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What is The ation's Report Card?
T.H.F. NATION'S REPORT CARD, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), is a nationally
representative and continuing assessment of what America's students know and can do in various subject areas.
Since 1.969, assessments have been conducted periodically in reading, mathematics, science, writing, history,
geography, and other fields. By making objective information on student performance available to policymakers at
the national, state, and local levels, NAEP is an integral part of our nation's evaluation of the condition and progress
of education. Only information related to academic achievement is collected under this program. NAEP guarantees
the privacy of individual students and their families.

N.AEP is a congressionally mandated project of the National Center for Education Statistics within the Institute
of Education Sciences of the U.S. Department of Education. The Commissioner of Education Statistics is
responsible, by law, for carrying out the NAEP project through competitive awards to qualified organizations.

In 19$33, Congress established the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) to oversee and set policy for
NAEP. The Board is responsible for: selecting the subject areas to be assessed; setting appropriate student
achievement levels; developing assessment objectives and test specifications; developing a process for the review of
the assessment; designing the assessment methodology; developing guidelines for reporting and disseminating
NAEP results; developing standards and procedures for interstate, regional, and national_ comparisons; determining
the appropriateness of all assessment items and ensuring the assessment items are free .from bias and are secular,
neutral, and non-ideological; taking actions to improve the form, content, use, and reporting of results of the National
Assessment; and planning and executing the initial public release of National Assessment of Educational Progress
reports.
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xecutive Summary

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

is the nation's ongoing representative sample survey of

student achievement in core subject areas. NAF,P, known as

the Nation's Report Card, is authorized by Congress and

administered by the National Center for Education Statistics

(NOES) of the Institute of Education Sciences in the U.S.

Department of Education. NAEP regularly reports to the

public on the educational progress of students in grades

4, 8, and 12.

In 2002, NAEP assessed the reading and writing

performance of the nation's fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-

grade students. NAEP also conducted assessments of

fourth- and eighth-graders' reading and writing in most of

the states.

In 2001, after discussion among NOES, the National

Assessment Governing Board (NM3B), and the leadership

of the Council of the Great City Schools, Congress

appropriated funds for a trial district-level assessment and

NAGB passed a resolution approving the selection of five

large urban districts for participation in the Trial Urban

District Assessment, a special project within NAEP. Thus,

this report presents, for the first time, district-level results of

NAEP reading assessments in five urban public-school

districts: Atlanta City, City of Chicago, Houston ISD, Los

Angeles Unified, and New York City Public Schools.

Throughout this report, the districts are referred to simply as

Atlanta, Chicago, Houston, Los Angeles, and New York City.

The five districts participated voluntarily in the NAM') 2002

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY NAEP 2002 READING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT vii
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Trial Urban District. Assessment in reading
at grades 4 and 8. Results are also included
in this report for the District of Columbia,
which, in 2002 and past years, has been
included in the main assessments with states
and other jurisdictions. Data for public
schools across the nation and for central city
public schools are provided for comparison
purposes.' The public schools also included
charter schools, which in some cases were
not managed by the urban school district.

NAFP does not provide scores for
individual students or schools. It reports
results for groups of students (e.g., fourth-
graders). For each group in each table in the
report, assessment results are described in
one of two ways: the group's average
reading score on a scale from 0 to 500 or
the percentage of students in the group
who reached each of three achievement
levels: Basic, Proficient, and Adranced. The

Proficient level for each grade is defined by
the Governing Board as representing "solid
academic performance," which demon-
strates "competency over challenging
subject matter" for the grade assessed.
Basic indicates partial mastery of skills
that are fundamental for proficient work.
Advanced denotes superior performance.

The achievement levels are performance
standards adopted by NAGB as part of its
statutory responsibilities. The achievement
levels are a collective judgment of what
students should know and be able to do for
each grade tested. As provided by law,
NCES, upon review of a congressionally
mandated evaluation of NAEP, determined
that the achievement levels are to be used
on a trial basis and should be interpreted

with caution. However, both NCES and
NAGB believe that the performance stan-
dards are useful for understanding trends in
student achievement. They have been widely
used by national and state officials and
others as a common yardstick of academic
performance.

The results are based on representative
samples of students for the nation and for
participating districts. In order to obtain
reliable and representative data, a large
proportion of the selected schools and
students must participate. All six districts
met the NCES statistical participation
criteria for NAEP samples at grade 4, but
New York City data will not be reported for
grade 8 because eighth-grade participation
did not meet the criteria.

Some students are identified by the
school districts as students with disabilities
and/or limited English proficient students.
Some of these students are excluded from
the assessment, and others are tested with
accommodations related to their status.
Because the percentages of students identi-
fied, excluded, and assessed with accommo-
dations vary across the urban districts, that
variability should be taken into consider-
ation in interpreting the results and making
comparisons (see appendix A, table A.1).

For example, in the case of fourth-grade
students, the percentages of students
identified as having disabilities or limited
English proficiency ranged from 8 to 51
percent, the percentages of fourth-grade
students excluded for these reasons ranged
from 2 to 17 percent, and the percentages
assessed with accommodations ranged from
1 to 8 percent. At the eighth grade, the

1 "Central city" includes a nationally representative sample of public schools located in central cities within
metropolitan statistical areas as defined by the federal Office of Management and Budget. "Central City" is
nor synonymous with "inner city"

viii EXECUTIVE SUMMARY NAEP 2002 READING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT
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percentages of students identified with
disabilities or limited English proficiency
ranged from 6 to 35 percent, the percentage
of eighth-grade students excluded for these
reasons ranged from 2 to 7 percent, and the
percentages assessed with accommodations
ranged from 0 to 8 percent.

Throughout this report, differences
between scores and between percentages are
discussed in the text only when they are
significant from a statistical perspective. All
differences reported are significant at the
0.05 level with appropriate adjustments for
multiple comparisons.

Overall Reading Results for
the Urban Districts
Average Scores

Results for Grade 4
The average scale scores for fourth-
graders ranged from 191 in the District
of Columbia and Los Angeles to 206 in
Houston and New York City.

The average score for public-school
students in the nation as a whole was
higher than the average score in each of
the urban districts, and the national
average score in central city public
schools was higher than the average score
in each of the urban districts except
Houston and New York City.

The average scale scores in Houston
and New York City were higher than
those of the other urban districts and
were not found to differ significantly
from each other.

Results for Grade 8
Results for New York City schools at grade
8 are not reported because they did not
meet participation rates.

The average scale scores for eighth-
graders ranged from 236 in Atlanta to
249 in Chicago.

The national average scores for public
school students and for students in the
central city public schools were higher
than the average score in any of the
urban districts.

The average scale scores in Chicago and
Houston were higher than those of the
other urban districts, but were not found
to differ significantly from each other.

Reading Achievement Levels

Results for Grade 4
The percentage of fourth-graders
performing at or above Proficient ranged
from 10 percent in the District of Co-
lumbia to 19 percent in New York City.
The percentage of students performing
at or above Proficient in public schools in
the nation was 30 percent, and for stu-
dents in central city public schools it was
21 percent.

Any apparent differences between the
percentages of students performing at or
above Proficient in the urban districts were
not found to be statistically significant.

The percentage of students performing
at or above Basic ranged from 31 percent
in the District of Columbia to 48 percent
in Houston. In public schools across the
nation, 62 percent of students performed
at or above Basic. In central city schools
in the national sample, 51 percent
performed at or above Basic.

The percentages of students performing
at or above Basic were higher in Houston
and New York City than in the other
urban districts.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY NAEP 2002 READING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT ix
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Results for Grade 8
The percentages of eighth-graders
performing at or above Proficient ranged
from 8 percent in Atlanta to 17 percent in
Houston. Thirty-one percent of students
in public schools in the nation and 23
percent in central city public schools
performed at or above Proficient.

The percentages of students performing
at or above Proficient in national public
schools and central city public schools
were higher than the percentages in each
of the urban districts.

The percentages of students performing
at or above Basic ranged from 42 percent
in Atlanta to 62 percent in Chicago.
Seventy-four percent of public school
students in the nation and 64 percent in
central cities performed at or above Basic.

The percentages of students performing
at or above Basic in Chicago and Houston
did not differ significantly from each
other and both were higher than the
comparable percentages in Atlanta, the
District of Columbia, and Los Angeles.

Results for Student
Subgroups
In addition to providing average scores and
achievement levels for the nation, for states,
and, in this report, for urban districts,
NAEP reports provide results For sub-
groups of students defined by various
background and contextual characteristics
(e.g., gender, eligibility for free or reduced-
price lunch, and level of parents' education).

Gender

Results for Grade 4
111 Both male and female fourth-grade

students in Atlanta, Chicago, the District
of Columbia, and Los Angeles had
average scores that were below the
national average score for their counter-
parts in central city public schools.

Female students in the urban districts
outscored male students, on average. The
exception was Houston, where the
apparent difference was not statistically
significant.

Results for Grade 8
The average score for male eighth-
graders in central city schools across the
nation was higher than the average for
male eighth-graders in each of the urban
districts. The average score for female
students in all urban districts except
Chicago was below the national average
for female students in central city public
schools.

In all urban districts, female students had
higher average scores than male students.

Race/Ethnicity
Whereas White students constitute 60
percent of the national public sample at
grade 4 and 64 percent at grade 8, in the
urban districts, White students make up a
maximum of 15 percent of the samples at
grade 4 (New York City) and 11 percent of
the samples at grade 8 (Chicago). Black or
Hispanic students or both constitute majori-
ties in the urban districts in the trial assess-
ment. Hispanic students made tip half or
more of the sample in Houston and Los
Angeles at both grades 4 and 8. Black
fourth- and eighth-grade students made up
more than 80 percent of the sample in both
Atlanta and the District of Columbia.

x EXECUTIVE SUMMARY NAEP 2002 READING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT
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Results for Grade 4
In five of the six urban districts in which
a reliable comparison could be made,
White fourth-graders had higher average
scores than their Black and Hispanic
peers. In Chicago, Hispanic students had
higher average scores than Black students.

The average scores for Black students in
Chicago, the Di Strict of Columbia, and
Los Angeles were lower than the national
average for Black students in central city
public schools.

The average scores for Hispanic students
in Chicago, Houston, and Los Angeles
were lower than the national average
for Hispanic students in central city
public schools.

The average score for Asian/Pacific
Islander students in New York City was
higher than the national average for
Asian/Pacific Islander students in central
city public schools.

Results for Grade 8
White eighth-graders had higher average
scores than Black eighth-graders in
Atlanta, Houston, and Los Angeles. The
apparent difference in Chicago was not
found to be statistically significant, and
the sample size in the District of Colum-
bia was insufficient to permit a reliable
comparison.

The average scores for Black students in
Atlanta, the District of Columbia, and
Los Angeles were lower than the national
average for Black students in central city
public schools.

The average score for Hispanic students
in Los Angeles was lower than the
national average for Hispanic students in
central city public schools.

The average score for White students in
Houston was higher than the national
average for White students in central city
public schools.

Eligibility for
Free/Reduced-Price Lunch
The federal program providing free/re-
duced-price school lunch is administered by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)
for children near or below the poverty line.
Eligibility is determined by the USDA's
Income Eligibility Guidelines (http: //
www.fns.usda.gov/cnd/IEGs&NAPs/
IEGs.htrn). At grade 4, the percentages
of students in the urban districts eligible
for free/reduced-price lunch ranged from
72 percent in Houston to 88 percent in
Chicago. By comparison, 43 percent of
fourth-graders in public schools nationally
were eligible. At grade 8, the percentages
of students eligible for free/reduced-price
lunch in four of the urban districts ranged
from 68 percent to 84 percent. By compari-
son, 34 percent of eighth-graders in public
schools nationally were eligible. (Informa-
tion on the free/reduced-price lunch data
for eighth-graders in Los Angeles is not
reported because these data did not meet
reporting standards.)

Results for Grade 4
In each of the urban districts, fourth-
grade students not eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch had higher average
scores than students who were eligible.

The average scores for eligible students in
Atlanta, Chicago, the District of Colum-
bia, and Los Angeles were lower than the
national average for eligible students in
central city public schools.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY NAEP 2002 READING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT xi
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The average scores for students in
Atlanta, the District of Columbia, and
Los Angeles who were not: eligible for
the program were lower than the national
average for students in central city public
schools who were not eligible.

Results for Grade 8
Eighth-grade students not eligible for
free/reduced-price lunch had higher
average scores than eligible students
in each of the urban districts except
Chicago, where the apparent difference
was not statistically significant.

The average scores for eligible students
in Atlanta and the District of Columbia
were lower than the national average
for eligible students in central city
public schools.

I The average scores for students in At-
lanta, the District of Columbia, and
Houston who were not eligible for the
program were lower than the national
average for students in central city public
schools who were not eligible.

Parents' Highest Level
of Education
Eighth-grade students who participated in
the Trial Urban District Assessment were
asked to indicate the highest level of educa-
tion they thought that their parents had
completed. Five response options were
offered: did not finish high school, gradu-
ated from high school, some education after
high school, graduated from college, and
"I don't know."

In comparison with the other urban
districts, the District of Columbia had the
highest percentage of eighth-graders (40
percent) who reported that at least one
parent had graduated from college.

In each of the urban districts, the per-
centage of students who reported that at
least one parent had graduated from
college was lower than that of public
schools nationally.

For students who reported that at least
one parent graduated from college, the
average scores for students in Atlanta,
Chicago, the District of Columbia, and
Los Angeles were lower than the national
average for students in central city public
schools.

xii EXECUTIVE SUMMARY NAEP 2002 READING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT



1 Introduction

Overview of the
Trial Urban District Assessment in Reading 2002
How are America's schools doing? The answer is of deep

concern to our nation. So it is very important to have

reliable information. With this report, some of the largest

urban public-school districts in the United States will have a

new source of reliable data about their students with

comparisons to public schools nationally and central city

schools.' This report presents results from the 2002

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

Trial Urban District Assessment of their fourth- and

eighth-grade students' reading.

Brief History of the
National Assessment of Educational Progress
For more than thirty years NAEP has been providing

reliable in' formation about American students' achievement.

The purpose of NAEP reports is to inform educators,

policy makers, parents, and the public. NAEP (also known

as the Nation's Report Card) regularly and systematically

collects, analyzes, and reports valid and reliable information

about what American students know and can do in a

variety of subject areas. NAEP assesses representative

national samples of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade

students, and. representative samples of students in a

number of states and other jurisdictions such as the

Central city is defined in chapter 2 and more completely in the "Type of Location"
section of Appendix C. Central city includes nationally representative public schools
located in central cities within metropolitan statistical areas as defined by the federal
Office of Management and Budget. It is not synonymous with "inner city"

CHAPTER 1 NAEP 2002 READING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT 1
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District of Columbia and the Department
of Defense schools (domestic and over-
seas).

