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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Ol ey Resrffo ter Ak » = v« -+ || Soskns Rereeness e MAER Acfovemsm s

¢ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Alabama (Public
Alabama was 253. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [ 133) ‘i 45 T o}
different’ from the average score in 2002 (253), and was not 2002 : - 1
found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 [ Ja5] 1 42 I Y
1998 (255).

Nation {Public)

o Alabama's average score (253) in 2003 was lower than that of 2003 a7 n T 3

the nation’s public schools (261).

Porcentage below Bask and at Basii Percentage af Profiisnt and
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 O B L pamege  Frerent et

eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in @helow Busic [ Basic [ Proficent T Advanced
Alabama were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not
significantly different from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 42 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels

corresponding fo the following points: Below Basi, 242 ot lower; Busic 243-280;
o The percentage of students in Alabama who performed at or Profident, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 22 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(21 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (22 percent).

{BerformancelofNAERJReportinglGroups)infAlabama o \
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 246 42 41 16 1
Female 50 261 28 44 25 2
White 63 262 25 46 28 2
Black 35 237 54 37 9 #
Hispanic 1 --- -— - - —
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - -— —— -— -—
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - -— —— -— -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 48 241 48 40 11 #
Not eligible 521 265 23 44 30 3
JAveragelScorelGaps]BetweeniSelectedGroup STling l ReadingjScalejScoresiatiSelectedIRercentiles ey
o In 2003, male students in Alabama had an average score that 500J’ Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (15 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 280’ 7 751k
- zé.__,_, o=l 75
1998 (11 polnts). 270 278 77 m
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 260 257
than that of Black students (26 points). This performance gap ZW 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (28 points). 250
40
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 2 0 25th
for Hispanic students in Alabama. 2;0 < 231 232
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price z p=
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap J - -
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (24 points). 98 02°03
Weeem Acominodations were not permitted
O===1 Acommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing stalistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared o previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.
#"Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework readlng for
merary expenence to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP readlng scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Overel) Rerxti Resviie for Albste Sorm Rereanesp 8 AEP Adifsvemelenwds |
. . Maska (Publio
e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Alaska was 256. 2003 [ gﬁ} | 40 W R
© Alaska's average score (256) in 2003 was lower' than that of Nation (Public)
the nation’s public schools (261). 2003 [__fe ] 42 e I3
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentage helow Bosk and ot Bask Percentage ot Profkiert and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanced
Alaska were higher than those in 5 jurisdictions, not Obelow Bask [ Basic O Proficlent Q3 Advanced
significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 36 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges fram 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
o The percentage of students in Alaska who performed at or corresponding Lo the following points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 27 percent in 2003. The Profident, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage of students in Alaska who performed at or above
the Basic ievel was 67 percent.

Rerformancelof[NAERIReporting[GroupsTintAlas ko NN TS A AT AR Ar
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reportinggroups =~ _of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 250 | 39 | 39 20 2
Female 49 263 | 281 41 28 | 4
White 58 | 268 | 211 42 32 4
Black 4 249 40 47 12 1
Hispanic 4] 246 44 39 17 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 61 253 | 361 41 221 1
American Indian/Alaska Native 26T 235 56 1 331} 11 | #
“Freelreduced-price school lunch

Eligible 25 | 239 | 511 36 12 #

Not eligible 651 263 | 27 1 41 29} 3

AR Sse Caps Barean Sl Oremps « - | | Roading Serlk Seeres ek Selosted Reresiils

Scale Score Distribution

o In 2003, male students in Alaska had an average score that

was lower than that of female students (13 points). This 25th 50th 75th
performance gap was not significantly different from that of the Percentile  Percentile  Percentile
Nation (11 points). Alaska 2324 260 | 283 |

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher |1 Nation (Public) 240 264 286

than that of Black students (19 points). This performance gap
was narrower than that of the Nation (27 points).

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher || An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500 NAEP

than that of Hispanic students (21 points). This performance reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at lower,
gap was not significantly different from that of the Nation (27 middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed. For example,
points). the data above show that 75 percent of students in public schools

nationally scored below 286, and 75 percent of students in Alaska

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price scored below 283.

school lunch had an average score that was higher than that
of students who were eligible (24 points). This performance
gap was not significantly different from that of the Nation (25

points).
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from Alaska. 1 Significantly higher than, { lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educahonal Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: readlng for
Ilterary experlence to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

overallReadIng ResuURSIC Atizon N PernE e NATP Ao Lo -«

Atizone (Puhh()

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Arizona was 255. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [FB. ] 45 s A
different’ from the average score in 2002 (257), and was lower 2007 [ 320 45 T A
than the average score in 1998 (260). 2003 [ T 11 37§ 2

o Arizona's average score (255) in 2003 was lower than that of Natlon {Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 2003 TR ] 7 3

o Ofthe 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Porcentage below Bask and at Basic  Percentage at Profkient and
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advanced
Arizona were higher than those in 4 jurisdictions, not Cibelow Basic O Basic  © Proficient EJ Advanced

significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 37 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scole ronges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels

o The percentage of students in Arizona who performed at or corresponding to the following points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 25 percent in 2003. This Proficent, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(23 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (27 percent).

RerformancelofiNAERIReporting|Groups]iATIZON RN T
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 251 38 41 20 1
Female 49 260 29 42 27 2
White 51 268 20 44 34 3
Black 5 245 48 36 16 #
Hispanic 36 240 49 39 11 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 - --- - e ---
American Indian/Alaska Native 6 238 55 37 8 #
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 38 241 49 40 11 1
Not eligible 50 265 23 43 32 2
e S G Betresn Sehed Craps | || Reeadlng Seello Seeres 66 Sallster) Rexsenilss
o In 2003, male students in Arizona had an average score that 500 Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (10 points). This " 283
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 230' 75th
1998 (10 points). 270 2233 779 28)
63 *
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 260 O 50th
than that of Black students (24 points). This performance gap 62 759 259
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (21 points). B0 ggye 251k
t
o |n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 20 24%"‘\)-‘3
than that of Hispanic students (28 points). This performance 230 235933
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). 220
@ |n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price T
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - -
students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap 98 02'03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (23 points). W =unel Accomnodations were not permitted
[me(} Accominodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. { Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 *Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the *Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.

5 BEST COPYAVA&LALE



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Nation's Report Card Arkansas
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP readlng scale ranges from 0 to 500.

o |n 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Arkansas (Public)

Arkansas was 258. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [_ooER 43 XTI )
different® from the average score in 2002 (260), and was not POLT S S5 I | 45 2%  §12
found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 | F20 | 43 %95 2
1998 (256).
Nation {Public)
o Arkansas' average score (258) in 2003 was lower than that of 2003 ] 7] w7 []3
the nation’s public schools (261).

Percentoge below Bask and at Bosi Petconlage al Profhient and
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 erentage Below Baskanc af Jesie A:::,‘:«:j” ol

eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in O below Basic O Basic O Proficent 3 Advanced
Arkansas were higher than those in 7 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 34 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ronges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

corresponding fo the following points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
o The percentage of students in Arkansas who performed at or Profirient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 ot above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 27 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(27 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (23 percent).

BertomancCUNAE BIREROR \i o= T :
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 254 34 43 22 1
Female 49 263 26 44 28 3
White 73 266 21 46 30 3
Black 22 232 58 35 6 #
Hispanic 3 257 32 43 24 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 46 250 39 41 18 1
Not eligible 49 267 20 46 32 3
JAveragelScorelGaps]BetweeniSelectedIGroups] I Readinglocalelscorestatiselected]percentiles
o In 2003, male students in Arkansas had an average score that 500} Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (9 points). This -
performance gap was not significantly different from that of D_‘_____._o-c
1998 (11 points). Z’;z oo 283283 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 260 2.._.5,9‘,___,.-—-&-43 soth
than that of Black students (33 points). This performance gap 63 75y 0!
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (29 points). 250 23
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 1o 0""'——3??;37 25th
for Hispanic students in Arkansas in 1998. 230 236
e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price OT
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 8 0203
students who were eligible (17 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (21 points). Wessl Accommodations were not permitted
OF====) Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum o totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available® category for Free/freduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

T —

[oYeraiReading ResuitslogCaliforn AR tiaentpercentaglaiNAE EYAChievemenquerels

@ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Cafforala (Public

California was 251. This was not found to be significantly 1998 Lz §1

different’ from the average score in 2002 (250), and was not 2002 | 2 1

found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 [T j39) I 39 x20 1] 2

1998 (252).

) ) Nation {Public)

o California's average score (251) in 2003 was lower than that of 2003 —— 17 ek

the nation's public schools (261).

Percentage below Bask and at Bosi Percentage al Proficient ard

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 orceninge befow Bask ane al Besit A:h"::;:ge forerar

eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in D below Basic Dl Bosic T Proficient O Advenced
California were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not
significantly different from those in 6 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 45 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale renges from 0 to 509, with the achievement levels

corresponding to the following points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
@ The percentage of students in California who performed at or Profitient, 281-327; Advonced, 323 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 22 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(20 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (21 percent).

RerlomEnes I Ryperhg Cremps et~ . - ¢ e
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 247 42 38 19 1
Female 49 255 35 40 22 3
White 35 265 24 43 30 4
Black 9 239 52 37 11 #
Hispanic 41 237 54 35 10 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 13 266 24 40 33 4

ican Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - — - —

duced-price school lunch

Eligible 42 237 53 35 12 #

Not eligible 46 264 25 42 29 3
Ayvereae Seare Ceps Rireen Sl Gramps o | | | Reading Srel Setes ed Sbeisd Rareenilzs . %
© 1In 2003, male students in California had an average score that 500’1/ Percentiles

was lower than that of female students (8 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 280’ 77 751
- Dbyl 75
1998 (6 points). 270 27 276 278 h
¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 260 255
than that of Black students (26 points). This performance gap [= S . ]
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). 250 | 254 283254
o |n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 20 32 25th
than that of Hispanic students (29 points). This performance 20 M
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). 220 § w
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :r
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - -
students who were eligible (27 points). This performance gap 98 02°03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (32 points). ===l Accommodotions were not permitted

[ee==s=a]  Accommodotions were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0~500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. | Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the *Information not available® category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are catculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional resuits and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card Colorado
State R d : : Grade 8
e a n g 2003 ’ Pubfic Schools
=y L ____Bnepshet Repest .  EES SIAEHEER
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.
joverall[ReadingjResultslfoColorad o NNNGGNGNING | Lo tudentiRercentagelaiNAE JAChievement :
e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Colorada (PM‘? E— - .,
Colorado was 268. This was higher’ than the average score in 1998 [l i TR )
1998 (264). 2003 [ ] a2 Y]
o Colorado's average score (268) in 2003 was higher than that of Nation {Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 2003 [ oea. 1 42 27 I3
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions® that participated in the 2003 Porcotage below Bask and af Basic  Percentage ol Profident and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advonced
Colorado were higher than those in 23 jurisdictions, not Obelow Basic () Basic [ Proficient £ Advanced
significantly different from those in 27 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 2 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scole ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
o The percentage of students in Colorado who performed at or corresponding 1o the following points: Below Basiq, 242 or lower; Bask, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 36 percent in 2003. This Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was greater than that in 1998 (30 percent).
RerformancelofiNAERIReportinglGroups]injColorado e 2 i
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students _Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 262 27 44 27 2
[Female . 49 274 18 39 | 37 6
White 70 2751 15 41] 38 51
Black 6 249 40 43 15 1
Hispanic 20 247 43 43 13 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 275 16 37 42 6
_American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - .- - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 26 250 40 43 15 1
Not eligible 72 274 | 16 41} 38 57
Lyveresp Seere Caps Caiwsen Selasid Grps RS anoiscalescotesratoelectedRercentilesyl
e In 2003, male students in Colorado had an average score that SOO,L Porcentiles
was lower than that of female students (12 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 20| s
1998 (12 paints). - BM 751
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 278 %4
than that of Black students (26 points). This performance gap 0—“’—""2‘29 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (22 points). 260 266
245
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 0 OpmmemtiezmeCl 9 54y
than that of Hispanic students (27 points). This performance ue ) s 1%
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (26 points). ,l/
e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 0 08 03
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of
students who were eligible (25 points). This performance gap Becadl Acommodations were not permitted
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (21 points). O] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments,

2" jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions {such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.govinationsreporicare s/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, tute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 1998 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card

) Connecticut

s> Reading 2003 | it
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Ol Rty Refe trCemmtsfat” ~ ~ * 7 || Sk Rereenern e MAER Adveneik bevels -

Connecticut {Public)

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Connecticut was 267. This was not found to be significantly 1998 LA 4l B T <
different® from the average score in 2002 (267), and was lower 2002 2 | 39 . 33 4
than the average score in 1998 (270). 2003 I | 40 Y] 3

o Connecticut's average score (267) in 2003 was higher than that Nation {Public}
of the nation's public schools (261). 2003 [ FUF 9 32 T 008 )] 3

[} Qf the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Porcentage below Besk and of Basic  Percantage ai Profiienr and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advomed

Connecticut were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not Clbelow Basic O Basic 0 Proficient £ Advanced
significantly different from those in 27 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 4 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NALP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

o The percentage of students in Connecticut who performed at or corresponding to the loflowing points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Basic 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 37 percent in 2003. This Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(37 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (40 percent).

