5.0		5.0		40

		1996-1997		05		49		4.1		4.4		30

		1997-1998		04		48		3.0		3.3		37

		1998-1999		03		57		2.6		2.9		38

		1999-2000		02		6		2.5		1.4		10

				Mean				5.5064		5.0737

				Standard Deviation				2.6788		2.2363

				Variance				7.1758		5.0009

		2001 and 2002 STAR Math - Hispanic Students

		HS-SchoolYear		CurrentGrade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		3		8.5		7.6		15

		1991-1992		10		11		6.6		7.3		14

		1992-1993		09		6		6.8		5.9		12

		1993-1994		08		12		5.8		5.6		12

		1994-1995		07		19		4.7		5.6		32

		1995-1996		06		17		4.0		4.5		39

		1996-1997		05		39		3.3		3.4		30

		1991-1992		10		4		7.7		7.5		9

		1992-1993		09		7		7.2		6.8		20

		1993-1994		08		13		5.6		6.1		23

		1994-1995		07		22		5.8		5.9		35

		1995-1996		06		25		5.5		5.7		43

		1996-1997		05		50		4.3		4.4		30

		1997-1998		04		47		3.4		3.3		36

				Mean				5.6597		5.6857

				Standard Deviation				1.5331		1.3378

				Variance				2.3503		1.7898

		Note:  All Head Start classes with less than three (3) students have been deleted from

		the calculations in fairness to the concept of averaging.





Hispanic Reading Stats

		Statistics on the Reading Assessments for All Hispanic Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								5.5064		5.0737

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.6788		2.2363

		Variance of (entire) Population								7.1758		5.0009

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.5888

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		5.5064		5.0737

		Standard Error		0.6314		0.5271

		Median		5.0000		5.2000

		Mode		None		None

		Kurtosis		-0.7760		-1.0711

		Skewness		0.4476		-0.0203

		Range		9.0500		7.1000

		Minimum		1.6000		1.4000

		Maximum		10.6500		8.5000

		Sum		104.6214		96.4000

		Count		19.0000		19.0000

		Largest(1)		10.6500		8.5000

		Smallest(1)		1.6000		1.4000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.3265		1.1074

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		5.5064		5.0737

		Known Variance		7.1758		5.0009

		Observations		19.0000		19.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.5405

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.2944

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.5888

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





Hispanic Math Stats

		Statistics on the Math Assessments for All Hispanic Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								5.6597		5.6857

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								1.5331		1.3378

		Variance of (entire) Population								2.3503		1.7898

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.9618

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		5.6597		5.6857

		Standard Error		0.4252		0.3710

		Median		5.7000		5.8000

		Mode		5.8000		5.9000

		Kurtosis		-0.8224		-0.6448

		Skewness		0.1162		-0.3570

		Range		5.1769		4.3000

		Minimum		3.3231		3.3000

		Maximum		8.5000		7.6000

		Sum		79.2356		79.6000

		Count		14.0000		14.0000

		Largest(1)		8.5000		7.6000

		Smallest(1)		3.3231		3.3000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.9186		0.8016

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		5.6597		5.6857

		Known Variance		2.3503		1.7898

		Observations		14.0000		14.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		-0.0479

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4809

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.9618

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





White Students

				STAR Assessments for ALL White Students

		2001 STAR Reading - White Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				8.2		15

		1990-1991		11		8		9.7		10.1		23

		1991-1992		10		15		9.2		9.2		27

		1992-1993		09		11		7.4		7.8		52

		1993-1994		08		19		7.0		7.0		46

		1994-1995		07		31		5.9		6.3		57

		1995-1996		06		45		4.6		5.2		86

		1996-1997		05		54		3.6		3.9		78

		1997-1998		04		32		2.4		2.6		46

		1998-1999		03		15		1.3		1.9		17

		2001 STAR Math - White Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		4		8.8		8.0		25

		1990-1991		11		5		7.1		8.2		20

		1991-1992		10		9		8.7		8.3		23

		1992-1993		09		10		8.0		6.8		42

		1993-1994		08		14		6.4		6.3		27

		1994-1995		07		28		6.3		5.6		47

		1995-1996		06		39		4.8		4.7		77

		1996-1997		05		47		3.5		3.8		61

		2002 STAR Reading - White Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0						0

		1990-1991		11		7		10.7		10.9		31

		1991-1992		10		12		10.9		10.8		32

		1992-1993		09		12		10.3		8.8		59

		1993-1994		08		17		7.1		7.8		50

		1994-1995		07		25		6.2		7.0		64

		1995-1996		06		34		5.5		6.2		93

		1996-1997		05		52		4.6		5.3		62

		1997-1998		04		55		3.7		4.0		57

		1998-1999		03		55		3.0		3.0		59

		1999-2000		02		8		2.2		1.9		10

		2002 STAR Math - White Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0						0

		1990-1991		11		5		8.3		8.4		17

		1991-1992		10		5		9.2		9.5		16

		1992-1993		09		12		9.5		7.6		59

		1993-1994		08		15		7.5		7.4		52

		1994-1995		07		23		6.9		6.6		66

		1995-1996		06		33		6.4		6.4		92

		1996-1997		05		51		4.4		4.9		62

		1997-1998		04		56		3.8		3.8		57

		1998-1999		03		2		2.6		2.4		2

		2001 and 2002 STAR Reading - White Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		8		9.7		10.1		23

		1991-1992		10		15		9.2		9.2		27

		1992-1993		09		11		7.4		7.8		52

		1993-1994		08		19		7.0		7.0		46

		1994-1995		07		31		5.9		6.3		57

		1995-1996		06		45		4.6		5.2		86

		1996-1997		05		54		3.6		3.9		78

		1997-1998		04		32		2.4		2.6		46

		1998-1999		03		15		1.3		1.9		17

		1990-1991		11		7		10.7		10.9		31

		1991-1992		10		12		10.9		10.8		32

		1992-1993		09		12		10.3		8.8		59

		1993-1994		08		17		7.1		7.8		50

		1994-1995		07		25		6.2		7.0		64

		1995-1996		06		34		5.5		6.2		93

		1996-1997		05		52		4.6		5.3		62

		1997-1998		04		55		3.7		4.0		57

		1998-1999		03		55		3.0		3.0		59

		1999-2000		02		8		2.2		1.9		10

				Mean				6.0687		6.3015

				Standard Deviation				2.9602		2.8329

				Variance				8.7626		8.0253

		2001 and 2002 STAR Math - White Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		4		8.8		8.0		25

		1990-1991		11		5		7.1		8.2		20

		1991-1992		10		9		8.7		8.3		23

		1992-1993		09		10		8.0		6.8		42

		1993-1994		08		14		6.4		6.3		27

		1994-1995		07		28		6.3		5.6		47

		1995-1996		06		39		4.8		4.7		77

		1996-1997		05		47		3.5		3.8		61

		1990-1991		11		5		8.3		8.4		17

		1991-1992		10		5		9.2		9.5		16

		1992-1993		09		12		9.5		7.6		59

		1993-1994		08		15		7.5		7.4		52

		1994-1995		07		23		6.9		6.6		66

		1995-1996		06		33		6.4		6.4		92

		1996-1997		05		51		4.4		4.9		62

		1997-1998		04		56		3.8		3.8		57

				Mean				6.8418		6.6438

				Standard Deviation				1.8505		1.6587

				Variance				3.4244		2.7512

		Note:  All Head Start classes with less than three (3) students have been deleted from

		the calculations in fairness to the concept of averaging.





White Reading Stats

		Statistics on the Reading Assessments for All White Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								6.0687		6.3015

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.9602		2.8329

		Variance of (entire) Population								8.7626		8.0253

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.8044

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		6.0687		6.3015

		Standard Error		0.6977		0.6677

		Median		5.9000		6.3000

		Mode		4.6000		7.8000

		Kurtosis		-1.1243		-1.0800

		Skewness		0.2043		0.0126

		Range		9.6000		9.0000

		Minimum		1.3000		1.9000

		Maximum		10.9000		10.9000

		Sum		115.3054		119.7291

		Count		19.0000		19.0000

		Largest(1)		10.9000		10.9000

		Smallest(1)		1.3000		1.9000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.4659		1.4028

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		6.0687		6.3015

		Known Variance		8.7626		8.0253

		Observations		19.0000		19.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		-0.2477

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4022

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.8044

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





White Math Stats

		Statistics on the Math Assessments for All White Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								6.8418		6.6438

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								1.8505		1.6587

		Variance of (entire) Population								3.4244		2.7512

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.7499

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		6.8418		6.6438

		Standard Error		0.4778		0.4283

		Median		6.9900		6.7000

		Mode		6.4000		3.8000

		Kurtosis		-0.9006		-0.8220

		Skewness		-0.4233		-0.2879

		Range		6.0083		5.7000

		Minimum		3.5000		3.8000

		Maximum		9.5083		9.5000

		Sum		109.4683		106.3000

		Count		16.0000		16.0000

		Largest(1)		9.5083		9.5000

		Smallest(1)		3.5000		3.8000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.0184		0.9128

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		6.8418		6.6438

		Known Variance		3.4244		2.7512

		Observations		16.0000		16.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.3187

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.3750

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.7499

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





Male Students

				STAR Assessments for ALL Male Students

		2001 STAR Reading - Male Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		1		4.3		9.2		15

		1990-1991		11		14		10.8		9.8		30

		1991-1992		10		18		7.8		9.5		34

		1992-1993		09		14		8.0		7.5		39

		1993-1994		08		28		6.6		6.3		46

		1994-1995		07		37		5.4		5.3		75

		1995-1996		06		63		4.5		4.7		93

		1996-1997		05		69		3.2		3.5		74

		1997-1998		04		39		2.2		2.6		41

		1998-1999		03		20		1.6		1.6		19

		2001 STAR Math - Male Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		3		6.6		8.2		26

		1990-1991		11		9		7.8		8.0		25

		1991-1992		10		17		6.7		9.0		27

		1992-1993		09		13		7.7		6.4		33

		1993-1994		08		19		6.2		6.3		23

		1994-1995		07		38		5.5		5.4		60

		1995-1996		06		55		4.6		4.7		87

		1996-1997		05		60		3.3		3.5		66

		2002 STAR Reading - Male Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				5.5		2

		1990-1991		11		9		11.0		9.9		34

		1991-1992		10		17		8.9		10.3		35

		1992-1993		09		14		9.3		8.4		47

		1993-1994		08		29		7.5		7.0		47

		1994-1995		07		35		6.0		6.4		73

		1995-1996		06		53		5.5		5.8		95

		1996-1997		05		67		4.1		4.8		68

		1997-1998		04		71		3.3		3.7		61

		1998-1999		03		94		2.7		2.9		66

		1999-2000		02		8		2.3		1.8		17

		2002 STAR Math - Male Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				6.2		1

		1990-1991		11		5		8.4		7.9		17

		1991-1992		10		7		8.5		9.9		10

		1992-1993		09		14		8.6		7.9		49

		1993-1994		08		27		7.1		6.9		50

		1994-1995		07		34		5.9		6.2		73

		1995-1996		06		53		6.4		6.2		93

		1996-1997		05		68		4.1		4.5		65

		1997-1998		04		71		3.6		3.6		60

		1998-1999		03		5		4.2		2.3		1

		2001 and 2002 STAR Reading - Male Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		14		10.8		9.8		30

		1991-1992		10		18		7.8		9.5		34

		1992-1993		09		14		8.0		7.5		39

		1993-1994		08		28		6.6		6.3		46

		1994-1995		07		37		5.4		5.3		75

		1995-1996		06		63		4.5		4.7		93

		1996-1997		05		69		3.2		3.5		74

		1997-1998		04		39		2.2		2.6		41

		1998-1999		03		20		1.6		1.6		19

		1990-1991		11		9		11.0		9.9		34

		1991-1992		10		17		8.9		10.3		35

		1992-1993		09		14		9.3		8.4		47

		1993-1994		08		29		7.5		7.0		47

		1994-1995		07		35		6.0		6.4		73

		1995-1996		06		53		5.5		5.8		95

		1996-1997		05		67		4.1		4.8		68

		1997-1998		04		71		3.3		3.7		61

		1998-1999		03		94		2.7		2.9		66

		1999-2000		02		8		2.3		1.8		17

				Mean				5.8246		5.8833

				Standard Deviation				2.8658		2.7423

				Variance				8.2129		7.5200

		2001 and 2002 STAR Math - Male Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		3		6.6		8.2		26

		1990-1991		11		9		7.8		8.0		25

		1991-1992		10		17		6.7		9.0		27

		1992-1993		09		13		7.7		6.4		33

		1993-1994		08		19		6.2		6.3		23

		1994-1995		07		38		5.5		5.4		60

		1995-1996		06		55		4.6		4.7		87

		1996-1997		05		60		3.3		3.5		66

		1990-1991		11		5		8.4		7.9		17

		1991-1992		10		7		8.5		9.9		10

		1992-1993		09		14		8.6		7.9		49

		1993-1994		08		27		7.1		6.9		50

		1994-1995		07		34		5.9		6.2		73

		1995-1996		06		53		6.4		6.2		93

		1996-1997		05		68		4.1		4.5		65

		1997-1998		04		71		3.6		3.6		60

				Mean				6.3106		6.5375

				Standard Deviation				1.6668		1.8217

				Variance				2.7783		3.3186

		Note:  All Head Start classes with less than three (3) students have been deleted from

		the calculations in fairness to the concept of averaging.





Male Reading Stats

		Statistics on the Reading Assessments for All Male Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								5.8246		5.8833

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.8658		2.7423

		Variance of (entire) Population								8.2129		7.5200

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.9485

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		5.8246		5.8833

		Standard Error		0.6755		0.6464

		Median		5.5000		5.8000

		Mode		None		None

		Kurtosis		-1.0696		-1.1508

		Skewness		0.2775		0.1218

		Range		9.3444		8.7000

		Minimum		1.6111		1.6000

		Maximum		10.9556		10.3000

		Sum		110.6667		111.7826

		Count		19.0000		19.0000

		Largest(1)		10.9556		10.3000

		Smallest(1)		1.6111		1.6000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.4191		1.3579

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		5.8246		5.8833

		Known Variance		8.2129		7.5200

		Observations		19.0000		19.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		-0.0645

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4743

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.9485

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





Male Math Stats

		Statistics on the Math Assessments for All Male Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								6.3106		6.5375

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								1.6668		1.8217

		Variance of (entire) Population								2.7783		3.3186

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.7132

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		6.3106		6.5375

		Standard Error		0.4304		0.4704

		Median		6.4833		6.3500

		Mode		None		7.9000

		Kurtosis		-0.9030		-0.7378

		Skewness		-0.3809		-0.0437

		Range		5.3000		6.4000

		Minimum		3.3000		3.5000

		Maximum		8.6000		9.9000

		Sum		100.9692		104.6000

		Count		16.0000		16.0000

		Largest(1)		8.6000		9.9000

		Smallest(1)		3.3000		3.5000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.9173		1.0026

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		6.3106		6.5375

		Known Variance		2.7783		3.3186

		Observations		16.0000		16.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		-0.3676

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.3566

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.7132

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





Female Students

				STAR Assessments for ALL Female Students

		2001 STAR Reading - Female Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		1		8.9		7.1		11

		1990-1991		11		7		8.6		8.7		36

		1991-1992		10		13		8.8		8.0		38

		1992-1993		09		18		6.7		6.9		55

		1993-1994		08		27		6.3		6.1		57

		1994-1995		07		41		5.3		5.9		55

		1995-1996		06		51		4.4		4.5		88

		1996-1997		05		74		3.6		3.5		71

		1997-1998		04		32		2.4		2.4		44

		1998-1999		03		16		1.6		1.8		15

		2001 STAR Math - Female Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		4		7.9		7.3		21

		1990-1991		11		4		8.0		7.4		24

		1991-1992		10		12		8.6		7.5		28

		1992-1993		09		14		6.5		6.5		45

		1993-1994		08		19		5.7		5.9		34

		1994-1995		07		35		5.4		5.5		54

		1995-1996		06		42		4.2		4.3		77

		1996-1997		05		65		3.4		3.5		54

		2002 STAR Reading - Female Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0						0

		1990-1991		11		10		10.6		10.0		44

		1991-1992		10		11		11.0		8.7		46

		1992-1993		09		18		8.3		8.2		58

		1993-1994		08		26		7.3		6.8		60

		1994-1995		07		41		5.7		6.5		66

		1995-1996		06		54		5.0		5.5		95

		1996-1997		05		78		4.5		4.6		61

		1997-1998		04		69		3.5		3.7		61

		1998-1999		03		82		2.8		3.0		78

		1999-2000		02		10		2.1		1.7		17

		2002 STAR Math - Female Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0						0

		1990-1991		11		4		10.1		7.7		21

		1991-1992		10		4		9.9		8.5		21

		1992-1993		09		17		7.4		7.1		58

		1993-1994		08		24		6.4		7.0		62

		1994-1995		07		36		6.5		6.3		71

		1995-1996		06		55		5.5		5.6		100

		1996-1997		05		77		4.3		4.4		64

		1997-1998		04		70		3.6		3.6		60

		1998-1999		03		2		3.3		2.4		2

		2001 and 2002 STAR Reading - Female Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		7		8.6		8.7		36

		1991-1992		10		13		8.8		8.0		38

		1992-1993		09		18		6.7		6.9		55

		1993-1994		08		27		6.3		6.1		57

		1994-1995		07		41		5.3		5.9		55

		1995-1996		06		51		4.4		4.5		88

		1996-1997		05		74		3.6		3.5		71

		1997-1998		04		32		2.4		2.4		44

		1998-1999		03		16		1.6		1.8		15

		1990-1991		11		10		10.6		10.0		44

		1991-1992		10		11		11.0		8.7		46

		1992-1993		09		18		8.3		8.2		58

		1993-1994		08		26		7.3		6.8		60

		1994-1995		07		41		5.7		6.5		66

		1995-1996		06		54		5.0		5.5		95

		1996-1997		05		78		4.5		4.6		61

		1997-1998		04		69		3.5		3.7		61

		1998-1999		03		82		2.8		3.0		78

		1999-2000		02		10		2.1		1.7		17

				Mean				5.7084		5.6053

				Standard Deviation				2.7387		2.4308

				Variance				7.5004		5.9089

		2001 and 2002 STAR Math - Female Students

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		4		7.9		7.3		21

		1990-1991		11		4		8.0		7.4		24

		1991-1992		10		12		8.6		7.5		28

		1992-1993		09		14		6.5		6.5		45

		1993-1994		08		19		5.7		5.9		34

		1994-1995		07		35		5.4		5.5		54

		1995-1996		06		42		4.2		4.3		77

		1996-1997		05		65		3.4		3.5		54

		1990-1991		11		4		10.1		7.7		21

		1991-1992		10		4		9.9		8.5		21

		1992-1993		09		17		7.4		7.1		58

		1993-1994		08		24		6.4		7.0		62

		1994-1995		07		36		6.5		6.3		71

		1995-1996		06		55		5.5		5.6		100

		1996-1997		05		77		4.3		4.4		64

		1997-1998		04		70		3.6		3.6		60

				Mean				6.4625		6.1313

				Standard Deviation				2.0146		1.4831

				Variance				4.0586		2.1996

		Note:  All Head Start classes with less than three (3) students have been deleted from

		the calculations in fairness to the concept of averaging.