NAFP is a continuing expression of the
nation's concern with students' learning.
Congress authorized NAFP in 1969. The
National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES), one of three centers within the
U.S. Department of Education's Institute
of Education Sciences (IES), is responsible
for conducting the NAEP. An independent
body, the National Assessment Governing
Board (NAGB), provides policy oversight
for NAEP.

NAEP does not report results for indi-
vidual students or schools. In fact, for its
first two decades, NAFT reported results
only for the nation as a whole and for
subgroups within the nation (e.g., for
female students and male students). Then,
in 1988, Congress authorized a trial of
state-level assessment. So, in 1990, NAEP
began collecting and providing data for
states on mathematics performance on
representative samples of students in
participating states.

The trial of state-level assessment was
clearly successful. By 1994, NAEP was
reporting to many states on their students'
performance in mathematics, reading,
writing, and science. In 2002, NAEP
assessed representative samples of students
in most of the states and also in several
U.S. jurisdictions. What is new about this
report is that it presents the results of
assessments in each of six participating
urban districts.

The national- and state-level reports of
the NAEP 2002 assessment are available
on the NAEP web site: http://
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/. They
present nationwide results for grades 4, 8,
and 12, and results for grades 4 and 8
within the states or jurisdictions that
participated in the state-level assessment.
The national and state reports also compare
the results to the results of previous NAEP
reading assessments.

Background of the NAEP
Trial Urban District Assessment
in 2002
There has been an ongoing interest in
NAEP reports by school district and even
by school building, but NAEP does not
assess large enough numbers of students to
provide reliable results at those levels.
The District of Columbia is an exception.
Since it is not within a state, NAEP has
sampled and analyzed its school district as
the equivalent of a state.

Interest in reporting results by district
increased with the passage of the No Child
Left Behind Act.' Some large urban school
districts, such as Los Angeles and New
York, have enough students to meet NAEP
requirements for sample size in reporting.
In 2001, after discussions among the
National Center for Education Statistics,
the National Assessment Governing Board,
and the leadership of the Council of the
Great City Schools, Congress appropriated
funds for the Trial Urban District Assess-
ment. NAGB passed a resolution approving
the selection of five large urban districts
for participation in the Trial Urban District
Assessment.'

= No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2002).

National Assessment Governing Board. (2001, November 20). Minutes of the November 15-17, 2001 NAGB
Meeting: Committee Reports and Board Actions. Presented at the November 2001 NAGB meeting, Viishington, DC.
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The trial design calls for larger-than-
usual sample sizes within the districts,
making reliable district-level data possible.
The assessment will allow these districts to
make valid comparisons among themselves
for the first time. Although individual
states' own assessments may report data by
district and school, their results are based
on different scores, scales, and test designs,
so up until now districts have not been
able to compare themselves to districts in
other states.

By undertaking the Trial Urban District
Assessment in reading and writing in 2002,
NAEP continues a tradition of carefully
extending its service to education, while
preserving the rigorous sampling, scoring,
and reporting procedures that have charac-
terized the national and state assessments.
The samples were large enough to provide
data on subgroups within the districts, such
as female students or Hispanic students.
The 2002 data can serve the districts as a
benchmark for study of changes in the
performance of all their students and of
particular subgroups of students.

NAEP gathers contextual data about in-
and out-of-school experiences and socio-
economic factors from background ques-
tionnaires given to students, teachers, and
school administrators. These data for the
reporting districts are available on the
NAEP web site (http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard /naepdata /).

Selection of
Trial Urban Districts
Representatives of the Council of the
Great City Schools worked with the staff
of NAGB to identify districts fOr the trial
assessment. Districts were selected that
permitted testing of the feasibility of
conducting NAFP over a range of charac-
teristics, such as district size, minority
concentrations, federal program participa-
tion, socioeconomic conditions, and
percentages of students with disabilities
and limited English proficient students.
This report presents data for the following
participating urban districts: Atlanta City,
Chicago School District 299, Houston
Independent School District, Los Angeles
Unified, New York City Public Schools,
and Washington, DC. All these participat-
ing districts are located in central cities.

Overview of the NAEP
2002 Reading Assessment
What Was Assessed?
Each NAEP assessment has objectives
described in a "framework"a document
that specifies the important content and
process areas to be measured and the types
of questions to be included.' NAGB directs
a process for specifying these frameworks.
Teachers, curriculum specialists, subject-
matter specialists, local school administra-
tors, parents, and members of the general
public participated actively in the develop-
ment of the reading framework.

The NAEP 2002 Trial Urban District
Assessment used the same reading frame-
work as the national and state assessments.
This framework has guided the Ni-VET
reading -assessments since 1992.

National Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Reading Framework for 2003 National Assessment of Educational
Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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The framework is founded on a body of
educational research that defines reading as
an interactive and constructive process
involving the reader, the text, and the
context of the reading experience. Reading
involves the development of an under-
standing of text, thinking about the text in
different ways, and using a variety of text
types for different purposes.

The framework calls for assessing
reading in three contexts: reading for
literary experience, reading to gain informa-
tion, and reading to perform a task. Each
context for reading is associated with a
range of different types of texts that are
included in the NAEP reading assessment.
All three contexts for reading are assessed
at grade 8, but reading to perform a task is
not assessed at grade 4.

As readers attempt to develop under-
standing of text, they focus on general
topics or themes, interpret and integrate
ideas, make connections to background
knowledge and experiences, and examine
the content and structure of the text. The
framework accounts for these different
approaches to understanding text by
specifying four "aspects of reading" that
represent the types of comprehension
questions asked of students.

The NAGB framework for the NAEP
reading assessment lists the four aspects of
reading as follows:

Forming a ,general underctanding: To form a
general understanding, the reader must
consider the text as a whole and provide
a global understanding of it.

Developing interpretation: To develop an
interpretation, the reader must extend
initial impressions to develop a more
complete understanding of what was
read.

Making reader / text connections: To make
reader/text connections, the reader must
connect information in the text with
knowledge and experience.

Examining content and stricture: Examining
text content and structure requires
critically evaluating, comparing and
contrasting, and understanding the effect
of such features as irony, humor, and
organization.

All Four aspects of reading are assessed
at all three grades within each context of
reading. Further details on the reading
Framework are available at http://
www.nagb.org/pubs/pubs.html.
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The assessment contains reading materi-
als that were drawn from sources com-
monly available to students both in and out
of the school environment. These materials
were considered to be representative of the
types of reading experiences typically
encountered by students. Each student in
the Trial Urban District Assessment (as
well as the national and state assessments)
was asked to complete two 25-minute sets
of questions, each consisting of a reading
passage and comprehension questions
associated with it. A combination of
multiple-choice and constructed-response
(short and extended written responses)
questions was used to assess students'
understanding of the passages. The pas-
sages and associated questions followed a
distribution specified by the framework.
Example NAEP reading passages and
questions that have been released to the
public, along with student performance
data by state, are available on the NU-VET
web site (http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/itmrls/).

Sampling: Who Was Assessed?
The NAEP 2002 reading assessment was
administered to fourth-, eighth-, and
twelfth-graders at the national level and to
fourth- and eighth-graders at the state level.
For the N.A.EP state assessments, a target
for each jurisdiction is a sample of 100
schools and 3,000 students, except in small
or sparsely populated jurisdictions. The
sample of schools and students is chosen in
a two-stage sampling process. First, the
sample of schools is selected using prob-
ability sampling methods. Then, within the
participating schobls, random samples of
students are chosen. Only public schools
are reported in state and jurisdiction

reports. In order to obtain a representative
sample of students for reporting national
and state or jurisdictional results, approxi-
mately 140,000 fourth-graders from 5,500
schools, 115,000 eighth-graders from 4,700
schools, and 15,000 twelfth-graders from
700 schools were sampled and assessed.
The public schools also included charter
schools, which in some cases were not
managed by the urban school district.
Details of sampling procedures are avail-
able in appendix C. The national and state
results in 2002 draw on common samples.
The national results include the results
from the states and trial urban districts,
weighted appropriately to represent the
student population.

Sampling for the Trial Urban District
Assessment was modeled on the procedure
for sampling states. The number of partici-
pating schools ranged from 38 to 76 per
district in the fourth grade and from 15 to
69 per district at the eighth grade. The
number of participating students per
district ranged from 947 to 2,100 at the
fourth grade and from 1,110 to 1,778
at the eighth grade.

The overall participation rates for
schools and students in the national, state,
and trial urban district assessments must
meet statistical guidelines established by
NCES and NAGB in order for assessment
results to be reported publicly. Data are not
reported to the public for a state, jurisdic-
tion, or urban district that participates but
does not meet minimum participation rate
guidelines. For more information about
participation guidelines, see standards for
sample participation and reporting of
results in appendix C.
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As with the national samples, the urban
district samples were weighted to allow for
valid inferences about the populations of
interest. Participation rates for the jurisdic-
tions and urban districts were calculated
the same way as rates were computed for
the nation.

NAFP endeavors to assess all students
selected in the random sampling process,
including students with disabilities (SD)
and students who are classified by their
schools as limited English proficient (LEP).
The percentages of students classified as
SD or LEP in all participating states and
jurisdictions are available in an interactive
database at the NAEP web site at http://
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/.
Information on SD and LEP students for
the trial urban districts appears in appendix
A. Percentages of students identified as
limited English proficient, particularly
at grade 4, appear much higher in some
districts (Houston and Los Angeles) than
in the nation.

Some students sampled for participation
in NAEP can be excluded from the sample
according to carefully defined criteria.
Students who cannot be meaningfully
assessed, or students for whom NAEP
cannot supply the locally required testing
accommodation, can be excused from the
assessment. Such students are assumed not
to be part of the population groups from
which NAEP reports assessment results.
It is important to note that, guided by the
student's Individualized Education Pro-
gram (IEP), as well as eligibility for "sec-
tion 504" services, school personnel make
decisions on whether students with disabili-
ties should be included in the 'assessment.'

They also decide, based on NAEP's guide-
lines, whether to include an LEP student.
The guidelines ask them to judge the
student's ability to participate in the assess-
ment in English as well as to consider the
number of years the student has been
receiving instruction in English.

Percentages of students excluded from
NAP may vary considerably across
states/districts and, within a state or
district, from one year to another. If there
are great differences between groups in the
rates of exclusion, comparisons between
those groups may be affected. If a higher or
lower percentage of students in one district
or one state or one year did not take the
test for reasons of disability or limited
English proficiency, or if a higher propor-
tion required accommodations for disabili-
ties, comparisons of student performance
results with similar groups (states, districts,
or years) should be interpreted with caution.

For example, the percentage of fourth-
grade students identified as having disabili-
ties and or limited English proficiency
ranged from 19 to 30 percent in public
schools in the nation, central cities and
three of the six districts. Atlanta was below
the national average, with only 8 percent of
its fourth-grade students identified in these
groups; and Houston and Los Angeles were
above the national average, with 43 and 51
percent, respectively, of their fourth-grade
students identified in these groups (in both
of these cases the majority of the identified
students had limited English proficiency).
Given that many students identified in
these groups participate in the assessment,
the percentage of fourth-grade students
who were excluded ranged between 7 and 9

s Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a civil rights law designed to prohibit discrimination on the basis
of disability in programs and activities, including education, that receive federal financial assistance.
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in public schools across the nation, in
central cities, and in four of the six public
school districts included in this report. In
contrast to this, in Atlanta only 2 percent
of the fourth-grade students were excluded
from the assessment because they had
disabilities (1 percent) or were limited
English proficient (1 percent). At the
same time, 17 percent of the fourth-grade
students in Houston were excluded from
the assessment, with 16 percent excluded
because they had limited English
proficiency.

In the eighth grade, the percentage of
students identified with disabilities and/or
limited English proficiency ranged from 18
to 22 percent in public schools across the
nation, central cities, and two of the five
districts. Atlanta was below the national
average, with only 6 percent of its eighth-
grade students identified in these groups;
and Houston and Los Angeles were above
the national average, with 27 and 35
percent, respectively, of their eighth-grade
students identified in these groups (in both
of these cases the majority of the identified
students had limited English proficiency).
The percentages of eighth-grade students
excluded from the assessment were more
similar across jurisdictions. The exclusion
rates for the nation, central city public
schools, and four of the five districts
ranged from 5 to 7 percent. In contrast,
Atlanta excluded only 2 percent of its
eighth-graders.

In both grades the percentage of stu-
dents assessed with accommodations
ranged from 0 or 1 percent to 8 percent
across jurisdictions. The variability in the
identification, exclusion, and accommoda-
tion rates should be taken into consider-
ation in interpreting the results and making
comparisons (see appendix A, table A.1).

How is Student Performance
Reported?
Results from the NA FP reading assessment
are presented in two ways: as scale scores
on a scale of 0-500 and as percentages of
students performing at different achieve-
ment levels (Basic, Pnyicient, and Advanced).
The results of student performance are
reported for various groups of students
(e.g., fourth-grade female students or
students who took the assessment in
different years).

Throughout this report, comparisons are
made among districts and between districts
and public schools in the nation, as well as
between districts and central city public
schools in the nation. (See "NAEP Report-
ing Groups" in appendix C for details on
how central city public schools were
defined.) The significance of differences in
performance between groups of students
that are reported here are based on statisti-
cal tests. The tests consider both the size
of differences between averages or percent-
ages and the standard error of those statis-
tics. Every test score has a standard error
a range of a few points plUs or minus the
scoredue to sampling error and measure-
ment error. Statistical tests are used to
determine whether the differences between
average scores are significant. Only statisti-
cally significant differences are cited in this
report.

The reader is cautioned to rely on the
reported differences in the text and tables,
which are statistically significant, rather
than on the apparent magnitude of any
difference. The standard errors are avail-
able on the NAEP web site (http://
www.nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/
naepdata).
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Scale Scores
Student performance is reported as an
average score based on the NAFP reading
scale, which ranges from 0 to 500 and is
linked to the corresponding scales in 1992,
1994, and 1998. The average scale score
reflects the overall reading performance of
a particular group of students. The overall
composite scale was developed by weight-
ing each of the separate reading subscales
(two for fourth grade and three for eighth
grade, reflecting each of the three above-
mentioned reading contexts) based on its
relative importance in the NAFP reading
framework. This composite scale is the
metric used to present the average scale
scores and selected percentiles used in
NAEP reports. More information on
N.AEP scales is available in appendix C.

Achievement Levels
Student reading performance is also re-
ported in terms of three achievement
levels: Basic, Proficient; and Advanced.
Results based on achievement levels are
expressed in terms of the percentage of
students who attained each level. The three
achievement levels are defined as follows:

Basic: This level denotes partial mastery
of prerequisite knowledge and skills that
are Fundamental for proficient work at
each grade.