T SRR Py Y R P 3 F e i T o e o R i aELTL e el o S e . s
Reitomenss e NAEP Repaithy Goips weehesian © & = * % & & & » -4 b & soe -]
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
_Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 262 28 41 29 3
Female 50 273 19 39 36 6
White 71 275 16 39 39 6
Black 14 244 46 42 12 #
Hispanic 11 244 45 41 13 #
Asian/Pacific |slander 3 282 | 12 34 43 11
American Indian/Alaska Native #1 - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 25 245 44 41 14
Not eligible 71 275 17 39 38 6
ScorelGapsiBetween]SelectedlGroupsy | Reading S Seeres £h Selssted) Rereeniles - -
o |n 2003, male students in Connecticut had an average score 500/‘, Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (11 points). This 294
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 200 | By 75th
1998 (12 points). 280 3795; 0 M
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 5"“"‘==-—o=a 50th
than that of Black students (31 points). This performance gap 23 270 270
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (32 points). 260 | 252+ 25th
o |n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 250
than that of Hispanic students (31 points). This performance 0 45245
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). T
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 0 08 0103
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 9
students who were eligible (30 points). This performance gap ®es=@ Accommodations were not permitted
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (27 points). === Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

T

DDESS (Public}

@ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

DDESS was 269. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [ 39 1 - 32 3
different* from the average score in 2002 (272), and was not 2002 (W33 49 36 n 1
found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 T 4 T
1998 (268).
DoDEA/DDESS' (269) in 2003 was higher th Nation {Puli

¢ Do average score in was higher than 200 [ W M 7 2
that of the nation's public schools (261). — i

bel d at Bosi K

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percantage below Bosk and of Busic ::,:::::50 at Proficont ard

eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Qbelow Bosic 0 Basic [ Proficient T Advanced

DDESS were higher than those in 28 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 22 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 2 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels

corresponding to the following points: Below Basi, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
@ The percentage of students in DoDEA/DDESS who performed Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or ahove.
at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 37 percent in 2003.
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (37 percent), and was not found to be significantly
different from 1998 (39 percent).

Py

PerieimEnes ¢ MAEP Rpaiing Srars (hEEESS | oy . I T,
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 2611} 271 45 26 2
Female 49 278 11 42 42 5
White 40 280 11 39 45 5
Black 25 255 30 51 18 1
Hispanic 23 268 21 41 34 4
Asian/Pacific Islander 7 - - — - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 26 262 23 . 51 23 3
Not eligible 56 270 18 41 37 3
SCorelGaps) Seed@rrps ||| Reading Seelb Seares e Seflseted Foreenilss
o In 2003, male students in DoODEA/DDESS had an average 500/L Porcentiles
score that was lower than that of female students (17 points). g
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of 300’
1998 (6 points). 20 | Hr———cmg 75t
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 280 290 291
than that of Black students (26 points). This performance gap 7
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). 70| o= Pig U
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 20 m
than that of Hispanic students (13 points). This performance 250 58, 251l
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (2 points). 240 B 26
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :l’
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - -
students who were eligible (8 points). This performance gap 98 02'03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (15 points). Wesuam Acommodations were not permitied
De==(1 Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the *Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are catculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework reading for
Ilterary experlence to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Ol sy ResiB er GBS | [ Sorlemk PoreeniEm et bIAT AIoverent (ol

¢ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in DoDDS (Public

DoDDS was 273. This was not found to be significantly 1998 I 43 220 5H
different® from the average score in 2002 (273), and was higher 2002 [HE] 49 .38 B
than the average score in 1998 (269). 2003 [ 2N 46 YRS

e DoDEA/DoDDS' average score (273) in 2003 was higher than Nation {Public}
that of the nation's public schools (261). 2003 W] 2 713

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Parcontoge below Bosk and of Basle  Percontoge af Proficdent and
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advomed
DoDDS were higher than those in 49 jurisdictions, and not Qlbelow Basic T3 Basic O3 Proficient T Advanced
significantly different from those in 3 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students in DoODEA/DoDDS who performed NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels
at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 40 percent in 2003. corresponding to the following points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above,

2002 (40 percent), and was not found to be significantly
different from 1998 (37 percent).

perormancelol NAERIReportinglGroups]in|DoDBSE MR- Sl e
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 269 17 49 32 2
Female ) 49 277 121 42 42 4
White 511 277 10 44 42 4
Black 191 260 25 53 21 1
Hispanic 101 269 19 46 31 4
Asian/Pacific Islander 10 272 14 48 36 2
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - -—- - --- -
Lsvergp Seare Caps oo Sibsd G ||| Resdhig Sels Seevss &b Seleed)
o In 2003, male students in DODEA/DoDDS had an average SOOJ’ Percentiles
score that was lower than that of female students (8 points).
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290 D——-—O"O 75th
1998 (9 points). 80 )l 21292
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher m zg__,,u—-——z%-c 50th
than that of Black students (17 points). This performance gap 71 m
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (19 points). 260 29+ 753
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher %0 249° 255 25th
than that of Hispanic students (8 points). This performance gap 240
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (12 points). ,r
o Data for free/reduced-price school lunch were not available in 0 8 0203
DoDDS at grade 8 to compare gaps across assessment years.
Wese8 Acomnodotions were not permitted
Dusmeel] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared lo previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum lo totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additiona! results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

OyeralllReading]ResultsifoyDelawarc || St Persenter e NAER Asiioveiemt Level

Delaware {Publiq)

@ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Delaware was 265. This was lower" than the average score in 1998 |
2002 (267), and was higher than the average score in 1998 2002
(254). 2003
e Delaware's average score (265) in 2003 was higher than that of Nation {Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 2003 W] 2 A
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Parcentage below Bask and f Bosic  Percentage f Prefiiear axd
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advarced
Delaware were higher than those in 20 jurisdictions, not Clbelow Basic [ Bosic [ Proficient 1 Advanced

significantly different from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 16 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ronges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

o The percentage of students in Delaware who performed at or corresponding to the following points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Busic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 31 percent in 2003, This Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(33 percent), and was greater than that in 1998 (23 percent).

N 23 3
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 260 | 281 46 24 2
Female 48 270 18 45 33 3
White 63 273 151 46 37 3
Black 27 248 40 47 13 #
Hispanic 6 246 40 48 13 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 281 13 35 42 10
American Indian/Alaska Native # -— - - — -—
Freelreduced-price school lunch ~— 7
Eligible 33 250 39 45 15 1
Not eligible 58 | 27111 15 1 47 35 3

(N Breere Crps Ceinean Srleeed Grups - | || Reseiing Seels Seoras tn Sclteed opoeniles |
¢ In 2003, male students in Delaware had an average score that 500,1/ Percentiles

was lower than that of female students (10 points). This g

performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290” -

1998 (12 points). 280 | Bm"Ta7 28 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher a0 | P9

than that of Black students (24 points). This performance gap 258¢ 29

was not significantly different from that of 1998 (28 points). 260 /)337 50th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher BOY 255 749

than that of Hispanic students (27 points). This performance 20| 233¢ %5 |

gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (15 points). 230 251 23t

220

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price "
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of -z
students who were eligible (21 points). This performance gap OT
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (24 points). !

98 '02'03

Weesd Accommodations were not permitted
Clesmma] - Accommodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003, 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes, NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2~ Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the “Information not available™ category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/inces.ed.gov/nationsre portcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

District of Columbia was 239. This was not found to be 1998
significantly different® from the average score in 2002 (240), 002
and was not found to be significantly different from the average 2003
score in 1998 (236).

Nation {Public)
e District of Columbia's average score (239) in 2003 was lower 2003

than that of the nation's public schools (261).
S - . Percantage below Basi and a1 Bas/ 2 Profi d
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 ercontage below Besicand at Husle A$::3°a' ofkdent an

eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in B below Basic [ Basic Proficient B Advenced
District of Columbia were lower than those in 52 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students in District of Columbia who NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
performed at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 10 corresponding to the following points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Busic, 243-280;
percent in 2003. This percentage was not found to be Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

significantly different from 2002 (10 percent), and was not
found to be significantly different from 1998 (11 percent).

Percentage  Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic  Proficient Advanced
Male 48 231 62 31 7 1
Female 52 245 45 42 11 1
White 3 -
Black 88 236 55 37 7 #
Hispanic 8 240 49 39 1" #
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - -— -— - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
' Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 571 232 61 33 6 #
Not eligible 30 248 44 39 14 3
o In 2003, male students in District of Columbia had an average 5ggJ’ Percentiles
score that was lower than that of female students (14 points). %3
This performance gap was not significantly different from that of 260 Do ] 5th
1998 (12 points). 250 2062 262 262
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 240 2%7—______,0,0
for White students compared to Black students in District of 241241 50th
Columbia. 30 w
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate m ZM 2%th
for White students compared to Hispanic students in District of 210 ' n
Columbia. 208 3
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :r :
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of ¢
students who were eligible (16 points). This performance gap ‘98 ‘02'03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). Bee=- Acommodations were not permitted
O} Accommodutions were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. - Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Ovarl Readhy Roals r Feddn Sttt Poreentes 68 NATP Adifovement Leves

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Florida {Public

Florida was 257. This was not found to be significantly (LTI O 2 I | 4 BT L
different’ from the average score in 2002 (261), and was not 2002 | 43 EE I B
found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 [ R 5 ] T B
1998 (255).
Nation {Public)
o Florida’s average score (257) in 2003 was lower than that of 2003 ¥ 2 a7 7 13
the nation’s public schools (261).

Percentage below Bask and at Basi Percantage at Profkient asd
o Ofthe 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 B i e

eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in below Basic [ Basic (3 Proficient [ Advanced
Florida were higher than those in 5 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 36 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels

corresponding to the following points: Below Basi, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
o The percentage of students in Florida who performed at or Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 27 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(29 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (23 percent).

Bertormene ¢ AEP Repeiing Cros ok - o ; .

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 251 39 40 20 1
Female 51 263 26 42 29 3
White 511 268 21 42 33 4
Black 271 239 52 38 10 1
Hispanic 19 251 38 43 18 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 --- — - — -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - -— -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 46 245 45 39 15 1
Not eligible 49 267 22 43 32 3
¥ ANET T o ey o T e sy N
e e oelocoracanaBerneeniselectedicrour IR | [RE20 nofo calsts corestaoelected | Rercentilc I
o In 2003, male students in Florida had an average score that 500,L Percentilos
was lower than that of female students (12 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290’
. . 280 | B8 75tk
o 1n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 79
than that of Black students (29 points). This performance gap 257
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (28 points). 260 ) 2647, soth
e |n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 250
than that of Hispanic students (17 points). This performance 0] 9m 240
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (17 points). B0 3, 23 25th
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 220 |
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of z
students who were eligible (22 points). This performance gap OT
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (24 points). '98 0203
Wesedl Accommodations were not permitied
Dpememet] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulling in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jyrisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the “Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary expenence to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

[OyeraliReading]ResultslodGeorgia et | e Rersentass e NAER AXREmEm Level
o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Georglu (Public)

Georgia was 258. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [ 23] B! 43

different’ from the average score in 2002 (258), and was not P17 S O SO | 4

found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 o BT 43

1998 (257).

Nation {Public)

o Georgia's average score (258) in 2003 was lower than that of 2003 SO 5 I | 7 B i

the nation's public schools {261).
o Ofthe 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Poreniogoblow Baskcandof Bsic - Porcnlogo af rfiden nd

eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Obelow Basic O Basic O Profident 0 Advanced
Georgia were higher than those in 7 jurisdictions, not

significantly different from those in 10 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 35 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

corresponding 1o the following points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Busic, 243-280;
o The percentage of students in Georgia who performed at or Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 26 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(26 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (25 percent).

P

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

_Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 253 37 41 21 1
Female 50 263 24 46 28 2
White 54 268 19 45 34 2
Black 39 244 46 42 12 #
Hispanic 4 245 45 40 15 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 265 30 32 34 5
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - o -
Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 41 243 46 42 12
Not eligible 54 269 18 44 35 3
JaveragelScorelCaps]BetweenlSelected[Groups} | Reering Seel Seores ek Saleatd Forezniles
¢ In 2003, male students in Georgia had an average score that 500,L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (10 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 280 D,_____.o..q 75th
1998 (10 points). 270 2821282
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 260 759 sath
than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap 2% 261 260 f
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (27 points). 250
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 10 o—sw-——gfzg) 25th
for Hispanic students in Georgia in 1998. 230
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price OT
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T8 0203
students who were eligible (26 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (28 points). Besadl Accommodations were not pelmiﬁed
De=e===(] Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOQTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "information not avaitable” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statisticat comparisons are calcutated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

@il Cending Reuio for (e~ = - & v - Sitnd PersenegD MNP AdveRemig

¢ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Hawall {Public

Hawaii was 251. This was not found to be significantly different’ wee [ OF 0 40
from the average score in 2002 (252), and was not found to be 2000 Lo EBC ] 4°
significantly different from the average score in 1998 (249). 2003 [ %D 1 39
o Hawaii's average score (251) in 2003 was lower than that of Notion {Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 2003 | I =TS T 3
[} Qf the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Pertantage below Bask md of Bask  Parcentoye ol Froficent and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advonced
Hawaii were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not significantly Clbelow Basic O Basic [ Proficient T3 Advanced

different from those in 5 jurisdictions, and lower than those in

46 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ronges from 0 to 500, with the ochievement levels

o The percentage of students in Hawaii who performed at or corresponding to the following points; Below Basic, 242 or lower; Busi¢, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 22 percent in 2003. This Proficdient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(20 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (19 percent).