Female Reading Stats

		Statistics on the Reading Assessments for All Female Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								5.7084		5.6053

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.7387		2.4308

		Variance of (entire) Population								7.5004		5.9089

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.9023

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		5.7084		5.6053

		Standard Error		0.6455		0.5730

		Median		5.3000		5.9000

		Mode		None		8.7000

		Kurtosis		-0.7916		-1.0408

		Skewness		0.3818		-0.0151

		Range		9.4000		8.3000

		Minimum		1.6000		1.7000

		Maximum		11.0000		10.0000

		Sum		108.4600		106.5000

		Count		19.0000		19.0000

		Largest(1)		11.0000		10.0000

		Smallest(1)		1.6000		1.7000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.3562		1.2037

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		5.7084		5.6053

		Known Variance		7.5004		5.9089

		Observations		19.0000		19.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.1228

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4511

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.9023

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





Female Math Stats

		Statistics on the Math Assessments for All Female Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								6.4625		6.1313

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.0146		1.4831

		Variance of (entire) Population								4.0586		2.1996

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.5964

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		6.4625		6.1313

		Standard Error		0.5202		0.3829

		Median		6.4500		6.4000

		Mode		6.5000		None

		Kurtosis		-0.7751		-0.8776

		Skewness		0.2498		-0.4495

		Range		6.7000		5.0000

		Minimum		3.4000		3.5000

		Maximum		10.1000		8.5000

		Sum		103.4000		98.1000

		Count		16.0000		16.0000

		Largest(1)		10.1000		8.5000

		Smallest(1)		3.4000		3.5000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.1087		0.8162

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		6.4625		6.1313

		Known Variance		4.0586		2.1996

		Observations		16.0000		16.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.5297

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.2982

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.5964

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





FFRL ON in 2001

				STAR Assessments for ALL Students ON FFRL in 2001

		2001 STAR Reading - Students on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		1		8.9		6.8		6

		1990-1991		11		9		11.6		9.0		19

		1991-1992		10		18		8.1		8.1		28

		1992-1993		09		17		6.7		6.8		50

		1993-1994		08		33		6.3		5.7		51

		1994-1995		07		38		5.2		5.0		68

		1995-1996		06		58		4.2		4.1		76

		1996-1997		05		80		3.3		3.4		67

		1997-1998		04		42		2.1		2.2		29

		1998-1999		03		12		1.1		1.7		13

		2001 STAR Math - Students on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		3		7.4		7.7		12

		1990-1991		11		7		8.3		8.5		15

		1991-1992		10		19		7.9		7.9		22

		1992-1993		09		15		6.7		6.0		44

		1993-1994		08		22		5.9		5.8		33

		1994-1995		07		36		5.4		4.8		59

		1995-1996		06		49		4.2		4.2		68

		1996-1997		05		70		3.2		3.3		61

		2002 STAR Reading - Students on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				5.9		1

		1990-1991		11		8		12.9		9.3		22

		1991-1992		10		18		9.6		8.9		31

		1992-1993		09		18		7.9		7.9		56

		1993-1994		08		39		7.3		6.5		53

		1994-1995		07		46		6.0		5.8		76

		1995-1996		06		69		4.9		4.8		83

		1996-1997		05		89		4.2		4.6		69

		1997-1998		04		91		3.2		3.5		56

		1998-1999		03		104		2.5		2.8		67

		1999-2000		02		10		2.1		1.5		17

		2002 STAR Math - Students on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0						0

		1990-1991		11		4		11.5		7.8		12

		1991-1992		10		7		8.6		7.9		10

		1992-1993		09		17		6.9		7.1		58

		1993-1994		08		35		6.7		6.4		57

		1994-1995		07		41		6.4		5.9		78

		1995-1996		06		70		5.6		5.2		87

		1996-1997		05		92		4.0		4.3		68

		1997-1998		04		90		3.5		3.5		56

		1998-1999		03		6		4.0		2.0		1

		2001 and 2002 STAR Reading - Students on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		9		11.6		9.0		19

		1991-1992		10		18		8.1		8.1		28

		1992-1993		09		17		6.7		6.8		50

		1993-1994		08		33		6.3		5.7		51

		1994-1995		07		38		5.2		5.0		68

		1995-1996		06		58		4.2		4.1		76

		1996-1997		05		80		3.3		3.4		67

		1997-1998		04		42		2.1		2.2		29

		1998-1999		03		12		1.1		1.7		13

		1990-1991		11		8		12.9		9.3		22

		1991-1992		10		18		9.6		8.9		31

		1992-1993		09		18		7.9		7.9		56

		1993-1994		08		39		7.3		6.5		53

		1994-1995		07		46		6.0		5.8		76

		1995-1996		06		69		4.9		4.8		83

		1996-1997		05		89		4.2		4.6		69

		1997-1998		04		91		3.2		3.5		56

		1998-1999		03		104		2.5		2.8		67

		1999-2000		02		10		2.1		1.5		17

				Mean				5.7474		5.3470

				Standard Deviation				3.1718		2.4467

				Variance				10.0604		5.9865

		2001 and 2002 STAR Math - Students on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		3		7.4		7.7		12

		1990-1991		11		7		8.3		8.5		15

		1991-1992		10		19		7.9		7.9		22

		1992-1993		09		15		6.7		6.0		44

		1993-1994		08		22		5.9		5.8		33

		1994-1995		07		36		5.4		4.8		59

		1995-1996		06		49		4.2		4.2		68

		1996-1997		05		70		3.2		3.3		61

		1990-1991		11		4		11.5		7.8		12

		1991-1992		10		7		8.6		7.9		10

		1992-1993		09		17		6.9		7.1		58

		1993-1994		08		35		6.7		6.4		57

		1994-1995		07		41		6.4		5.9		78

		1995-1996		06		70		5.6		5.2		87

		1996-1997		05		92		4.0		4.3		68

		1997-1998		04		90		3.5		3.5		56

				Mean				6.3875		6.0188

				Standard Deviation				2.0808		1.6349

				Variance				4.3298		2.6728

		Note:  All Head Start classes with less than three (3) students have been deleted from

		the calculations in fairness to the concept of averaging.





FFRL ON Reading Stats

		Statistics on the Reading Assessments for All Students ON FFRL in 2001

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								5.7474		5.3470

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								3.1718		2.4467

		Variance of (entire) Population								10.0604		5.9865

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.6631

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		5.7474		5.3470

		Standard Error		0.7476		0.5767

		Median		5.2000		5.0000

		Mode		4.2000		None

		Kurtosis		-0.0693		-1.1356

		Skewness		0.6824		0.1092

		Range		11.8000		7.8000

		Minimum		1.1000		1.5000

		Maximum		12.9000		9.3000

		Sum		109.2000		101.5923

		Count		19.0000		19.0000

		Largest(1)		12.9000		9.3000

		Smallest(1)		1.1000		1.5000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.5707		1.2116

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		5.7474		5.3470

		Known Variance		10.0604		5.9865

		Observations		19.0000		19.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.4357

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.3315

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.6631

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





FFRL ON Math Stats

		Statistics on the Math Assessments for All Students ON FFRL in 2001

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								6.3875		6.0188

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.0808		1.6349

		Variance of (entire) Population								4.3298		2.6728

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.5773

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		6.3875		6.0188

		Standard Error		0.5373		0.4221

		Median		6.5500		5.9500

		Mode		6.7000		7.9000

		Kurtosis		0.7586		-1.2620

		Skewness		0.5684		-0.1460

		Range		8.3000		5.2000

		Minimum		3.2000		3.3000

		Maximum		11.5000		8.5000

		Sum		102.2000		96.3000

		Count		16.0000		16.0000

		Largest(1)		11.5000		8.5000

		Smallest(1)		3.2000		3.3000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.1452		0.8997

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		6.3875		6.0188

		Known Variance		4.3298		2.6728

		Observations		16.0000		16.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.5574

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.2886

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.5773

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





FFRL NOT on 2001

				STAR Assessments for ALL Students NOT On FFRL in 2001

		2001 STAR Reading - Students not on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		1		4.3		8.8		20

		1990-1991		11		12		8.9		9.3		47

		1991-1992		10		13		8.5		9.1		44

		1992-1993		09		15		7.9		7.6		44

		1993-1994		08		22		6.8		6.6		52

		1994-1995		07		40		5.5		6.2		62

		1995-1996		06		56		4.7		5.0		105

		1996-1997		05		63		3.5		3.5		78

		1997-1998		04		29		2.6		2.6		56

		1998-1999		03		24		1.9		1.7		21

		2001 STAR Math - Students not on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				6.2		1

		1990-1991		11		5		7.3		7.9		26

		1991-1992		10		4		9.6		9.5		21

		1992-1993		09		14		9.2		7.9		49

		1993-1994		08		16		6.9		7.5		55

		1994-1995		07		29		6.0		6.7		66

		1995-1996		06		38		6.6		6.4		106

		1996-1997		05		53		4.7		4.6		61

		1997-1998		04		51		3.8		3.7		64

		1998-1999		03		1		3.3		2.5		2

		2002 STAR Reading - Students not on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				5.0		1

		1990-1991		11		11		9.2		10.2		56

		1991-1992		10		10		9.9		9.7		50

		1992-1993		09		14		9.8		8.8		49

		1993-1994		08		16		7.7		7.3		54

		1994-1995		07		30		5.6		7.3		63

		1995-1996		06		38		5.9		6.3		107

		1996-1997		05		56		4.6		4.9		60

		1997-1998		04		49		3.7		3.8		66

		1998-1999		03		72		3.0		3.0		77

		1999-2000		02		8		2.3		1.9		17

		2002 STAR Math - Students not on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				6.2		1

		1990-1991		11		5		7.3		7.9		26

		1991-1992		10		4		9.6		9.5		21

		1992-1993		09		14		9.2		7.9		49

		1993-1994		08		16		6.9		7.5		55

		1994-1995		07		29		6.0		6.7		66

		1995-1996		06		38		6.6		6.4		106

		1996-1997		05		53		4.7		4.6		61

		1997-1998		04		51		3.8		3.7		64

		1998-1999		03		1		3.3		2.5		2

		2001and 2002 STAR Reading - Students not on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		12		8.9		9.3		47

		1991-1992		10		13		8.5		9.1		44

		1992-1993		09		15		7.9		7.6		44

		1993-1994		08		22		6.8		6.6		52

		1994-1995		07		40		5.5		6.2		62

		1995-1996		06		56		4.7		5.0		105

		1996-1997		05		63		3.5		3.5		78

		1997-1998		04		29		2.6		2.6		56

		1998-1999		03		24		1.9		1.7		21

		1990-1991		11		11		9.2		10.2		56

		1991-1992		10		10		9.9		9.7		50

		1992-1993		09		14		9.8		8.8		49

		1993-1994		08		16		7.7		7.3		54

		1994-1995		07		30		5.6		7.3		63

		1995-1996		06		38		5.9		6.3		107

		1996-1997		05		56		4.6		4.9		60

		1997-1998		04		49		3.7		3.8		66

		1998-1999		03		72		3.0		3.0		77

		1999-2000		02		8		2.3		1.9		17

				Mean				5.8973		6.0465

				Standard Deviation				2.6049		2.6652

				Variance				6.7856		7.1032

		2001 and 2002 STAR Math - Students not on FFRL in 2001

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1990-1991		11		5		7.3		7.9		26

		1991-1992		10		4		9.6		9.5		21

		1992-1993		09		14		9.2		7.9		49

		1993-1994		08		16		6.9		7.5		55

		1994-1995		07		29		6.0		6.7		66

		1995-1996		06		38		6.6		6.4		106

		1996-1997		05		53		4.7		4.6		61

		1997-1998		04		51		3.8		3.7		64

		1990-1991		11		5		7.3		7.9		26

		1991-1992		10		4		9.6		9.5		21

		1992-1993		09		14		9.2		7.9		49

		1993-1994		08		16		6.9		7.5		55

		1994-1995		07		29		6.0		6.7		66

		1995-1996		06		38		6.6		6.4		106

		1996-1997		05		53		4.7		4.6		61

		1997-1998		04		51		3.8		3.7		64

				Mean				6.7578		6.7763

				Standard Deviation				1.8652		1.7596

				Variance				3.4789		3.0963

		Note:  All Head Start classes with less than three (3) students have been deleted from

		the calculations in fairness to the concept of averaging.





FFRL NOT on Reading Stats

		Statistics on the Reading Assessments for All Students NOT On FFRL in 2001

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								5.8973		6.0465

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								2.6049		2.6652

		Variance of (entire) Population								6.7856		7.1032

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.8615

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		5.8973		6.0465

		Standard Error		0.6140		0.6282

		Median		5.6000		6.3000

		Mode		None		7.3000

		Kurtosis		-1.3710		-1.2506

		Skewness		0.0685		-0.1181

		Range		8.0318		8.4682

		Minimum		1.8682		1.7318

		Maximum		9.9000		10.2000

		Sum		112.0479		114.8826

		Count		19.0000		19.0000

		Largest(1)		9.9000		10.2000

		Smallest(1)		1.8682		1.7318

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.2899		1.3198

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		5.8973		6.0465

		Known Variance		6.7856		7.1032

		Observations		19.0000		19.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		-0.1745

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4307

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.8615

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





FFRL NOT on Math Stats

		Statistics on the Math Assessments for All Students NOT On FFRL in 2001

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the Grade Levels								6.7578		6.7763

		Standard Deviation of the Grade Levels								1.8652		1.7596

		Variance of (entire) Population								3.4789		3.0963

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.9770

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		6.7578		6.7763

		Standard Error		0.4816		0.4543

		Median		6.7500		7.1000

		Mode		7.2800		7.9000

		Kurtosis		-0.8915		-0.6016

		Skewness		0.0497		-0.4038

		Range		5.8000		5.8000

		Minimum		3.8000		3.7000

		Maximum		9.6000		9.5000

		Sum		108.1243		108.4206

		Count		16.0000		16.0000

		Largest(1)		9.6000		9.5000

		Smallest(1)		3.8000		3.7000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		1.0265		0.9684

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		6.7578		6.7763

		Known Variance		3.4789		3.0963

		Observations		16.0000		16.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		-0.0289