Proficient: This level represents solid
academic performance for each grade
assessed. Students reaching this level
have demonstrated competency over
challenging subject matter, including
subject-matter knowledge, application of
such knowledge to real-world situations,
and analytical skills appropriate to the
subject matter.

Advanced This level signifies superior
performance.

The achievement levels are performance
standards adopted by NAGB as part of its
statutory responsibilities. The levels repre-
sent collective judgments of what students
should know and be able to do for each
grade tested. They are based on recommen-
dations of broadly representative panels of
classroom teachers, education specialists,
and members of the general public. As
provided by law, the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES), upon review
of congressionally mandated evaluations of
NAEP, has determined that the achieve-
ment levels are to be used on a trial basis
until it is determined that the achievement
levels are "reasonable, valid, and informa-
tive to the public."' However, both NCES
and NAGB believe these performance
standards are useful for understanding
trends in student achievement. They have
been widely used by national and state
officials as a common yardstick for aca-
demic performance. The reading achieve-
ment level descriptions for grades 4 and 8
are summarized in figures 1.1 and 1.2. The
score ranges for the NAGB achievement
levels on the NAEP scale are as follows:
Grade 4, Basic, 208-237; Proficient 238-267;
Advanced., 268 and above; Grade 8, Basic,
243-80; Proficient 281-322; and Advanced,
323 and above.

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2002).
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Cautions in Interpretations
The N.-VEP reading scale makes it possible
to examine relationships between students'
performance and various background
factors measured by NAER However, a
relationship that exists between achieve-
ment and another variable does not reveal
its underlying cause, which may be influ-
enced by a number of other variables.

Similarly, the assessments do not reflect the
influence of unmeasured variables. The
results are most useful when they are
considered in combination with other
knowledge about the student population
and the educational system, such as trends
in instruction, changes in the school-age
population, and societal demands and
expectations.

Figure 1.1 Descriptions of NAEP reading achievement levels, grade 4

Grade 4
Achievement Levels

Basic Fourth-grade students performing at the Basic level should demonstrate an understanding of the

(208) overall meaning of what they read. When reading text appropriate for fourth graders, they should be

able to make relatively obvious connections between the text and their own experiences, and extend

the ideas in the text by making simple inferences.

For example, when reading literary text, they should be able to tell what the story is generally

about providing details to support their understanding and be able to connect aspects of the

stories to their own experiences.

When reading informational text, Basic-level fourth graders should be able to tell what the

selection is generally about or identify the purpose for reading it, provide details to support their

understanding, and connect ideas from the text to their background knowledge and experiences.

Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to demonstrate an overall

understanding of the text, providing inferential as well as literal information. When reading text

appropriate to fourth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas in the text by making

inferences, drawing conclusions, and making connections to their own experiences. The connections

between the text and what the student infers should be clear.

For example, when reading literary text, Proficient-level fourth graders should be able to summarize

the story, draw conclusions about the characters or plot, and recognize relationships such as cause

and effect.

When reading informational text, Proficient-level students should be able to summarize the

information and identify the author's intent or purpose. They should be able to draw reasonable

conclusions from the text, recognize relationships such as cause and effect or similarities and

differences, and identify the meaning of the selection's key concepts.

Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to generalize about topics in

the reading selection and demonstrate an awareness of how authors compose and use literary

devices. When reading text appropriate to fourth grade, they should be able to judge texts critically

and, in general, give thorough answers that indicate careful thought.

For example, when reading literary text, Advanced-level students should be able to make

generalizations about the point of the story and extend its meaning by integrating personal

experiences and other readings with ideas suggested by the text. They should be able to identify

literary devices such as figurative language.

When reading informational text, Advanced-level fourth graders should be able to explain the

author's intent by using supporting material from the text. They should be able to make critical

judgments of the form and content of the text and explain their judgments clearly.

Proficient
(238)

Advanced

(268)

SOURCE National Assessrnent Governing Board. (2002). Reading Fromewoth for the 2003Ndional Assessment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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Figure 1.2 Descriptions of NAEP reading achievement levels, grade 8

Grade 8
Achievement Wye s

Bask

(243)

Eighth-grade students performing at the Bask level should demonstrate a literal understanding of what

they read and be able to make some interpretations. When reading text appropriate to eighth grade,

they should be able to identify specific aspects of the text that reflect the overall meaning, extend the

ideas in the text by making simple inferences, recognize and relate interpretations and connections

among ideas in the text to personal experience, and draw conclusions based on the text.

For example, when reading literary text, Basic level eighth graders should be able to identify themes

and make inferences and logical predictions about aspects such as plot and characters.

When reading informational text, they should be able to identify the main idea and the author's

purpose. They should make inferences and draw conclusions supported by information in the text. They

should recognize the relationships among the facts, ideas, events, and concepts of the text (e.g.,

cause and effect, order).

When reading practical text, they should be able to identify the main purpose and make predictions

about the relatively obvious outcomes of procedures in the text.

Profident Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to show an overall understand-

(281) ing of the text, including inferential as well as literal information. When reading text appropriate to

eighth grade, they should be able to extend the ideas in the text by making clear inferences from it,

by drawing conclusions, and by making connections to their own experiencesincluding other reading

experiences. Proficient eighth graders should be able to identify some of the devices authors use in

composing text.

For example, when reading literary text, students at the Proficient level should be able to give details

and examples to support themes that they identify. They should be able to use implied as well as

explicit information in articulating themes; to interpret the actions, behaviors, and motives of

characters; and to identify the use of literary devices such as personification and foreshadowing.

When reading informational text, they should be able to summarize the text using explicit and

implied information and support conclusions with inferences based on the text.

When reading practical text, Proficient-level students should be able to describe its purpose and

support their views with examples and details. They should be able to judge the importance of certain

steps and procedures.

Advanced Eighth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to describe the more abstract

(323) themes and ideas of the overall text. When reading text appropriate to eighth grade, they should be

able to analyze both meaning and form and support their analyses explicitly with examples from the

text, and they should be able to extend text information by relating it to their experiences and to world

events. At this level, student responses should be thorough, thoughtful, and extensive.

For example, when reading literary text, Advanced-level eighth graders should be able to make

complex, abstract summaries and theme statements. They should be able to describe the interactions

of various literary elements (i.e., setting, plot, characters, and theme) and explain how the use of

literary devices affects both the meaning of the text and their response to the author's style. They

should be able to critically analyze and evaluate the composition of the text.

When reading informational text, they should be able to analyze the author's purpose and point of

view. They should be able to use cultural and historical background information to develop perspectives

on the text and be able to apply text information to broad issues and world situations.

When reading practical text, Advanced-level students should be able to synthesize information that

will guide their performance, apply text information to new situations, and critique the usefulness of the

form and content.

SOURCE Nakao( Assessment Governing Board_ (2002). Reading Frumenedthr 42003 National Assessment a I fducalional Rogress. Washington, DC: Author.
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Average Scale Score and
Achievement Level Results
for the Trial Urban District Assessment

This chapter presents the NAEP 2002 reading results for

the five urban districts that participated in the Trial Urban

District Assessment and for the District of Columbia at
grades 4 and 8. Average scores are reported on the N.AEP

reading scale, which ranges from 0 to 500, and in terms

of percentages of students reaching the three reading
achievement levelsBasic, Proficient, and Advanced. All

comparisons in this report have been tested for statistical
significance.

Urban District Scale Score and Percentile Results
Table 2.1 shows the overall performance of fourth- and

eighth-grade students in the urban districts that

participated in the 2002 reading assessment. In order to
provide a context for these data, table 2.1 also displays the

results for students attending public schools in the nation as

a whole, as well as for public schools located in central cities

across the nation. In table 2.1 and subsequent tables and

figures in this report, a double asterisk (**) marks district

statistics (average scores or percentages) that were found to

be significantly different from the comparable statistic in

public schools in the nation, and a single asterisk (*) marks

district statistics that were significantly different from those

of public schools in central cities. Following standards

established by the Federal Office of Management and

Budget, the U.S. Census Bureau defines a central city as a

city of 50,000 people or more that is the largest in its

metropolitan area, or can otherwise be regarded as

"central," taking into account such characteristics as
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commuting patterns (see "Type of Loca-
tion" in appendix C for more detailed
definitions of geographical areas, and see
http://www.census.gov/population/www/
estimates/metroareahtml for more infor-
mation on Metropolitan Statistical Areas).
The term means "a city that is central," not
"the central part of a city" or "the inner
city." Central cities are defined for this
report as including large and midsize cities.
Note that central cities encompass wider
areas than what is commonly referred to as
"the inner city." The five participating
urban districts, Atlanta City, Chicago
School District 299, Houston ISD, Los
Angeles Unified, and New York City Public
Schools, and 'Washington, DC are all
located in central cities.

All students in these districts attended
schools in central cities except in the
Houston and Los Angeles districts, where
some students included in the study at-
tended schools located in the urban fringe.
These included 6 percent and 19 percent of
fourth-grade students in Houston and Los
Angeles respectively; and 24 percent of
eighth-grade students in Los Angeles.

The first column in table 2.1 presents the
average score on the NAEP reading scale.
At grade 4, the average scores ranged from
191 for the District of Columbia and Los
Angeles to 206 for Houston and New York
City. The average score for fourth-grade
students in public schools in the nation was
217; for students in central city public
schools nationally, the average was 208.

At grade 8, the average scale scores ranged
from 236 for students in Atlanta to 249 for
students in Chicago. The average score for
eighth-grade students in public schools in
the nation was 263; for students in central
city public schools, the average was 254.
Data for New York City at grade 8 do not
appear because the district did not meet the
required 70 percent school participation
rate (see appendix C, Standards for Sample
Participation and Reporting of Results).

The remaining columns in table 2.1 show
the scores at selected percentiles. Each
percentile indicates the percentage of
students in a given jurisdiction whose
scores fell below a particular point on the
NAEP reading scale. For example, for
Atlanta at grade 4, the score at the 75th
percentile was 219, indicating that 75
percent of fourth-grade students scored at
or below 219. Looking at different percen-
tiles makes it possible to examine the scale
score gaps between higher and lower
performing students within a district. In
addition, comparing the scores for percen-
tiles across districts gives a rough indica-
tion of how their score distributions may
differ. In subsequent years, when additional
results are available, comparing the score
values for percentiles year to year will also
be useful in pinpointing where changes may
occur within a district's score distribution.
The corresponding standard errors for these
percentile scores are displayed in appendix
C in table C.B.
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Table 2.1 Average reading scale scores and selected percentiles, grades 4 and 8 public schools:

By urban district, 2002

I

Nation (Public)

Central city (Public) '

Atlanta

Chicago

District of Columbia

Houston

Los Angeles

Average

scale score

217

208

195

193

191 *"

206

191 C,"

25th percentile

194

183

171 '`,"

110 *,*,

167 *,"

183**

165'*'

Scale score distribution

50th percentile

219

209

194 ..`"

194'"

191 *"

206

190'""

75th percentile

242

234

219 +,"

217

215`"°`

229

217

New York City 206 182 206 " 230

Grade

263 242 265 286Nation (Public)

Central city (Public) 2 254 232 256 278

Atlanta 236 *," 214 "** 236 *," 259

Chicago 249'** 231 251 270'*'

District of Columbia 240 1`," 219 "** 241 262 *,"

Houston 248'" 226 251 *," 273 *,"

Los Angeles 237 *," 213 238 261 `,"

t Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAB' guidelines was not met.

Significantly different from central thy public schools.

**Simtificanthidifferem from nation (public schools).

1 For compctrison, at fourth grade 65 penem of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schook nationally were non-White. Also,61 percent of students in central city public schook and

43 percent in public unhook nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

2 for comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,47 percent of students in central city public schools and

34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

SOURCE U.S. Deportment of Education, Imtitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Edumtion Statistics, Notions! Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Rem ling Assessment.

Comparisons Among Districts
by Average Scale Scores

Figures 2.1 and 2.2 display the results
of statistical significance tests of differ-
ences in the NAB) 2002 average reading
scale scores of participating districts at
grades 4 and 8. These Figures are similar to
mileage charts on travel maps: To read
them, find the name of the district of
interest ("target") in the rows on the left

side of the figure. Then follow that row
across the columns until you reach the
district ("comparison district") whose
average score you wish to compare to the
target. If the cell comparing the target
district (the row variable) to the compari-
son district is lightly shaded (with an
upward arrow), the average scale score of
the target district was higher than that of
the "comparison district" named at the top
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of the column. The darkly shaded cells
(with a downward arrow) indicate that the
average scale score of the target district
was lower than that of the comparison
district. Cells that are not shaded indicate
that a statistically significant difference
between the two districts was not detected.
For example, in Figure 2.1, the third cell
in the third row compares the score at
grade 4 in Atlanta to the average score in
New York City. The shading in this cell
indicates that the results of the statistical
significance test showed the average score
in Atlanta to he lower than that in New
York City.

Figure 2.1

ILRI It It DIL

At grade 4, the average scale score for
students in public schools in the nation was
higher than the average score in each urban
district. The average score for students in
central city public schools across the nation
was higher than the average score in
Atlanta, Chicago, Los Angeles, and the
District of Columbia. The average scores
for students in Houston and New York City
were higher than those in the other districts
and were not found to differ significantly
from each other. Finally, the average score
in Atlanta was higher than the average
score in the District of Columbia. Other
apparent differences were not statistically
significant.

Cross-district comparisons of average reading scale scores, grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Instructions: Read across the row corresponding to a district listed to the left of the chart Match the shading intensity to the I

key below to determine whether the average reading scale score of this district was found to be higher than, not significantly

different from, or lower than the district in the column heading. For example,in the row for Atlanta: Atlanta's score was lower than

that of the nation, the central city sample, and New York City and Houston, not significantly different from Chicago and Los

Angeles, and was higher than the District of Columbia.

New York City
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Atlanta

Chicago

Los Angeles

District of Columbia
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District hod higher
average scale score
than the district
listed at the top of
the figure.

No significant
difference detected
from the district
listed at the top of
the figure.

District had lower
overage scale score
than the district
listed at the top of
the figure.

$ Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidermes was not met.

for comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in centml city pubta schools and 40 percent in public schools notionally were non-Mite. Also, 61 percent of students in central city pubhc sthools ond 43 percent

public schools nationally were eigide for free/reduced-price school lunch.

NOTE The between-thstritt comparisons take into auount somprtng and measurement error and that each &a id is being (armored with every other district shown. Significance is detemarted by an application of a

multiple-cornpcnison procedure.

SOURCE US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Ceram for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAM, 2002 Trial Urban Dishict Rea Assessment.
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At grade 8, the average score for stu-
dents in the nation as a whole and in
central cities was higher than the average
score in any of the districts. The average
scores for students in Chicago and Houston
were higher than those in the other districts

and were not found to differ significantly
from one another. Finally, grade 8 students
in the District of Columbia outscored those
in Los Angeles and Atlanta. Other apparent
differences were not statistically significant.