Rerformancelof]NAERIReportinglGroupstinftiawail R

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 245 46 36 16 1
Female 49 258 32 42 23 3
White 15 259 K 38 27 4
Black 2 - e - - -
Hispanic 2 249 41 32 26 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 70 249 41 40 18 1
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 42 240 51 37 12 1
Not ellglble 57 259 30 41 26 3

o In 2003, male students in Hawaii had an average score that 500/L Percentiles

was lower than that of female students (14 points). This

performanceT gap was not significantly different from that of 280’

1998 (15 points). 270 cp—c—-—é%-ﬁ’ 75th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 260

for Black students in Hawaii. n50 5‘“"’——;?5-2?4 50th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate | 2

for Hispanic students in Hawaii in 1998. 230
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 270 9% 2sih

school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of J

students who were eligible (19 points). This performance gap «]/

was not significantly different from that of 1998 (16 points). 0

'98 '02'03

®=esdl Acommodotions wese not permitied
D===0 Ac«ominodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufiicient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 ~Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price funch is not displayed.
Statlstlcal comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percenlages

SOURCE u.s. Departmenl of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

T T - = — TR 0 ] = —— — — o i - T
el e ReiB tr e & - || sosemRersenttgs 6 AR Asfenens Love
¢ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Hdabo (Public _
Idaho was 264. This was not found to be significantly different’ 2002 = 46 il 1
from the average score in 2002 (266). ws TR T 1] B2

o Idaho's average score (264) in 2003 was higher than that of the Ratiou (Public}
nation’s public schools (261). 003 [ ¥ 42 a3

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentage below Bosk and af Basfc Percentage ot Profident and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanced
Idaho were higher than those in 18 jurisdictions, not I below Basic ) Bask [ Profiient T Advanced

significantly different from those in 19 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 15 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP recding scole ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

o The percentage of students in Idaho who performed at or corresponding to the followlng points: Below Basic 242 or lower; Basic 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent in 2003. This Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(34 percent).

Rerernenes G AR Reperiig @ th e~ R T

Percentage Average Percéﬁtage of students ‘at‘

_Reporting groups o of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 258 29 45 25 1
Female 50 271 18 1 43 35 4
White 87 267 21 44 32 3
Black # - - - - —
Hispanic 10 242 47 42 11 #
Asian/Pacific |slander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - -— -— - -
“Freeireduced-price school lunch -
Eligible 34 1
Not eligible 18 4
fAVerageiScore]GapsiBetweeniSel RdINgISCalelSCOres)
e In 2003, male students in Idaho had an average score that was SOO,L Percentiles
lower than that of female students (12 points). This
perforrnancg gap was not significantly different from that of 290 Oy 751h
2002 (14 points). 280 288237 [
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 278 Oy )
for Black students in Idaho. 20 | 29797 50t
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 250
than that of Hispanic students (25 points). This performance 2?8"0 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 2002 (21 points). 240 25

e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price o’I
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0203
students who were eligible (16 points). This performance gap

was not significantly different from that of 2002 (11 points). o . .
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500

NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higherflower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller delectable differences than in previous assessments,

2" )urisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Departiment of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.
@varED Readiig Reswil for et | St Poreentarn eBNAEP Adioveamemioyd ]
e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Hinots (Public
llinois was 266. ws  [CE] 2 TR
o lllinois’ average score (266) in 2003 was higher' than that of Nation {Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 2003 [CEEET 42 27 []3
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentage below Bosk ond at Bask  Percentage ot Profclent and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanced
lllinois were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not below Basic [JBask 3 Profident [0 Advanced
significantly different from those in 24 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 7 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale runges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels
o The percentage of students in lllinois who performed at or corrasponding to the following points: Below Basi, 242 or lower; Busic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent in 2003. The Profident, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage of students in lllinois who performed at or above
the Basic level was 77 percent.
PRy Crerps b (i el g S
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
 Reporting groups N of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 264 1 2514 44 281 2
Female 51 269 1 21 40 34 4
White 63 276 1 131 42 401 5
Black 201 247 44 43 13 #
Hispanic 14 250 1 39! 45 15 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 31 281 1 13 34 45 8
_American Indian/Alaska Native # 1 - - - - -
Freef/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 34 2491 41 44 14 1
Not eligible 62 276 | 13 1 41 411 5
[iVeragelScore[Gaps]Betweentselected]Groups; ReadingfScale}ScotesaSelected
o In 2003, male students in lllinois had an average score that Scale Score Distribution
was lower than that of female students (6 points). This 25th 5oth 75th
performance gap was narrower than that of the Nation (11 Percentile  Percentile  Percentile
points). lllinois 2451 269 1 290
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher || Nation (Public) 240 264 286
than that of Black students (29 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of the Nation (27
points). An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500 NAEP
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at lower,
than that of Hispanic students (26 points). This performance middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed. For example,
gap was not significantly different from that of the Nation (27 the data above show that 75 percent of students in public schools
points). nationally scored below 286, and 75 percent of students in lllinois
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price scored below 290.
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that
of students who were eligible (27 points). This performance
gap was not significantly different from that of the Nation (25
points).
# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from lllinois. { Significantly higher than, | fower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statisticat tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2= Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schoots).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not disptayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.
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Indiana
Grade 8

Public Schools

SBES, ocu-a.sew X

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: readlng for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from O to 500.

ooty (ReReenlEr 6 AR Adhlavamens Lovels

e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Indiana was 265. This was not found to be significantly

different" from the average score in 2002 (265).

Indiana’s average score (265) in 2003 was higher than that of
the nation’s public schools (261).

Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in
Indiana were higher than those in 20 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 23 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 9 jurisdictions.

The percentage of students in Indiana who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient leve! was 33 percent in 2003. This

Indiana {Public)

below Basic

O Basic

002 [ @] i B2
2003 ! ;l‘[ | [ 1] s 30 R E: 3
Nation (Public)
2008 [ @] 42 7.3
Percentage below Bask and at Busic  Percentage of Profident and
Advonced

03 Proficient 1 Advanced

NOTE: The NAEP reading stale ranges from O 1o 500, with the achievement levels
corresponding to the following points: Below Basi, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
Profident, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002

(32 percent).
B eriorManCeONAE BIRCROMINGIGroupSINInd o PER SR SN NI T GO S
' Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 | 259 28 46 25 2
Female L 511 270 18 43 36 3
White ) 82 269 19 44 33 3
Black 12 244 46 41 13 #
Hispanic 3 247 43 41 15 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - — - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch )

Eligible 29 248 41 43 15 1

Not eligible 68 272 16 44 36 3

RercTig Szl Siies et S eeted Peresiils -
s00 |

In 2003, male students in Indiana had an average score that
was lower than that of female students (11 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of

° Percentiles

i 290 | ety 75th

2002 (11 points). 280 87 288

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 770
than that of Black students (24 points). This performance gap 2?6;%3 soth
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (20 points). 260

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 250 O3  25th
for Hispanic students in Indiana in 2002. 20| #5245

e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price O’I
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0703

students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap

was wider than that of 2002 (16 points).
(iep ) An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500

NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (hlgherllower/nol different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance compansons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 *Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Freefreduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

OVeral|ReagingiResultsioglowan I I oo o A PIAchic ementlere e |
\ ’ lowa {Public)
¢ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in
lowa was 268. 2003 [«ﬁ 21 4 e 38w d] 3
@ lowa's average score (268) in 2003 was higher' than that of Nation (Public)
the nation’s public schools (261). 003 [P 7 42 ok TR §
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentage below Bask and ot Bask  Percentage of Profkient and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanted
lowa were higher than those in 27 jurisdictions, not O below 8asic [ Basic [ Proficlent [ Advanced
significantly different from those in 20 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 5 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
o The percentage of students in fowa who performed at or corresponding to the following points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Bosic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 36 percent in 2003. The Profident, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage of students in lowa who performed at or above the
Basic level was 79 percent.

R AP Ry O e lews o n e Wk b w0 v &
Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups _ ____of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 2611 26 | 46 27 1
Female 51 273 1 15 | 42 391 4
White 911 269 18 44 35 3
Black 31 245 44 46 10 #
Hispanic 41 244 46 41 12 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 21
American Indian/Alaska Native #1 - - - - —

Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 25|
Not eligible 721

e In 2003, male students inlowa had an average score that was

lower than that of female students (12 points). This 25th 50th 75t
performance gap was not significantly different from that of the Percentile  Percentile  Percentile
Nation (11 points). lowa 248 1 270 1 2901

¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher. || Nation (Public) 240 264 286

than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of the Nation (27

points). An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500 NAEP

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher |} reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at lower,

than that of Hispanic students (25 points). This performance middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed. For example,
gap was not significantly different from that of the Nation (27 the data above show that 75 percent of students in public schools
points). nationally scored below 286, and 75 percent of students in lowa

d .
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price scored below 290

school lunch had an average score that was higher than that
of students who were eligible (21 points). This performance
gap was not significantly different from that of the Nation (25

points).
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from lowa. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2~ Jyrisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Depariment of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.
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e |n 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Kansas was 266. This was not found to be significantly
different! from the average score in 2002 (269), and was not
found to be significantly different from the average score in
1998 (268).

o Kansas' average score (266) in 2003 was higher than that of
the nation's public schools (261).

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in
Kansas were higher than those in 20 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 27 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 5 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students in Kansas who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(38 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (36 percent).

1998
2002
2003

Nation {Public)
2003

Percentage below Bask and at Basic

Percenitage at Profkient and
Advonced

below Basic 3 Basic [ Proficient B3 Advanced

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels
corresponding 1o the following points: Below Basle, 242 or lower; Busic, 243-280;
Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 260 29 43 26 2
Female 50 272 18 41 37 5
White 80 271 18 42 36 4
Black 9 243 47 43 10 #
Hispanic 7 245 45 38 16 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 266 25 41 30 5
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 33 253 36 42 21 1

Not eligible 37 4

o In 2003, male students in Kansas had an average score that
was lower than that of female students (13 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of
1998 (11 points).

¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Black students (27 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (22 points).

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (26 points). This performance
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (31 points).

e In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of
students who were eligible (20 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (21 points).

98 02'03

B =aadl Acommodations were not permitted
O3 Accommodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2003.

-- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
{ Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.
2 ~Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are caiculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information. .

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statisti

(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Reacing Resls fer Gty || Srorita Rereemtag e MAER Acitvemek Levels
o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Hentucky ‘P"m
Kentucky was 266. This was not found to be significantly s 7B ] 4 28 f1
different’ from the average score in 2002 (265), and was higher 000 [CF T 48 30 fiz
than the average score in 1998 (262). 2003 ERC ] 44 53k . []3
& Kentucky's average score (266) in 2003 was higher than that of Nation {Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 2008 [T ] N 7 []3
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percanioge below Bask and ot Basle  Pavcantage o Proficent aad
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advonced
Kentucky were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not Clbelow Basic Ul Basic U Proficient £ Advanced

significantly different from those in 24 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 7 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

o The percentage of students in Kentucky who performed at or corresponding to the following points: Below Basl, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent in 2003. This Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or cbove.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(32 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (30 percent).

Refomnanes e NAT Reperiig @rnps in fegindy 5

TE

.,&, ‘«_

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 261 27 46 26 2
Female 50 272 17 43 36 4
White 87 269 19 45 33 3
Black 10 245 46 41 13 1
Hispanic 1 - - — -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - —

Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 42 257 31 46 221 1
Not eligible 56 273 15 43 37 4
JAveragelScorelGapsiBetweeniSelected[Groups) || Rerxding Seele Seeres 68 Suibeled) Rarseaiss
o In 2003, male students in Kentucky had an average score that 500/L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (11 points). This -
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290’ 285
1998 (14 points). - A
(14p ) . 280 | % 236 289 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 %5
than that of Black students (24 points). This performance gap o—-—-"ﬁ;'fgs 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (19 points). 260 | 25
. ]
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 2 u "2 246 25th
for Hispanic students in Kentucky. 240 2 o
230
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price P
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (16 points). This performance gap ¢ - -
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (20 points). 98 0203
Bessl Accominodations were not permitted
Dpwesne() Accominodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared o previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 = Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional resuits and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

©yeralllReading]Resultsifodliouisianal Student{RercentagelatNAERJAChievementifevels]
o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Louislana (PUbhi}w - - i
Louisiana was 253. This was not found to be significantly 1998 P i 4 1"
different® from the average score in 2002 (256), and was not 002 | & 1 48 n R
found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 | 136) | 42 -0 B2
1998 (252).
Nation {Public)
o Louisiana's average score (253) in 2003 was lower than that of 2003 25 | a1 73
the nation's public schools (261).