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.4885

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.9770

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





FFRL on in 2000

		2001 STAR Reading - Students on FFRL in 2000

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		2		6.6		6.1		7

		1990-1991		11		8		11.3		8.6		22

		1991-1992		10		19		7.9		7.9		30

		1992-1993		09		19		6.9		7.1		47

		1993-1994		08		43		6.2		5.6		52

		1994-1995		07		42		5.5		4.9		67

		1995-1996		06		77		4.2		4.1		89

		1996-1997		05		92		3.3		3.2		81

		1997-1998		04		43		2.1		2.5		40

		1998-1999		03		16		1.2		1.7		15

		2001 STAR Math - Students on FFRL in 2000

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		4		7.6		7.5		11

		1990-1991		11		5		8.8		8.3		16

		1991-1992		10		21		7.4		7.9		23

		1992-1993		09		17		6.5		6.1		42

		1993-1994		08		28		6.0		5.6		33

		1994-1995		07		39		5.4		4.9		59

		1995-1996		06		64		4.3		4.1		78

		1996-1997		05		79		3.3		3.2		70

		2002 STAR Reading - Students on FFRL in 2000

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				5.9		1

		1990-1991		11		8		12.5		9.0		25

		1991-1992		10		18		8.9		8.6		33

		1992-1993		09		19		7.8		7.7		52

		1993-1994		08		41		7.5		6.6		55

		1994-1995		07		46		6.0		5.6		73

		1995-1996		06		71		4.9		4.9		94

		1996-1997		05		93		4.2		4.3		67

		1997-1998		04		94		3.2		3.5		59

		1998-1999		03		104		2.4		2.7		67

		1999-2000		02		12		2.1		1.5		17

		2002 STAR Math - Students on FFRL in 2000

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0						0

		1990-1991		11		4		11.5		7.7		14

		1991-1992		10		7		8.4		8.8		12

		1992-1993		09		18		7.0		7.0		54

		1993-1994		08		37		6.8		6.4		60

		1994-1995		07		39		6.5		5.7		75

		1995-1996		06		73		5.6		5.4		97

		1996-1997		05		95		4.1		4.0		66

		1997-1998		04		92		3.6		3.5		58

		1998-1999		03		6		4.1		2.1		2
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FFRL not on 2000

		2001 STAR Reading - Students not on FFRL in 2000

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				9.1		19

		1990-1991		11		13		9.3		9.6		44

		1991-1992		10		12		8.9		9.3		42

		1992-1993		09		13		7.8		7.3		47

		1993-1994		08		12		7.4		6.7		51

		1994-1995		07		36		5.2		6.3		63

		1995-1996		06		37		4.9		5.1		92

		1996-1997		05		51		3.5		3.8		64

		1997-1998		04		28		2.6		2.5		45

		1998-1999		03		20		2.0		1.6		19

		2001 STAR Math - Students not on FFRL in 2000

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		3		6.9		7.9		36

		1990-1991		11		8		7.3		7.4		33

		1991-1992		10		8		7.7		8.5		32

		1992-1993		09		10		8.0		7.0		36

		1993-1994		08		10		5.9		6.6		24

		1994-1995		07		34		5.5		6.0		55

		1995-1996		06		33		4.6		4.8		86

		1996-1997		05		46		3.5		3.8		50

		2002 STAR Reading - Students not on FFRL in 2000

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				5.0		1

		1990-1991		11		11		9.5		10.4		53

		1991-1992		10		10		11.2		10.0		48

		1992-1993		09		13		10.1		8.8		53

		1993-1994		08		14		7.3		7.2		52

		1994-1995		07		30		5.6		7.4		66

		1995-1996		06		36		5.9		6.3		96

		1996-1997		05		52		4.6		5.1		62

		1997-1998		04		46		3.7		3.9		63

		1998-1999		03		72		3.2		3.1		77

		1999-2000		02		6		2.4		1.9		17

		2002 STAR Math - Students not on FFRL in 2000

		HS-SchoolYear		Grade		Study Num		Study Group		Control Group		Control Num

		1989-1990		12		0				6.2		1

		1990-1991		11		5		7.3		7.9		24

		1991-1992		10		4		10.0		9.1		19

		1992-1993		09		13		9.2		7.9		53

		1993-1994		08		14		6.7		7.6		52

		1994-1995		07		31		5.9		6.8		69

		1995-1996		06		36		6.6		6.3		96

		1996-1997		05		50		4.5		4.9		63

		1997-1998		04		49		3.7		3.7		62

		1998-1999		03		1		3.1		2.8		1
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Summary Statistics

		Summary of Statistics for Percentage of ILP Placements

		Student		S.G.		C.G.		S.G.		C.G.		S.G.		C.G.

		Group		Mean		Mean		SD		SD		Variance		Variance		z-Test

		All Students		26.1%		21.9%		7.4%		6.7%		0.55%		0.45%		0.0851

		Asian Students		17.2%		22.9%		1.2%		3.8%		1.24%		3.79%		0.2879

		Black Students		28.9%		30.0%		10.6%		12.3%		1.12%		1.51%		0.7888

		Hispanic Students		30.1%		26.2%		8.4%		8.8%		0.71%		0.77%		0.1887

		White Students		22.0%		16.4%		7.6%		5.7%		0.57%		0.33%		0.0159

		Male Students		28.0%		24.1%		8.0%		7.2%		0.64%		0.52%		0.1386

		Female Students		24.1%		19.7%		7.7%		7.0%		0.60%		0.49%		0.0841

		ON FFRL		31.4%		29.9%		8.9%		8.7%		0.78%		0.76%		0.6125

		NOT On FFRL		20.2%		16.4%		7.6%		6.0%		0.57%		0.35%		0.0998

		The z-Test for statistical significance for White Students was the only measurement of

		statistical significance the author encountered for the whole scope of this research.

		This table is displayed to show more significant digits.  The upper table is more readable.

		Student		S.G.		C.G.		S.G.		C.G.		S.G.		C.G.

		Group		Mean		Mean		SD		SD		Variance		Variance		z-Test

		All Students		26.09%		21.92%		7.44%		6.70%		0.55%		0.45%		0.0851

		Asian Students		17.15%		22.93%		1.24%		3.79%		1.24%		3.79%		0.2879

		Black Students		28.92%		29.97%		10.58%		12.31%		1.12%		1.51%		0.7888

		Hispanic Students		30.12%		26.24%		8.43%		8.77%		0.71%		0.77%		0.1887

		White Students		21.97%		16.42%		7.58%		5.73%		0.57%		0.33%		0.0159

		Male Students		27.96%		24.09%		8.00%		7.19%		0.64%		0.52%		0.1386

		Female Students		24.06%		19.69%		7.74%		6.99%		0.60%		0.49%		0.0841

		ON FFRL		31.43%		29.91%		8.85%		8.69%		0.78%		0.76%		0.6125

		NOT On FFRL		20.21%		16.38%		7.57%		5.96%		0.57%		0.35%		0.0998





Chart ILP Means

		All Students		All Students

		Asian Students		Asian Students

		Black Students		Black Students

		Hispanic Students		Hispanic Students

		White Students		White Students

		Male Students		Male Students

		Female Students		Female Students

		ON FFRL		ON FFRL

		NOT On FFRL		NOT On FFRL



Study Group

Control Group

Mean Scores

Percentage of Students Placed on Individual Learning Plans
Mean Percentages for all Grades

0.2609

0.2192

0.1715

0.2293

0.2892

0.2997

0.3012

0.2624

0.2197

0.1642

0.2796

0.2409

0.2406

0.1969

0.3143

0.2991

0.2021

0.1638



Chart ILP STDV

		All Students		All Students

		Asian Students		Asian Students

		Black Students		Black Students

		Hispanic Students		Hispanic Students

		White Students		White Students

		Male Students		Male Students

		Female Students		Female Students

		ON FFRL		ON FFRL

		NOT On FFRL		NOT On FFRL



Study Group

Control Group

Standard Deviation

Percentage of Students Placed on ILP's:  Standard Deviation for all Grades

0.2609

0.2192

0.1715

0.2293

0.2892

0.2997

0.3012

0.2624

0.2197

0.1642

0.2796

0.2409

0.2406

0.1969

0.3143

0.2991

0.2021

0.1638



Chart ILP Variance

		All Students		All Students

		Asian Students		Asian Students

		Black Students		Black Students

		Hispanic Students		Hispanic Students

		White Students		White Students

		Male Students		Male Students

		Female Students		Female Students

		ON FFRL		ON FFRL

		NOT On FFRL		NOT On FFRL



Study Group

Control Group

Variance

Percentage of Students Placed on ILP's:  Variance for all Grades

0.2609

0.2192

0.1715

0.2293

0.2892

0.2997

0.3012

0.2624

0.2197

0.1642

0.2796

0.2409

0.2406

0.1969

0.3143

0.2991

0.2021

0.1638
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		Students on ILP's in 2000

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2						0%		0%

		1994-1995		3						0%		0%

		1995-1996		4						0%		0%

		1996-1997		5						0%		0%

		1997-1998		6						0%		0%

		1998-1999		7						0%		0%

		1999-2000		8						0%		0%

		Students on ILP's in 2001

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2						0%		0%

		1994-1995		3						0%		0%

		1995-1996		4						0%		0%

		1996-1997		5						0%		0%

		1997-1998		6						0%		0%

		1998-1999		7						0%		0%

		Students on ILP's in 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2						0%		0%

		1994-1995		3						0%		0%

		1995-1996		4						0%		0%

		1996-1997		5						0%		0%

		1997-1998		6						0%		0%
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Chart ILP All Students

		All Students		All Students



Study Group

Control Group

Percentages on Students on IEP's

0.2609289706

0.2191653713



ILP All Students

		Students on ILP's in 2000

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		5		226		2%		1%		615		6

		1994-1995		3		52		216		19%		17%		161		33

		1995-1996		4		47		137		26%		10%		178		19

		1996-1997		5		66		124		35%		23%		141		42

		1997-1998		6		45		97		32%		26%		177		63

		1998-1999		7		25		79		24%		24%		125		39

		1999-2000		8		12		53		18%		17%		102		21

		Students on ILP's in 2001

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		43		188		19%		19%		506		115

		1994-1995		3		84		184		31%		26%		143		51

		1995-1996		4		52		132		28%		20%		158		39

		1996-1997		5		87		103		46%		38%		114		69

		1997-1998		6		41		101		29%		26%		177		63

		1998-1999		7		24		80		23%		32%		112		52

		Students on ILP's in 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		57		174		25%		25%		465		156

		1994-1995		3		63		205		24%		18%		160		34

		1995-1996		4		56		128		30%		23%		152		45

		1996-1997		5		44		146		23%		18%		150		33

		1997-1998		6		17		125		12%		12%		211		29

		S.G. denotes the Study Group

		C.G. denotes the Control Group

		Students on ILP's in 2000, 2001, and 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		5		226		2%		1%		615		6

		1994-1995		3		52		216		19%		17%		161		33

		1995-1996		4		47		137		26%		10%		178		19

		1996-1997		5		66		124		35%		23%		141		42

		1997-1998		6		45		97		32%		26%		177		63

		1998-1999		7		25		79		24%		24%		125		39

		1999-2000		8		12		53		18%		17%		102		21

		1993-1994		2		43		188		19%		19%		506		115

		1994-1995		3		84		184		31%		26%		143		51

		1995-1996		4		52		132		28%		20%		158		39

		1996-1997		5		87		103		46%		38%		114		69

		1997-1998		6		41		101		29%		26%		177		63

		1998-1999		7		24		80		23%		32%		112		52

		1993-1994		2		57		174		25%		25%		465		156

		1994-1995		3		63		205		24%		18%		160		34

		1995-1996		4		56		128		30%		23%		152		45

		1996-1997		5		44		146		23%		18%		150		33

		1997-1998		6		17		125		12%		12%		211		29

		All Students				Mean				26%		22%

						Standard Deviation				0.0744		0.0670

						Variance				0.0055		0.0045

						Numbers above do not include the first line

						(the current 2nd graders on ILP's in 2000)

						since the numbers are so small.

						The reason is that is the first year that

						ILP's were implemented.



&C&"Arial,Bold"ILP - All Students



ILP All Students Stats

		Statistics on the ILP's for All Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the percentages of students on ILP's								0.2609		0.2192

		Standard Deviation of the %'s of students on ILP's								0.0744		0.0670

		Variance of (entire) Population								0.0055		0.0045

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.0851

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		0.2609		0.2192

		Standard Error		0.0186		0.0167

		Median		0.2468		0.2284

		Mode		None		0.2625

		Kurtosis		1.7745		0.6084

		Skewness		0.7308		0.4173

		Range		0.3382		0.2806

		Minimum		0.1197		0.0964

		Maximum		0.4579		0.3770

		Sum		4.4358		3.7258

		Count		17.0000		17.0000

		Largest(1)		0.4579		0.3770

		Smallest(1)		0.1197		0.0964

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.0395		0.0355

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		0.2609		0.2192

		Known Variance		0.0055		0.0045

		Observations		17.0000		17.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		1.7220

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.0425

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.0851

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





ILP Asian Students

		Asian Students on ILP's in 2000

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		0		10		0%		0%		41		0

		1994-1995		3		3		8		27%		33%		6		3

		1995-1996		4		1		6		14%		0%		7		0

		1996-1997		5		1		9		10%		50%		3		3

		1997-1998		6		4		9		31%		25%		9		3

		1998-1999		7		0		4		0%		7%		14		1

		1999-2000		8		1		8		11%		14%		6		1

		Asian Students on ILP's in 2001

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		1		9		10%		17%		34		7

		1994-1995		3		3		8		27%		33%		6		3

		1995-1996		4		1		6		14%		0%		7		0

		1996-1997		5		4		6		40%		67%		2		4

		1997-1998		6		3		10		23%		42%		7		5

		1998-1999		7		0		4		0%		7%		14		1

		Asian Students on ILP's in 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		1		9		10%		15%		35		6

		1994-1995		3		3		8		27%		22%		7		2

		1995-1996		4		2		5		29%		0%		7		0

		1996-1997		5		1		9		10%		50%		3		3

		1997-1998		6		1		12		8%		8%		11		1

		S.G. denotes the Study Group

		C.G. denotes the Control Group

		Asian Students on ILP's in 2000, 2001 and 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		0		10		0%		0%		41		0

		1994-1995		3		3		8		27%		33%		6		3

		1995-1996		4		1		6		14%		0%		7		0

		1996-1997		5		1		9		10%		50%		3		3

		1997-1998		6		4		9		31%		25%		9		3

		1998-1999		7		0		4		0%		7%		14		1

		1999-2000		8		1		8		11%		14%		6		1

		1993-1994		2		1		9		10%		17%		34		7

		1994-1995		3		3		8		27%		33%		6		3

		1995-1996		4		1		6		14%		0%		7		0

		1996-1997		5		4		6		40%		67%		2		4

		1997-1998		6		3		10		23%		42%		7		5

		1998-1999		7		0		4		0%		7%		14		1

		1993-1994		2		1		9		10%		15%		35		6

		1994-1995		3		3		8		27%		22%		7		2

		1995-1996		4		2		5		29%		0%		7		0

		1996-1997		5		1		9		10%		50%		3		3

		1997-1998		6		1		12		8%		8%		11		1

						Mean				0.1715		0.2293

						Standard Deviation				0.1116		0.1948

						Variance				0.0124		0.0379

						Numbers above do not include the first line

						(the current 2nd graders on ILP's in 2000)

						since the numbers are so small.

						The reason is that is the first year that

						ILP's were implemented.



&C&"Arial,Bold"ILP - Asian Students



ILP Asians Stats

		Statistics on the ILP's for All Asian Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the percentages of students on ILP's								0.1715		0.2293

		Standard Deviation of the %'s of students on ILP's								0.0124		0.0379

		Variance of (entire) Population								0.0124		0.0379

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.2879

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		0.1715		0.2293

		Standard Error		0.0279		0.0487

		Median		0.1429		0.1707

		Mode		0.1000		0.0000

		Kurtosis		-0.7944		-0.3462

		Skewness		0.3065		0.7249

		Range		0.4000		0.6667

		Minimum		0.0000		0.0000

		Maximum		0.4000		0.6667

		Sum		2.9161		3.8988

		Count		17.0000		17.0000

		Largest(1)		0.4000		0.6667

		Smallest(1)		0.0000		0.0000

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.0591		0.1032

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		0.1715		0.2293

		Known Variance		0.0124		0.0379

		Observations		17.0000		17.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		-1.0627

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.1440

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.2879

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





ILP Black Students

		Black Students on ILP's in 2000

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		2		60		3%		1%		141		2

		1994-1995		3		19		60		24%		17%		39		8

		1995-1996		4		9		32		22%		13%		26		4

		1996-1997		5		17		26		40%		36%		23		13

		1997-1998		6		17		29		37%		37%		33		19

		1998-1999		7		8		20		29%		45%		17		14

		1999-2000		8		4		14		22%		15%		28		5

		Black Students on ILP's in 2001

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		7		55		11%		18%		117		26

		1994-1995		3		27		52		34%		26%		35		12

		1995-1996		4		13		28		32%		30%		21		9

		1996-1997		5		25		18		58%		53%		17		19

		1997-1998		6		15		31		33%		35%		34		18

		1998-1999		7		6		22		21%		52%		15		16

		Black Students on ILP's in 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		17		45		27%		28%		103		40

		1994-1995		3		19		60		24%		13%		41		6

		1995-1996		4		15		26		37%		40%		18		12

		1996-1997		5		12		31		28%		28%		26		10

		1997-1998		6		6		40		13%		25%		39		13

		S.G. denotes the Study Group

		C.G. denotes the Control Group

		Black Students on ILP's in 2000, 2001 and 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		2		60		3%		1%		141		2

		1994-1995		3		19		60		24%		17%		39		8

		1995-1996		4		9		32		22%		13%		26		4

		1996-1997		5		17		26		40%		36%		23		13

		1997-1998		6		17		29		37%		37%		33		19

		1998-1999		7		8		20		29%		45%		17		14

		1999-2000		8		4		14		22%		15%		28		5

		1993-1994		2		7		55		11%		18%		117		26

		1994-1995		3		27		52		34%		26%		35		12

		1995-1996		4		13		28		32%		30%		21		9

		1996-1997		5		25		18		58%		53%		17		19

		1997-1998		6		15		31		33%		35%		34		18

		1998-1999		7		6		22		21%		52%		15		16

		1993-1994		2		17		45		27%		28%		103		40

		1994-1995		3		19		60		24%		13%		41		6

		1995-1996		4		15		26		37%		40%		18		12

		1996-1997		5		12		31		28%		28%		26		10

		1997-1998		6		6		40		13%		25%		39		13

						Mean				0.2892		0.2997

						Standard Deviation				0.1058		0.1231

						Variance				0.0112		0.0151

						Numbers above do not include the first line

						(the current 2nd graders on ILP's in 2000)

						since the numbers are so small.