Figure 2.2 Cross-district comparisons of average reading scale scores, grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grade 8 Instructions: Read across the row corresponding to a district listed to the left of the chart. Match the shading intensity to the

key below to determine whether the average reading scale score of this district was found to be higher than, not significantly

different from, or lower than the district in the column heading. For example, in the row for the District of Columbia: The District

of Columbia's score was lower than the nation, the central city sample, and Chicago and Houston, and higher than Los Angeles

and Atlanta.
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District had higher
average scale score
than the district
listed at the top of
the figure.

No significant
difference detected
from the district
listed at the top of
the figure.

District had lower
overage scale score
than the district
listed at the top of
the figure.

I For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,47 percent of students in central tity pulia schools and 34 percent

in public schools nationally were ehgthle far free /reduced -price school fun&

NOTE Ihe between-thstrict comparisons take into account sarnpfing and measurement ertor and that each &strict is being Pampered with every other &strict shown. Significmm is deterninad Lyon appkenion of a

multiple-contortion procedura

SOURCE US. Deportment of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAF11, 2002 frial Urban District Reeubn Assessment.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

CHAPTER 2 NAEP 2002 READING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT 15

29



Reading Achievement Level
Results
In addition to reporting average reading
scale scores, NAEP reports reading perfor-
mance in terms of percentages of students
reaching achievement: levels. The reading
achievement levels are Basic, Ptnficient, and
Advanced. The setting of achievement
levels is discussed in chapter 1.

Table 2.2 presents the percentages of
students at grades 4 and 8 who performed
below the Basic level, at or above the Basic
level, at or above the Proficient level, and at
the Advanced level. At grade 4, the percent-
age of students performing at or above
Proficient ranged from 10 percent in the
District of Columbia to 19 percent in New
York City. In contrast, 30 percent of the
public-school students across the nation
performed at or above the Proficient level,
while 21 percent of all central city public-
school students reached this level of

achievement. The percentages of fourth-
grade students reaching at least the Basic
achievement level ranged from 31 percent
in the District of Columbia to 48 percent
in Houston. In the nation as a whole, 62
percent of public-school students and 51
percent of central-city students performed
at or above the Baric level.

At grade 8, the percentages of students
performing at or above the Proficient level
ranged from a low of 8 percent in Atlanta
to a high of 17 percent in Houston. In
contrast, 31 percent of students in public
schools in the nation and 23 percent of
students in central-city schools performed
at or above this level. The percentages of
eighth-grade students performing at or
above Basic ranged from 42 percent in
Atlanta to 62 percent in Chicago. Across
the nation, 74 percent of public-school
students and 64 percent of public-school
students in central cities performed at or
above the Basic level.
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Table 2.2 Percentage of students at or above each reading achievement level, grades 4 and 8 public schools:

By urban district, 2002

Nation (Public)

Central city public

Atlanta

Chicago

District of Columbia

Below Basic

38

49 '

65 u,"

66 *,'

69 *"

At or above

Basic

62

51 '

35 *,'

34 '`,"

31 '`,"

At or above

Proficient

30

21 "

12 *"

11 '"

10 *-"

At Advanced

6

4 '
3 .,,,.

2 *,'

2 *,"

Houston 52** 48 ** 18" 3'`

Los Angeles 61 '''," 33 *," 11 '," 2 *,"

New York City t 53 ' 41 ' 19 " 5

Nation (Public) 26 74 31 2

Central city public 2 36 ' 64 ' 23 2 '

Atlanta 58 .,.,, 42 *" # Myr*

Chicago 38 ' 62 ' 15 '`," 1

District of Columbia 52 v," 48 *," 10 '," #*,"

Houston 41 '`," 59 *,44, 17 ''," I .,..

Los Angeles 56 *," 44 *," 10 *,"

# Percentage rounds to zero.

t Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAB' guidelines was not met.

'Significantly different from central city public schools.

** Significantly different from nation (public schools).

For comparison, at fourth grade 65 parent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public :chords and 43

percent in public schools nationally were eligible far free/reduced-price school lunch.

For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 41percent of students in central city public schools and 34

percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

NOR: Percentages below and at or above Bash may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress MAEP), 2002 "hid Urban District Reading Assessment.
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Comparisons Among Districts
by Achievement Levels
Figures 2.3 and 2.4 are "mileage charts"
similar to figures 2.1 and 2.2; in this case
the data compared represent percentages
of students performing at or above Proficient.
At grade 4, the percentage of students
performing at or above Proficient in the
public schools nationally was higher than
the percentages in each of the urban

districts. The percentage of students
performing at or above Proficient in central
city public schools was not found to be
different from the percentages in Houston
and New York City, but was higher than
the other four districts. The percentages of
fourth-grade students performing at or
above Proficient was not found to differ
significantly across districts.

Figure 2.3 Cross-district comparisons of percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, grade 4 public schools:

By urban district, 2002

a_t t tim Instructions: Read across the row corresponding to a district listed to the left of the chart Match the shading intensity to the

key below to determine whether the percentage of students at or above Proficient in this district was found to be higher than,

not significantly different from, or lower than the district in the column heading. For example, in the row for Chicago: The

percentage of students at or above Proficient in Chicago was lower than the nation and the central city sample, and not

significantly different from any of the other districts.

New York City t

Houston

Atlanta

Los Angeles

Chicago

District of Columbia

0
7
4/3

0

0
0
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ii)
0) 0

rn0
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MENNEN
MENNENEN
1111111
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District had higher
percentage than the
district listed at the
top of the figure.

No significant
difference detected
from the district
listed at the top of
the figure.

District had lower
ME percentage than the

district listed at the
top of the figure.

t Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAB guidermes was not mei.

I For comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in pubtc saw!: notion* vane non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city pubru schools and 43

percent in public glands nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

NOTE the bmween-thmkt comparisons take into account sampling caul measurement error and that each district is being compered vdth every other &aid show. Significance isdetemined by m °antiunion of a

multiple comparison procedure,

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Instihne of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, National lissessment of Edutational Progress INAFY), 2002 Trial Urban Oistria Rea Assessment.
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At grade 8, the percentages of students
performing at or above Proficient in the
national public schools and in central city
public schools were higher than the per-
centages in each of the participating urban
districts. Houston had higher percentages
of students performing at or above Proji-
dent than Atlanta, the District of Columbia,
and Los Angeles.

While they are not displayed in figures,
there were also interesting patterns in the
percentages of students performing at or
above Basic. At grade 4, students in partici-
pating urban districts were less likely than
students in public schools in the nation as a
whole to perform at Basic or higher. How-
ever, only four of the urban districts
Atlanta, Chicago, the District of Columbia,
and Los Angeleshad lower percentages
of students performing at or above Basic
than central-city schools across the nation.

Houston and New York had higher per-
centages of students performing at or
above Basic than the other four districts.

At grade 8, a higher percentage of public
school students across the nation per-
formed at or above Basic than those in the
participating urban districts. A higher
percentage of students in central city
schools across the nation performed at or
above Basic than did students in Houston,
Los Angeles, the District of Columbia, and
Atlanta. Students in Chicago and Houston
were more likely than those in the District
of Columbia, Atlanta, and Los Angeles to
perform at or above Basic. Finally, students
in the District of Columbia were more
likely to perform at or above Basic than
were those in Atlanta and Los Angeles.
Other apparent differences were not found
to he statistically significant.
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Figure 2.4 Cross-district comparisons of percentage of students at or above Proficient in reading, grade 8 public schools:

By urban district, 2002

Grade 8 Instructions: Read across the row corresponding to a district listed to the left of the chart. Match the shading intensity to the

key below to determine whether the percentage of students at or above Proficient in this district was found to be higher than,

not significantly different from, or lower than the district in the column heading. For example, in the row for Houston: The

percentage of students at or above Proficient in Houston was lower than the national and central city samples, not significantly

different from Chicago, and higher than Los Angeles, the District of Columbia, and Atlanta.
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LAJ
District had higher
percentage than the
district listed at the
top of the figure.

No significant
difference detected
from the district
listed at the top of
the figure.

District had lower
percentage than the
district listed at the
top of the figure.

I for comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were mm-White. Also,47 percent of students in central city public schools and 34

percent in NIA( schools nationally were eligthla for free /reduced -puce school lunch.

NOTE: The between-district comparisons take into aaount sampting and measurement error and that each district is being compared with every other &rid sham Signifimrne isdetermined by an appkanion of a

multiple-coupon= procedure.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAFY), 2002 Trial Urban District ReactmgAssessment.
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Results for Subgroups

In addition to reporting on the performance of all students,

NAEP provides results for a variety of subgroups of

students for each grade level assessed. The subgroup results

show how these groups of students performed in comparison

with one another. When additional years of urban district

assessments arc completed, these results will provide a basis

for examining each subgroup's progress over time.

This chapter includes the percentage of students, average

reading scores, and achievement level results at grades 4 and

8 for subgroups of students in the five urban districts that

participated in the Trial Urban District Assessment, for the

District of Columbia, and for public schools in the nation

and central cities. Results are reported by gender, race/

ethnicity, students' eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch,

and parents' highest level of education.

Throughout this chapter, the results for students in

different subgroups within a district are compared to each

other. Student subgroup results in each district are also

compared to the central city public-school results. In most

cases, the average scores or achievement level results for

central city schools were below those for the national public

schools. All differences noted as such in this chapter are

statistically significant. In interpreting the results, it is

important to bear in mind that the estimated average score

for a particular group does not in. elude the whole range of

performance within that group. Differences in subgroup

performance cannot be ascribed solely to students'
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membership in an identified subgroup.
Average student performance is affected by
the interaction of a complex set of factors
not discussed in this report or addressed by
NAEP assessments.

Performance of Selected
Subgroups in the
Urban Districts
Gender
Educators and government agencies have
produced a body of research that is rich in
data documenting gender differences in
language arts achievement) National results
for the NAEP 1998 and 2002 reading
assessments indicated that female students
outperformed male students at grades 4, 8,
and 12.

Table 3.1 shows average reading scores
and achievement level results by gender at
grade 4. For five of the six urban districts at
grade 4, female students had higher average
scores than male students. The apparent
four point difference between average
scores for male and female students in
Houston was not found to be statistically

significant. Average scores for male students
at grade 4 ranged from 185 in the District
of Columbia to 204 in Houston. The
central city public school average score for
male students was 204. Average scores for
male fourth-grade students in Houston and
New York City were not found to differ
significantly from the average score for
central city public schools, but male stu-
dents in Atlanta, Chicago, the District of
Columbia, and Los Angeles scored lower
than the average for central city public
schools.

Average scores for female students at
grade 4 ranged from 194 in Los Angeles to
213 in New York City. The central city
public school average score for female
fourth-graders was 211. Average scores for
female fourth-grade students in Houston
and New York City were not found to differ
significantly from the average score for
central city public schools, while the average
score for female students in each of the
other districts was lower than the average
for central city schools.

I U.S. Department of Education. (2001). Reading.* Understanding: Towards an R er D Program in Reading comprehension.
Mshington, DC: Author.

Mac Milhin, P. (2000). Simultaneous Measurement of Reading Growth, Gender, and Relative-Age Effects: Many
Faceted. Rasch Applied to CBM Reading Scores. Journal of Applied Measurement 1(4), 393-408.
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Table 3.3 Average reading scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level, by gender,

grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Male

Percentage

of students

Average

scale scare Below Basic

At or above

Basic

At or above

Proficient Advanced

Nation (Public) 51 214 41 59 26 5

Central city (Public)1 50 204 ** 53 ** 47 " 19 " 3 '
Atlanta 47 191 *," 69 *" 31 *" 11 *" 2 **
Chicago 50 189 *" 70 *" 30 *,** 9 *,,,:*

1 *"
District of Columbia 49 185 *,** 74 *,** 26 *5" 8 *,**

1 *"
Houston 51 204 " 55 " 45 ** 16 " 3

Los Angeles 51 188 *" 70 *" 30 *" 10 *;" 1 *"
New York City t 50 199 " 61 *,** 39 *" 14 ' 3 **

Female

Nation (Public) 49 220 35 65 33 8

Central city (Public)1 50 211 ** 45 ' 55 ' 24 ** 5 '
Atlanta 53 200 '5** 60 *" 40 *" 13 * *.

4 "
Chicago 50 198 '," 62 *" 38 *" 12 *" 2 *"

District of Columbia 51 196 *," 64 *" 36 *" 11 *,** 2 *"
Houston 49 208 " 50 ' 50 ** 19' 3 ,,*

Los Angeles 49 194 *" 64 *" 36 *" 12 *" 2 *,**

New York City t 50 213 ' 45 ** 55 ** 23 ** 7

Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools notionally were non-White. Also,61 percent of students in central city public schools

and 43 percent in public schools notionally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

Significantly different from central city public schools.

" Significantly different from nation (public schools).

NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.
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Table 3.2 displays average scores and
achievement level results by gender for
grade 8. In every district, female students
scored higher, on average, than male stu-
dents. Average scores for male eighth-grade
students ranged from 231 in Atlanta to 245
in Chicago. The average score for eighth-
grade male students in central city schools
was 250, which was higher than in each of
the five urban districts.

For eighth-grade female students, average
scores ranged from 240 in Atlanta to 254 in
Chicago. The average score for female
eighth-grade students in central city public
schools was 258, which was higher than the
average score in every district except Chicago.

Table 3.2 Average reading scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level, by gender,

grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Percentage

of students

Average

scale scare Below Basic

At or above

Basic

At or above

Proficient

ti

Advanced

Male

Nation (Public) 50 258 30 70 26 2

Central city (Public) l 50 250 ** 40 ** 60" 19 ** 1

Atlanta 49 231 *,** 63 *,** 37 *" 6 *,*'
Chicago 50 245 *,** 43 ** 57 ** 12 *,** 1

District of Columbia 47 235 ''.** 58 *,** 42 *,** 9 .,..

Houston 51 243 4`," 47 *" 53 *.**
13 ,,,*.

Los Angeles 53 233 *" 61 *," 39 *.** 8 **'

Female

Nation (Public) 50 267 21 79 36 3

Central city (Public) ' 50 258 " 31 ** 69** 26 ** 2 **

Atlanta 51 240 *,** 53 * ** 47 4%**
9 .,,..

Chicago 50 254 '* 33 ** 67 "' 17 *" 1

District of Columbia 53 245 ',** 46 *,** 54 *," 11 *,** 1

Houston 49 253 s" 35 ** 65 ' 21 s" 1**
Los Angeles 47 241 *,** 51 4%** 49 * ** 12 *,** 1 *,"

# Percentage rounds to zero.

1 For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,47 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percem in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

Significantly different from central city public schools.

Significantly different from nation (public schools).

NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Bask may not odd to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Notional Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Rending

Assessment.
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An additional way to compare student
performance is to focus on the size of the
difference in scores or "gap" between the
subgroup average scores. Figure 3.1 presents
these "gaps" in average reading scores
between female and male students in each
district as well as in the national and central
city public schools. At grade 4, the gap
between the average scores of female and

male students in the District of Columbia
was wider than the gap in public schools in
the nation. The average-score gaps between
male and female students in all the other
participating urban districts at both grades 4
and 8 were not found to differ significantly
from the average-score gaps in public
schools in central cities or the nation.

Figure 3.1 Gaps in average reading scale scores, by gender, grades 4 and 8: By urban district, 2002

Female average score minus Male average score
Grade 4

Nation (Public)

Central city (Public) I

Atlanta

Chicago

District of Columbia

Houston

Los Angeles

New York City I

7

7
9
9

10

14

-10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Score gaps

Female average score minus Male average score

Grade 8

Nation (Public)

Central city (Public) 2

Atlanta

Chicago

District of Columbia

Houston

Los Angeles

-10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Scare gaps

t Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in central city public uhoals and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools

and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

2 For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 47 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percent in pubfic schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

" Significantly different from nation (public schools).

NOTE Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unfounded average scale scores.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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Race/Ethnicity
For the purpose of studying the progress of
subgroups, NAEP collects information
from school records on the racial/ethnic
identification that best describes each
participating student. The six mutually
exclusive categories are White, Black,
Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, American
Indian (including Alaska Native), and Other.
For further details, see "NAEP Reporting
Groups" in appendix C.

Tables 3.3 and 3.4 show average scores
and achievement level results by racial/
ethnic group membership for public-school
students in the urban districts at grades 4
and 8, respectively. Only the race/ethnicity
categories with sufficient membership to
meet reporting requirements in the urban
districts are reported below.

The distribution of students in terms of
race/ethnicity in the urban districts differs
from that of the national distribution in
public schools. Whereas White students
comprise 60 percent of the national public
sample at grade 4 and 64 percent at grade 8,
in the urban districts shown here White
students make up a maximum of 15 percent
of the district samples at grade 4 (New York
City) and 11 percent at grade 8 (Chicago).
Black and/or Hispanic students constitute
the majority in each of the urban districts in
the trial assessment. Hispanic students made
up half or more of the sample in Houston
and Los Angeles at both grades 4 and 8.
Black fourth- and eighth-grade students
made up more than 80 percent of the
sample in both Atlanta and the District of
Columbia.

In five of the six of urban districts in
which a reliable comparison could be made,
White fourth-graders had higher average
scores than their Black and Hispanic peers.
In Chicago, Hispanic fourth-graders had
higher average scores than Black fourth-
graders. Any apparent difference between
Hispanic and Black students' average scores
in the District of Columbia, Houston, Los
Angeles, and New York City was not found
to be statistically significant. The White/
Hispanic and the Hispanic/Black compari-
sons in Atlanta could not be tested for
statistical significance due to insufficient
sample size.

At grade 4, Black students in Chicago, the
District of Columbia, and Los Angeles
scored lower than their counterparts in
central city public schools. Hispanic stu-
dents in Chicago, Houston, and Los Ange-
les also scored lower, on average, than their
counterparts in central city public schools.
White students in Atlanta and the District
of Columbia scored higher than their
counterparts in central city public schools.
Average scores for White students in Chi-
cago, Houston, Los Angeles, and New York
City were not found to differ significantly
from those of their counterparts in central
city public schools. Asian /Pacific Islander
fourth-graders in New York City had higher
average scores than their counterparts in
central city public schools. The average
score for Asian/Pacific islander students in
Los Angeles was not found to differ signifi-
candy from that of Asian/Pacific Islander
students in central city schools. For the
other districts, the samples of Asian/Pacific
Islander fourth-graders were insufficient for
reliable significance testing.
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Table 3.3 Average reading scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level,

by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2002

I

White

Percentage

of students

Average

scale scare Below Basic

At or above

Basic

At or above

Proficient Advanced

Nation (Public) 60 221 26 74 39 9

Central city (Public) I 35 225 ' 29 * 71 " 37 " 9

Atlanta 6 250 `," 14 *," 86 "4," 67 *," 34 *,"
Chicago 10 221 36 *," 64 *," 35 9

District of Columbia 3 248 *,** 9 .,4. 91 *,** 66 28 * **
Houston 10 233 21 79 45 13

Los Angeles 9 223 30 70 38 9

New York City t 15 226 29 71 35 10

Block

Nation (Public) 18 198 61 39 12 1

Central city (Public)1 31 194 " 65 " 35 4* 10 ' 1

Atlanta 90 192 ' 68 ' 32 " 8 " 1

Chicago 48 185 ',." 75 *,*' 25 *,** 5 4,.4 #
District of Columbia 88 188 *,** 72 *,** 28 *," 7 .,.. 1 **

Houston 37 200 60 40 12 1

Los Angeles 12 186 *,** 75 4 ** 25 "c** 6 ' #
New York City t 36 197 63 37 9 2

Hispanic

Nation (Public) 17 199 57 43 14 2

Central city (Public) ' 27 199 59 41 13 2

Atlanta 3
. ,,,..

Chicago 31 193 *" 67 4," 33 31',-1.1, 9 4,44
1

District of Columbia 7 193 66 34 8 ** 1

Houston 50 203 * 55 45 14 2

Los Angeles 72 185 *," 74 *," 26 4`," 7 444
1 « '

New York City t 40 201 58 42 15 3

Asian/Pacific Islander

Nation (Public) 4 223 31 69 36 9

Central city (Public) t 5 217 ' 38 *' 62 ' 29 ** 7 «4

Atlanta # *4* .4. *,,. ,e+,* 'I,.

Chicago 3
4.4 "" *** 4.. 4..

District of Columbia 1
4.4 ... .44 4.4 444

Houston 3 *** *** '4-4 *** .44

Los Angeles 6 218 30 * 70 * 26 3

New York City t 8 235 * 22 * 78 * 50 * 20 *

American Indian/Alaska Native

Nation (Public) 1 207 49 51 22 5

Central city (Public) I 1 207 50 50 23 6

Atlanta
*** ***

Chicago 1
:V** *.* *** 4** .**

District of Columbia
*4., **.i. *5* *4. ,5*

Houston
*4. *** *44 ,F1. 4 ***

Los Angeles 1
**,, 44. 4,,I, 441, 4,45

New York Gly
: « ** *** *5* *** 4.*

# Percentage rounds to zero.

t Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

Significantly different from central city public schools.

'" Significantly different from nation (public schools).

*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

I For comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,61 percent of students in central city public schools

and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, clue to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Reading
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Table 3.4 displays the performance results
by race/ethnicity for grade 8. White eighth-
graders outperformed Black eighth-graders,
on average, in Atlanta, Houston, and Los
Angeles. The apparent difference in Chi-
cago was not found to be statistically
significant, and the sample size in the
District of Columbia was insufficient to
permit a reliable comparison. White eighth-
graders also had higher average scores than
their Hispanic peers in Houston and Los
Angeles. The apparent difference in Chi-
cago was not found to be statistically
significant, and the sample sizes in Atlanta
and the District of Columbia were insuffi-
cient to permit a reliable comparison. Black
eighth-graders in Los Angeles outperformed
their Hispanic peers, on average. The
apparent difference in Chicago, the District
of Columbia, and Houston between these
two groups of students was not statistically
significant, and the sample size was
insufficient in Atlanta to permit a reliable
comparison.

Black eighth-graders in Atlanta, the
District of Columbia, and Los Angeles had
lower average scores than their counterparts
in central city public schools. Los Angeles
was the only district where Hispanic eighth-
graders scored lower, on average, than
Hispanic students in central city public
schools. The other apparent differences
between districts and central city public
schools for Black and Hispanic students'
average scores were not found to be statisti-
cally significant. The average score for
White students in Houston was higher than
the average for White students in central
city public schools, while all other districts
were not found to differ significantly from
the central city public schools. Average
scores for Asian /Pacific Islander students in
Los Angeles were not found to differ
significantly from the scores of their coun-
terparts in central city schools. The sample
of Asian/Pacific Islander students in each
of the other districts was too small to
support significance testing.
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Table 3.4 Average reading scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level,

by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Percentage

of students

Average

scale scare Below Basic

At or above

Basic

At or above

Proficient Advanced

White

Nation (Public) 64 271 17 83 39 3

Central city (Public) ' 39 269 " 20 " 80 ** 37 3

Atlanta 5 275 16 84 47 5

Chicago 11 266 25 75 31 5

District of Columbia 3
.4. *44 . ***

Houston 8 279 *,** 13 87 47 5

Los Angeles 10 264 " 27 ' 73 " 33 3

Black

Nation (Public) 15 244 46 54 13

Central city (Public) 1 28 241 ' 50 ' 50 *' 11 **

Atlanta 92 233 * ** 61 *," 39 *,** 5 4,4.

Chicago

District of Columbia

50

88

245

238 *,"
43 4

54 *,*'"

57

46 *,"
10

8 4,..

Houston 31 247 40 60 15

Los Angeles 14 236 " ** 57 ** 43 ' 8

Hispanic

Nation (Public) 15 245 44 56 14

Central city (Public) ' 25 244 46 54 13

Atlanta 2
. . . 4*

Chicago 35 248 39 61 12

District of Columbia 1 240 47 53 11

Houston 58 243 48 52 13

Los Angeles 67 230 *," 64 *,*" 36 *,** 5 4,4,.

Asian/Pacific Islander
Nation (Public) 4 265 25 75 34 3

Central city (Public) ' 6 258 ** 32 " 68 ** 27 "
Atlanta 1

4.4 ...,.. . . *4*

Chicago 2
4.4 .., 4.. 4.4 4**

District of Columbia 2
... *.. ,4. 4.* 4**

Houston 3
4.. ... .4. *4*

**

Los Angeles 9 259 27 73 26 1

American Indian/Alaska Native

Nation (Public) 1 252 36 64 18 1

Central city (Public) 1 1 258 28 72 21 2

Atlanta
444

Chicago 1
444 44. 444 *4*

District of Columbia
*44 *** 444 *4

Houston
.44 44* 444 ***

Los Angeles
44* .4* 4** 4**

# Percentage rounds to zero.

Significantly different from central city public schools.

Significantly different from nation (public schools).

Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

1 For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schooh and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 47 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

NOTE: Percentages below and of or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.
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Average scale score differences or "gaps"
between White and Black students and
between White and Hispanic students are
presented in figure 3.2. At grade 4, the gaps
between the average scores for White and
Black students in Atlanta and the District of
Columbia were wider than the correspond-
ing gaps between White and Black students
in public schools in the nation and in central
cities. The average-score gaps between
White and Hispanic fourth-graders in the
District of Columbia and Los Angeles were

wider than the corresponding gaps in the
nation and in central cities.

At grade 8, the average-score gap be-
tween White and Black students in Atlanta
was wider than the corresponding gaps in
public schools in the nation and in central
cities. The average-score gaps between
White and Hispanic eighth-graders in
Houston and Los Angeles were wider than
the corresponding gaps in the nation and in
central cities.

Figure 3.2 Gaps in average reading scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grades 4 and 8: By urban district, 2002

White average score minus Black average score

Grade 4

Nation (Public)

Central city (Public1

Atlanta

Chicago

District of Columbia

Houston

Los Angeles

New York My

-10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Score gaps

White average score minus Black average score

Grade 8

Nation (Public)

Central city (Public) 2

Atlanta

Chicago

District of Columbia 3

Houston

Los Angeles

-10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Score gaps

White average score minus Hispanic average score White average score minus Hispanic average score

Grade 4 Grade 8

Nation (Public)

Central city (Public) 1

Atlanta 3

Chicago

District of Columbia

Houston

Los Angeles

New York Gty

-10

28

26

28

10

29

25

20 30 40 50 60

Score gaps

55"

Notion (Public)

Central city (Public) 2

Atlanta 3

Chicago

District of Columbia 3

Houston

Los Angeles

-10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Score gaps

t Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not mat.

"Significantly different from central city public schools.

" Significantly tfifferent from notion (public schools).

I For comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,61 percent of students in central city public schools

and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

2 far comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,47 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

3 Sample sizes were insufficient to permit a reliable estimate far fourth-and eighth-grade Hispanic students in Atlanta and for eighth-grade White students in the District of Columbia.

NOTE: Score gaps are calculated based an differences between unrounded average scale scores.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sderices, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading assessment.
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Free/Reduced-Price Lunch
Eligibility
NAEP collects data on a variety of factors
that may affect the context of learning One
of these is eligibility for the federal program
providing free/reduced-price school
lunches. The free/reduced-price lunch
component of the National School Lunch
Program (NSLP), offered through the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA), is
designed to ensure that children near or
below the poverty line receive nourishing
meals. This program is available to public
schools, nonprofit private schools, and
residential childcare institutions. Eligibility is
determined through the USDA's Income
Eligibility Guidelines, and is an indicator of
low income.' Tables 3.5 and 3.6 present
these data for grades 4 and 8.

At grade 4, the percentages of students
from the urban districts eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch ranged from 72 percent
in Houston to 88 percent in Chicago. At
grade 8, the percentages in four of the
urban districts ranged from 68 percent to 84
percent. Information on the free/reduced-
price lunch data for Los Angeles at grade 8
is not reported because the data received
did not meet reporting standards.

NAEP national report cards across all
subjects have consistently reported lower
performance scores for students eligible for
free/reduced-price lunch than for those
who were not eligible. This pattern was also
generally the case in the urban district data.
At grade 4, students not eligible for the
free/reduced-price lUnch had higher average
scores than those eligible in every district.

Fourth-grade students eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch in Atlanta, Chicago, the
District of Columbia, and Los Angeles had
lower average scores than their eligible
counterparts in central city public schools.
No significant difference was found be-
tween the average scores for eligible stu-
dents in central city public schools and
those in Houston and New York City. In
comparison with ineligible students in
central city public schools, ineligible stu-
dents in Atlanta, the District of Columbia,
and Los Angeles scored lower. No signifi-
cant difference was found between the
central city public schools and the other
districts for students who were not eligible.

U.S. General Services Administration. (2004 Catalog of Federal Domestic Assishmee. Washington, DC: Executive
Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget.
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Table 3.5 Average reading scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level, by eligibility for

free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2002

111110-0,11.