Percentage below Bask and a1 Busi Percentage o) Profickent and
o Ofthe 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 e A

eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Clbelow Basic [ Basic T3 Profident T3 Advanced
Louisiana were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not
significantly different from those in 9 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 42 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges frotn 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

: corresponding to the following points: Below Basi, 242 or lower; 8asic, 243-280;
o The percentage of students in Louisiana who performed at or Profident, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

above the NAEP Proficient level was 22 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(22 percent), and was greater than that in 1998 (17 percent).

Rertamienee NAER Reparing @reps in Lol s

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 48 248 41 41 17 1
Female 52 258 31 43 23 2
White 49 267 20 47 30 3
Black 46 238 54 37 9 #
Hispanic 2 - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - --- .- --- -
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 -— - .- - -
wF“-"?'ée/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 50 245 46 41 13 1
Not eligible 38 266 23 44 30 3
Lxoaras Bears Gps Baireen Slsnd GRS ReaginolocalIscotesianselectedlpercenties) .
e |n 2003, male students in Louisiana had an average score that 500,L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (10 points). This ”
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 280’ 274
1998 (12 points). 270 =273 375 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 260 %752
than that of Black students (28 points). This performance gap o.-—--'-"‘g,}*a 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (26 points). 250 %4 255
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 0 2%?_,_—-—4% 25th
for Hispanic students in Louisiana. 801 gy ? 23
o |n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 220//
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (21 points). This performance gap ¢
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (20 points). 98 02'03
Weeol Accommodations were not permitted
Dpmmeem() Accominodations wese penitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | tower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nahonal Assessment of Educatlonal Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts descrlbed in the NAEP framework: readlng for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

ol Readfig Reanfofer i | [ ot Porsentass es NAED Adifvemem lowls

Malne (Public)

e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Maine was 268. This was not found to be significantly different’ 1968
from the average score in 2002 (270), and was lower than the 2002
average score in 1998 (271). 2003
¢ Maine's average score (268) in 2003 was higher than that of Nation {Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 2003 [ 90 ] 17 o 13
6 Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Porcantage below Bask o of Bask  Percentage m Profident aad
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advomed
Maine were higher than those in 28 jurisdictions, not & below Basic O Basic € Proficient E) Advanced

significantly different from those in 22 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 2 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

o The percentage of students in Maine who performed at or corresponding to the following peints: Below Baslc, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 37 percent in 2003. This Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(38 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (41 percent).

Porcentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 262 26 44 28 2
Female 49 275 15 41 39 5
White 96 269 21 43 34 3
Black 2 - -— -— - -
Hispanic 1 - -— — — —
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 --- - -— -— —
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - —
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 281 258 31 44 24 1
Not eligible 70 273 17 42 37 4

[ Sear Caps Erieen St @enps HiREednocales core etoelcctedlRercentiles
¢ In 2003, male students in Maine had an average score that was sooJ, Percentiles

lower than that of female students (13 points). This 24

performance: gap was not significantly different from that of 290 2!35“._:_@ 75th

1998 (15 points). 280 | 275° 291 291
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 270 2704-.——-% 50th

for Black students in Maine. 20 | 2540 D297y
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 250 g____% 25th

for Hispanic students in Maine. 240 251 538

@ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of OT ’
students who were eligible (15 points). This performance gap - n
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (17 points). 98 0203
®e===@ Accommodations were not permitted

O] Accommodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at

lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts descnbed in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

@verel Reading Resiks far MERTERd || sroddens Peresnrp 68 NAGP Ackisvement Lovsl

Maryland (Public)

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Maryland was 262. This was not found to be significantly 9o [ @) | 39

different’ from the average score in 2002 (263), and was not 2002 DEW 40

found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 EEEr | 40

1998 (261).

' ) Nation {Public)

¢ Maryland's average score (262) in 2003 was not found to be 2003 [ S0 17 77 T 3

significantly different from that of the nation's public schools

(261). Percentage below Busk and ot Basic  Percentage ot Profiient aud
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Dbelow Bosic O Basic O Pm,m.‘:‘,’,""”‘g Advanced

eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in
Maryland were higher than those in 11 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 19 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 22 jurisdictions.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges fram 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
corresponding fo the following points; Below Bask, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

o The percentage of students in Maryland who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 31 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(32 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (31 percent).

Percentage Average Pcrcentage of students at

_Reporting groups __of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 255 35 40 22 2
_Female L 49 269 23 40 32 5
White 58 27 20 40 35 5
Black 32 245 45 42 12 1
Hispanic 6 251 39 40 19 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 282 13 31 43 13
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 26 242 49 38 12 1
Not eligible 67 268 22 42 32 4
Ay Seer @aps Bonem Soerd @rrps ¢ | || Readig Seefls Seares 64 Sefleeed)
o In 2003, male students in Maryland had an average score that 500/L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (14 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290’ 287 75tk
: Oty ] 54
1998 (12 points). 280 ] 286 255
¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 %4
than that of Black students (26 points). This performance gap g__—--=-2%.q 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (32 points). 260§ 943 263
50
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 2
than that of Hispanic students (20 points). This performance 240 k—-ﬂm 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (11 points). 80| 7
¢ |n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price T
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - —
students who were eligible (26 points). This performance gap 98 0203
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). B===al Accommodations were not permitted
D] Accammodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Freefreduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nat|0nal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses readmg in three contexts descrlbed in the NAEP framework readmg for
literary expenence to galn information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Massachusetts (Public

Massachusetts was 273. This was not found to be significantly 1998
different’ from the average score in 2002 (271), and was higher 2002
than the average score in 1998 (269). 2003

© Massachusetts' average score (273) in 2003 was higher than Nation {Public)
that of the nation’s public schools (261). 1003 [

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Porcentage below Bask and at Bask  Percentage ai Praficlent ond
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advanced
Massachusetts were higher than those in 49 jurisdictions, and below Basic O3 Basic Proficent T Advanced
not significantly different from those in 3 jurisdictions.

¢ The percentage of students in Massachusetts who performed NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 43 percent in 2003. corresponding to the following points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from Proficient, 781-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
2002 (39 percent), and was greater than that in 1998 (38
percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 501 268 23 40 33 4
Female e 50 1 278 14 36 42 7
White 78 278 14 37 43 6
Black 8 252 38 44 17 1
Hispanic 9 246 44 42 14 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 281 13 35 42 11
American Indian/Alaska Native # - -- -— — -
Free/reduced-price school lunch’ o -
Eligible 23 251 39 42 17 1
Not eligible 64 280 12 37 45 6

o In 2003, male students in Massachusetts had an average score SQQJ’ . Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (10 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 300’ .
1998 (11 points). 2‘& D/U
. . 2900 o7 b 297 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 280
than that of Black students (26 points). This performance gap AN
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (27 points). m 7+ 73 276 50th
¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher o
than that of Hispanic students (32 points). This performance 259 z:,_.---—-—%?—sll 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (32 points). 240
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price /]’
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of ¢
students who were eligible (29 points). This performance gap ‘98 02'03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (29 points). B ===l Acommodations were not permitted

Dpwemem] - Accommodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Freefreduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional resuits and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework readlng for
||terary experlence to galn information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Michigan were higher than those in 17 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 28 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 7 jurisdictions.

¢ The percentage of students in Michigan who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(32 percent).

Proficient, 281

Michigon (Publlc)

Michigan was 264. This was not found to be significantly 2002 ‘:‘ S| 4
different' from the average score in 2002 (265). 2003 43 ﬁ 3
o Michigan's average score (264) in 2003 was not found to be Nation (Public)
significantly different from that of the nation's public schools 2003 | 42 277 13
261).
(261) o . . Percentage below Bask and ot Busic Percantage o1 Profident nd
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Advanced
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in O below Bosic (O Bosic [ Proficent [ Advonced

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement lovels
correspouding to the following polnts: Below Basi, 242 or lower; Basie, 243-280;
-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

BeormanceloNNAE BJRepOINGIGLoUpSIiIMichigan

Percentage of students at

Percentage Average

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 259 30 44 25 2
Female 50 270 20 42 34 3
White 70 272 16 45 36 3
Black 24 242 51 37 12 #
Hispanic 3 257 33 40 26 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 — - - — —
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 -— — — — —
Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 28 247 43 42 14 | 1

Not eligible 63 272 16 44 37 4

|

A Seers Caps Betwesn Selesad] @Enps Reaainglocalelocorestancelectedipercentiles)

o In 2003, male students in Michigan had an average score that SOO/L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (11 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290’ o 75th
2002 (11 points). 280 287288

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270
than that of Black students (31 points). This performance gap D= 50th
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (28 points). 260 w136

. - . . . 250

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate Oy 954y
for Hispanic students in Michigan in 2002. 240 | 5933

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 230‘/

school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of
students who were eligible (25 points). This performance gap
was wider than that of 2002 (13 points).

0 l

'02'03

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0—-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/iower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jyrisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

el Reexing Reswiis Gor (lnmsses || Soxds Rersentass 68 MAER Adioremet bowls
Minnesota (Public)

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Minnesota was 268. This was not found to be significantly 1998 @ 1 4 [ i34 0l 2
different’ from the average score in 1998 (265). 2003 BT 4 et 113
o Minnesota's average score (268) in 2003 was higher than that Natiou {Public)
of the nation’s public schools (261). 2003 [0 ] 42 i s
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percenlage bebow Bask amd af Basic  Percenlage of Profident and
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advanced
Minnesota were higher than those in 27 jurisdictions, not below Basic (3 Basic [ Profident T Advanced

significantly different from those in 23 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 2 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

o The percentage of students in Minnesota who performed at or corresponding ta the following points: Below Basi, 242 or lower; Basi, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 37 percent in 2003. This Profident, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 1998
(36 percent).

Farmanes 6f MAER Repering Crovs (b Mimesea

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 261 27 44 27 2
Female 49 274 16 38 41 4
White 83 273 17 42 38 3
Black 6 243 49 39 12 #
Hispanic 3 240 54 30 14 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 257 1 36 38 23 2
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 — - - - —
Freefreduced-price school funch -
Eligible 248 44 39 16 1
Not eligible 274 15 41 40 4
ScorelGapsiBetween| Readlig SeED Sesres 68 Sakeir Pareeniles
e 1In 2003, male students in Minnesota had an average score that 500/L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (13 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290 Qé‘;__ﬁ_ﬁ 75th
1998 (15 points). 280 29 91
6 In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 20" a 50th
than that of Black students (29 points). This performance gap 276 778
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (38 points). 260 %
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 50 e 2sth
for Hispanic students in Minnesota in 1998. 20 w u
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price DT
school funch had an average score that was higher than that of 08 03
students who were eligible (26 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (23 points). Beendl Accominodotions were not permitted
D) Accotninodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. - Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" urisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Mississippi was 255. This was not found to be significantly
different’ from the average score in 2002 (255), and was not
found to be significantly different from the average score in
1998 (251).

¢ Mississippi’s average score (255) in 2003 was lower than that
of the nation's public schools (261).

¢ Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in
Mississippi were higher than those in 2 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 13 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 37 jurisdictions.

® The percentage of students in Mississippi who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 21 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(20 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (19 percent).

1998
2002
2003

Nation {Public}
2003

i

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Percentage below Busk and a1 Basic Percentage at Proficient ond

Advonced
below Basic [ Basic Proficient B3 Advanced

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
corresponding to the following poeints: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

@ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of
students who were eligible (20 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (23 points).

SR RSO X B2s
Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 249 41 43 15 1
Female 51 260 28 46 24 2
White 49 267 20 48 30 2
Black 49 243 50 41 9 #
Hispanic 1 - — —-- - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - --- -— -
Freefreduced-price school lunch
Eligible 56 246 44 43 12 #
Not eligible 41 266 22 46 30 2
£ e reading 3 "\ ore £ pirercentiiesy £ 3 x‘:‘n:’gé

© In 2003, male students in Mississippi had an average score 50(1,L : Percentiles

that was lower than that of female students (11 points). This g

performan(;e gap was not significantly different from that of 280/ 75

1998 (9 points). 270 2?;—-———2?&% 75th
6 In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 260 253

than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap OymmesaClont] et

was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). 250 253 27 2%
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 20 yrih

for Hispanic students in Mississippi. :32 2%"’"5?2(3]1 25th

T
98 0203

Weandl Accommodotions were not permitted
OwonT] - Accornimodations were permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero.
* Significantly different from 2003.

--- Reporting standards not met;
1 Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.
# "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions {such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assess ment of Educational Progress

(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.

29

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ggetNahonsReportCard - . Missouri

ate : '

Read i ng 2003 . Pugcrzghfng
Snepshet Repery REES BRETED

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts descnbed in the NAEP framework: readmg for
llterary experlence to gam information, and to perforrn a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

fStiaentRercentagelaNAE BIAC hicvementiey,

Missour {Public)

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Missouri was 267. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [ ;:% | Al R Ly
different” from the average score in 2002 (268), and was higher 002 EEIE ] 49* 3 1
than the average score in 1998 (262). 2003 45 32 o113

o Missouri's average score (267) in 2003 was higher than that of Natian {Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 203 [0 1 a7 7 03

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Parcentage below Bask and ai Basic  Porceniage af Proficent oad
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanced

Missouri were higher than those in 24 jurisdictions, not below Basic O Bosic O Proficient [ Advanced
significantly different from those in 24 jurisdictions, and lower

thanthose in 4 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 1o 500, with the achievement levels

o The percentage of students in Missouri who performed at or corresponding to the following points: Below Bosk, 242 or lower; Basic 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent in 2003. This Profitient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(33 percent), and was greater than that in 1998 (28 percent).