						The reason is that is the first year that

						ILP's were implemented.



&C&"Arial,Bold"ILP - Black Students



ILP Black Stats

		Statistics on the ILP's for All Black Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the percentages of students on ILP's								0.2892		0.2997

		Standard Deviation of the %'s of students on ILP's								0.1058		0.1231

		Variance of (entire) Population								0.0112		0.0151

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.7888

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		0.2892		0.2997

		Standard Error		0.0264		0.0308

		Median		0.2791		0.2797

		Mode		0.2405		None

		Kurtosis		2.2655		-0.7804

		Skewness		0.9046		0.3510

		Range		0.4685		0.4001

		Minimum		0.1129		0.1277

		Maximum		0.5814		0.5278

		Sum		4.9164		5.0955

		Count		17.0000		17.0000

		Largest(1)		0.5814		0.5278

		Smallest(1)		0.1129		0.1277

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.0561		0.0652

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		0.2892		0.2997

		Known Variance		0.0112		0.0151

		Observations		17.0000		17.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		-0.2678

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.3944

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.7888

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





ILP Hispanic Students

		Hispanic Students on ILP's in 2000

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		1		67		1%		1%		178		1

		1994-1995		3		15		66		19%		24%		38		12

		1995-1996		4		23		35		40%		12%		46		6

		1996-1997		5		24		40		38%		23%		33		10

		1997-1998		6		6		21		22%		31%		37		17

		1998-1999		7		10		20		33%		22%		32		9

		1999-2000		8		3		16		16%		20%		20		5

		Hispanic Students on ILP's in 2001

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		19		49		28%		27%		130		49

		1994-1995		3		26		55		32%		28%		36		14

		1995-1996		4		21		37		36%		27%		38		14

		1996-1997		5		31		33		48%		44%		24		19

		1997-1998		6		6		21		22%		37%		34		20

		1998-1999		7		9		21		30%		34%		27		14

		Hispanic Students on ILP's in 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		18		50		26%		36%		114		65

		1994-1995		3		23		58		28%		18%		41		9

		1995-1996		4		24		34		41%		33%		35		17

		1996-1997		5		19		45		30%		16%		36		7

		1997-1998		6		6		21		22%		13%		47		7

		S.G. denotes the Study Group

		C.G. denotes the Control Group

		Hispanic Students on ILP's in 2000, 2001 and 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		1		67		1%		1%		178		1

		1994-1995		3		15		66		19%		24%		38		12

		1995-1996		4		23		35		40%		12%		46		6

		1996-1997		5		24		40		38%		23%		33		10

		1997-1998		6		6		21		22%		31%		37		17

		1998-1999		7		10		20		33%		22%		32		9

		1999-2000		8		3		16		16%		20%		20		5

		1993-1994		2		19		49		28%		27%		130		49

		1994-1995		3		26		55		32%		28%		36		14

		1995-1996		4		21		37		36%		27%		38		14

		1996-1997		5		31		33		48%		44%		24		19

		1997-1998		6		6		21		22%		37%		34		20

		1998-1999		7		9		21		30%		34%		27		14

		1993-1994		2		18		50		26%		36%		114		65

		1994-1995		3		23		58		28%		18%		41		9

		1995-1996		4		24		34		41%		33%		35		17

		1996-1997		5		19		45		30%		16%		36		7

		1997-1998		6		6		21		22%		13%		47		7

						Mean				0.3012		0.2624

						Standard Deviation				0.0843		0.0877

						Variance				0.0071		0.0077

						Numbers above do not include the first line

						(the current 2nd graders on ILP's in 2000)

						since the numbers are so small.

						The reason is that is the first year that

						ILP's were implemented.



&C&"Arial,Bold"ILP - Hispanic Students



ILP Hispanic Stats

		Statistics on the ILP's for All Hispanic Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the percentages of students on ILP's								0.3012		0.2624

		Standard Deviation of the %'s of students on ILP's								0.0843		0.0877

		Variance of (entire) Population								0.0071		0.0077

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.1887

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		0.3012		0.2624

		Standard Error		0.0211		0.0219

		Median		0.2969		0.2692

		Mode		0.2222		None

		Kurtosis		-0.2418		-0.5444

		Skewness		0.3300		0.1472

		Range		0.3265		0.3265

		Minimum		0.1579		0.1154

		Maximum		0.4844		0.4419

		Sum		5.1208		4.4614

		Count		17.0000		17.0000

		Largest(1)		0.4844		0.4419

		Smallest(1)		0.1579		0.1154

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.0447		0.0465

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		0.3012		0.2624

		Known Variance		0.0071		0.0077

		Observations		17.0000		17.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		1.3146

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.0943

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.1887

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





ILP White Students

		White Students on ILP's in 2000

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		2		84		2%		1%		247		3

		1994-1995		3		13		78		14%		10%		77		9

		1995-1996		4		14		63		18%		8%		97		9

		1996-1997		5		24		47		34%		14%		80		13

		1997-1998		6		17		37		31%		19%		92		22

		1998-1999		7		7		34		17%		20%		60		15

		1999-2000		8		4		15		21%		16%		48		9

		White Students on ILP's in 2001

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		15		71		17%		12%		220		30

		1994-1995		3		26		65		29%		24%		65		21

		1995-1996		4		16		61		21%		15%		90		16

		1996-1997		5		26		45		37%		26%		69		24

		1997-1998		6		17		37		31%		17%		95		19

		1998-1999		7		8		33		20%		28%		54		21

		White Students on ILP's in 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		19		67		22%		16%		209		41

		1994-1995		3		17		74		19%		19%		70		16

		1995-1996		4		15		62		19%		15%		90		16

		1996-1997		5		11		60		15%		13%		81		12

		1997-1998		6		4		50		7%		6%		107		7

		S.G. denotes the Study Group

		C.G. denotes the Control Group

		White Students on ILP's in 2000, 2001 and 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		2		84		2%		1%		247		3

		1994-1995		3		13		78		14%		10%		77		9

		1995-1996		4		14		63		18%		8%		97		9

		1996-1997		5		24		47		34%		14%		80		13

		1997-1998		6		17		37		31%		19%		92		22

		1998-1999		7		7		34		17%		20%		60		15

		1999-2000		8		4		15		21%		16%		48		9

		1993-1994		2		15		71		17%		12%		220		30

		1994-1995		3		26		65		29%		24%		65		21

		1995-1996		4		16		61		21%		15%		90		16

		1996-1997		5		26		45		37%		26%		69		24

		1997-1998		6		17		37		31%		17%		95		19

		1998-1999		7		8		33		20%		28%		54		21

		1993-1994		2		19		67		22%		16%		209		41

		1994-1995		3		17		74		19%		19%		70		16

		1995-1996		4		15		62		19%		15%		90		16

		1996-1997		5		11		60		15%		13%		81		12

		1997-1998		6		4		50		7%		6%		107		7

						Mean				0.2197		0.1642

						Standard Deviation				0.0758		0.0573

						Variance				0.0057		0.0033

						Numbers above do not include the first line

						(the current 2nd graders on ILP's in 2000)

						since the numbers are so small.

						The reason is that is the first year that

						ILP's were implemented.



&C&"Arial,Bold"ILP - White Students



ILP White Stats

		Statistics on the ILP's for All White Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the percentages of students on ILP's								0.2197		0.1642

		Standard Deviation of the %'s of students on ILP's								0.0758		0.0573

		Variance of (entire) Population								0.0057		0.0033

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.0159

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is a statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		0.2197		0.1642

		Standard Error		0.0189		0.0143

		Median		0.1951		0.1579

		Mode		0.3148		0.1509

		Kurtosis		-0.3414		-0.1333

		Skewness		0.3970		0.3528

		Range		0.2921		0.2186

		Minimum		0.0741		0.0614

		Maximum		0.3662		0.2800

		Sum		3.7344		2.7915

		Count		17.0000		17.0000

		Largest(1)		0.3662		0.2800

		Smallest(1)		0.0741		0.0614

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.0402		0.0304

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		0.2197		0.1642

		Known Variance		0.0057		0.0033

		Observations		17.0000		17.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		2.4105

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.0080

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.0159

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





ILP Male Students

		Male Students on ILP's in 2000

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		3		121		2%		1%		345		4

		1994-1995		3		34		117		23%		20%		70		17

		1995-1996		4		24		64		27%		12%		85		12

		1996-1997		5		38		59		39%		22%		74		21

		1997-1998		6		22		49		31%		30%		83		35

		1998-1999		7		12		41		23%		31%		61		27

		1999-2000		8		7		27		21%		20%		45		11

		Male Students on ILP's in 2001

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		25		99		20%		22%		272		77

		1994-1995		3		52		99		34%		32%		59		28

		1995-1996		4		29		59		33%		24%		74		23

		1996-1997		5		45		52		46%		37%		60		35

		1997-1998		6		25		46		35%		25%		88		30

		1998-1999		7		15		38		28%		36%		56		32

		Male Students on ILP's in 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		33		91		27%		27%		255		94

		1994-1995		3		38		113		25%		18%		71		16

		1995-1996		4		27		61		31%		24%		74		23

		1996-1997		5		19		78		20%		19%		77		18

		1997-1998		6		9		62		13%		11%		105		13

		S.G. denotes the Study Group

		C.G. denotes the Control Group

		Male Students on ILP's in 2000, 2001 and 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		3		121		2%		1%		345		4

		1994-1995		3		34		117		23%		20%		70		17

		1995-1996		4		24		64		27%		12%		85		12

		1996-1997		5		38		59		39%		22%		74		21

		1997-1998		6		22		49		31%		30%		83		35

		1998-1999		7		12		41		23%		31%		61		27

		1999-2000		8		7		27		21%		20%		45		11

		1993-1994		2		25		99		20%		22%		272		77

		1994-1995		3		52		99		34%		32%		59		28

		1995-1996		4		29		59		33%		24%		74		23

		1996-1997		5		45		52		46%		37%		60		35

		1997-1998		6		25		46		35%		25%		88		30

		1998-1999		7		15		38		28%		36%		56		32

		1993-1994		2		33		91		27%		27%		255		94

		1994-1995		3		38		113		25%		18%		71		16

		1995-1996		4		27		61		31%		24%		74		23

		1996-1997		5		19		78		20%		19%		77		18

		1997-1998		6		9		62		13%		11%		105		13

						Mean				0.2796		0.2409

						Standard Deviation				0.0800		0.0719

						Variance				0.0064		0.0052

						Numbers above do not include the first line

						(the current 2nd graders on ILP's in 2000)

						since the numbers are so small.

						The reason is that is the first year that

						ILP's were implemented.



&C&"Arial,Bold"ILP - Male Students



ILP Male Stats

		Statistics on the ILP's for All Male Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the percentages of students on ILP's								0.2796		0.2409

		Standard Deviation of the %'s of students on ILP's								0.0800		0.0719

		Variance of (entire) Population								0.0064		0.0052

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.1386

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		0.2796		0.2409

		Standard Error		0.0200		0.0180

		Median		0.2727		0.2371

		Mode		None		0.2371

		Kurtosis		0.3640		-0.4287

		Skewness		0.3940		0.0983

		Range		0.3372		0.2583

		Minimum		0.1268		0.1102

		Maximum		0.4639		0.3684

		Sum		4.7536		4.0959

		Count		17.0000		17.0000

		Largest(1)		0.4639		0.3684

		Smallest(1)		0.1268		0.1102

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.0424		0.0381

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		0.2796		0.2409

		Known Variance		0.0064		0.0052

		Observations		17.0000		17.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		1.4811

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.0693

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.1386

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





ILP Female Students

		Female Students on ILP's in 2000

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		2		105		2%		1%		270		2

		1994-1995		3		18		99		15%		15%		91		16

		1995-1996		4		23		73		24%		7%		93		7

		1996-1997		5		28		65		30%		24%		67		21

		1997-1998		6		23		48		32%		23%		94		28

		1998-1999		7		13		38		25%		16%		64		12

		1999-2000		8		5		26		16%		15%		57		10

		Female Students on ILP's in 2001

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		18		89		17%		14%		234		38

		1994-1995		3		32		85		27%		21%		84		23

		1995-1996		4		23		73		24%		16%		84		16

		1996-1997		5		42		51		45%		39%		54		34

		1997-1998		6		16		55		23%		27%		89		33

		1998-1999		7		9		42		18%		26%		56		20

		Female Students on ILP's in 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		24		83		22%		23%		210		62

		1994-1995		3		25		92		21%		17%		89		18

		1995-1996		4		29		67		30%		22%		78		22

		1996-1997		5		25		68		27%		17%		73		15

		1997-1998		6		8		63		11%		13%		106		16

		S.G. denotes the Study Group

		C.G. denotes the Control Group

		Female Students on ILP's in 2000, 2001 and 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		2		105		2%		1%		270		2

		1994-1995		3		18		99		15%		15%		91		16

		1995-1996		4		23		73		24%		7%		93		7

		1996-1997		5		28		65		30%		24%		67		21

		1997-1998		6		23		48		32%		23%		94		28

		1998-1999		7		13		38		25%		16%		64		12

		1999-2000		8		5		26		16%		15%		57		10

		1993-1994		2		18		89		17%		14%		234		38

		1994-1995		3		32		85		27%		21%		84		23

		1995-1996		4		23		73		24%		16%		84		16

		1996-1997		5		42		51		45%		39%		54		34

		1997-1998		6		16		55		23%		27%		89		33

		1998-1999		7		9		42		18%		26%		56		20

		1993-1994		2		24		83		22%		23%		210		62

		1994-1995		3		25		92		21%		17%		89		18

		1995-1996		4		29		67		30%		22%		78		22

		1996-1997		5		25		68		27%		17%		73		15

		1997-1998		6		8		63		11%		13%		106		16

						Mean				0.2406		0.1969

						Standard Deviation				0.0774		0.0699

						Variance				0.0060		0.0049

						Numbers above do not include the first line

						(the current 2nd graders on ILP's in 2000)

						since the numbers are so small.

						The reason is that is the first year that

						ILP's were implemented.



&C&"Arial,Bold"ILP - Female Students



ILP Female Stats

		Statistics on the ILP's for All Female Students

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the percentages of students on ILP's								0.2406		0.1969

		Standard Deviation of the %'s of students on ILP's								0.0774		0.0699

		Variance of (entire) Population								0.0060		0.0049

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.0841

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		0.2406		0.1969

		Standard Error		0.0193		0.0175

		Median		0.2396		0.1705

		Mode		0.2396		None

		Kurtosis		1.9011		1.9236

		Skewness		0.9163		0.9043

		Range		0.3389		0.3164

		Minimum		0.1127		0.0700

		Maximum		0.4516		0.3864

		Sum		4.0909		3.3473

		Count		17.0000		17.0000

		Largest(1)		0.4516		0.3864

		Smallest(1)		0.1127		0.0700

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.0410		0.0370

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		0.2406		0.1969

		Known Variance		0.0060		0.0049

		Observations		17.0000		17.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		1.7276

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.0420

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.0841

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





ILP Students On FFRL in 2001

		FFRL (2001) Students On ILP's in 2000

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		4		115		3%		2%		253		4

		1994-1995		3		30		100		23%		21%		60		16

		1995-1996		4		31		72		30%		15%		53		9

		1996-1997		5		37		64		37%		29%		57		23

		1997-1998		6		31		44		41%		32%		64		30

		1998-1999		7		13		36		27%		29%		60		24

		1999-2000		8		8		31		21%		25%		45		15

		FFRL (2001) Students On ILP's in 2001

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		30		89		25%		27%		187		70

		1994-1995		3		54		76		42%		38%		47		29

		1995-1996		4		32		71		31%		29%		44		18

		1996-1997		5		53		48		52%		45%		44		36

		1997-1998		6		24		51		32%		36%		60		34

		1998-1999		7		10		39		20%		39%		51		33

		FFRL (2001) Students On ILP's in 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		36		83		30%		44%		145		112

		1994-1995		3		46		84		35%		21%		60		16

		1995-1996		4		41		62		40%		37%		39		23

		1996-1997		5		31		70		31%		25%		60		20

		1997-1998		6		13		62		17%		17%		78		16

		S.G. denotes the Study Group

		C.G. denotes the Control Group

		FFRL (2001) Students On ILP's in 2000, 2001 and 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		4		115		3%		2%		253		4

		1994-1995		3		30		100		23%		21%		60		16

		1995-1996		4		31		72		30%		15%		53		9

		1996-1997		5		37		64		37%		29%		57		23

		1997-1998		6		31		44		41%		32%		64		30

		1998-1999		7		13		36		27%		29%		60		24

		1999-2000		8		8		31		21%		25%		45		15

		1993-1994		2		30		89		25%		27%		187		70

		1994-1995		3		54		76		42%		38%		47		29

		1995-1996		4		32		71		31%		29%		44		18

		1996-1997		5		53		48		52%		45%		44		36

		1997-1998		6		24		51		32%		36%		60		34

		1998-1999		7		10		39		20%		39%		51		33

		1993-1994		2		36		83		30%		44%		145		112

		1994-1995		3		46		84		35%		21%		60		16

		1995-1996		4		41		62		40%		37%		39		23

		1996-1997		5		31		70		31%		25%		60		20

		1997-1998		6		13		62		17%		17%		78		16

						Mean				0.3143		0.2991

						Standard Deviation				0.0885		0.0869

						Variance				0.0078		0.0076

						Numbers above do not include the first line

						(the current 2nd graders on ILP's in 2000)

						since the numbers are so small.