Eligible

Percentage

of students

Average

scale score Below Basic

At or above

Basic

At or above

Proficient Advanced

Nation (Public) 43 202 54 46 16 2

Central city (Public) l 61 198 " 60 " 40 " 13 " 2

Atlanta 74 189 *,*- 71 *,*- 29 *," 7 -.,*, 1 *,.,

Chicago 88 190 -," 70 *," 30 *,*- 8 *," 1 *,--

District of Columbia 78 185 *" 75 *,** 25 *,*" 5 *,,.. # ,,,.,

Houston 72 199 60 40 11 ' 1

Los Angeles 79 186 *" 73 *" 27 **" 7 4,4., 1 *, 4,1,

New York City 4 73 201 58 42 15 3

Not eligible

Nation (Public) 50 229 24 76 41 10

Central city (Public) ' 33 225 ** 29 " 71 ' 37 ** 9 *-

Atlanta 16 214 *,' 45 * ** 55 4`,'" 27 4%** 10

Chicago 8 222 35 -* 65 -* 33 11

District of Columbia 21 210 *,*" 48 *,** 52 *,*" 23 *" 7 ...,

Houston 24 226 28 72 39 9

Los Angeles 5 199 * 58 * 42 "" 14 * ** 1

New York City f 16 219 " 38 ** 62 ' 30 8

Information not available 2

Nation (Public) 7 217 38 62 30 1

Central city (Public) 1 6 210 ** 47 " 53 *" 24 .`" 5

Atlanta 11 211 51 49 22 7

Chicago 4 206 52 " 48 ' 19 4

District of Columbia 1
.., .*. ... **T +1a4,

Houston 4
..., ..., *** *** ***

Los Angeles 16 215 40 60 28 6

New York City t 11 221 38 62 28 11

I Percentage rounds to zero.

Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

Significantly different from central city public schools.

Significantly different from nation (public schools).

"" Sample size is insufficient to permit o reliable estimate.

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,61 percent of students in central city public schools

and 43 percent in public schools notionally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

2 If school records were not available, the student was classified as "Information not available.° If the school did not participate in the program, all students in that school were classified os "Information

not available.'

NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Bask may not add to I00, due to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.
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Table 3.6 shows student performance
data at grade 8 by free/reduced-price lunch
eligibility. Eighth-graders not eligible for
free/reduced-price lunch had higher average
scores in comparison to eligible students in
every district except Chicago, where the
apparent difference was not statistically
significant.

In comparison with central city public
schools, the average scores for eligible
students were lower in Atlanta and the
District of Columbia, and were not found
to differ significantly in Chicago and Hous-
ton. Among students who were not eligible,
average scores in Atlanta, the District of
Columbia, and Houston were lower than in
central city schools. No significant differ-
ence was detected between central city
schools and Chicago in the average scores
of students who were not eligible for free/
reduced-price school lunch.

Table 3.6 Average reading scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level, by eligibility for

free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Percentage

of students

Average

scale scare Below Basic

At or above

Basic

At or above

Proficient

U

Advanced

Eligible

Nation (Public) 34 249 40 60 17 1

Central city (Public) I 47 244 ** 47 " 53 ** 12 " #

Atlanta 76 233 ",*" 62 *,** 38 *,*- 6 *,**

Chicago 84 246 41 59 11 **

District of Columbia 68 235 * *- 57 *,** 43 * ** 6 * **

Houston 68 243 ** 48 " 52 ' 13

Not eligible
Nation (Public) 57 271 17 83 40 3

Central city (Public) 41 268 ** 21 ** 79 *' 36 " 3

Atlanta 20 244 *,** 47 *,** 53 *,** 12 * ** 1

Chicago 10 267 24 76 36 4

District of Columbia 31 251 *,** 39 61 *" 18 * ** 1

Houston 29 261 s," 25 75 26 *," 2

Information not available 2

Nation (Public) 10 264 25 75 32 4

Central city (Public) I 12 253 ' 36** 64 21 ' 2

Atlanta 4
* **V

Chicago

District of Columbia

6

1

268*
..*

21* 79 * 34
4.. 44.

Houston 3
1,**

# Percentage rounds to zero.

Significantly different from central city public schools.

" Significantly different from nation (public schools).

**.' Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

I For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non- White.

2 If school records were not available, the student was classified as "Information not available." If the school did not participate in the program, all students in that school were dassified as 'Information

not avmlable."

NOTE Percentages below and at or above Bask may not odd to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.
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Parents' Highest Level
of Education
Eighth-grade students who participated in
the NAEP 2002 national reading assess-
ment, including those in the Trial Urban
District Assessment, were asked to indicate
the highest level of education completed by
each parent. Five response options were
offered: did not finish high school, gradu-
ated from high school, some education after
high school, graduated from college, or "I
don't know." The highest level of education
reported for either parent was used in the
analysis of this question. The question was
not posed to fourth-graders.

Table 3.7 presents the data for the urban
districts at grade 8. NAEP assessments
typically find a positive relationship between
student reported parental education and
student achievement: the higher the parental
education level, the higher the average
reading score.' This pattern was also gener-
ally the case for the trial urban districts.

The District of Columbia had the highest
percentage of eighth-graders (40 percent)
who reported that at least one parent had
graduated from college. However, for all of
the urban districts, the percentage of
students who reported that at least one

parent graduated from college was lower
than that of public schools nationally.
Houston and Los Angeles had the highest
percentages of students who reported that
neither parent had finished high school (21
and 19 percent, respectively). For these two
districts and Chicago, the percentage of
students who reported that neither parent
finished high school was greater than that
for national public schools.

The apparent difference in average scores
between students in central city public
schools who reported that at least one
parent graduated from college and their
counterparts in Houston was not found to
be statistically significant. However, students
in Atlanta, Chicago, the District of Colum-
bia, and Los Angeles who reported that at
least one parent graduated from college
scored lower, on average, than their counter-
parts in central city public schools. Students
in Atlanta and Los Angeles who reported
that neither parent had finished high school
had lower scores than their counterparts in
central city public schools. Students in
Houston who reported that neither parent
graduated from high school scored higher,
on average, than their counterparts in
central city public schools.

3 Grigg, W S., Duane, C, Jin, Y, and Campbell, J. R. (2003). The Nation's Rood Card: .Reading 2002 (NOES 2003-
521). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for
Education Statistics.
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Table 3.7 Average reading scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level, by student-

reported parents' highest level of education, grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Percentage

of students

Average

scale scare Below Basic

At or above

Basic

At or above

Proficient Advanced

Less than high school

Nation (Public) 7 247 42 58 14 #

Central city (Public) 1 9 243 ** 48 52 11 #

Atlanta 7 233 *,** 66 *,** 34 *,** 8 #

Chicago 14 246 43 57 10 #
District of Columbia 7 240 ** 46 54 6 ** #

Houston 21 251 * 38 62 17 1

Los Angeles 19 234 *." 61 *," 39 * ** 7 " #

Graduated high school

Nation (Public) 18 256 31 69 21 1

Central city (Public) 1 18 248 ** 42 ** 58 *4' 13 ** #
Atlanta 26 233 * " 63 * ** 37 *,** 4 * ** #
Chicago 19 246 ** 40 60 9 *,** #

District of Columbia 21 2354%** 57 "," 43 *,** 5 *,.., #
Houston 19 242 ** 48 ** 52** 9** #

Los Angeles 14 233 4,** 61 *,** 39 «,,,.* , 5 4,. #

Some education after high school

Nation (Public) 20 267 19 81 33 2

Central city (Public) I 19 260' 27 ' 73 ** 25 ** 1 **

Atlanta 22 241 *," 50 s," 50 *,4,* 8 *,4, #

Chicago 22 260 ** 24 76 20 ' 1

District of Columbia 18 2474%** 43 * ** 57 * ** 12 * ** #

Houston 15 260 ** 25 75 24 1

Los Angeles 16 249 *,** 40 *,** 60 *," 17 *%** 1

Graduated college

Nation (Public) 46 273 17 83 42 4

Central city (Public)1 41 266 " 25 " 15 ** 34 " 3

Atlanta 35 243 '," 49 *,** 51 ",*. 13 4%** 1 *."
Chicago 31 255 '," 33 *," 67 1`," 20 *,** 3

District of Columbia 40 247 *," 45 *," 55 *,** 15 *," 1 *,**

Houston 28 262** 26 " 74 ** 29 " 2

Los Angeles 26 251 *,**
40 .,*. 60 *,** 21 *.** 1 *,;,,,

Unknown

Nation (Public) 9 246 44 56 14 #

Central city (Public) 1 12 241 ** 50 " 50 " 11 " #
Atlanta 10 229 *,** 67 4`," 33 *," 4 *** #
Chicago 15 242 48 52 11 #

District of Columbia 14 231 *,** 65 4.,** 35 *,** 5 1,,,I,F #
Houston 17 235 ** 57 ** 43 ** 7 #

Los Angeles 26 228 *," 67 *," 33 * ** 4 *,** #

# Percentage rounds to zero.

Significantly different from central city public schools.

" Significantly different from notion (public schools).

1 for comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schook and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 47 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reducediuice school lunch.

NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAM, 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.
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Appendix A
Identification, Exclusion, and
Accommodation Rates for
Special-Needs Students

The following appendix presents the percentages of students

with disabilities and limited English proficient students who

were identified, excluded, and assessed with accommodations

in the Trial Urban District Assessment. In interpreting the

performance results presented in this report, it is important

to consider the magnitude of rates of identification and

exclusion of these special-needs students. At grade 4, there

was considerable variation in exclusion rates for limited

English proficient students among the districts.
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Students with Disabilities
(SD) and/or Limited English
Proficient (LEP) Students
It is NA FP's intent to assess all selected
students from the target population. There-
fore, every effort is made to ensure that all
selected students who are capable of partici-
pating in the assessment are assessed. Some
students sampled for participation in NAEP
can be excluded from the sample according
to carefully defined criteria. These criteria
were revised in 1996 to communicate more
clearly a presumption of inclusion except
under special circumstances. According to
these criteria, students who have an Indi-
vidualized Education Program (IEP) or are
protected under section 504 of the Rehabili-
tation Act of 1973 are to be included in the
NAEP assessment except in the following
cases:

the school's IEP team determines that the
student cannot participate;

the student's cognitive functioning is so
severely impaired that she or he cannot
participate;

the student's IEP requires that the
student has to be tested with an
accommodation or adaptation that
NAEP does not allow and the student
cannot demonstrate his or her knowledge
without that accommodation.

All LEP students who received academic
instruction in English for three years or
more were to be included in the assessment.
Those LEP students who received instruc-
tion in English for fewer than three years
were to be included unless school staff
judged them to be incapable of participat-
ing in the assessment in English.

Participation of SD and/or LEP
Students in the NAEP Samples
Testing all sampled students is the best way
for NAEP to ensure that the statistics
generated by the assessment are as represen-
tative as possible of the performance of the
entire national population and the popula-
tions of participating jurisdictions and
districts. However, all groups of students
include certain proportions that cannot be
tested in large-scale assessments (such as
students who have profound mental disabili-
ties) or who can only he tested through the
use of "accommodations," such as extra
time, one-on-one administration, or use of
magnifying equipment. Some students with
disabilities and some LEP students cannot
show on a written test what they know and
can do unless they are provided with ac-
commodations. When such accommoda-
tions are not allowed, students requiring
such adjustments are often excluded from
large-scale assessments such as NAEP.
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 requires that, when students with
disabilities are tested, schools must provide
them with appropriate accommodations so
that the test results accurately reflect stu-
dents' achievement. The provision of
accommodations has become more com-
mon with the passage of the 1997 Individu-
als with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA),
which led schools and states to identify
increasing proportions of students as needing
accommodations on assessments in order to
best show what they know and can do.'

Office of Special Education Programs. (1997). Nineteenth Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the
Individqeds Via, Disabilities Education Act: Washington, DC: U. S. Department of Education.
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In addition, as the proportion of limited
English proficient students in the popula-
tion has increased, some states have started
offering accommodations, such as transla-
tions of assessments or the use of bilingual
dictionaries, as part of assessments.

Before 1996, NAEP did not allow any
testing under nonstandard conditions (i.e.,
accommodations were not permitted). At
that time, NAFP samples were able to
include almost all sampled students in
standard assessment sessions. However, as
the influence of IDEA grew more wide-
spread, the failure to provide accommoda-
tions led to increasing levels of exclusion in
the assessment. NAEP's response was to
begin a research program to assess the
impact on NAFT's scales and trends of
permitting accommodations for those
students who normally received them in
classroom assessments. Beginning in 2002,
NAEP uses only the more inclusive samples
in which assessment accommodations are
permitted. Consequently the data reported
here for urban districts represent samples in
which accommodations were permitted.

Percentages of SD and/or LEP students
for the Trial Urban District Assessment are
presented in table A.1. The data in this table
include the percentages of students identified
as SD and/or LEP, the percentage of
students excluded, and the percentage of
accommodated SD and/or LEP students.
Different rates of exclusion may influence
the meaning of district comparisons. Thus,
exclusion data should he carefully reviewed
in this context.

The percentage of fourth-graders in
participating urban districts excluded from
the assessment: ranged from two percent in
Atlanta to 17 percent in Houston. At grade
4, the percentage of students excluded in
the national public school sample was seven
percent, and the percentage of students
excluded in the national central city public
school sample was eight percent. The
percentage of eighth-graders in participat-
ing urban districts excluded from the
assessment ranged from two percent in
Atlanta to nine percent in New York City.
At grade 8, the percentage of students
excluded in the national public school
sample was six percent, and the percentage
of students excluded in the national central
city public school sample was seven percent.
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Table A.I Percentage of students with disabilities and limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and assessed with

accommodations, grades 4 and 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Students with disabilities and/or
limited English proficient students Students with disabilities Limited English proficient students

Identified Excluded

Assessed

with
accommodations Identified Excluded

Assessed

with
accommodations Identified Exduded

Assessed

with
accommodations

Grade 4

Nation (Public) 21 7 4 13 5 4 9 2 1

Central city (Public) 1 25 8 4 13 6 3 14 4 1

Atlanta 8 2 1 5 1 1 4 1 0

Chicago 30 9 5 16 4 4 19 7 2

District of Columbia 19 8 5 14 7 4 7 3 2

Houston 43 17 1 12 4 1 36 16 #

Los Angeles 51 8 2 11 3 2 46 6 1

New York City 1 22 8 8 14 5 6 11 6 3

Nation (Public) 18 6 4 13 5 4 6 2 1

Central city (Public) 2 22 1 4 14 5 3 10 3 1

Atlanta 6 2 1 5 1 1 1 # #

Chicago 21 6 7 15 3 6 8 4 1

District of Columbia 21 7 8 16 6 7 5 2 2

Houston 27 7 0 15 5 0 16 4 0

Los Angeles 35 5 2 12 3 2 30 5 1

# Percentage rounds to zero.

t Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rote specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

1 for comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were min-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 43 percent in pubhc schools

notionally wore eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

2 for comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,41 percent of students in central city public schools and 34 percent in public schools

notionally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

NOTE: Some students were identified as both SD and LEP. Such students would be induded in both the SD and LEP portions of the table.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAM, 2002 Reading Trial Urban District Assessment.
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In the 2002 national combined sample
(public and nonpublic schools), 6 percent
of students at grade 4, and 5 percent of
students at grade 8 were excluded from the
assessment (see table A.10 of the The
Nation's. Report Card: Reading 2002).2 Across

the various states and jurisdictions that
participated in the 2002 state assessment,
the percentage of students excluded ranged
from 3 to 12 percent at grade 4 (see table
A.11 in the national report card for reading
2002) and from 2 to 10 percent at grade 8
(see table A.12 in the national report card).