RerformancelotiNAERIReporting]Groupslin]Missouril L REVS CoLial

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 263 25 45| 28 2
Female 51 271 16 45 35 4
White 82 272 15 46 36 3
Black 15 243 48 42 10 #
Hispanic 1 — - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - — -
Freelreduced- 'p'nE:e school lunch
Eligible 30 255 34 44 21 1
Not eligible 67 273 15 45 36 3
Oyveres Seam Caps Cetwesn Selssies) Grips | | Readiig Sedl Serares 68 Selusisd) Parseiils:
o In 2003, male students in Missouri had an average score that gogl Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (8 points). This
performancq gap was not significantly different from that of 290’ 24
1998 (10 points). 250 M 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher a0 ] 2650
than that of Black students (28 points). This performance gap 269 270 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (23 points). 260 | 265
. . . . . 50 ] 244
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate g./"zcs?;i's 25th
for Hispanic students in Missouri. 10 1 a3 ’
¢ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 0 L
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (18 points). This performance gap 0
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (21 points). ‘98 ‘0203

We=sd Accommodations were not permitted
Op===(] Actominodations wese permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higherthan, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 *Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

o : Moftan L] Stident]
Montana (Public)

¢ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Montana was 270. This was not found to be significantly 1998
different’ from the average score in 2002 (270), and was not 2002
found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003
1998 (271).

. . Nation {Public)
o Montana's average score (270) in 2003 was higher than that of 2003 [0
the nation’s public schools (261).

- . Percentage below Bask and al Basi Percantage at Proficient
@ Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 elcentage below Busiand al Sesie d;v“::«:j” vofkent ond

eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in @ below Basic O Basic Proficient B3 Advanced
Montana were higher than those in 34 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 2 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scafe ronges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

corresponding to the following points: Below Bosk, 242 or lower; Busic, 243-280;

o The percentage of students in Montana who performed at or Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or ubove.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 37 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(37 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (40 percent).

Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 264 22 48 28 1
Female 50 276 14 41 40 4
White 87 273 15 45 37 3
Black # - - - - -
Hispanic 2 - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 10 247 40 46 13 #
Freelreduced-price school iunch
Eligible 29 258 30 46 24 1
Not eligible 66 275 13 45 39 41
Scor
o [n 2003, male students in Montana had an average score that 500’L Porcentiles
was lower than that of female students (12 points). This !
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 266 ;%,;w 75th
1998 (14 points). 20 | 273 289 29
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 270 2%-—-—-—% 50th
for Black students in Montana. 260 7327
o The sample size was pot sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 250 233———-——2%1?“ 25th
for Hispanic students in Montana. 240 253 251
@ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of OT
students who were eligible (16 points). This performance gap " —
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (17 points). 98 02'03
Wesad Accommadations were not permitted
[y Accominodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

" Comparisons (higher/tower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and fimited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared {o previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 ~Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum lo totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percenltages.

Visit hitp:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detaited information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, inslitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: readlng for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

OveraliReading]Results}forfNebra v [IstudenyRercentagelaiNAERJAChievementilfevels
¢ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Nebraska (Publi - e
Nebraska was 266. This was lower* than the average score in 002 [P T 47 wWew fl 2
2002 (270). 2003 L | 42 32 < 3
o Nebraska's average score (266) in 2003 was higher than that Nation (Public)
of the nation's public schools (261). 2003 ety oo ] [V S SR
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentage below Bosk and at Basic  Percentage at Profident and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanced
Nebraska were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not below Basic [ Basic [ Proficient [ Advanced
significantly different from those in 24 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 7 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scele ranges from O to 500, with the achievement lovels
o The percentage of students in Nebraska who performed at or corresponding ta the followling points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Bosi, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent in 2003. This Proficent, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(36 percent).

[BerformanceloINAE hIRepoRtinglGroupslinNebraskal L T
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reportinggroups of students Score Below Basic Basic  Proficient Advanced
Male 49 | 261 { 271 44 27 2
Female 511 271 18 1 41 38 3
‘White 84 271 18 1 43 36 3
Black 5 239 53 37 10 #
Hispanic 7 241 511 37 11 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 - - - - -ee
Freelreduced-pri prlcé.soaﬁaol lunch
Eligible 30 253 | 371 42 20 1
Not eligible 66 273 16 1 43 38
P eragelccotelG enslEemeenoelccteaicroun I | [ IRcadinols calelo cote slats electedlRercentiices
o In 2003, male students in Nebraska had an average score that SOOJ/ Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (10 points). This
erformance gap was not significantly different from that of
5002 (7 points). s Y zzg oy T5th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 D’-o soth

than that of Black students (32 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (27 points).

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 20 25‘:2\;26 25th
than that of Hispanic students (30 points). This performance 240
gap was not significantly different from that of 2002 (22 points).

m

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of

students who were eligible (20 points). This performance gap o . .
was wider than that of 2002 (15 points). _ An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500

NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

02'03

# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments,

2~ Jurisdictions"” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistica! comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

B S

e

Nevada (Public)

e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Nevada was 252. This was not found to be significantly 1998
different' from the average score in 2002 (251), and was lower 200
than the average score in 1998 (258). 2003
o Nevada's average score (252) in 2003 was lower than that of Nation {Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 2003
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percantuge below Bask and ot Basic Percentage al Proficleat and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advanced
Nevada were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not B below Basic T3 Basic Proficient 8 Advanced

significantly different from those in 7 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 44 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

¢ The percentage of students in Nevada who performed at or corresponding 1o the following points: Below Basi, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 21 percent in 2003. This Proficient, 281-322; Adwanced, 323 ot above,
percentagé was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(19 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (23 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 246 43 42 14 #
Female 51 258 31 43 25 2
White 56 : 2621 25 46 27 2
Black 11 233 57 36 7 #
Hispanic 25 237 56 36 8 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 6 260 25 51 24 1
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 3371 242 50 38 12 1
Not eligible 63 258 30 45 23 1
o In 2003, male students in Nevada had an average score that sgo'L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (12 points). This "
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 280’ 0 75tk
. i]
1998 (11 points). 270 2%0\-2%%
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 260 259 soth
than that of Black students (29 points). This performance gap 2M
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (23 points). 250 937+ 234 25
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher n 2R 25th
than that of Hispanic students (25 points). This performance 30 ' 233 230
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (22 points). 20 | .
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :f :
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 4
students who were eligible (16 points). This performance gap 98 02°03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (19 points). Weseam Acommnodations were not permitied
Demesm=] Accommodations were pennitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly difierent from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 leve! was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationa! Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for

rmation, and to perform a task. The NAEP r 00.

T SASSRRLRNE

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in
New Hampshire was 271. 003

© New Hampshire's average score (271) in 2003 was higher' Nation (Public)
than that of the nation's public schools (261). 2003

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentage below Bask and ot Bask  Percentage ot Proficlent and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advonced
New Hampshire were higher than those in 40 jurisdictions, below Basic [ Basik Proficlent E3 Advanced
and not significantly different from those in 12 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students in New Hampshire who performed NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels
at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 40 percent in 2003, <arresponding to the following points: Below Busic 242 or lower; Basic 243-280;
The percentage of students in New Hampshire who performed Profident, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
at or above the Basic level was 81 percent.

New;Hampshir L :
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 265 1 24} 42 31 2
Female 51 276 1 14 ] 39 421 51
White 941 272 18 41 37 4
Black 21 - --- --- - —
Hispanic 21 - - - - —
Asian/Pacific Islander 11 - , - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native #1 - - - - —
“Freeireduced-price school lunch
Eligible 14 ] 255 1 341 44 191 3
Not eligible 791 2731 17 41 39 4

¢ In 2003, male students in New Hampshire had an average

score that was lower than that of female students (11 points). 25th 50th 75th
This performance gap was not significantly different from that Percentile  Percentile  Percentile
of the Nation (11 points). New Hampshire 2511 2731 2031

e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable Nation (Public) 240 264 286

estimate for Black students in New Hampshire.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable

estimate for Hispanic students in New Hampshire. An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500 NAEP
reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at lower,
middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed. For example,
the data above show that 75 percent of students in public schools
nationally scored below 286, and 75 percent of students in New
Hampshire scored below 293.

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that
of students who were eligible (18 points). This performance
gap was narrower than that of the Nation (25 points).

# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from New Hampshire. 1 Significantly higherthan, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 n)yrisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the “Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework reading for
||terary expenence to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP readlng scale ranges from 0 to 500.

e tribwderssy PereentErp e MAEP Adioveremiods ]
© In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in New Jemy (Puw‘) —
New Jersey was 268. 2003 42 keI 2 » 1] 3
o New Jersey's average score (268) in 2003 was higher' than Nation {Public}
that of the nation's public schools (261). 00 [__fP 4 12 2 113
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentoge below Bosik and at Basic Percentoge ot Profk/ent and
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advanted

New Jersey were higher than those in 26 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 24 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 2 jurisdictions.

below Basic [ Basic Proficlent €1 Advanced

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achieventent levels
corresponding to the following points: Below Basic 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;

o The percentage of students in New Jersey who performed at
Profident, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or chove.

or above the NAEP Proficient level was 37 percent in 2003.
The percentage of students in New Jersey who performed at
or above the Basic level was 79 percent.

[RerformancelofiNAERIReportinglGroupsliniNewllersey N o o e i :
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
_Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 2631 5] 43 291 2
Female 49 272 1 17 40 381 5
White 60 277 1 12 42 42t 4
Black 20 248 42 43 15 1
Hispanic 14 248 39 44 16 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 6 289 1 8l 30! 511 12
American Indian/Alaska Native #1 - — - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 24 1 246 44 41 15 1
Not eligible 67 1

2751 14 ] 42 401 5

P erageIScoreCansIBetween SelectedIGLOURSE JRCa0ing Scalelocorestanselectedpercentile st

e In 2003, male students in New Jersey had an average score Scale Score Distribution
that was lower than that of female students (9 points). This 25th 5qth 75th

performance gap was not significantly different from that of the Percentile  Percentile  Percentile
Nation (11 points). New Jersey 248 1 2711 2911
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher (| Nation (Public) 240 264 286

than that of Black students (29 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of the Nation (27

points). An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500 NAEP

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher
than that of Hispanic students (28 points). This performance
gap was not significantly different from that of the Nation (27

reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at lower,
middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed. For example,
the data above show that 75 percent of students in public schools

nationally scored below 286, and 75 percent of students in New
Jersey scored below 291.

points).

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that
of students who were eligible (30 points). This performance
gap was not significantly different from that of the Nation (25
points).

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from New Jersey. 1 Significantly higherthan, | lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (public).

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not difierent) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jyrisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages. ’

Visit http:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
35



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

New Mexico
1 Grade 8

Public Schoots

bl St v Basopshoet Repest o  eES S0
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

OveralllReadingjResultsifordNewlMexicoliy StudentiRercentagelaiNAERIAchievementiievel ST
o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in New Mexico {Public
New Mexico was 252. This was not found to be significantly 1998 !
different* from the average score in 2002 (254), and was lower 2002 |
than the average score in 1998 (258). 2003 [
o New Mexico's average score (252) in 2003 was lower than that Nation {Public)
of the nation's public schools (261). 2003 a7 7 13
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Perconiage below Bosk and al Bosk  Percentage of Profickt and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advomced
New Mexico were higher than those in 1 jurisdiction, not below Basic 3 8asic [l Proficient B Advanced

significantly different from those in 6 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 45 jurisdictions.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 1o 500, with the achievement levels
o The percentage of students in New Mexico who performed at correspending to the following points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
or above the NAEP Proficient level was 20 percent in 2003. Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (20 percent), and was smaller than that in 1998 (23
percent).

INewsMexic
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
_Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 246 43 42 15 1
Female 50 257 32 44 22 2
White 34 268 20 45 32 3
Black 3 246 45 41 13 #
Hispanic 521 243 47 42 1 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - --- -- --- -
American Indian/Alaska Native 9 242 48 41 10 1
Free/reduced-price schoo! lunch
Eligible 50 241 49 41 10 #
Not eligible 421 262 26 46 26 2
e aaeteco e CapsIBetweenelecteaicrour N | [ Rc a0 nolocalelScoreanselectedlhercentiicShil
o In 2003, male students in New Mexico had an average score SOOJ’ Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (11 points). This s
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 280’ 0 751h
270 . M 26
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate w0 | suth
for Black students in New Mexico in 1998. 250 260 * 5 t
54
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 240 238 "
than that of Hispanic students (25 points). This performance 230 M 5
gap was wider than that of 1998 (20 points). 7 23393
20
¢ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 3
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of »L
students who were eligible (21 points). This performance gap 0 - -
was wider than that of 1998 (15 points). 98 02°'03
Ba=sel Accommoduotions were aot permitted
D= Accominodutions were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0—-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Natlonal Assessment of Educatlonal Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts descrlbed in the NAEP framework readlng for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Overe Readg Resriks e ew erls T | Sordens Cersentags ef AEP Adifovememt Lol

New York (Public)

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

New York was 265. This was not found to be significantly 1998 | ] 4 n fir
different’ from the average score in 2002 (264), and was not 2002 [ HT] 4 0 h2
found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 SR | 40 31 jid]
1998 (265).
Nation {Public)

o New York's average score (265) in 2003 was higher than that 03 A & a7 —7 3
of the nation's public schools (261).