						The reason is that is the first year that

						ILP's were implemented.



&C&"Arial,Bold"ILP Students
On FFRL in 2001



ILP On FFRL Stats

		Statistics on the ILP's for All Students ON FFRL in 2001

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the percentages of students on ILP's								0.3143		0.2991

		Standard Deviation of the %'s of students on ILP's								0.0885		0.0869

		Variance of (entire) Population								0.0078		0.0076

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.6125

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		0.3143		0.2991

		Standard Error		0.0221		0.0217

		Median		0.3069		0.2875

		Mode		None		0.2105

		Kurtosis		0.2514		-0.8228

		Skewness		0.5333		0.0559

		Range		0.3514		0.3048

		Minimum		0.1733		0.1452

		Maximum		0.5248		0.4500

		Sum		5.3435		5.0844

		Count		17.0000		17.0000

		Largest(1)		0.5248		0.4500

		Smallest(1)		0.1733		0.1452

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.0469		0.0461

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		0.3143		0.2991

		Known Variance		0.0078		0.0076

		Observations		17.0000		17.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		0.5065

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.3063

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.6125

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600





ILP Students Not On FFRL - 2001

		FFRL (2001) Students Not On ILP's in 2000

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		1		111		1%		1%		362		2

		1994-1995		3		22		116		16%		14%		101		17

		1995-1996		4		16		65		20%		7%		125		10

		1996-1997		5		29		60		33%		18%		84		19

		1997-1998		6		14		53		21%		23%		113		33

		1998-1999		7		12		43		22%		19%		65		15

		1999-2000		8		4		22		15%		10%		57		6

		FFRL (2001) Students Not On ILP's in 2001

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		13		99		12%		12%		319		45

		1994-1995		3		30		108		22%		19%		96		22

		1995-1996		4		20		61		25%		16%		114		21

		1996-1997		5		34		55		38%		32%		70		33

		1997-1998		6		17		50		25%		20%		117		29

		1998-1999		7		14		41		25%		24%		61		19

		FFRL (2001) Students Not On ILP's in 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		21		91		19%		12%		320		44

		1994-1995		3		17		121		12%		15%		100		18

		1995-1996		4		15		66		19%		16%		113		22

		1996-1997		5		13		76		15%		13%		90		13

		1997-1998		6		4		63		6%		9%		133		13

		S.G. denotes the Study Group

		C.G. denotes the Control Group

		FFRL (2001) Students Not On ILP's in 2000, 2001 and 2002

		Head Start		Current		S.G		S.G.		% S.G.		% C.G.		C.G.		C.G.

		SchoolYear		Grade		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP		ON ILP		NOT ON ILP		ON ILP

		1993-1994		2		1		111		1%		1%		362		2

		1994-1995		3		22		116		16%		14%		101		17

		1995-1996		4		16		65		20%		7%		125		10

		1996-1997		5		29		60		33%		18%		84		19

		1997-1998		6		14		53		21%		23%		113		33

		1998-1999		7		12		43		22%		19%		65		15

		1999-2000		8		4		22		15%		10%		57		6

		1993-1994		2		13		99		12%		12%		319		45

		1994-1995		3		30		108		22%		19%		96		22

		1995-1996		4		20		61		25%		16%		114		21

		1996-1997		5		34		55		38%		32%		70		33

		1997-1998		6		17		50		25%		20%		117		29

		1998-1999		7		14		41		25%		24%		61		19

		1993-1994		2		21		91		19%		12%		320		44

		1994-1995		3		17		121		12%		15%		100		18

		1995-1996		4		15		66		19%		16%		113		22

		1996-1997		5		13		76		15%		13%		90		13

		1997-1998		6		4		63		6%		9%		133		13

						Mean				0.2021		0.1638

						Standard Deviation				0.0757		0.0596

						Variance				0.0057		0.0035

						Numbers above do not include the first line

						(the current 2nd graders on ILP's in 2000)

						since the numbers are so small.

						The reason is that is the first year that

						ILP's were implemented.
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ILP OFF FFRL Stats

		Statistics on the ILP's for All Students NOT on FFRL in 2001

										Study		Control

										Group		Group

		Mean of the percentages of students on ILP's								0.2021		0.1638

		Standard Deviation of the %'s of students on ILP's								0.0757		0.0596

		Variance of (entire) Population								0.0057		0.0035

		The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:								0.0998

		The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.

		Therefore there is no statistical significance between the achievement results

		of the Study Group and the Control Group.

		Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

				Group		Group

		Mean		0.2021		0.1638

		Standard Error		0.0189		0.0149

		Median		0.1975		0.1556

		Mode		None		None

		Kurtosis		0.8297		1.2997

		Skewness		0.5525		0.8816

		Range		0.3223		0.2463

		Minimum		0.0597		0.0741

		Maximum		0.3820		0.3204

		Sum		3.4361		2.7852

		Count		17.0000		17.0000

		Largest(1)		0.3820		0.3204

		Smallest(1)		0.0597		0.0741

		Confidence Level (95.0%)		0.0401		0.0316

		z-Test		Study		Control

		Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

		Mean		0.2021		0.1638

		Known Variance		0.0057		0.0035

		Observations		17.0000		17.0000

		Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.0000

		z		1.6460

		P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.0499

		z Critical one-tail		1.6449

		P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.0998

		z Critical two-tail		1.9600






_1105613012.xls
Summary

		a sorted by grade at assessment		a sorted by current grade		a sorted by year administered		CSAP		Current		Number		Average		Average		Number

				b		b		Assessment		Grade		Study Group		Scale Scores		Scale Scores		Control Group

				c		c								for S. G.		for C. G.

				d		d

		5		1		34		2002 3rd Grade Reading		4		143		540		555		122

		6		2		35		2002 3rd Grade Writing		4		144		443		459		122

		4		3		19		2001 3rd Grade Reading		5		185		535		551		174

		12		4		36		2002 4th Grade Reading		5		152		559		568		134

		18		5		37		2002 4th Grade Writing		5		152		466		470		134

		3		6		11		2000 3rd Grade Reading		6		128		494		497		228

		11		7		20		2001 4th Grade Reading		6		132		571		572		228

		17		8		21		2001 4th Grade Writing		6		131		498		502		222

		20		9		38		2002 5th Grade Reading		6		108		588		586		202

		24		10		39		2002 5th Grade Writing		6		108		488		486		203

		23		11		40		2002 5th Grade Math		6		108		492		490		203

		2		12		6		1999 3rd Grade Reading		7		93		486		491		148

		10		13		12		2000 4th Grade Reading		7		97		493		495		159

		16		14		13		2000 4th Grade Writing		7		93		492		502		154

		19		15		22		2001 5th Grade Reading		7		99		585		593		162

		22		16		23		2001 5th Grade Math		7		97		468		474		160

		26		17		41		2002 6th Grade Reading		7		77		599		606		147

		27		18		42		2002 6th Grade Writing		7		76		492		498		151

		28		19		43		2002 6th Grade Math		7		76		491		508		150

		1		20		3		1998 3rd Grade Reading		8		57		487		487		112

		9		21		7		1999 4th Grade Reading		8		60		489		485		113

		15		22		8		1999 4th Grade Writing		8		59		501		496		110

		21		23		14		2000 5th Grade Math		8		62		471		472		119

		25		24		24		2001 6th Grade Reading		8		62		597		599		119

		32		25		44		2002 7th Grade Reading		8		54		638		621		117

		36		26		45		2002 7th Grade Writing		8		55		527		533		117

		37		27		46		2002 7th Grade Math		8		55		506		517		116

		8		28		4		1998 4th Grade Reading		9		37		488		482		106

		14		29		5		1998 4th Grade Writing		9		32		493		493		96

		31		30		25		2001 7th Grade Reading		9		39		628		622		108

		35		31		26		2001 7th Grade Writing		9		37		482		478		110

		39		32		47		2002 8th Grade Reading		9		33		632		639		110

		40		33		48		2002 8th Grade Writing		9		33		543		537		110

		43		34		49		2002 8th Grade Math		9		32		536		529		109

		46		35		50		2002 8th Grade Science		9		33		488		481		109

		7		36		1		1997 4th Grade Reading		10		32		487		492		80

		13		37		2		1997 4th Grade Writing		10		25		482		494		64

		30		38		15		2000 7th Grade Reading		10		37		480		486		87

		34		39		16		2000 7th Grade Writing		10		35		486		487		86

		38		40		27		2001 8th Grade Reading		10		38		635		639		87

		42		41		28		2001 8th Grade Math		10		38		485		486		87

		45		42		29		2001 8th Grade Science		10		38		487		486		86

		48		43		51		2002 9th Grade Reading		10		35		650		652		84

		49		44		52		2002 9th Grade Writing		10		35		548		547		85

		50		45		53		2002 9th Grade Math		10		35		550		550		83

		29		46		9		1999 7th Grade Reading		11		29		492		491		77

		33		47		10		1999 7th Grade Writing		11		29		497		490		73

		41		48		17		2000 8th Grade Math		11		27		473		474		84

		44		49		18		2000 8th Grade Science		11		27		486		480		82

		47		50		30		2001 9th Grade Reading		11		28		655		654		80

		52		51		54		2002 10th Grade Reading		11		25		667		677		83

		54		52		55		2002 10th Grade Writing		11		25		566		561		83

		56		53		56		2002 10th Grade Math		11		24		565		562		84

		51		54		31		2001 10th Grade Reading		12		15		676		657		57

		53		55		32		2001 10th Grade Writing		12		15		476		477		55

		55		56		33		2001 10th Grade Math		12		15		476		472		56
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Chart Mean Scores A

		Third Grade Assessments for All Years		Third Grade Assessments for All Years

		Fourth Grade Assessments for All Years		Fourth Grade Assessments for All Years

		Fifth Grade Assessments for All Years		Fifth Grade Assessments for All Years

		Sixth Grade Assessments for All Years		Sixth Grade Assessments for All Years

		Seventh Grade Assessments for All Years		Seventh Grade Assessments for All Years

		Eighth Grade Assessments for All Years		Eighth Grade Assessments for All Years

		Nineth Grade Assessments for All Years		Nineth Grade Assessments for All Years

		Tenth Grade Assessments for All Years		Tenth Grade Assessments for All Years



Study Group

Control Group

Mean Scores

CSAP - Mean Scores of All Students
All Assessments Taken When Students Were in the Specified Grade
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a_sort_by_grade_at_assessment

												All Students - Sorted by grade at assessment

		a sorted by grade at assessment		a sort by current grade		a sort by year administered		CSAP		Current		Number		Average		Average		Number

				b		b		Assessment		Grade		Study Group		Scale Scores		Scale Scores		Control Group

				c		c								for S. G.		for C. G.

				d		d

		1		20		3		1998 3rd Grade Reading		8		57		487		487		112

		2		12		6		1999 3rd Grade Reading		7		93		486		491		148

		3		6		11		2000 3rd Grade Reading		6		128		494		497		228

		4		3		19		2001 3rd Grade Reading		5		185		535		551		174

		5		1		34		2002 3rd Grade Reading		4		143		540		555		122

		6		2		35		2002 3rd Grade Writing		4		144		443		459		122

		7		36		1		1997 4th Grade Reading		10		32		487		492		80

		8		28		4		1998 4th Grade Reading		9		37		488		482		106

		9		21		7		1999 4th Grade Reading		8		60		489		485		113

		10		13		12		2000 4th Grade Reading		7		97		493		495		159

		11		7		20		2001 4th Grade Reading		6		132		571		572		228

		12		4		36		2002 4th Grade Reading		5		152		559		568		134

		13		37		2		1997 4th Grade Writing		10		25		482		494		64

		14		29		5		1998 4th Grade Writing		9		32		493		493		96

		15		22		8		1999 4th Grade Writing		8		59		501		496		110

		16		14		13		2000 4th Grade Writing		7		93		492		502		154

		17		8		21		2001 4th Grade Writing		6		131		498		502		222

		18		5		37		2002 4th Grade Writing		5		152		466		470		134

		19		15		22		2001 5th Grade Reading		7		99		585		593		162

		20		9		38		2002 5th Grade Reading		6		108		588		586		202

		21		23		14		2000 5th Grade Math		8		62		471		472		119

		22		16		23		2001 5th Grade Math		7		97		468		474		160

		23		11		40		2002 5th Grade Math		6		108		492		490		203

		24		10		39		2002 5th Grade Writing		6		108		488		486		203

		25		24		24		2001 6th Grade Reading		8		62		597		599		119

		26		17		41		2002 6th Grade Reading		7		77		599		606		147

		27		18		42		2002 6th Grade Writing		7		76		492		498		151

		28		19		43		2002 6th Grade Math		7		76		491		508		150

		29		46		9		1999 7th Grade Reading		11		29		492		491		77

		30		38		15		2000 7th Grade Reading		10		37		480		486		87

		31		30		25		2001 7th Grade Reading		9		39		628		622		108

		32		25		44		2002 7th Grade Reading		8		54		638		621		117

		33		47		10		1999 7th Grade Writing		11		29		497		490		73

		34		39		16		2000 7th Grade Writing		10		35		486		487		86

		35		31		26		2001 7th Grade Writing		9		37		482		478		110

		36		26		45		2002 7th Grade Writing		8		55		527		533		117

		37		27		46		2002 7th Grade Math		8		55		506		517		116

		38		40		27		2001 8th Grade Reading		10		38		635		639		87

		39		32		47		2002 8th Grade Reading		9		33		632		639		110

		40		33		48		2002 8th Grade Writing		9		33		543		537		110

		41		48		17		2000 8th Grade Math		11		27		473		474		84

		42		41		28		2001 8th Grade Math		10		38		485		486		87

		43		34		49		2002 8th Grade Math		9		32		536		529		109

		44		49		18		2000 8th Grade Science		11		27		486		480		82

		45		42		29		2001 8th Grade Science		10		38		487		486		86

		46		35		50		2002 8th Grade Science		9		33		488		481		109

		47		50		30		2001 9th Grade Reading		11		28		655		654		80

		48		43		51		2002 9th Grade Reading		10		35		650		652		84

		49		44		52		2002 9th Grade Writing		10		35		548		547		85

		50		45		53		2002 9th Grade Math		10		35		550		550		83

		51		54		31		2001 10th Grade Reading		12		15		676		657		57

		52		51		54		2002 10th Grade Reading		11		25		667		677		83

		53		55		32		2001 10th Grade Writing		12		15		476		477		55

		54		52		55		2002 10th Grade Writing		11		25		566		561		83

		55		56		33		2001 10th Grade Math		12		15		476		472		56

		56		53		56		2002 10th Grade Math		11		24		565		562		84

								Third Grade Assessments for All Years						498		507

								Fourth Grade Assessments for All Years						502		504

								Fifth Grade Assessments for All Years						515		517

								Sixth Grade Assessments for All Years						545		553

								Seventh Grade Assessments for All Years						526		525

								Eighth Grade Assessments for All Years						529		528

								Nineth Grade Assessments for All Years						601		601

								Tenth Grade Assessments for All Years						571		568





Chart Mean Scores B

		





Chart Mean Scores B

		All Assessments Taken by Current Fourth Graders		All Assessments Taken by Current Fourth Graders

		All Assessments Taken by Current Fifth Graders		All Assessments Taken by Current Fifth Graders

		All Assessments Taken by Current Sixth Graders		All Assessments Taken by Current Sixth Graders

		All Assessments Taken by Current Seventh Graders		All Assessments Taken by Current Seventh Graders

		All Assessments Taken by Current Eighth Graders		All Assessments Taken by Current Eighth Graders

		All Assessments Taken by Current Ninth Graders		All Assessments Taken by Current Ninth Graders

		All Assessments Taken by Current Tenth Graders		All Assessments Taken by Current Tenth Graders

		All Assessments Taken by Current Eleventh Graders		All Assessments Taken by Current Eleventh Graders

		All Assessments Taken by Current Twelfth Graders		All Assessments Taken by Current Twelfth Graders
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Control Group

Mean Scores

CSAP - Mean Scores of All Students
All Assessments Taken by Students Who Are in the Current Specified Grade
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Chart All Students All Assessme

		All Students		All Students
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b_sort_by_current_grade

										All Students - Sorted by current grade

		a sorted by grade at assessment		a sort by current grade		a sort by year administered		CSAP		Current		Number in		Average		Average		Number in

				b		b		Assessment		Grade		Study Group		Scale Scores		Scale Scores		Control Group

				c		c								for S. G.		for C. G.