Types of Accommodations
Permitted

Table A.2 displays the percentages of
SD and/or LEP students assessed with the
variety of available accommodations at
grade 4. Table A.3 shows the comparable
data for grade 8. It should he noted that
students assessed with accommodations
typically received some combination of
accommodations. The numbers and per-
centages presented in the table reflect only
the primary accommodation provided. For
example, students assessed in small groups

2 Grigg, W S., Dame, M. C., jilt, V., and Campbell,]. R. (2003). The Nation's Report Card Reading 2002
(NCES 2003-521). Washington, DC: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences,
National Center for Education Statistics.
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(as compared with standard NAEP sessions
of about 30 students) usually received
extended time. In one-on-one administra-
tions, students often received assistance in
recording answers and were afforded extra
time. Extended time was considered the
primary accommodation only when it was
the sole accommodation provided.

The assessment did not allow some
accommodations that were permitted in
certain states in past assessments. Some

states have allowed questions and, in some
cases, reading passages to he read aloud to
the students. In designing the reading
assessment, reading aloud as an accommo-
dation was viewed as changing the nature of
the construct being measured, and hence
was not permitted. Because NAEP consid-
ers the domain of its reading assessment to
be reading in English, no attempt was made
to provide an alternate language version of
the assessment, and the use of bilingual
dictionaries was not permitted.

Table A.2 Students with disabilities and limited English proficient students assessed with accommodations,
by type of primary accommodation, grade 4: By urban district, 2002

SDI and/or LEP2 students

Large-print

book

Extended

time

Weighted percentage of students sampled

Small Scribe/
group One-on-one computer Other

Nation (Public) 0.04 1.57 2.23 0.08 0.06 0.03

Central city (Public) 3 0.02 2.09 1.96 0.05 0.04 0.03

Atlanta 0.06 0.77 0.06

Chicago 3.67 1.30 0.05 0.10

District of Columbia 2.80 2.45 0.01

Houston 0.32 0.73

Los Angeles 0.05 1.08 1.23 0.12

New York Giy 6.61 1.49

SD' students

Nation (Public) 0.04 1.24 2.08 0.08 0.06 0.03

Central city (Public) 3 0.02 1.53 1.83 0.04 0.04 0.02

Atlanta 0.06 0.77 0.06

Chicago 2.51 1.30 0.05 0.10

District of Columbia 2.11 1.63 0.07

Houston 0.32 0.13

Los Angeles 0.05 0.98 1.05 0.12

New York City 5.18 0.92

LEP2 students

Nation (Public) 0.44 0.25 0.01 0.01

Central city (Public) 3 0.79 0.25 0.01 0.01

Atlanta

Chicago 1.88 0.35 0.05

District of Columbia 0.77 1.03 0.03

Houston 0.16

Los Angeles 0.56 0.82 0.07

New York City 1.94 0.66

# Percentage rounds to zero.

f Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rote specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

1 Students with clisabilties.

2 Limited English proficient students.

3 For comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,61 percent of students in central city public

schools and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school funds.

NOTE: Some students were identified as both SO and LIT. Such students would be included in bath the SO and U3' portions of the table.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEPI, 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.
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Table A.3 Students with disabilities and limited English proficient students assessed with accommodations, by type of

primary accommodation, grade 8: By urban district, 2002

Large-print

book

Weighted percentage of students sampled

Extended Small Scribe/
time group One-on-one computer Other

SD' and/or LEP' students
Nation (Public) 0.02 2.06 1.69 0.05 0.03 0.04

Central city (Public) 3 0.01 2.25 1.52 0.05 0.01 0.06

Atlanta # # 1.00 # # #
Chicago # 2.50 4.05 # # #

District of Columbia 0.06 6.02 1.95 # # #
Houston # # # # # #

Los Angeles # 1.05 1.18 0.19 # it
SDI students

Nation (Public) 0.02 1.82 1.61 0.05 0.03 0.04

Central city (Public) 3 0.01 1.80 1.45 0.05 0.01 0.06

Atlanta it # 1.00 # # #
Chicago # 2.19 3.95 # # #

District of Columbia 0.06 438 1.95 # # #
Houston # # # # # #

Los Angeles # 1.05 1.18 0.19 # #

LEP' students

Nation (Public) # 0.39 0.14 # # #
Central city (Public) 3 # 0.72 0.21 # # #

Atlanta # # # # # #
Chicago # 0.65 0.38 # # #

District of Columbia it 1.86 0.06 # # #
Houston # # # # # #

Los Angeles # 0.58 0.88 # # #

# Percentage rounds to zero.

1 Students with disabilities.

2 Limited English proficient students.

3 For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 47 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible far free/reduced-price school lunch.

NOTE Some students were identified as both SD and LEP Such students would be included in both the SD and LEP portions of the table.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.
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Investigating the Potential Effects
of Exclusion Rates on Assessment
Results

In considering the effects of exclusion
rates on assessment results, at least two
major issues are evident. First, if exclusion
rates vary substantially across assessment
years, then the ability to report trends (i.e.,
compare results between years) may be
affected by the fact that the results from
different years are based on different pro-
portions of the population. Second, the
variation in exclusion rates among states,
jurisdictions, and school districts may

threaten the comparison of results within a
given year, because the results for different
districts, states, or jurisdictions are based on
different proportions of the populations.

NOES has funded research investigating
ways in which excluded students might be
included in the estimation of scores for
total populations. NCES has also commis-
sioned studies on the impact of assessment
accommodations on overall scores. A
detailed discussion of some of these estima-
tion procedures is included in appendix A
of the full report card.'

3 Grigg, W. S., Dame, M. C.Jin, Y., and Campbell, . R. (2003). The Nation's Report Card: Reading 2002
(NCES 2003-521). Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences,
National Center for Education Statistics.
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Appendix B
District-Level Contextual Variables

To help place results from the NAEP 2002 Trial Urban

District .Assessment into context, this appendix presents

selected district-level data from sources other than N.AER

These data are taken from the Public Elementary/ Secondary

School Universe Survey, 2000-01, and Local Education .4,geney

Universe Survey, 2000-01. The interested reader can access

most of the data presented in this appendix in the NCES
report, Characteristics of the 100 Largest. Public Elementary

and Secondary School Districts in the United States at

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2001/100Jargest/tab_figasp.
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Table IL I Number of students, high-school completers, teachers, and schools, from non-NAEP sources:

By urban district, school year 2000-01

Number of

students'

Number of

1999-2000

completers2

Number of

full-time equivalent

teachers

Number of

schools

National 47,086,931 2,548,076 2,841,677 93,344

Central city 13,523,126 610,467 808,288 22,310

Atlanta 58,230 2,056 3,950 98

Chicago 435,261 14,875 23,935 602

District of Columbia 68,925 2,916 5,044 165

Houston 208,462 7,735 11,191 289

Los Angeles 721,346 27,439 35,150 659

New York City 1,066,516 40,827 65,242 1,213

I Count of students receiving educational services from school district may differ somewhat from the counts in table 8.4, which reflect the count of students from the schools aggregated up to the school

district.

2 Includes high school diploma recipients as well as other high school completers (e.g., certificates of anendonce), but does not include high school equivalencies (ex. GEDs).

SOURCE US. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, Local Education Agency Universe Survey, 2000-01, version I a.

Table 8.2 Poverty rate and federal funding, from non-NAEP sources: By urban district,

1996-97,1997-98,2001-02

5- to 17-year olds,
Revenue,

1999-2000
Title I allocations,

2001-02
1999-2000 (in thousands) (in thousands)

Population

Percent

in poverty Total Federal

Federal as

percent

of total

Federal

revenue

per student

Basic

grants

Concentration

grants

Atlanta 66,131 34.6 S695,919 $56,558 8.1 $95.11 $752 $20,824

Chicago 540,667 24.8 3,604,873 539,567 15 124.97 963 137,865

District of Columbia 82,456 27.8 881,423 184,825 21 261.19 1,509 21,341

Houston 230,514 26 1,469,074 152,679 10.4 12.8 585 50,084

Los Angeles 863,656 28.3 5,757,819 592,508 10.3 83.45 668 178,088

New York City 1,397,739 28.3 10,945,650 1,119,944 10.2 104.11 812 397,541

NOTE Federal revenue per student based on fall enrollment collected by the Bureau of the Census. Detail may not sum to totals, because of torounding.

SOURCE US. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data survey-, and U.S. Department of Commerce, °Survey of Local Government Enances.'
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Table B.3 Number of public elementary and secondary schools, by type of school, from non-NAEP sources:

By urban district, school year 2000-01

Total number

of schools

Type of school'

Regular

Special

education

Vocational

education Alternative

National 93,344 85,493 2,008 1,025 4,818

Central city 22,310 20,141 536 173 1,460

Atlanta 98 95 0 0 3

Chicago 602 578 24 0 0

District of Columbia 165 150 10 0 5

Houston 289 264 1 3 21

Los Angeles 659 582 18 0 59

New York City 1,213 1,106 8 18 81

1 Type of school is a mutually exclusive category on the Common (ore of Data. There are cases in which special education, vocational education, and alternative programs reside in other types of schools.

NOTE: Types of schools ore defined in the following way an the Common Core of Data: Regular schoolA public elementary/secondary school that does not focus primarily on vocational, special, or

alternative education. NAEP is conducted only in regular schools. Special education school A public elementary/secondary school that (a) focuses primarily on special education, induding instruction for

any of the following: hard of hearing, deaf, speech-impaired, health - impaired, orthopedically impaired, mentally retarded, seriously emotionally disturbed, multi-handicapped, visually handicapped,

deaf and blind; and (b) adapts curriculum, materials, or instruction for students served. Vocational education schoolA public elementary/secondary school that focuses primarily on vocational

education, and provides education and training in one or more semi-skilled or technical operations. Alternative education schoolA public elementary/secondary school that (a) addresses the needs of
students that typically cannot be met in a regular school; (b) provides nontraditional education; (c) serves m an adjunct to a regular school; and (d) falls outside of the categories of regular, special

education, or vocational education.

SOURCE: US. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 2000-01, version I a.
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Table BA Number of students in public elementary and secondary schools, by type of school, from non-NAEP sources:

By urban district, school year 2000-01

Total number

of students'

Type of school'

Regular

Special

education

Vocational

education

Other and

alternative

National 47,094,888 46,228,904 174,577 199,669 491,738

Central city 13,522,154 13,152,151 73,387 75,953 220,663

Atlanta 58,230 56,896 f f 1,334

Chicago 435,261 431,553 3,708 f t

District of Columbia 68,925 65,285 2,772 f 868

Houston 208,462 204,042 19 906 3,495

Los Angeles 721,346 704,932 4,480 f 11,934

New York City 1,066,945 1,009,319 1,688 25,409 30,529

No students reported in membership for this type of school.

I Typo of school is a mutually exclusive category on the Common Core of Data. There are cases in which special education, vocational education, and alternative programs reside in other types of schools.

2 Student distribution by type of school is based on membership in the schools of the school district. Counts may vary from those in tableB.I

NOTE: Types of schools ore defined in the following way on the Common Core of Data: Regular schoolA public elementary/secondary school that does not focus primarily on vocational, special, or

alternative education. NAEP is conducted only in regular schools. Special education schoolA public elementary/secondary school that (a) focuses primarily on special education, including instruction for

any of the following: hard of hearing, deaf, speech-impaired, health-impaired, orthopedically impaired, mentally retarded, seriously emotionally disturbed, multi-handicapped, visually handicapped,

deaf and blind; and (b) adapts curriculum, materials, or instruction for students served. Vocational education schoolA public elementary/secondary school that focuses primarily on vocational

education, and provides education and training in one or more semiskilled or teduntal operations. Alternative education schoolA public elementary/secondary school that (a) addresses the needsof

students that typically cannot be met in a regular school; (b) provides nontraditional education; (c) serves m an adjunct to a regular school; and (d) foUs outside of the categories of regular, special

education, or vocational education.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Care of Data, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 2000-01, version la, and Local Education

Agency Universe Survey, 2000-01, version la.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

48 APPENDIX B NAEP 2002 READING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT

61



Table B.5 Percentage of minority students, and number of public elementary and secondary schools within specified

ranges of minority student percentages, from non-NAEP sources: By urban district, school year 2000-01

Percentage

of minority

students

enrolled

Number of

schools with

students 2

Number of schools with a minority student' percentage of

0-20 21-40 41-60 61-80 81-100

percent percent percent percent percent

National 39.0 89,110 43,827 14,023 9,866 7,142 14,252

Central city 63.0 21,513 3,534 3,165 3,370 3,088 8,356

Atlanta 93.2 98 2 2 2 5 87

Chicago 90.4 596 1 20 26 51 498

District of Columbia 95.5 165 0 5 3 S 152

Houston 90.0 289 1 4 17 20 247

Los Angeles 90.1 659 4 16 50 88 501

New York City 84.7 1,207 29 39 114 139 886

1 Minority students, in this table, indudes all race/ethnicity categories except White, non-Hispanic.

2 Indudes only schools for which student membership by race /ethnicity was reported.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common (ore of Onto, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 2000-01, version I a,

and Local Education Agency Universe Survey, 2000-01, version la.

Table B.6 Number of public elementary and secondary schools, by instructional level, from non-NAEP sources:

By urban district, school year 2000-01

Number of schools
Number of schools by instructional level'

with students2 Primary Middle High Other

National 90,711 52,285 15,584 17,280 5,562

Central city 21,900 13,962 3,318 3,081 1,539

Atlanta 98 70 15 12 1

Chicago 596 472 21 72 31

District of Columbia 165 112 10 16 27

Houston 289 197 43 35 14

Los Angeles 659 456 75 105 23

New York thy 1,207 692 210 184 121

1

1 Instructional level is based on the lowest and highest grade in a school: Primary schools begin between prekindergarten and grade 3 and may goas high as grade B. Middle schools have grade spans

ranging from as low as grade 4 to as high as grade 9. High schools start at grade 7 or higher and must extend through grade 12. Other schook indude all other grade combinations, inducting

prekindergarten, kindergarten, or 1-12, and ungraded schools.

z Indudes only schools for which student membership was reported.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common (ore of Data, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 2000-01, version 1 a,

and local Education Agency Universe Survey, 2000-01, version 1 a.
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Table 8.7 Median pupil/teacher ratios in public elementary and secondary schools, by instructional level, from non-
NAEP sources: By urban district, school year 2000-01

Median pupil/teacher ratio'

Overall

By school instructional level'

Primary Middle High Other

National 15.9 16.3 15.7 15.1 12.1

Central city 16.6 16.7 16.0 17.1 11.2

Atlanta 14.2 13.1 16.2 16.2 13.2

Chicago 18.4 18.9 17.3 15.5 11.9

District of Columbia 13.5 13.7 13.6 13.6 8.7

Houston 18.5 18.7 18.7 18.0 3.3

Las Angeles 19.6 19.2 23.6 22.7 10.4

New York City 16.1 15.7 16.7 18.7 6.3

I Indudes only those schools whose student membership was greater than zero.