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Porcantage belows Bask and at Bosle :::,'::3‘ at Poficdent and

eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Ebelow Basic [ Basic [ Proficient T Advanced
New York were higher than those in 20 jurisdictions, not

significantly different from those in 25 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 7 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

corresponding to the following points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Basic 243-280;
o The percentage of students in New York who performed at or Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 35 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(32 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (32 percent).

Rt o NAER Rdihe s o (err Veils:

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 48 259 31 41 26 2
Female 52 271 19 39 37 51
White 55 277 13 40 43 5
Black 21 246 45 41 13 1
Hispanic 17 250 39 43 17 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 7 270 23 35 35 7
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 -— - - -—- ---
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 43 249 41 42 16 1
Not eligible 51 278 12 40 43 6
Ao Seare @S Beineen Selad Gramps | | | Readling Seal Seares er Seilsies) Paeenlzs 7
o In 2003, male students in New York had an average score that 500/L Porcentiles
was lower than that of female students (12 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290‘ 288 75th
1998 (8 points). 280 27 pr 790
¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 269 soth
than that of Black students (32 points). This performance gap ?%7—'—‘“‘—2‘2;’2%9 !
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (28 points). 20
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 0 P.mc;..c 25th
than that of Hispanic students (28 points). This performance 20 2493
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (28 points). 30 ’
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :r
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of ¢ - -
students who were eligible (29 points). This performance gap 98 02°03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). ®===-m Acommodotions were not permitted
O====C] Accommodutions were pennitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2= Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.
Visit http:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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North Carolina
Grade 8

Pubfic Schools

@ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

North Carolina was 262. This was lower' than the average 1998 ix
score in 2002 (265), and was not found to be significantly 2002 2
different from the average score in 1998 (262). 2003

o North Carolina's average score (262) in 2003 was not found to Nation {Public]
be significantly different from that of the nation's public schools 2003
(261).

P

o Ofthe 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 wentoge below Busk nd ot B Pocaniag  Frofiont nd

eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in @ below Busic [ Basic Proficient ©1 Advaiced

North Carolina were higher than those in 15 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 26 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

corresponding to the following points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;

o The percentage of students in North Carolina who performed at Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or cbove.
or above the NAEP Proficient level was 29 percent in 2003.
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (32 percent), and was not found to be significantly
different from 1998 (30 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 256 33 . 43 22 1
Female 50 267 22 44 31 3
White 60 271 17 45 35 3
Black 31 247 44 43 12 1
Hispanic 4 244 48 37 14 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 267 24 46 23 7
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 242 48 41 10 #
Freelreduced-price school lunch
Eligible 37 247 | 44 43 13 #
3

Not eligible 52 270 18 45 34

o In 2003, male students in North Carolina had an average score SOOJ' Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (11 points). This g
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290’ 286 )
1998 (14 points). [ et IRA L
(14 points) 280 | 286 267 335
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 '

than that of Black students (24 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points).

b6
D——‘.’_—% 50th
20 | 25 %7 283

. . . " ) 250 24
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 240 5"‘""'—-% 25th
for Hispanic students in North Carolina in 1998. N 242 ) 25 Py
- . 230
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 3
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 1’
students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap ¢ - -
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (24 points). 98 0203
Wes =l Accominodotions were not permitted
Ot fccomimodations were perimitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003, 1 Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 ~Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schoots).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreporicard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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North Dakota
Grade 8

Pubtic Schools

*** Reading 2003

k.

i shelt ReE ’ BES 8
The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

i - : 5 X

Student{RercentagelatiNAERJAChievementiifeyels]

Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in
North Dakota were higher than those in 35 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 15 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 2 jurisdictions.

The percentage of students in North Dakota who performed at
or above the NAEP Proficient level was 38 percent in 2003.

¢ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in North Dakota (Public
North Dakota was 270. This was not found to be significantly 200 [T 4 31 2
different® from the average score in 2002 (268). 2003 43 .36 3
o North Dakota's average score (270) in 2003 was higher than Natiou (Public)
that of the nation's public schools (261). 2003 =1 a2 et 1] 3

Percentage below Bask and at Bosic Percentage of Profident and
Advanced

below Basic [ Basic [T} Proficent 13 Advonced

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the ochievement levels
corresponding to the following polnts: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Bosic, 243-280;

Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

This percentage was greater than that in 2002 (35 percent).

e O GG G T SRBEs - ©

Percentage of students at

Percentage Average
Reporting groups B o of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 264 22 47 29 1
Female 50 275 15 39 42 4
White 90! 2721 16 44 381 3
Black 1 - -— -— - -
Hispanic 1 -— - -— -— -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native 71 244 51 37 11 1
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 26 259 29 44 25 1
Not eligible 73 273 15 43 39 3
P Easets corelcaps e etweentselectedlCroun S | I cetinols calocore et e lectedlerce ntilc NS
6 In 2003, male students in North Dakota had an average score 509J’ Porcentiles
that was lower than that of female students (10 points). This
performanog gap was not significantly different from that of 250 :)"'3 75th
2002 (10 points). 280 263+29
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate a0 |- s0th
for Black students in North Dakota. 260 7073
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 250 owsd 25t
for Hispanic students in North Dakota. 240 250 251
¢ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0
students who were eligible (14 points). This performance gap 0203
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (9 points).
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 " Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education S
(NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.

, National A nent of Educational Progress
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Ohio
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Public Schools

Ohio {Pubfic)

e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Ohio was 267. This was not found to be significantly different’ 2002
from the average score in 2002 (268). 2003
o Ohio's average score (267) in 2003 was higher than that of the Nation {Public}
nation's public schools (261). 2003 8 ; )
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentage below Bask and at Basic  Percentage af Profideat and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advarced
Ohio were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not significantly D below Bosic [ Bask Proficent T Advonced

different from those in 26 jurisdictions, and lower than those in

5 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

e The percentage of students in Ohio who performed at or above corresponding to the following polnts: Below Bask, 242 o lower; Basic, 243-280;
the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent in 2003. This Proficiens, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(35 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 48 263 . 25 45 27 2
Female 52 270 19 43 34 4
White 78 271 18 43 35 4
Black 18 249 40 47 12 1
Hispanic 2 268 19 44 35 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - — —
American Indian/Alaska Native # - -- - — -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 23 251 40 42 16 1

Not eligible 65 273 15 44 36 4

¢ In 2003, male students in Ohio had an average score that was 500J’ Percentiles

lower than that of female students (7 points). This performance

gap was not significantly different from that of 2002 (6 points). 790 75th
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher ggy | 89289

than that of Black students (22 points). This performance gap 270

was not significantly different from that of 2002 (27 points). a0 | 79 %8 50th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 250

for Hispanic students in Ohio in 2002. 240 25 2"—'147 25th
e [n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price

school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of o

students who were eligible (22 points). This performance gap 07703
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (16 points).

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higherftower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Oklahoma was 262. This was not found to be significantly
different" from the average score in 2002 (262), and was lower
than the average score in 1998 (265).

o Oklahoma's average score (262) in 2003 was not found to be Nation {Public)
significantly different from that of the nation’s public schools 2003
(261).
Percentoge below Bask and at Basi Percentage ot Prof} d
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 erenloge below Fasi and ol fesit A;,“:;:ja vofkent ab
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in below Basic (1 Basic Proficient B Advanced

Oklahoma were higher than those in 15 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 26 jurisdictions.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
corresponding 1o the foflowing points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Busic, 243-280;
o The percentage of students in Oklahoma who performed at or Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 30 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(28 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (30 percent).

Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 256 32 44 23 1
Female 51 268 20 45 33 3
White 64 267 20 45 32 3
Black 9 240 49 38 13 #
Hispanic 6 250 38 45 16 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 --- - --- - ---
American Indian/Alaska Native 16 257 31 43 25 1
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 44 251 36 44 19 1
Not eligible 54 271 17 45 35 3
o In 2003, male students in Oklahoma had an average score that 500J, Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (12 points). This -
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290 284
1998 (11 points). 280 2?5—-__...*-‘,.;{;15 75tk
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 27 %3
than that of Black students (27 points). This performance gap 50th
was wider than that of 1998 (16 points). 260 274%7. 265 265
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 0 243 25th
than that of Hispanic students (16 points). This performance 220 M
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (14 points). 230 5
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :1’
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of ¢
students who were eligible (19 points). This performance gap '98 '02'03
was wider than that of 1998 (13 points). Weseal Accommodotions were sot permitted
D=l Accommodotions were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. . 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces .ed.gov/nationsreporicard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Nationat Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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Cregon

eading 2003 rune ot

Sl

Oregon (Public)

e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Oregon was 264. This was lower® than the average score in 1998
2002 (268), and was not found to be significantly different from 2002
the average score in 1998 (266). 2003
o Oregon's average score (264) in 2003 was higher than that of Natian (Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 2003
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions® that participated in the 2003 Percentage below Bask and at Basie  Percentage ot Proficient asd
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advamced
Oregon were higher than those in 18 jurisdictions, not @ below Basic 3 Basic Proficient B Advanced

significantly different from those in 20 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 14 jurisdictions.

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
¢ The percentage of students in Oregon who performed at or corresponding fo the following points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Busic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 33 percent in 2003. This Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(37 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (35 percent).

a ot

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 259 30 43 25 2
Female 49 270 21 40 35 4
White 80 267 23 42 32 3
Black 3 251 39 43 16 2
Hispanic 9 249 40 41 17 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 4 265 28 37 29 6
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 - — -— - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 27 254 34 44 21 1

Not eligible 67 268 221 41 33 4

o In 2003, male students in Oregon had an average score that 500J’ Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (11 points). This g
performance gap was narrower than that of 1998 (17 points). 290’ 288 o 75t
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 280 9 98
than that of Black students (15 points). This performance gap 270
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (30 points). 260 (1 270 ah Soth
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 250 247 )
than that of Hispanic students (17 points). This performance o0 7m 25th
gap was narrower than that of 1998 (32 points). 2 ’ 3
30 '
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price P
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 1’
students who were eligible (14 points). This performance gap ¢ - —
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (19 points). 98 0203
B=== Acommodations were not permitted
D] Accaminadations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. - Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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Pennsylvania
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Public Schools

In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in
Pennsylvania was 264. This was not found to be significantly
different’ from the average score in 2002 (265).

Pennsylvania's average score (264) in 2003 was higher than
that of the nation's public schools (261).

Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in
Pennsylvania were higher than those in 18 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 22 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 12 jurisdictions.

The percentage of students in Pennsylvania who performed at
or above the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent in 2003.

2002
2003

Raliou (Public)
003 |

Percentage below Bask and at Buasic

Percentage of Profident and
Advonced
B below Basic [0 Bosk Profidiemt 13 Advonced

NOTE: The NAEP reading scole ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
correspoitding to the following points: Below Basl, 242 or lower; Basik, 243-280;
Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (35 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 259 30 44 25 1
Female 50 270 18 44 35 3
White 80 268 19 45 34 2
Black 15 243 48 41 11 #
Hispanic 3 257 36 40 23 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 -— -— - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # -— — -— -—-- -
“Freelreduced-price schooi iunch
Eligible 28 247 42 43 14 #
Not eligible 70 271 17 44 36 3
¢ In 2003, male students in Pennsylvania had an average score 500J, Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (12 points). This g
performance gap was wider than that of 2002 (5 points). 290’ Oty
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher g80 | 289287 75th
than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap 270 Seg soth
was narrower than that of 2002 (35 points). a0 | %9507 501
¢ |n 2003, White students had an average score that was not 250
found to be significantly different from that of Hispanic students. Ol 75th
In 2002, White students had an average score that was higher 20 | 25244
than that of Hispanic students. 230 B
¢ |n 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price Z
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of ¢
students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap 02°03
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (28 points).
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0—-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds o zero. —- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003, 1 Significantly higher than, |} lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in prévious assessments.