				d		d

		5		1		34		2002 3rd Grade Reading		4		143		540		555		122

		6		2		35		2002 3rd Grade Writing		4		144		443		459		122

		4		3		19		2001 3rd Grade Reading		5		185		535		551		174

		12		4		36		2002 4th Grade Reading		5		152		559		568		134

		18		5		37		2002 4th Grade Writing		5		152		466		470		134

		3		6		11		2000 3rd Grade Reading		6		128		494		497		228

		11		7		20		2001 4th Grade Reading		6		132		571		572		228

		17		8		21		2001 4th Grade Writing		6		131		498		502		222

		20		9		38		2002 5th Grade Reading		6		108		588		586		202

		24		10		39		2002 5th Grade Writing		6		108		488		486		203

		23		11		40		2002 5th Grade Math		6		108		492		490		203

		2		12		6		1999 3rd Grade Reading		7		93		486		491		148

		10		13		12		2000 4th Grade Reading		7		97		493		495		159

		16		14		13		2000 4th Grade Writing		7		93		492		502		154

		19		15		22		2001 5th Grade Reading		7		99		585		593		162

		22		16		23		2001 5th Grade Math		7		97		468		474		160

		26		17		41		2002 6th Grade Reading		7		77		599		606		147

		27		18		42		2002 6th Grade Writing		7		76		492		498		151

		28		19		43		2002 6th Grade Math		7		76		491		508		150

		1		20		3		1998 3rd Grade Reading		8		57		487		487		112

		9		21		7		1999 4th Grade Reading		8		60		489		485		113

		15		22		8		1999 4th Grade Writing		8		59		501		496		110

		21		23		14		2000 5th Grade Math		8		62		471		472		119

		25		24		24		2001 6th Grade Reading		8		62		597		599		119

		32		25		44		2002 7th Grade Reading		8		54		638		621		117

		36		26		45		2002 7th Grade Writing		8		55		527		533		117

		37		27		46		2002 7th Grade Math		8		55		506		517		116

		8		28		4		1998 4th Grade Reading		9		37		488		482		106

		14		29		5		1998 4th Grade Writing		9		32		493		493		96

		31		30		25		2001 7th Grade Reading		9		39		628		622		108

		35		31		26		2001 7th Grade Writing		9		37		482		478		110

		39		32		47		2002 8th Grade Reading		9		33		632		639		110

		40		33		48		2002 8th Grade Writing		9		33		543		537		110

		43		34		49		2002 8th Grade Math		9		32		536		529		109

		46		35		50		2002 8th Grade Science		9		33		488		481		109

		7		36		1		1997 4th Grade Reading		10		32		487		492		80

		13		37		2		1997 4th Grade Writing		10		25		482		494		64

		30		38		15		2000 7th Grade Reading		10		37		480		486		87

		34		39		16		2000 7th Grade Writing		10		35		486		487		86

		38		40		27		2001 8th Grade Reading		10		38		635		639		87

		42		41		28		2001 8th Grade Math		10		38		485		486		87

		45		42		29		2001 8th Grade Science		10		38		487		486		86

		48		43		51		2002 9th Grade Reading		10		35		650		652		84

		49		44		52		2002 9th Grade Writing		10		35		548		547		85

		50		45		53		2002 9th Grade Math		10		35		550		550		83

		29		46		9		1999 7th Grade Reading		11		29		492		491		77

		33		47		10		1999 7th Grade Writing		11		29		497		490		73

		41		48		17		2000 8th Grade Math		11		27		473		474		84

		44		49		18		2000 8th Grade Science		11		27		486		480		82

		47		50		30		2001 9th Grade Reading		11		28		655		654		80

		52		51		54		2002 10th Grade Reading		11		25		667		677		83

		54		52		55		2002 10th Grade Writing		11		25		566		561		83

		56		53		56		2002 10th Grade Math		11		24		565		562		84

		51		54		31		2001 10th Grade Reading		12		15		676		657		57

		53		55		32		2001 10th Grade Writing		12		15		476		477		55

		55		56		33		2001 10th Grade Math		12		15		476		472		56

										CSAP Statistics for All Students

								Mean of all 56 CSAP Exams						528.66		530.14

								Standard Deviation of all 56 CSAP exams						60.48		59.47

								Variance of (entire) Population						3657.94		3536.52

								The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:						0.90

								The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore there is no statistical

								significance between the achievement results of the Study Group and the Control Group.

								Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

										Group		Group

								Mean		528.66		530.14

								Standard Error		8.16		8.02

								Median		493.50		497.50

								Mode		492.00		486.00

								Kurtosis		-0.17		-0.27

								Skewness		1.01		0.98

								Range		233.00		218.00

								Minimum		443.00		459.00

								Maximum		676.00		677.00

								Sum		29605.00		29688.00

								Count		56.00		56.00

								Largest(1)		676.00		677.00

								Smallest(1)		443.00		459.00

								Confidence Level(95.0%)		16.34		16.07

								z-Test		Study		Control

								Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

								Mean		528.66		530.14

								Known Variance		3657.94		3536.52

								Observations		56.00		56.00

								Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.00

								z		-0.13

								P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.45

								z Critical one-tail		1.64

								P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.90

								z Critical two-tail		1.96

								All Assessments Taken by Current Fourth Graders						492		507

								All Assessments Taken by Current Fifth Graders						520		530

								All Assessments Taken by Current Sixth Graders						522		522

								All Assessments Taken by Current Seventh Graders						513		521

								All Assessments Taken by Current Eighth Graders						521		524

								All Assessments Taken by Current Ninth Graders						536		533

								All Assessments Taken by Current Tenth Graders						525		525

								All Assessments Taken by Current Eleventh Graders						550		549

								All Assessments Taken by Current Twelfth Graders						543		535

								All Students						529		530





Chart Mean Scores C

		





Chart Mean Scores C

		All Assessments Administered in 1997		All Assessments Administered in 1997

		All Assessments Administered in 1998		All Assessments Administered in 1998

		All Assessments Administered in 1999		All Assessments Administered in 1999

		All Assessments Administered in 2000		All Assessments Administered in 2000

		All Assessments Administered in 2001		All Assessments Administered in 2001

		All Assessments Administered in 2002		All Assessments Administered in 2002



Study Group

Control Group

Mean Scores

CSAP - Mean Scores of All Students
All Assessments Administered in the Specified Year

484.5

493

489.3333333333

487.3333333333

493

490.6

484.375

486.625

550.2666666667

550.8

546.6956521739

549.2173913043



c_sort_by_year_administered

												All Students - Sorted by year administered

		a sorted by grade at assessment		a sort by current grade		a sorted by year administered		CSAP		Current		Number		Average		Average		Number

				b		b		Assessment		Grade		Study Group		Scale Scores		Scale Scores		Control Group

				c		c								for S. G.		for C. G.

				d		d

		7		36		1		1997 4th Grade Reading		10		32		487		492		80

		13		37		2		1997 4th Grade Writing		10		25		482		494		64

		1		20		3		1998 3rd Grade Reading		8		57		487		487		112

		8		28		4		1998 4th Grade Reading		9		37		488		482		106

		14		29		5		1998 4th Grade Writing		9		32		493		493		96

		2		12		6		1999 3rd Grade Reading		7		93		486		491		148

		9		21		7		1999 4th Grade Reading		8		60		489		485		113

		15		22		8		1999 4th Grade Writing		8		59		501		496		110

		29		46		9		1999 7th Grade Reading		11		29		492		491		77

		33		47		10		1999 7th Grade Writing		11		29		497		490		73

		3		6		11		2000 3rd Grade Reading		6		128		494		497		228

		10		13		12		2000 4th Grade Reading		7		97		493		495		159

		16		14		13		2000 4th Grade Writing		7		93		492		502		154

		21		23		14		2000 5th Grade Math		8		62		471		472		119

		30		38		15		2000 7th Grade Reading		10		37		480		486		87

		34		39		16		2000 7th Grade Writing		10		35		486		487		86

		41		48		17		2000 8th Grade Math		11		27		473		474		84

		44		49		18		2000 8th Grade Science		11		27		486		480		82

		4		3		19		2001 3rd Grade Reading		5		185		535		551		174

		11		7		20		2001 4th Grade Reading		6		132		571		572		228

		17		8		21		2001 4th Grade Writing		6		131		498		502		222

		19		15		22		2001 5th Grade Reading		7		99		585		593		162

		22		16		23		2001 5th Grade Math		7		97		468		474		160

		25		24		24		2001 6th Grade Reading		8		62		597		599		119

		31		30		25		2001 7th Grade Reading		9		39		628		622		108

		35		31		26		2001 7th Grade Writing		9		37		482		478		110

		38		40		27		2001 8th Grade Reading		10		38		635		639		87

		42		41		28		2001 8th Grade Math		10		38		485		486		87

		45		42		29		2001 8th Grade Science		10		38		487		486		86

		47		50		30		2001 9th Grade Reading		11		28		655		654		80

		51		54		31		2001 10th Grade Reading		12		15		676		657		57

		53		55		32		2001 10th Grade Writing		12		15		476		477		55

		55		56		33		2001 10th Grade Math		12		15		476		472		56

		5		1		34		2002 3rd Grade Reading		4		143		540		555		122

		6		2		35		2002 3rd Grade Writing		4		144		443		459		122

		12		4		36		2002 4th Grade Reading		5		152		559		568		134

		18		5		37		2002 4th Grade Writing		5		152		466		470		134

		20		9		38		2002 5th Grade Reading		6		108		588		586		202

		24		10		39		2002 5th Grade Writing		6		108		488		486		203

		23		11		40		2002 5th Grade Math		6		108		492		490		203

		26		17		41		2002 6th Grade Reading		7		77		599		606		147

		27		18		42		2002 6th Grade Writing		7		76		492		498		151

		28		19		43		2002 6th Grade Math		7		76		491		508		150

		32		25		44		2002 7th Grade Reading		8		54		638		621		117

		36		26		45		2002 7th Grade Writing		8		55		527		533		117

		37		27		46		2002 7th Grade Math		8		55		506		517		116

		39		32		47		2002 8th Grade Reading		9		33		632		639		110

		40		33		48		2002 8th Grade Writing		9		33		543		537		110

		43		34		49		2002 8th Grade Math		9		32		536		529		109

		46		35		50		2002 8th Grade Science		9		33		488		481		109

		48		43		51		2002 9th Grade Reading		10		35		650		652		84

		49		44		52		2002 9th Grade Writing		10		35		548		547		85

		50		45		53		2002 9th Grade Math		10		35		550		550		83

		52		51		54		2002 10th Grade Reading		11		25		667		677		83

		54		52		55		2002 10th Grade Writing		11		25		566		561		83

		56		53		56		2002 10th Grade Math		11		24		565		562		84

								All Assessments Administered in 1997						485		493

								All Assessments Administered in 1998						489		487

								All Assessments Administered in 1999						493		491

								All Assessments Administered in 2000						484		487

								All Assessments Administered in 2001						550		551

								All Assessments Administered in 2002						547		549





Chart Mean Scores D

		





Chart Mean Scores D

		Reading Assessments		Reading Assessments

		Writing Assessments		Writing Assessments

		Math Assessments		Math Assessments

		Science Assessments		Science Assessments



Study Group

Control Group

Mean Scores

CSAP - Mean Scores of All Students
All Assessments for All Years in the Specified Curricular Discipline

567.28

571.64

499.3529411765

503.2941176471

503.6363636364

507.3636363636

486.3333333333

482.6666666667



d_sort_by_csap_subject

														All Students - Sorted by CSAP Subject

		a sorted by grade at assessment		a sort by current grade		a sort by year administered		a sorted by csap subject		CSAP		Current		Number		Average		Average		Number

				b		b				Assessment		Grade		Study Group		Scale Scores		Scale Scores		Control Group

				c		c										for S. G.		for C. G.

				d		d

		5		1		34		1		2002 3rd Grade Reading		4		8		522		556		137

		4		3		19		2		2001 3rd Grade Reading		5		73		551		548		194

		12		4		36		3		2002 4th Grade Reading		5		60		568		565		150

		3		6		11		4		2000 3rd Grade Reading		6		58		495		499		160

		11		7		20		5		2001 4th Grade Reading		6		57		576		579		157

		20		9		38		6		2002 5th Grade Reading		6		50		595		596		130

		2		12		6		7		1999 3rd Grade Reading		7		41		492		500		27

		10		13		12		8		2000 4th Grade Reading		7		42		497		494		32

		19		15		22		9		2001 5th Grade Reading		7		39		592		594		32

		26		17		41		10		2002 6th Grade Reading		7		29		608		609		20

		1		20		3		11		1998 3rd Grade Reading		8		40		488		484		12

		9		21		7		12		1999 4th Grade Reading		8		41		488		501		11

		25		24		24		13		2001 6th Grade Reading		8		41		596		617		12

		32		25		44		14		2002 7th Grade Reading		8		40		626		656		8

		8		28		4		15		1998 4th Grade Reading		9		38		487		487		105

		31		30		25		16		2001 7th Grade Reading		9		38		628		620		109

		39		32		47		17		2002 8th Grade Reading		9		32		634		638		111

		7		36		1		18		1997 4th Grade Reading		10		33		486		490		82

		30		38		15		19		2000 7th Grade Reading		10		35		479		487		90

		38		40		27		20		2001 8th Grade Reading		10		35		633		639		90

		48		43		51		21		2002 9th Grade Reading		10		32		650		653		87

		29		46		9		22		1999 7th Grade Reading		11		29		492		491		77

		47		50		30		23		2001 9th Grade Reading		11		27		655		654		80

		52		51		54		24		2002 10th Grade Reading		11		25		667		677		83

		51		54		31		25		2001 10th Grade Reading		12		13		677		657		58

		6		2		35		26		2002 3rd Grade Writing		4		8		436		458		137

		18		5		37		27		2002 4th Grade Writing		5		60		469		471		150

		17		8		21		28		2001 4th Grade Writing		6		57		499		506		152

		24		10		39		29		2002 5th Grade Writing		6		50		495		492		131

		16		14		13		30		2000 4th Grade Writing		7		39		497		502		31

		27		18		42		31		2002 6th Grade Writing		7		28		494		494		21

		15		22		8		32		1999 4th Grade Writing		8		41		500		506		11

		36		26		45		33		2002 7th Grade Writing		8		40		527		562		8

		14		29		5		34		1998 4th Grade Writing		9		32		493		493		96

		35		31		26		35		2001 7th Grade Writing		9		36		482		478		111

		40		33		48		36		2002 8th Grade Writing		9		32		543		537		111

		13		37		2		37		1997 4th Grade Writing		10		26		480		493		65

		34		39		16		38		2000 7th Grade Writing		10		34		483		488		89

		49		44		52		39		2002 9th Grade Writing		10		32		548		549		88

		33		47		10		40		1999 7th Grade Writing		11		29		497		490		73

		54		52		55		41		2002 10th Grade Writing		11		25		566		561		83

		53		55		32		42		2001 10th Grade Writing		12		13		480		476		56

		23		11		40		43		2002 5th Grade Math		6		50		499		501		132

		22		16		23		44		2001 5th Grade Math		7		39		472		466		31

		28		19		43		45		2002 6th Grade Math		7		29		499		513		21

		21		23		14		46		2000 5th Grade Math		8		42		474		482		12

		37		27		46		47		2002 7th Grade Math		8		40		513		546		8

		43		34		49		48		2002 8th Grade Math		9		31		537		529		109

		42		41		28		49		2001 8th Grade Math		10		35		482		487		90

		50		45		53		50		2002 9th Grade Math		10		32		548		550		86

		41		48		17		51		2000 8th Grade Math		11		26		472		474		84

		56		53		56		52		2002 10th Grade Math		11		24		565		562		84

		55		56		33		53		2001 10th Grade Math		12		13		479		471		57

		46		35		50		54		2002 8th Grade Science		9		32		488		481		110

		45		42		29		55		2001 8th Grade Science		10		35		485		487		89

		44		49		18		56		2000 8th Grade Science		11		26		486		480		82

										Reading Assessments						567		572

										Writing Assessments						499		503

										Math Assessments						504		507

										Science Assessments						486		483





CSAP Reading

										All Students - Reading CSAP - Sorted by current grade

		a sorted by grade at assessment		a sort by current grade		a sort by year administered		CSAP		Current		Number		Average		Average		Number

				b		b		Assessment		Grade		Study Group		Scale Scores		Scale Scores		Control Group

				c		c								for S. G.		for C. G.

				d		d

		5		1		34		2002 3rd Grade Reading		4		143		540		555		122

		4		3		19		2001 3rd Grade Reading		5		185		535		551		174

		12		4		36		2002 4th Grade Reading		5		152		559		568		134

		3		6		11		2000 3rd Grade Reading		6		128		494		497		228

		11		7		20		2001 4th Grade Reading		6		132		571		572		228

		20		9		38		2002 5th Grade Reading		6		108		588		586		202

		2		12		6		1999 3rd Grade Reading		7		93		486		491		148

		10		13		12		2000 4th Grade Reading		7		97		493		495		159

		19		15		22		2001 5th Grade Reading		7		99		585		593		162

		26		17		41		2002 6th Grade Reading		7		77		599		606		147

		1		20		3		1998 3rd Grade Reading		8		57		487		487		112

		9		21		7		1999 4th Grade Reading		8		60		489		485		113

		25		24		24		2001 6th Grade Reading		8		62		597		599		119

		32		25		44		2002 7th Grade Reading		8		54		638		621		117

		8		28		4		1998 4th Grade Reading		9		37		488		482		106

		31		30		25		2001 7th Grade Reading		9		39		628		622		108

		39		32		47		2002 8th Grade Reading		9		33		632		639		110

		7		36		1		1997 4th Grade Reading		10		32		487		492		80

		30		38		15		2000 7th Grade Reading		10		37		480		486		87

		38		40		27		2001 8th Grade Reading		10		38		635		639		87

		48		43		51		2002 9th Grade Reading		10		35		650		652		84

		29		46		9		1999 7th Grade Reading		11		29		492		491		77

		47		50		30		2001 9th Grade Reading		11		28		655		654		80

		52		51		54		2002 10th Grade Reading		11		25		667		677		83

		51		54		31		2001 10th Grade Reading		12		15		676		657		57

										Reading CSAP Statistics for All Students

								Mean of the 25 Reading CSAP Exams						566.04		567.88

								Standard Deviation of the 25 Reading CSAP's						67.62		66.17

								Variance of (entire) Reading Population						4572.36		4378.51

								The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:						0.92

								The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore there is no statistical

								significance between the achievement results of the Study Group and the Control Group.

								Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

										Group		Group

								Mean		566.04		567.88

								Standard Error		13.80		13.51

								Median		571.00		572.00

								Mode		487.00		491.00

								Kurtosis		-1.57		-1.54

								Skewness		0.09		-0.00

								Range		196.00		195.00

								Minimum		480.00		482.00

								Maximum		676.00		677.00

								Sum		14151.00		14197.00

								Count		25.00		25.00

								Largest(1)		676.00		677.00

								Smallest(1)		480.00		482.00

								Confidence Level(95.0%)		28.49		27.88

								z-Test		Study		Control

								Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

								Mean		566.04		567.88

								Known Variance		4572.36		4378.51

								Observations		25.00		25.00

								Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.00

								z		-0.10

								P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.46

								z Critical one-tail		1.64

								P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.92

								z Critical two-tail		1.96





CSAP Writing

										All Students - Writing CSAP - Sorted by current grade

		a sorted by grade at assessment		a sort by current grade		a sort by year administered		CSAP		Current		Number		Average		Average		Number

				b		b		Assessment		Grade		Study Group		Scale Scores		Scale Scores		Control Group

				c		c								for S. G.		for C. G.

				d		d

		6		2		35		2002 3rd Grade Writing		4		144		443		459		122

		18		5		37		2002 4th Grade Writing		5		152		466		470		134

		17		8		21		2001 4th Grade Writing		6		131		498		502		222

		24		10		39		2002 5th Grade Writing		6		108		488		486		203

		16		14		13		2000 4th Grade Writing		7		93		492		502		154

		27		18		42		2002 6th Grade Writing		7		76		492		498		151

		15		22		8		1999 4th Grade Writing		8		59		501		496		110

		36		26		45		2002 7th Grade Writing		8		55		527		533		117

		14		29		5		1998 4th Grade Writing		9		32		493		493		96

		35		31		26		2001 7th Grade Writing		9		37		482		478		110

		40		33		48		2002 8th Grade Writing		9		33		543		537		110

		13		37		2		1997 4th Grade Writing		10		25		482		494		64

		34		39		16		2000 7th Grade Writing		10		35		486		487		86

		49		44		52		2002 9th Grade Writing		10		35		548		547		85

		33		47		10		1999 7th Grade Writing		11		29		497		490		73

		54		52		55		2002 10th Grade Writing		11		25		566		561		83

		53		55		32		2001 10th Grade Writing		12		15		476		477		55

										Writing CSAP Statistics for All Students

								Mean of the 17 Writing CSAP Exams						498.82		500.59

								Standard Deviation of the 17 Writing CSAP's						30.07		27.17

								Variance of (entire) Writing Population						904.38		738.48

								The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:						0.86

								The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore there is no statistical

								significance between the achievement results of the Study Group and the Control Group.

								Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

										Group		Group

								Mean		498.82		500.59

								Standard Error		7.52		6.79

								Median		492.00		494.00

								Mode		492.00		502.00

								Kurtosis		0.49		0.09

								Skewness		0.70		0.87

								Range		123.00		102.00

								Minimum		443.00		459.00

								Maximum		566.00		561.00

								Sum		8480.00		8510.00

								Count		17.00		17.00

								Largest(1)		566.00		561.00

								Smallest(1)		443.00		459.00

								Confidence Level(95.0%)		15.94		14.40

								z-Test		Study		Control

								Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

								Mean		498.82		500.59

								Known Variance		904.38		738.48

								Observations		17.00		17.00

								Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.00

								z		-0.18

								P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.43

								z Critical one-tail		1.64

								P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.86

								z Critical two-tail		1.96





CSAP Math

										All Students - Math CSAP - Sorted by current grade

		a sorted by grade at assessment		a sort by current grade		a sort by year administered		CSAP		Current		Number		Average		Average		Number

				b		b		Assessment		Grade		Study Group		Scale Scores		Scale Scores		Control Group

				c		c								for S. G.		for C. G.

				d		d

		23		11		40		2002 5th Grade Math		6		108		492		490		203

		22		16		23		2001 5th Grade Math		7		97		468		474		160

		28		19		43		2002 6th Grade Math		7		76		491		508		150

		21		23		14		2000 5th Grade Math		8		62		471		472		119

		37		27		46		2002 7th Grade Math		8		55		506		517		116

		43		34		49		2002 8th Grade Math		9		32		536		529		109

		42		41		28		2001 8th Grade Math		10		38		485		486		87

		50		45		53		2002 9th Grade Math		10		35		550		550		83

		41		48		17		2000 8th Grade Math		11		27		473		474		84

		56		53		56		2002 10th Grade Math		11		24		565		562		84

		55		56		33		2001 10th Grade Math		12		15		476		472		56

										Math CSAP Statistics for All Students

								Mean of the 11 Math CSAP Exams						501.18		503.09

								Standard Deviation of the 11 Math CSAP's						32.45		31.11

								Variance of (entire) Math Population						1052.88		968.08

								The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:						0.89

								The P(Z=z) value needs to be .05 or less to reject the Null Hypothesis.  Therefore there is no statistical

								significance between the achievement results of the Study Group and the Control Group.

								Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

										Group		Group

								Mean		501.18		503.09

								Standard Error		10.26		9.84

								Median		491.00		490.00

								Mode		None		474.00

								Kurtosis		-0.49		-0.81

								Skewness		0.96		0.74

								Range		97.00		90.00

								Minimum		468.00		472.00

								Maximum		565.00		562.00

								Sum		5513.00		5534.00

								Count		11.00		11.00

								Largest(1)		565.00		562.00

								Smallest(1)		468.00		472.00

								Confidence Level(95.0%)		22.86		21.92

								z-Test		Study		Control

								Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

								Mean		501.18		503.09

								Known Variance		1052.88		968.08

								Observations		11.00		11.00

								Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.00

								z		-0.14

								P(Z<=z) one-tail		0.44

								z Critical one-tail		1.64

								P(Z<=z) two-tail		0.89

								z Critical two-tail		1.96





CSAP Science

										All Students - Science CSAP - Sorted by current grade

		a sorted by grade at assessment		a sort by current grade		a sort by year administered		CSAP		Current		Number		Average		Average		Number

				b		b		Assessment		Grade		Study Group		Scale Scores		Scale Scores		Control Group

				c		c								for S. G.		for C. G.

				d		d

		46		35		50		2002 8th Grade Science		9		33		488		481		109

		45		42		29		2001 8th Grade Science		10		38		487		486		86

		44		49		18		2000 8th Grade Science		11		27		486		480		82

										Science CSAP Statistics for All Students

								Mean of the 3 Science CSAP Exams						487.00		482.33

								Standard Deviation of the 3 Science CSAP's						0.82		2.62

								Variance of (entire) Science Population						0.67		6.89

								The P(Z<=z) two-tail value is equal to:						Not Valid

								Descriptive Statistics		Study		Control

										Group		Group

								Mean		487.00		482.33

								Standard Error		0.58		1.86

								Median		487.00		481.00

								Mode		None		None

								Kurtosis		N/A		N/A

								Skewness		0.00		1.55

								Range		2.00		6.00

								Minimum		486.00		480.00

								Maximum		488.00		486.00

								Sum		1461.00		1447.00

								Count		3.00		3.00

								Largest(1)		488.00		486.00

								Smallest(1)		486.00		480.00

								Confidence Level(95.0%)		2.48		7.99

								z-Test		Study		Control

								Two Sample for Means		Group		Group

								Mean		487.00		482.33

								Known Variance		0.67		6.89

								Observations		3.00		3.00

								Hypothesized Mean Diff.		0.00

								z		Not valid

								P(Z<=z) one-tail		Not valid

								z Critical one-tail		Not valid

								P(Z<=z) two-tail		Not valid

								z Critical two-tail		Not valid

								Note:  Although the population of the Science students being measured exceeds the minimum number

								of thirty required for a z-Test, there are not enough exams to draw any valid conslusions.





1st Graders

		There is no CSAP Data for First Graders

		The following are templates for generating the formulas in Grades 4-12.

		SG Two Row format:						CG Two Row format:

		78%		7				1		50%

		22%		2				1		50%

				9				2

		SG Three Row format:						CG Three Row format:

		0%						2		7%

		100%		2				17		61%

		0%						9		32%

				2				28

		SG Four Row format:						CG Four Row format:

		0%						4		12%

		28%		5				11		33%

		61%		11				18		55%

		11%		2						0%

				18				33

		SG Five Row format:						CG Five Row format:

		9%		1				4		11%

		27%		3				14		37%

		64%		7				19		50%

		0%						1		3%

		0%						1		3%

				11				38

		SG Six Row format:						CG Six Row format:

		13%		2				7		24%

		0%						1		3%

		38%		6				7		24%

		44%		7				14		48%

		6%		1						0%

		0%						1		3%

				16				29

		SG Seven Row format						CG Seven Row format

		25%		2				4		3%

		13%		1				2		1%

		50%		4				71		52%

		13%		1				56		41%

		0%						4		3%

		13%		1						0%

		0%						1		1%

				8				137



&C&"Arial,Bold"CSAP Compilation for Current 1st Graders



2nd Graders

		There is no CSAP Data for Second Graders
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3rd Graders

		There is no CSAP Data for Third Graders
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4th Graders

		2002 CSAP 3rd Grade Reading of Current 4th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1997-1998		Unsatisfactory		15%		22		9		7%

		1997-1998		Partially Proficient		23%		33		32		26%

		1997-1998		Proficient		57%		82		74		61%

		1997-1998		Advanced		4%		6		7		6%

		1997-1998		Not Tested				6		2

				Total Students Tested:				143		122

				Total Scale Score:				77234		67688

				Average Scale Score:				540		555

		2002 CSAP 3rd Grade Writing of Current 4th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1997-1998		Unsatisfactory		10%		14		4		3%

		1997-1998		Partially Proficient		58%		84		63		52%

		1997-1998		Proficient		31%		45		51		42%

		1997-1998		Advanced		1%		1		4		3%

		1997-1998		Not Tested				6		1

				Total Students Tested:				144		122

				Total Scale Score:				63856		55987

				Average Scale Score:				443		459
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5th Graders

		2001 CSAP 3rd Grade Reading of Current 5th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1996-1997		Unsatisfactory		18%		34		22		13%

		1996-1997		Partially Proficient		21%		39		33		19%

		1996-1997		Proficient		56%		104		107		61%

		1996-1997		Advanced		4%		8		12		7%

		1996-1997		Not Tested				1		1

				Total Students Tested:				185		174

				Total Scale Score:				98973		95950

				Average Scale Score:				535		551

		2002 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 5th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1996-1997		Unsatisfactory		19%		29		25		19%

		1996-1997		Partially Proficient		34%		52		39		29%

		1996-1997		Proficient		46%		70		70		52%

		1996-1997		Advanced		1%		1				0%

		1996-1997		Not Tested				2		2

				Total Students Tested:				152		134

				Total Scale Score:				84931		76049

				Average Scale Score:				559		568

		2002 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 5th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1996-1997		Unsatisfactory		13%		19		18		13%

		1996-1997		Partially Proficient		51%		77		68		51%

		1996-1997		Proficient		36%		54		42		31%

		1996-1997		Advanced		1%		2		6		4%

		1996-1997		Not Tested				2		2

				Total Students Tested:				152		134

				Total Scale Score:				70764		63025

				Average Scale Score:				466		470
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6th Graders

		2000 CSAP 3rd Grade Reading of Current 6th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1995-1996		Unsatisfactory		12%		15		15		7%

		1995-1996		Partially Proficient		20%		25		59		26%

		1995-1996		Proficient		65%		83		144		63%

		1995-1996		Advanced		4%		5		10		4%

		1995-1996		Not Tested				3		6

				Total Students Tested:				128		228

				Total Scale Score:				63215		113393

				Average Scale Score:				494		497

		2001 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 6th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1995-1996		Unsatisfactory		13%		17		40		18%

		1995-1996		Partially Proficient		33%		44		65		29%

		1995-1996		Proficient		50%		66		118		52%

		1995-1996		Advanced		4%		5		5		2%

		1995-1996		Not Tested				6		3

				Total Students Tested:				132		228

				Total Scale Score:				75346		130429

				Average Scale Score:				571		572

		2001 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 6th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1995-1996		Unsatisfactory		15%		20		46		21%

		1995-1996		Partially Proficient		56%		73		109		49%

		1995-1996		Proficient		29%		38		66		30%

		1995-1996		Advanced		0%				1		0%

		1995-1996		Not Tested				7		9

				Total Students Tested:				131		222

				Total Scale Score:				65298		111539

				Average Scale Score:				498		502

		2002 CSAP 5th Grade Reading of Current 6th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1995-1996		Unsatisfactory		16%		17		39		19%

		1995-1996		Partially Proficient		29%		31		55		27%

		1995-1996		Proficient		55%		59		101		50%

		1995-1996		Advanced		1%		1		7		3%

		1995-1996		Not Tested				6		5

				Total Students Tested:				108		202

				Total Scale Score:				63544		118403

				Average Scale Score:				588		586

		2002 CSAP 5th Grade Writing of Current 6th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1995-1996		Unsatisfactory		6%		6		18		9%

		1995-1996		Partially Proficient		54%		58		97		48%

		1995-1996		Proficient		39%		42		81		40%

		1995-1996		Advanced		2%		2		7		3%

		1995-1996		Not Tested				6		4

				Total Students Tested:				108		203

				Total Scale Score:				52755		98755

				Average Scale Score:				488		486

		2002 CSAP 5th Grade Math of Current 6th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1995-1996		Unsatisfactory		10%		11		29		14%

		1995-1996		Partially Proficient		40%		43		80		39%

		1995-1996		Proficient		40%		43		61		30%

		1995-1996		Advanced		10%		11		33		16%

		1995-1996		Not Tested				6		4

				Total Students Tested:				108		203

				Total Scale Score:				53123		99377

				Average Scale Score:				492		490
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7th Graders

		1999 CSAP 3rd Grade Reading of Current 7th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1994-1995		Unsatisfactory		13%		12		20		14%

		1994-1995		Partially Proficient		29%		27		38		26%

		1994-1995		Proficient		55%		51		82		55%

		1994-1995		Advanced		3%		3		8		5%

		1994-1995		Not Tested						2

				Total Students Tested:				93		148

				Total Scale Score:				45198		72635

				Average Scale Score:				486		491

		2000 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 7th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1994-1995		Unsatisfactory		12%		12		18		11%

		1994-1995		Partially Proficient		38%		37		65		41%

		1994-1995		Proficient		45%		44		68		43%

		1994-1995		Advanced		4%		4		8		5%

		1994-1995		Not Tested						2

				Total Students Tested:				97		159

				Total Scale Score:				47847		78683

				Average Scale Score:				493		495

		2000 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 7th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1994-1995		Unsatisfactory		27%		25		29		19%

		1994-1995		Partially Proficient		54%		50		74		48%

		1994-1995		Proficient		19%		18		50		32%

		1994-1995		Advanced		0%				1		1%

		1994-1995		Not Tested				3		5

				Total Students Tested:				93		154

				Total Scale Score:				45791		77246

				Average Scale Score:				492		502

		2001 CSAP 5th Grade Reading of Current 7th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1994-1995		Unsatisfactory		14%		14		24		15%

		1994-1995		Partially Proficient		34%		34		47		29%

		1994-1995		Proficient		48%		48		84		52%

		1994-1995		Advanced		3%		3		7		4%

		1994-1995		Not Tested				1

				Total Students Tested:				99		162

				Total Scale Score:				57935		96093

				Average Scale Score:				585		593

		2001 CSAP 5th Grade Math of Current 7th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1994-1995		Unsatisfactory		20%		19		32		20%

		1994-1995		Partially Proficient		42%		41		60		38%

		1994-1995		Proficient		34%		33		55		34%

		1994-1995		Advanced		4%		4		13		8%

		1994-1995		Not Tested				2

				Total Students Tested:				97		160

				Total Scale Score:				45362		75779

				Average Scale Score:				468		474

		2002 CSAP 6th Grade Reading of Current 7th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1994-1995		Unsatisfactory		17%		13		18		12%