2 " Jyrisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions {such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price tunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsre portcard/states!/ for additional resuits and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
{NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework readlng for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

el Reeding Roauls Gr R end) St RereeniEsp 68 MAEP Acifovemens Lavels l
o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Rhode Islond (Publi i i
Rhode Island was 261. This was not found to be significantly 1998 [T AP ] a ~ 2 13
different' from the average score in 2002 (262), and was lower w000 R a3 wn: 28 [ 2
than the average score in 1998 (264). 2003 [ 70.o] 41 e A 13
o Rhode Island's average score (261) in 2003 was not found to Nation {Public)
be significantly different from that of the nation's public schools 2003 3 PEYS a2 3
(261).
P below Bask and at Bosi ofcient and
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 vrenioge blow BaskandatBustc - Poventage  Profidot ca
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in : P s -
Rhode Island were higher than those in 12 jurisdictions, not Obelow Bosic O Bosic B Proficient B3 Advamced
tsr:g:ftiﬁzggyindgae;l?:tsgizﬁ";:;ose in 8 jurisdictions, and lower NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the ochievement levels
' corresponding to the following points: Below Busic, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
o The percentage of students in Rhode Island who performed at Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
or above the NAEP Proficient level was 30 percent in 2003.
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (30 percent), and was not found to be significantly
different from 1998 (32 percent).
RerormanceoNAE ReportinglGroups]injRhodelisliand e
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
_Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 256 34 40} 24 2
Female 49 266 23 43 31 4
White 75 267 22 43 32 3
Black 8 241 50 36 14 #
Hispanic 13 238 54 38 8 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 252 42 35 19 3
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 281 245 45 40 14 1
Not eligible 651 270 19 43 35 4
Y e ragelccoraCapsiBetweentoelected ||| Reaxiing Seells Seares &8 Sellster) Rarxsenilss
¢ In 2003, male students in Rhode Island had an average score 5ooJ’ Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (11 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290/ 786 :
1998 (10 points). Cpmmmmsenrrttme Sy ] 51
(10p ) 280 | 286 985
o |n 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 25
than that of Black students (26 points). This performance gap 2%”’——0.0 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (22 points). 260 265 933
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 230 ng__h_% 251h
than that of Hispanic students (30 points). This performance 260 { 243 IR
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (29 points). 230 B
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :r
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - -
students who were eligible (25 points). This performance gap 98 0203
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (26 points). ===l Accommodotions were not permitted
[w; O Ac dast weie p I |
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nat|onal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
l|terary expenence to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP readlng scale ranges from 0 to 500.

vl Reedhg Reais frSenCarelng | [ Somnk Reveentern 68 AR Adkitronmsid Laves

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in South (m"nu (Publl

South Carolina was 258. This was not found to be significantly ws [ 4 I
different' from the average score in 2002 (258), and was higher 002 | Al | 4 R
than the average score in 1998 (255). 2003 [ AL 45 YN

o South Carolina's average score (258) in 2003 was lower than Nation {Public)
that of the nation's public schools (261). 2003 | 1 713

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percentoge below Bask ond af Basic  Percentage af Profiient aad
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advamed
South Carolina were higher than those in 7 jurisdictions, not Elbelow Basic O Basic T Proficient 3 Advanced

significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 34 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from O to 500, with the achievement levels

o The percentage of students in South Carolina who performed corresponding 1o the following points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Busic, 243-280;
at or above the NAEP Proficient level was 24 percent in 2003. Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above,
This percentage was not found to be significantly different from
2002 (24 percent), and was not found to be significantly
different from 1998 (22 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 48 253 36 45 18 1
Female 52 263 26 46 26 2
White 54 269 18 47 33 3
Black 43 244 47 43 9 #
Hispanic 2 — . — — .
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 -— — - - —
American Indian/Alaska Native # -— — - — —

Free/reduced-price school lunch

Eligible 47 247 42 44 13 1
Not eligible 51 268 20 46 31 3
AveragelscorelGapsiBetweeniSelectedlGroupsi 1 Readling Seale Steies et Selosind Rersenlss
o In 2003, male students in South Carolina had an average score SOOJ« Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (10 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 280/
1998 (9 points). 270 0“"""‘" 20 280 7™
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 260
than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap D“—‘ 259 259 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). 250
. . 240
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 23 6237 25th
for Hispanic students in South Carolina. 230 | 93
220
¢ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (21 points). This performance gap 0 - -
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (26 points). 98 02'03
Weaadl Acommodations were not permitted
[pe==e(]  Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to 2ero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higherthan, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/freduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses

AP

@ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in
South Dakota was 270.

o South Dakota's average score (270) in 2003 was higher' than
that of the nation's public schools (261).

¢ Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in
South Dakota were higher than those in 38 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 12 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 2 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students in South Dakota who performed at
or above the NAEP Proficient level was 39 percent in 2003.
The percentage of students in South Dakota who performed at
or above the Basic level was 82 percent.

ing 2003

literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

South Dakota
Grade 8

Public Schools

reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for

South Dakota (Public}
2003

Nation {Public)
2003

Percentage below Bask and ot Bask Percentage ot Profilent and
Advonced

@ below Basic [ Basi Profident B3 Advanced

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 ta 500, with the achievement levels
corresponding to the following points: Below Basi, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;

Profident, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reportinggroups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 265 1 231 45 311 2
Female 51 275 1 14 | 41 417 4
White 88 1 273 1 151 43 381 3
Black 11 - - - —
Hispanic 11 — - -— - ——
Asian/Pacific Islander 11 - - — -— -—
American Indian/Alaska Native 91 246 46 39 15 #
"Freelreduced-price school iunch

Eligible 321 2611 28 | 42 281 2

Not eligible 67 1 2741 14 | 43 391 3

o In 2003, male students in South Dakota had an average score
that was lower than that of female students (11 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of the
Nation (11 points).

e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Black students in South Dakota.

o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for Hispanic students in South Dakota.

e 1In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that
of students who were eligible (13 points). This performance
gap was narrower than that of the Nation (25 points).

atiSelecte i
Scale Score Distributio
25t 50t 75t
Percentile  Percentile  Percentile
South Dakota 2517 272 1 292 1
Nation (Public) 240 264 286

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500 NAEP
reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at lower,
middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed. For example,
the data above show that 75 percent of students in public schools
nationally scored below 286, and 75 percent of students in South
Dakota scored below 292.

# The estimate rounds to zero.

* Significantly different from South Dakota. 1 Significantly higher

--- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

than, } lower than appropriate subgroup in the nation (pubic).

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Perfformance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 Jurisdictions™ includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the

District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).

NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.
Visit http:/nces.ed.govinationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information,

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education S

(NAEP), 2003 Reading Assessment.

, National As

nent of Educational Progress
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. State Reading 2003 Grade 8

Public Schools
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

i

e Readng Resis (or Tamess®® . [STiaenuRe tce AN AE YAChieyemenqiere S

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Tennessee (P“b_h‘)
Tennessee was 258. This was not found to be significantly (LLT I O I | a EYE N
different! from the average score in 2002 (260), and was not 2002 L BB 1 43 2 26 [12
found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 F R T | 43 T 2
1998 (258).

Nation {Public)

o Tennessee's average score (258) in 2003 was lower than that 2003 PSR a7 7. 113

of the nation's public schools (261).

- . . Petcentoge below Bask and at Busi Percantage at Profisent and
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 etcentoge below Basit and a1 Bt A::::‘:je rertiont an

eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Cbelow 8asic O Basic O Profident 0 Advanced
Tennessee were higher than those in 7 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 11 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 34 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achlevement levels

corresponding to the following points: Below Bosic, 242 or lower; Basic 243-280;
o The percentage of students in Tennessee who performed at or Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 26 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(28 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (27 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 252 38 41 20 1
Female 48 265 24 45 28 3
White 73 265 24 45 29 2
Black 24 239 53 38 8 #
Hispanic 2 - -— - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 - - - - -
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - --- - —
“Free/reduced-price school iunch
Eligible 36 245 45 41 13 1
Not eligible
o In 2003, male students in Tennessee had an average score 500J¢ Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (13 points). This 282
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 280 [ remisisiaiammme o o I 211
1998 (15 points). 270 283 4987
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 260 28‘-———4.0 so1h
than that of Black students (26 points). This performance gap 262 263 980
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (29 points). 250 -~
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate o e
38 239
for Hispanic students in Tennessee. 230 3
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price OT
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 8 0103
students who were eligible (20 points). This performance gap
was narrower than that of 1998 (27 points). B===m Accommodations were not permitted
Ore==0) Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 urisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available" category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp://inces .ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nation's Report Card Texas

State R d i Grade 8
: e a I n g 2 0 03 Public Schools
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

OyeralliReadinglResultsiforiTexasTgm St nRercentaaeTat NAE BIAChieyementL

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Texas (Publid _
Texas was 259. This was not found to be significantly different’ s [ 7B 4 2 J 1
from the average score in 2002 (262), and was not found to be 2002 i | 43 R R |
significantly different from the average score in 1998 (261). 2003 Eiaad o 45 AT R

o Texas' average score (259) in 2003 was lower than that of the Nation {Public)
nation’s public schools (261). 2003 0 7 I3

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Porcentage below Bask and o Basic  Percentage of Profifont aad
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advamed
Texas were higher than those in 7 jurisdictions, not significantly below Basic O Basic O Profidemt T) Advaced

different from those in 13 jurisdictions, and lower than those in

32 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ronges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

¢ The percentage of students in Texas who performed at or corresponding to the following points: Below Basl, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 26 percent in 2003. This Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was smaller than that in 2002 (31 percent), and
was not found to be significantly different from 1998 (27
percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 253 35 45 20 1
Female 48 265 24 45 29 3
White 44 272 16 45 36 3
Black 15 247 44 42 13 #
Hispanic 37 247 41 45 14 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 272 14 49 32 4
American Indian/Alaska Native # - -— - --- -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 44 246 43 45 12 #
Not eligible 54 269 { 191 44 34 3
e agelocorelCanaBetweenSelectedicroup R IR cainatscalescoresians electedIRercentiles ¢
o In 2003, male students in Texas had an average score that was 500/L Percentiles
lower than that of female students (11 points). This "
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290' %3
1998 (10 points). 280 o_..——-—;g?g 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 278 22&3 w2
than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap D_.__—cg’u 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). %01 784 5
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher ;50 2445 25th
than that of Hispanic students (24 points). This performance i : 0 335
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (22 points). 230 5
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :r
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0 - -
students who were eligible (24 points). This performance gap 98 02'03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (24 points). Be=as8 Acommodations were not permitted
D=mmenC] - Accomimodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 ~Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/inces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The Nat|onal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts descrlbed in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to ga|n information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Utah (Public)

Utah was 264. This was not found to be significantly different’ 1998 [F0 T 44 R
from the average score in 2002 (263), and was not found to be w2 [ FF ] 43 30 2
significantly different from the average score in 1998 (263). 2003 [0 T 44 .30. B2

o Utah's average score (264) in 2003 was higher than that of the Nation {Pubfic)
nation's public schools (261). 2003 [ BB ] a2 7 []3

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percaniage below Bask ond ol Basic  Percentage af Profiient and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advored

Utah were higher than those in 18 jurisdictions, not significantly Clbelow Basic (T Basic O3 Proficient T3 Advanced
different from those in 18 jurisdictions, and lower than those in

16 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

o The percentage of students in Utah who performed at or above corresponding to the following points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
the NAEP Proficient level was 32 percent in 2003. This Proficent, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(32 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (31 percent).

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 259 28 45 25 1
Female 51 269 19 43 35 3
White 86 268 20 45 33 2
Black 1 - - --- --- ---
Hispanic 9 241 49 38 13 #
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 262 26 46 26 2
American Indian/Alaska Native 2 --- - --- --- -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 26 251 38 43 19 #
Not eligible 70 7 269 18 44 35 3
JAveragelScorelGaps]BetweeniSelected(Groups] ] Reading]ScalelScoreslatiSelected]Rercentiles
o In 2003, male students in Utah had an average score that was 500L Percentiles
lower than that of female students (10 points). This :
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290' 286
ints). [ * w® I £111
1998 (9 points) 280 | 28 a7 28 0"
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 270 267 S0l
i . o th
for Black students in Utah. 260 !%“——(P‘aw,
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 250
than that of Hispanic students (27 points). This performance 2 w 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (21 points). 0 243245
730
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price J
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (18 points). This performance gap ¢ - -
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (20 points). 98 02'03
Wesadl Accommodations were not permitted
[r==) Accominodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. -- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit hitp;/inces.ed.gov/nationsreporteard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National A nent of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Crrl Ry ReotrVameme - || SorkieRersentae eRNAEP Asivement Lavels

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Vermont (Publid . _ —
Vermont was 271. This was not found to be significantly 2002 T 42 LA
different’ from the average score in 2002 (272). 2003 LT 43 35

o Vermmont's average score (271) in 2003 was higher than that of Natfon {Public)
the nation’s public schools (261). 2003 | 25 K | 42 2 [}

o Qf the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2903 Porcontage below Bask and af Basic  Percaniage af Profident md
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advanced
Vermont were higher than those in 40 jurisdictions, and not below Basic (Y Basic {7 Profldent B3 Advonced
significantly different from those in 12 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students in Vermont who performed at or NOTE: The NAEP recding scole ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
above the NAEP Proficient level was 39 percent in 2003. This corresponding to the following points: Below Basic 242 or lower; Basly, 243-280;
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002 Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

(40 percent).

G Ve~

Percentage Average

o .

Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 265 23 45 29 2
Female 50 276 14 40 40 6
White 96 271 18 43 35 4
Black 1 — — — — —
Hispanic 1 - - — - —
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 — —_ — — —
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 - — — — —

Freefreduced-price school lunch

Eligible
Not eligible
Y erageiscorelCapsIBetw
o In 2003, male students in Vermont had an average score that 500/[} Percontiles
was lower than that of female students (11 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290 Oy 75th
2002 (9 points). 2'80 293192
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 270 2??0 50th
for Black students in Vermont. 260 7
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 250 Cmey 951k
for Hispanic students in Vermont. 210 252251
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of o

students who were eligible (20 points). This performance gap 0203
was not significantly different from that of 2002 (19 points).