		1994-1995		Partially Proficient		22%		17		40		27%

		1994-1995		Proficient		58%		45		79		54%

		1994-1995		Advanced		3%		2		10		7%

		1994-1995		Not Tested				1		5

				Total Students Tested:				77		147

				Total Scale Score:				46087		89041

				Average Scale Score:				599		606

		2002 CSAP 6th Grade Writing of Current 7th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1994-1995		Unsatisfactory		12%		9		14		9%

		1994-1995		Partially Proficient		51%		39		74		49%

		1994-1995		Proficient		34%		26		59		39%

		1994-1995		Advanced		3%		2		4		3%

		1994-1995		Not Tested				2		1

				Total Students Tested:				76		151

				Total Scale Score:				37374		75231

				Average Scale Score:				492		498

		2002 CSAP 6th Grade Math of Current 7th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1994-1995		Unsatisfactory		29%		22		33		22%

		1994-1995		Partially Proficient		29%		22		44		29%

		1994-1995		Proficient		37%		28		58		39%

		1994-1995		Advanced		5%		4		15		10%

		1994-1995		Not Tested				2		1

				Total Students Tested:				76		150

				Total Scale Score:				37329		76240

				Average Scale Score:				491		508
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8th Graders

		1998 CSAP 3rd Grade Reading of Current 8th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1993-1994		Unsatisfactory		18%		10		14		13%

		1993-1994		Partially Proficient		25%		14		34		30%

		1993-1994		Proficient		53%		30		60		54%

		1993-1994		Advanced		5%		3		4		4%

		1993-1994		Not Tested						2

				Total Students Tested:				57		112

				Total Scale Score:				27786		54502

				Average Scale Score:				487		487

		1999 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 8th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1993-1994		Unsatisfactory		13%		8		17		15%

		1993-1994		Partially Proficient		43%		26		45		40%

		1993-1994		Proficient		40%		24		49		43%

		1993-1994		Advanced		3%		2		2		2%

		1993-1994		Not Tested				1

				Total Students Tested:				60		113

				Total Scale Score:				29320		54801

				Average Scale Score:				489		485

		1999 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 8th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1993-1994		Unsatisfactory		24%		14		25		23%

		1993-1994		Partially Proficient		46%		27		59		54%

		1993-1994		Proficient		27%		16		25		23%

		1993-1994		Advanced		3%		2		1		1%

		1993-1994		Not Tested				2		3

				Total Students Tested:				59		110

				Total Scale Score:				29582		54516

				Average Scale Score:				501		496

		2000 CSAP 5th Grade Math of Current 8th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1993-1994		Unsatisfactory		27%		17		24		20%

		1993-1994		Partially Proficient		39%		24		64		54%

		1993-1994		Proficient		29%		18		23		19%

		1993-1994		Advanced		5%		3		8		7%

				Total Students Tested:				62		119

				Total Scale Score:				29222		56195

				Average Scale Score:				471		472

		2001 CSAP 6th Grade Reading of Current 8th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1993-1994		Unsatisfactory		19%		12		19		16%

		1993-1994		Partially Proficient		24%		15		35		29%

		1993-1994		Proficient		52%		32		60		50%

		1993-1994		Advanced		5%		3		5		4%

		1993-1994		Not Tested				2		2

				Total Students Tested:				62		119

				Total Scale Score:				37007		71225

				Average Scale Score:				597		599

		2002 CSAP 7th Grade Reading of Current 8th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1993-1994		Unsatisfactory		19%		10		15		13%

		1993-1994		Partially Proficient		24%		13		40		34%

		1993-1994		Proficient		54%		29		57		49%

		1993-1994		Advanced		4%		2		5		4%

		1993-1994		Not Tested						3

				Total Students Tested:				54		117

				Total Scale Score:				34476		72618

				Average Scale Score:				638		621

		2002 CSAP 7th Grade Writing of Current 8th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1993-1994		Unsatisfactory		4%		2		5		4%

		1993-1994		Partially Proficient		53%		29		53		45%

		1993-1994		Proficient		40%		22		55		47%

		1993-1994		Advanced		4%		2		4		3%

		1993-1994		Not Tested						3

				Total Students Tested:				55		117

				Total Scale Score:				28985		62402

				Average Scale Score:				527		533

		2002 CSAP 7th Grade Math of Current 8th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1993-1994		Unsatisfactory		47%		26		34		29%

		1993-1994		Partially Proficient		25%		14		54		47%

		1993-1994		Proficient		20%		11		22		19%

		1993-1994		Advanced		7%		4		6		5%

		1993-1994		Not Tested						4

				Total Students Tested:				55		116

				Total Scale Score:				27817		60007

				Average Scale Score:				506		517
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9th Graders

		1998 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 9th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1992-1993		Unsatisfactory		22%		8		15		14%

		1992-1993		Partially Proficient		27%		10		46		43%

		1992-1993		Proficient		51%		19		44		42%

		1992-1993		Advanced		0%				1		1%

		1992-1993		Not Tested				1		2

				Total Students Tested:				37		106

				Total Scale Score:				18049		51134

				Average Scale Score:				488		482

		1998 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 9th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1992-1993		Unsatisfactory		22%		7		25		26%

		1992-1993		Partially Proficient		63%		20		47		49%

		1992-1993		Proficient		16%		5		22		23%

		1992-1993		Advanced		0%				2		2%

		1992-1993		Not Tested				1		2

				Total Students Tested:				32		96

				Total Scale Score:				15776		47295

				Average Scale Score:				493		493

		2001 CSAP 7th Grade Reading of Current 9th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1992-1993		Unsatisfactory		5%		2		14		13%

		1992-1993		Partially Proficient		44%		17		32		30%

		1992-1993		Proficient		51%		20		59		55%

		1992-1993		Advanced		0%				3		3%

		1992-1993		Not Tested						4

				Total Students Tested:				39		108

				Total Scale Score:				24491		67126

				Average Scale Score:				628		622

		2001 CSAP 7th Grade Writing of Current 9th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1992-1993		Unsatisfactory		0%				4		4%

		1992-1993		Partially Proficient		76%		28		77		70%

		1992-1993		Proficient		24%		9		29		26%

		1992-1993		Advanced		0%						0%

		1992-1993		Not Tested				2		2

				Total Students Tested:				37		110

				Total Scale Score:				17826		52627

				Average Scale Score:				482		478

		2002 CSAP 8th Grade Reading of Current 9th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1992-1993		Unsatisfactory		9%		3		17		15%

		1992-1993		Partially Proficient		39%		13		27		25%

		1992-1993		Proficient		48%		16		63		57%

		1992-1993		Advanced		3%		1		3		3%

		1992-1993		Not Tested						4

				Total Students Tested:				33		110

				Total Scale Score:				20871		70250

				Average Scale Score:				632		639

		2002 CSAP 8th Grade Writing of Current 9th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1992-1993		Unsatisfactory		3%		1		7		6%

		1992-1993		Partially Proficient		58%		19		60		55%

		1992-1993		Proficient		36%		12		39		35%

		1992-1993		Advanced		3%		1		4		4%

		1992-1993		Not Tested						4

				Total Students Tested:				33		110

				Total Scale Score:				17912		59122

				Average Scale Score:				543		537

		2002 CSAP 8th Grade Math of Current 9th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1992-1993		Unsatisfactory		28%		9		46		42%

		1992-1993		Partially Proficient		59%		19		36		33%

		1992-1993		Proficient		6%		2		24		22%

		1992-1993		Advanced		6%		2		3		3%

		1992-1993		Not Tested				1		5

				Total Students Tested:				32		109

				Total Scale Score:				17146		57625

				Average Scale Score:				536		529

		2002 CSAP 8th Grade Science of Current 9th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1992-1993		Unsatisfactory		21%		7		32		29%

		1992-1993		Partially Proficient		45%		15		39		36%

		1992-1993		Proficient		30%		10		38		35%

		1992-1993		Advanced		3%		1				0%

		1992-1993		Not Tested						5

				Total Students Tested:				33		109

				Total Scale Score:				16096		52473

				Average Scale Score:				488		481
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10th Graders

		1997 CSAP 4th Grade Reading of Current 10th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1991-1992		Unsatisfactory		16%		5		8		10%

		1991-1992		Partially Proficient		34%		11		30		38%

		1991-1992		Proficient		47%		15		38		48%

		1991-1992		Advanced		3%		1		4		5%

				Total Students Tested:				32		80

				Total Scale Score:				15583		39343

				Average Scale Score:				487		492

		1997 CSAP 4th Grade Writing of Current 10th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1991-1992		Unsatisfactory		40%		10		14		22%

		1991-1992		Partially Proficient		48%		12		36		56%

		1991-1992		Proficient		12%		3		12		19%

		1991-1992		Advanced		0%				2		3%

				Total Students Tested:				25		64

				Total Scale Score:				12045		31598

				Average Scale Score:				482		494

		2000 CSAP 7th Grade Reading of Current 10th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1991-1992		Unsatisfactory		19%		7		14		16%

		1991-1992		Partially Proficient		35%		13		33		38%

		1991-1992		Proficient		43%		16		40		46%

		1991-1992		Advanced		3%		1				0%

		1991-1992		Not Tested				1		3

				Total Students Tested:				37		87

				Total Scale Score:				17755		42319

				Average Scale Score:				480		486

		2000 CSAP 7th Grade Writing of Current 10th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1991-1992		Unsatisfactory		3%		1		3		3%

		1991-1992		Partially Proficient		63%		22		59		69%

		1991-1992		Proficient		34%		12		24		28%

		1991-1992		Advanced		0%						0%

		1991-1992		Not Tested				2		4

				Total Students Tested:				35		86

				Total Scale Score:				17025		41918

				Average Scale Score:				486		487

		2001 CSAP 8th Grade Reading of Current 10th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1991-1992		Unsatisfactory		13%		5		10		11%

		1991-1992		Partially Proficient		32%		12		21		24%

		1991-1992		Proficient		53%		20		51		59%

		1991-1992		Advanced		3%		1		5		6%

		1991-1992		Not Tested				1		2

				Total Students Tested:				38		87

				Total Scale Score:				24117		55581

				Average Scale Score:				635		639

		2001 CSAP 8th Grade Math of Current 10th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1991-1992		Unsatisfactory		34%		13		32		37%

		1991-1992		Partially Proficient		37%		14		37		43%

		1991-1992		Proficient		24%		9		15		17%

		1991-1992		Advanced		5%		2		3		3%

		1991-1992		Not Tested				1		2

				Total Students Tested:				38		87

				Total Scale Score:				18433		42320

				Average Scale Score:				485		486

		2001 CSAP 8th Grade Science of Current 10th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1991-1992		Unsatisfactory		24%		9		20		23%

		1991-1992		Partially Proficient		37%		14		36		42%

		1991-1992		Proficient		37%		14		28		33%

		1991-1992		Advanced		3%		1		2		2%

		1991-1992		Not Tested				1		3

				Total Students Tested:				38		86

				Total Scale Score:				18498		41831

				Average Scale Score:				487		486

		2002 CSAP 9th Grade Reading of Current 10th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1991-1992		Unsatisfactory		11%		4		7		8%

		1991-1992		Partially Proficient		34%		12		22		26%

		1991-1992		Proficient		49%		17		50		60%

		1991-1992		Advanced		6%		2		5		6%

		1991-1992		Not Tested						2

				Total Students Tested:				35		84

				Total Scale Score:				22765		54753

				Average Scale Score:				650		652

		2002 CSAP 9th Grade Writing of Current 10th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1991-1992		Unsatisfactory		9%		3		4		5%

		1991-1992		Partially Proficient		46%		16		46		54%

		1991-1992		Proficient		43%		15		34		40%

		1991-1992		Advanced		3%		1		1		1%

		1991-1992		Not Tested						1

				Total Students Tested:				35		85

				Total Scale Score:				19181		46529

				Average Scale Score:				548		547

		2002 CSAP 9th Grade Math of Current 10th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1991-1992		Unsatisfactory		49%		17		39		47%

		1991-1992		Partially Proficient		26%		9		28		34%

		1991-1992		Proficient		26%		9		14		17%

		1991-1992		Advanced		0%				2		2%

		1991-1992		Not Tested						2

				Total Students Tested:				35		83

				Total Scale Score:				19243		45668

				Average Scale Score:				550		550
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11th Graders

		1999 CSAP 7th Grade Reading of Current 11th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1990-1991		Unsatisfactory		17%		5		9		12%

		1990-1991		Partially Proficient		28%		8		27		35%

		1990-1991		Proficient		52%		15		41		53%

		1990-1991		Advanced		3%		1				0%

		1990-1991		Not Tested				2		2

				Total Students Tested:				29		77

				Total Scale Score:				14264		37836

				Average Scale Score:				492		491

		1999 CSAP 7th Grade Writing of Current 11th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1990-1991		Unsatisfactory		0%						0%

		1990-1991		Partially Proficient		66%		19		51		70%

		1990-1991		Proficient		31%		9		22		30%

		1990-1991		Advanced		3%		1				0%

		1990-1991		Not Tested				2		6

				Total Students Tested:				29		73

				Total Scale Score:				14426		35758

				Average Scale Score:				497		490

		2000 CSAP 8th Grade Math of Current 11th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1990-1991		Unsatisfactory		52%		14		36		43%

		1990-1991		Partially Proficient		30%		8		36		43%

		1990-1991		Proficient		15%		4		9		11%

		1990-1991		Advanced		4%		1		3		4%

		1990-1991		Not Tested				2

				Total Students Tested:				27		84

				Total Scale Score:				12761		39809

				Average Scale Score:				473		474

		2000 CSAP 8th Grade Science of Current 11th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1990-1991		Unsatisfactory		33%		9		19		23%

		1990-1991		Partially Proficient		33%		9		37		45%

		1990-1991		Proficient		33%		9		26		32%

		1990-1991		Advanced		0%						0%

		1990-1991		Not Tested				2

				Total Students Tested:				27		82

				Total Scale Score:				13130		39329

				Average Scale Score:				486		480

		2001 CSAP 9th Grade Reading of Current 11th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1990-1991		Unsatisfactory		7%		2		10		13%

		1990-1991		Partially Proficient		18%		5		15		19%

		1990-1991		Proficient		71%		20		53		66%

		1990-1991		Advanced		4%		1		2		3%

		1990-1991		Not Tested				2

				Total Students Tested:				28		80

				Total Scale Score:				18332		52299

				Average Scale Score:				655		654

		2002 CSAP 10th Grade Reading of Current 11th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1990-1991		Unsatisfactory		12%		3		8		10%

		1990-1991		Partially Proficient		28%		7		15		18%

		1990-1991		Proficient		48%		12		59		71%

		1990-1991		Advanced		12%		3		1		1%

		1990-1991		Not Tested				1		2

				Total Students Tested:				25		83

				Total Scale Score:				16667		56209

				Average Scale Score:				667		677

		2002 CSAP 10th Grade Writing of Current 11th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1990-1991		Unsatisfactory		8%		2		5		6%

		1990-1991		Partially Proficient		44%		11		43		52%

		1990-1991		Proficient		44%		11		33		40%

		1990-1991		Advanced		4%		1		2		2%

		1990-1991		Not Tested				1		2

				Total Students Tested:				25		83

				Total Scale Score:				14147		46589

				Average Scale Score:				566		561

		2002 CSAP 10th Grade Math of Current 11th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1990-1991		Unsatisfactory		42%		10		38		45%

		1990-1991		Partially Proficient		46%		11		37		44%

		1990-1991		Proficient		13%		3		9		11%

		1990-1991		Advanced		0%						0%

		1990-1991		Not Tested				1		1

				Total Students Tested:				24		84

				Total Scale Score:				13568		47179

				Average Scale Score:				565		562
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12th Graders

		2001 CSAP 10th Grade Reading of Current 12th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1989-1990		Unsatisfactory		7%		1		11		19%

		1989-1990		Partially Proficient		13%		2		18		32%

		1989-1990		Proficient		80%		12		27		47%

		1989-1990		Advanced		0%				1		2%

				Total Students Tested:				15		57

				Total Scale Score:				10142		37471

				Average Scale Score:				676		657

		2001 CSAP 10th Grade Writing of Current 12th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1989-1990		Unsatisfactory		0%				3		5%

		1989-1990		Partially Proficient		67%		10		33		60%

		1989-1990		Proficient		33%		5		12		22%

		1989-1990		Advanced		0%				7		13%

		1989-1990		Not Tested						2

				Total Students Tested:				15		55

				Total Scale Score:				7144		26209

				Average Scale Score:				476		477

		2001 CSAP 10th Grade Math of Current 12th Graders

		Head Start		CSAP		Percent		Study		Control		Percent

		SchoolYear		Performance		of S. G.		Group		Group		of C. G.

		1989-1990		Unsatisfactory		67%		10		34		61%

		1989-1990		Partially Proficient		33%		5		19		34%

		1989-1990		Proficient		0%				3		5%

		1989-1990		Advanced		0%						0%

				Total Students Tested:				15		56

				Total Scale Score:				7145		26422

				Average Scale Score:				476		472
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