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statislical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 * Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional resuits and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educationa! Progress
(NAEP), 2002 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for

Virginio {Public)

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Virginia was 268. This was not found to be significantly s [CFH_T 45 n s
different® from the average score in 2002 (269), and was not 2002 O | 43 W _=f]3
found to be significantly different from the average score in 2003 BT 43 37 1] 3
1998 (266).
Nation {Public)
o Virginia's average score (268) in 2003 was higher than that of 2003 [ a2 7 13
the nation's public schools (261).

P below Bosk and at Bosic P Profident axd
o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 erentoge Below Boskandat Joe b o Profldant et

eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Cbelow Bosic [ Basic O Proficient ©J Advanced
Virginia were higher than those in 27 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 23 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 2 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

corresponding to the following points: Below Busi, 242 or lower; 8asic 243-280;
o The percentage of students in Virginia who performed at or Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
above the NAEP Proficient level was 36 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(37 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (33 percent).

RerformancelofNAEBIREpORINGIGLo RS NV rainia RN e il
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 49 263 25 44 29 2
Female 51 272 18 42 36 5
White 65 275 15 41 39 5
Black 27 250 38 46 15 #
Hispanic 4 266 22 48 28 2
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 274 12 48 38 2
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - - -
Free/reduced-price school lunch.
Eligible 26 252 38 44 16 1
Not eligible 70 274 15 42 38 4
RV eragelo corelGapsiBetweeniSelected|Groups || Rerding Sealb Seeres 8 Stz Rereenilss
o In 2003, male students in Virginia had an average score that 500/L Porcentiles
was lower than that of female students (9 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290 Qg‘;___ﬂ,.—o—a 75th
1998 (10 points).
(10 points}) g0 | 288 291 291
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 268 o b
- than that of Black students (25 points). This performance gap %8 270 50
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (24 points). 260 "
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 250 n 054 25th
than that of Hispanic students (9 points). This performance gap 240 2
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (8 points). T )
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 0 98 0703
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of
students who were eligible (23 points). This performance gap Besadl Accommodations were not permitted
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). D= Accommodations wete permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

# The estimate rounds to zero. - Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higherflower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2" Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions {such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not avaitable” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http:/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

Everel) Readling Resvlle G Weshfingiem. St Pereeniags e NAEP Adifiwremeis Levels

o In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Washington (Publi)

Washington was 264. This was lower" than the average score [EALT 2 M i el 2
in 2002 (268), and was not found to be significantly different 2002 A 41 Y o33k ¢ WY
from the average score in 1998 (264). 2008 [ 70 ] 43 30 -3

o Washington's average score (264) in 2003 was higher than that Notion {Public)
of the nation’s public schools (261). 003 ¥ 1 ) — 1) 3

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Fercentage below Bask and of Basle  Percontage af Profident and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advenced
Washington were higher than those in 18 jurisdictions, not below Bosic O Basic O Proficient Tl Advanced

significantly different from those in 20 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 14 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ronges frotn 0 to 500, with the achievement levels

o The percentage of students in Washington who performed at or corresponding 1o the following peints: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Basic, 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 33 percent in 2003. This Proficient, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(37 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (32 percent).

™

Rertermenee cf AT Reperig Ereps I Whshingien

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 51 258 30 43 25 1
Female 49 271 19 42 35 5
White 74 268 20 43 33 3
Black 6 251 40 41 18 1
Hispanic 9 246 45 39 15 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 8 270 21 40 34 5
American Indian/Alaska Native 3 247 38 45 17 1
Free/reduced-price schoo! lunch
Eligible 281 248 42 40 17 1
Not eligible 58 271 17 43 35 4
Levaraan Suso Caps ot kel Grmps ™ - ||| Reerifiy Seels Seewes e Saeted)
o In 2003, male students in Washington had an average score soo/L Percentiles
that was lower than that of female students (13 points). This o’
performanca.? gap was not significantly different from that of 290 2M 75
1998 (16 points). 280 & 292288 th
e In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 267
than that of Black students (17 points). This performance gap Dee""771""01 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (25 points). 260 :Z
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 50 Py 25th
than that of Hispanic students (22 points). This performance o oM g
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (27 points). 230 ’
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price :r ,
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of 0
students who were eligible (23 points). This performance gap ‘98 '02'03
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (24 points). Bessul Accommodations were not permitted
D==== Accommodctions were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/tower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts descnbed in the NAEP framework: readmg for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

(OveralllReading|ResultsforgWestjVirginial BikStudent{RercentagelatiNAERIAChievement{eve! s
e In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in West Virginia (Publi) .
West Virginia was 260. This was lower' than the average score 1998 [ ‘;E l i OES7IE §
in 2002 (264), and was not found to be significantly different 000 [ gRP 1 48 PR o B
from the average score in 1998 (262). 2003 EEEIT 1 47 ey )2
o West Virginia's average score (260) in 2003 was not found to Nation (Public)
be significantly different from that of the nation's public schools 2003 Eom ] 32 T
(261).
Porcentage below Bask and at Bas! Percentage at Profiient oud
o Ofthe 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 O oy g Protont
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Clbelow Basic [ Basic € Profident B Advanced
West Virginia were higher than those in 9 jurisdictions, not
tsrllgar;lf;lgzzgyl:I:;fzerﬁ::tsérlznrg:]l’;ose in 11 jurisdictions, and lower NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ronges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
) ’ corresponding to the following points: Below Basic, 242 or lower; Busic, 243-280;
® The percentage of students in West Virginia who performed at Profident, 281-327; Advanced, 323 ar cbove.

or above the NAEP Proficient level was 25 percent in 2003.
This percentage was smaller than that in 2002 (29 percent),
and was not found to be significantly different from 1998 (28

percent).
Rerformancelof{NAERIReporting[Groups]in\WestVirginia F ‘ = ,
Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 50 254 | KL 46 19 1
Female 50 265 22 48 27 3
White 94 260 | 281 47 241 2
Black 5 248 40 46 13 #
Hispanic # - - - - -
Asian/Pacific Islander #1 - - - - -—
American Indian/Alaska Native # - - - -— -
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 48 1
Not ehglble : 51 ]
e In 2003, male students in West Virginia had an average score Parcentiles
that was lower than that of female students (11 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290 283
1998 (13 points). 288 M 75th
o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 81
than that of Black students (12 points). This performance gap °“'"""’?§“’c 50th
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (14 points). 260 264 2%1
. - . . . 250 242
e The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate Qemm==C 251h
for Hispanic students in West Virginia. :40 43 u5 2%
30
¢ In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price J
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (16 points). This performance gap ¢ - -
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (13 points). 98 0203
Be==em Accominodotions were not permitted
Oe====(1 Accommodations were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. { Significantly higher than, { lower than 2002.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 ~Jurisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions {(such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the “Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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Wisconsin
" Grade 8

Public Schools

IS EE S 20045458V 8)

The National Assessment of Educanonal Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework: reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

o |n 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in

Wisconsin were higher than those in 21 jurisdictions, not
significantly different from those in 25 jurisdictions, and lower
than those in 6 jurisdictions.

o The percentage of students in Wisconsin who performed at or
above the NAEP Proficient level was 37 percent in 2003. This
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 1998
(34 percent).

Wisconsin (Public}

below Basic (3 Bask Proficient & Advanced

Wisconsin was 266. This was not found to be significantly s | 2] - ':32 = 2
different" from the average score in 1998 (265). 03[R 4 T §

o Wisconsin's average score (266) in 2003 was higher than that Nation (Public)
of the nation's public schools (261). 2003 [E_ 33 ° ] 42 7] 3

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percettoge bolow Bask and at Busic  Percentage ot Profident and
eighth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in Advonced

NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500, with the achievement levels
corresponding to the following points: Below Basi, 242 or lower; Bosic, 243-280;
Proficdent, 281-322; Advanced, 323 or above.

R

Perfoﬁ‘%ée OfiNAE

B ol a@&mﬁ& il i

Percentage Average Percentage of students at
Reportinggroups of students Score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male 52 259 29 42 27 1
Female 48 274 16 39 40 5
White 84 271 17 42 37 3
Black 9 234 60 32 7 #
Hispanic 3 244 49 35 15 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 253 39 38 22 2
American Indian/Alaska Native 1 -— - - - -

"Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible
Not eligible

AR SEer Caps Bean £

o In 2003, male students in Wisconsin had an average score that Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (15 points). This
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290 287 751
1998 (15 points). th

998 (15 points) 280 mo- 290

¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 270 29 a sorh
than that of Black students (38 points). This performance gap ’ 2%9 276 '
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (35 points). 260 28

o In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 20 2?7—————0 25th
than that of Hispanic students (28 points). This performance 240 46
gap was wider than that of 1998 (13 points). T

o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price 0 %8 03

school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of
students who were eligible (28 points). This performance gap
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (20 points).

Beeedl Acommodotions were nol permitted
Dueemen(] - Accominodotions wete permitted

An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.

RIC

# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporting standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

* Significantly different from 2003. 1 Significantly higher than, | lower than 1998.

' Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and fimited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 "Jurisdictions" includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Slatlsllcal comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percenlages

SOU'I—{CE u. gTD?panment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Educalion Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998 and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) assesses reading in three contexts described in the NAEP framework reading for
literary experience, to gain information, and to perform a task. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to 500.

OveralllReading]Resultstovyoming I [ 1o udentRercentagelatiNAE BfAchievementiilevels}

¢ In 2003, the average scale score for eighth-grade students in Wyonitng (Public

Wyoming was 267. This was higher* than the average score in 18 [ F | 45 T
2002 (265), and was higher than the average score in 1998 000 R [l Y [
(263). 2003 [ ¥ 32 @ B2

o Wyoming's average score (267) in 2003 was higher than that of Nation {Public)
the nation's public schools (261). 2003 a2 = ) 3

o Of the 53 states and jurisdictions? that participated in the 2003 Percantoge below Busk and af Basie  Percantage o Profident aid
eighth-grade assessment, students’ average scale scores in Advarced
Wyoming were higher than those in 26 jurisdictions, not Cibelow Basic O Basic 03 Proficient [ Advanced

significantly different from those in 19 jurisdictions, and lower

than those in 7 jurisdictions. NOTE: The NAEP reading scale ronges from 0 ta 500, with the ochievement levels

o The percentage of students in Wyoming who performed at or corresponding to the following points: Below Bask, 242 or lower; Basic 243-280;
above the NAEP Proficient level was 34 percent in 2003. This Proficient, 281-327; Advanced, 323 or above.
percentage was not found to be significantly different from 2002
(31 percent), and was not found to be significantly different
from 1998 (31 percent).

R T NAT Repeibir Qeors (o WRRig & & - &b b & hrme et v % s ok % b m &

Percentage Average Percentage of students at

Reporting groups of students Score Below Basic Basic Praoficient Advanced
Male 53 262 26 46 27 1
Female 47 272 15 45 36 3
White 88 269 18 46 34 2
Black 2 - - -— - -
Hispanic 6 255 34 46 19 1
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 -— -- - - -—
American Indian/Alaska Native 3 242 52 40 8 #
Free/reduced-price school lunch
Eligible 271 255 33 46 20 1
Not eligible 721 2721 16 3
T = MR R I T PR R AR PRGN L B TR
AVeragelscorelcapsiBetweeniselected|Croupsy N SealefScoreyat : .
o In 2003, male students in Wyoming had an average score that 500/L Percentiles
was lower than that of female students (10 points). This "
performance gap was not significantly different from that of 290’ 285+
1998 (15 points). é;—..oaﬂ
(15p . ) 280 285’238 75th
o The sample size was not sufficient to permit a reliable estimate 270 | 265°
for Black students in Wyoming. 260 287 269 50th
¢ In 2003, White students had an average score that was higher 250 | 244°
than that of Hispanic students (14 points). This performance 25 238 25th
gap was not significantly different from that of 1998 (15 points). 240
230
o In 2003, students who were not eligible for free/reduced-price
school lunch had an average score that was higher than that of T
students who were eligible (16 points). This performance gap . ¢ - -
was not significantly different from that of 1998 (15 points). 98 0203
Becadl Acominadotions were not permitted
De===0) Accominodotions were permitted
An examination of scores at different percentiles on the 0-500
NAEP reading scale at each grade indicates how well students at
lower, middle, and higher levels of the distribution performed.
# The estimate rounds to zero. --- Reporling standards not met; sample size insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
* Significantly different from 2003. : { Significantly higher than, | lower than 2002.

* Comparisons (higher/lower/not different) are based on statistical tests. The .05 level was used for testing statistical significance. Performance comparisons may
be affected by differences in exclusion rates for students with disabilities and limited-English-proficient students in the NAEP samples and changes in sample
sizes. NAEP sample sizes have increased since 2002 compared to previous years, resulting in smaller detectable differences than in previous assessments.

2 yrisdictions” includes participating states and other jurisdictions (such as the District of Columbia and the Department of Defense Dependents Schools).
NOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding, and because the "Information not available” category for Free/reduced-price lunch is not displayed.
Statistical comparisons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

Visit http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/states/ for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), 1998, 2002, and 2003 Reading Assessments.
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