2 Instructional level is based on the lowest and highest grade offered in a school. Primary schools begin between prekindergarten and grade 3 and maygo as high as grade 8. Middle schools have grade

spans ranging from as low as grade 4 to as high as grade 9. High schools start at grade 7 or higher and must extend through grade 12. Other schools include all other grade combinations, including

prekindergarten, kindergarten, or 1-12, and ungraded schools.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, Pubkc Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 2000-01, version I a,

and local Education Agency Universe Survey, 200041, version la.
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Table 8.8 Percentage of staff in public elementary and secondary schools, by type of staff, from non-NAEP sources:

By urban district, school year 2000-01

Total

staff

Percent of full-time equivalent staff

Teachers

Instructional

support

Guidance Library

counselors media staff

District School Other

administrators administrators staff

National 5,397,788 52.6 11.4 1.8 1.5 1.0 2.5 29.1

Central city 1,513,730 53.4 11.2 1.7 1.3 0.8 2.5 29.1

Atlanta 7,552 52.3 12.7 2.0 1.3 0.5 2.5 28.8

Chicago 28,6871 83.4 2.9 2.9 1.7 1.7 3.1 4.4

District of Columbia 10,808 46.7 10.8 1.9 1.3 0.1 2.5 36.8

Houston 24,820 45.1 10.2 1.2 0.9 0.1 2.3 40.2

Los Angeles 66,598 52.8 14.5 1.4 0.1 0.6 1.9 28.7

New York City 100,198 65.1 0.8 1.9 0.1 0.7 2.9 27.9

I The nonteaching staff categories may be underrepresented.

NOTE: Percentage may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Notional Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, Local Education Agency Universe Survey, 2000-01, version 10.

APPENDIX B NAEP 2002 READING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT 51

64



Table 8.9 Percentage of reported students eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch and percentage of students in

each racial/ethnic category, from non-NAEP sources: By urban district, school year 2000-01

Students eligible for Racial/ethnic composition of district as

free/reduced-price lunch' a percentage of students enrolled

Number of

schools with

students

Percentage

of students

Percentage

of schools

reporting White Black Hispanic

Asian/

Pacific

Islander

American

Indian/

Alaska

Native

National 90,711 38.6 83.8 61.0 17.0 16.6 4.2 1.2

Central city 21,900 53.6 82.9 36.8 29.2 27.7 5.5 0.9

Atlanta 98 76.4 100.0 6.8 89.5 2.8 0.9 0.1

Chicago 596 0.0 9.6 52.0 34.9 3.3 0.2

District of Columbia 165 70.0 98.8 4.5 84.6 9.2 1.6 0.1

Houston 289 70.7 99.7 10.0 32.1 55.0 2.9 0.1

Los Angeles 659 73.5 99.8 9.9 12.8 70.8 6.3 0.3

New York City 1,207 71.9 100.0 15.3 34.9 37.8 11.7 0.3

- Not available.

I These percentages should be interpreted with caution; jurisdictions may not have reported students eligible for reduced-price meals, and a number of jurisdictions reported participationinstead of

eligibility data, which may not be strictly comparable. Percentages are based on those schools that reported.

2 Includes only schools for which student membership was reported.

SOURCE 03. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 2000-01, version I a,

and Local Education Agency Universe Survey, 2000-01, version 1 a.
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Appendix C

Overview of Procedures Used
for the NAEP 2002 Trial Urban District
Reading Assessment

This appendix provides an overview of the NAEP 2002

reading assessment's primary componentsframework,
development, administration, scoring, and analysis. A more

extensive review of the procedures and methods used in the

national and state reading assessments can be found in the

assessment procedures sections of the NAEP web site

(http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard).

The NAEP 2002 Reading Assessment
The National Assessment Governing Board (N.AGB),

created by Congress in 1988, is responsible for formulating

policy for NAEP NAGB is specifically charged with

developing assessment objectives and test specifications. The

design of the NAEP 2002 reading assessment follows the

guidelines first provided in the framework developed for the

1992 assessment.' The framework underlying the 1992, 1994,

1998, 2000 (fourth grade only), and 2002 reading assessments

reflects the expert opinions of educators and researchers

about reading Its purpose is to present an overview of the

most essential outcomes of students' reading education. The

development of this framework and the specifications that

guided the development of the assessment involved the

critical input of hundreds of individuals across the country,

including representatives of national education organizations,

teachers, parents, policymakers, business leaders, and the

interested general public. The framework development

National Assessment Governing Board. (2002). ReadingFramemork for the 2003 National
Assessment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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process was managed by the Council of
Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) for
NAGB.

The framework sets forth a broad defini-
tion of "reading literacy"developing a
general understanding of a text, thinking
about a text in different ways, and using a
variety of text types for different purposes.
In addition, the frammork views reading as
an interactive and constructive process
involving the reader, the text, and the
context of the reading experience. For
example, readers may read stories to enjoy
and appreciate the human experience, study
science texts to form new hypotheses about
knowledge, or use maps to gain information
about specific places. NAEP reflects current
definitions of literacy by differentiating
among three contexts for reading and four
aspects of reading. Contexts for reading and
aspects of reading make up the foundation
of the NAEP reading assessment.

The "contexts for reading" dimension of
the NAEP reading framework provides
guidance for the types of texts to be in-
cluded in the assessment. Although many
commonalities exist among the different
reading texts, they do lead to real differ-
ences in what readers do. For example,
when reading for literary experience, readers

make complex, abstract summaries and
identify major themes. They describe the
interactions of various literary elements
(e.g., setting, plot, characters, and theme).
When reading for information, readers critically

judge the form and content of the text and
explain their judgments. They also look for
specific pieces of information. When reading

to perform a task, readers search quickly for
specific pieces of information.

The "aspects of reading" dimension of
the NAEP reading framework provides
guidance for the types of comprehension
questions to he included in the assessment.
The four aspects are 1) forming a general
understanding, 2) developing interpretation, 3)

making reader / text connections, and 4) examining

content and structure. These four aspects
represent different ways in which readers
develop understanding of a text. In forming a
general understanding, readers must consider
the text as a whole and provide a global
understanding of it. As readers engage in
developing intepretation, they must extend

initial impressions in order to develop a
more complete understanding of what was
read. This involves linking information
across parts of a text or focusing on specific
information. When making reader /text
connections, the reader must connect informa-
tion in the text with knowledge and experi-
ence. This might include applying ideas in
the text to the real world. Finally, examining
content and structure requires critically evaluat-

ing, comparing and contrasting, and under-
standing the effect of different text features
and authorial devices.

Figure C.1 demonstrates the relationship
between these reading contexts and aspects
of reading in the NAEP reading assessment.
Included in the figure are sample questions
that illustrate how each aspect of reading is
assessed within each reading context. (Note
that reading to pelfarm a task is not assessed at
grade 4.)
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Figure (.1 Sample NAEP questions, by aspects of reading and contexts for reading specified in the reading framework

Context for Reading

Aspect of Reading

Forming a

general understanding

Developing

interpretation

Making

reader/text connections

Examining

content and structure

Reading for literary

experience

What is the

story/plot about?

How did this character

change from the

beginning to the end of

the story?

What other character

that you have read

about had a similar

problem?

What is the mood of this

story and how does the

author use language to

achieve it?

Reading for information What point is the author

making about this topic?

What caused this change? What other event in

history or recent news is

similar to this one?

Is this author biased?

Support your answer

with information about

this article.

Reading to perform a task What time con you get a

nonstop flight to X?

What must you do before

step 3?

Describe a situation in

which you would omit

step 5.

Is the information in this

brochure easy to use?

SOURCE: National Assessment Governi g Board. (2002). Reading framework for the 2003 Notional Assessment of fdurational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.

The assessment framework specifies not
only the particular dimensions of reading
literacy to be measured, but also the per-
centage of assessment questions that should
be devoted to each. The target percentage
distribution for contexts of reading and
aspects of reading as specified in the frame-
work, along with the actual percentage
distribution in the assessment, are presented
in tables C.1 and C.2.

The actual content of the assessment
varied from the targeted distribution, with
reading for literary experience falling below
the target proportions and reading for
information falling above the target propor-
tions specified in the framework. The
reading instrument development panel
overseeing the development of the assess-
ment recognized this variance but felt
strongly that assessment questions must be
sensitive to the unique elements of the
authentic reading materials being used.
Thus, the distribution of question classifica-
tions will vary across reading passages and
reading purposes.
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Table (.1 Target and actual percentage distribution of questions, by context for reading, grades 4 and 8: 2002

Reading for

literary experience

Context for Reading

Reading for

information

Reading to

perform a task

Grade 4

Target 55 45

Actual 50 50

Grade 8

Target 40 40 20

Actual 27 43 30

t Reading to perform a task was not assessed at grade 4.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2902 Reading Assessment.

Table (.2 Target and actual percentage distribution of questions, by aspect of reading, grades 4 and 8: 2002

Forming a general

understanding/

Developing interpretation

Aspect of Reading

Making

reader/text

connections

Examining

content and

structure

Grade 4

Target 60 15 25

Actual 59 18 24

Grade 8

Target 55 15 30

Actual 54 18 28

NOTE Actual percentages are based on the classifications agreed upon by NAEP's Instrument Development Panel. It is recognized that making discrete classifications for these categories is difficult and

that independent efforts to classify NAEP questions have led to different results.

Percentages may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Reading Assessment.
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The Assessment Design
Each student who participated in the
reading assessment received a booklet
containing three or four sections: a set of
general background questions, a set of
subject-specific background questions, and
one or twO sets of questions assessing
students' comprehension of a text or texts.
The sets of questions assessing students'
comprehension are referred to as "blocks."
Each block contains one or more reading
passages and a set of comprehension
questions. At grade 8, students were given
either two 25-minute blocks or one 50-
minute block. At grade 4, however, only 25-
minute blocks were used.

The blocks contain a combination of
multiple-choice and constructed-response
questions. Multiple-choice questions require
students to select the best answer from a set
of four options. Constructed-response
questions require students to provide their
own written response to an open-ended
question. Short constructed-response
questions may require a response of only a
sentence or two for the answer to be con-
sidered complete. Extended constructed-
response questions, however, may require a
response of a paragraph or more for the
answer to receive hull credit. Each con-
structed-response question has its own
unique scoring guide that is used by trained
scorers to rate students' responses. (See the
"Data Collection and Scoring" section of
this appendix.)

The grade 4 assessment consisted of
eight 25-minute blocks: four blocks of
"literary" texts and questions and four
blocks of "informative" texts and questions.
Each block contained at least one passage
corresponding to one of the contexts for
reading and 9-12 multiple-choice and
constructed-response questions. In each
block, one of the constructed-response
questions required an extended response. As
a whole, the 2002 fourth-grade assessment
consisted of 49 multiple-choice questions,
45 short constructed-response questions,
and 8 extended constructed-response
questions.

The grade 8 assessment consisted of nine
25-minute blocks (three literary, three
informative, and three task-related) and one
50-minute block (informative). Each block
contained at least one passage correspond-
ing to one of the contexts for reading and 8
to 13 multiple-choice and constructed-
response questions. Each block contained at
least one extended constructed-response
question. As a whole, the eighth-grade
assessment consisted of 58 multiple-choice
questions, 68 short constructed-response
questions, and 15 extended constructed-
response questions.

The assessment design allowed maximum
coverage of reading abilities at each grade,
while minimizing the time burden for any
one student. This was accomplished
through the use of matrix sampling of
items in which representative samples of
students took various portions of the entire
pool of assessment questions. Individual
students are required to take only a small
portion, but the aggregate results across the
entire assessment allow for broad reporting
of reading abilities for the targeted
population.
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In addition to matrix sampling, the
assessment design used a procedure for
distributing blocks across booklets that
controlled for position and context effects.
Students received different blocks of
passages and comprehension questions in
their booklets according to a procedure
called "partially balanced incomplete block
(pBIB) spiraling." This procedure assigned
blocks of questions in a manner that bal-
anced the positioning of blocks across
booklets and balanced the pairing of blocks
within booklets according to context for
reading. Blocks were balanced within each
context for reading and were partially
balanced across contexts for reading. The
spiraling aspect of this procedure cycled the
booklets for administration so that, typically,
only a few students in any assessment
session received the same booklet.

In addition to the student assessment
booklets, three other instruments provided
data relating to the assessmenta teacher
questionnaire, a school questionnaire, and a
questionnaire regarding students with
disabilities/limited English proficient
students (SD/LEP). The teacher question-
naire was administered to teachers of

fourth- and eighth-grade students participat-
ing in the assessment and included four
sections. The first section focused on the
teacher's background, the second section on
instruction, the third section on professional
development, and the fourth section on
standards and assessment.

The school questionnaire was given to
the principal or another administrator in
each participating school and included
questions related to school policies, pro-
grams, and the composition and back-
ground of the student body.

The SD/LEP questionnaire was com-
pleted by a school staff member knowl-
edgeable about those students who were
selected to participate in the assessment and
who were identified as having an Individual-
ized Education Program (IEP) or equivalent
plan and/or being limited English proficient
(LEP). An SD/LEP questionnaire was
completed for each identified student
regardless of whether the student partici-
pated in the assessment. Each SD/LEP
questionnaire asked about the student and
the special programs in which he or she
participated.
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NAEP Samples
National Sample

The national results, presented in The
Nation's Report Card: Reading 2002, are based

on nationally representative probability
samples of fourth -, eighth-, and twelfth-
grade students. At grades 4 and 8, the
national sample in 2002 was a subset of the
combined sample of students assessed in
each participating state, plus an additional
sample from the states that did not partici-
pate in the state assessment and a private
school sample. In accordance with the
NAEP legislation, the program uses a
random selection process in order to obtain
a representative sample of students For
reporting national and state or jurisdiction
results.

Each selected school that participated in
the assessment and each student assessed
represents a portion of the population of
interest. Sampling weights are needed to
make valid inferences between the student
samples and the respective populations
from which they were drawn. Sampling
weights applied to the national and state

samples account for disproportionate
representation due to the oversampling of
students who attend nonpublic schools and
schools with high concentrations of Black
and/or Hispanic students. Among other
uses, sampling weights also account for
lower sampling rates for very small schools
and are used to adjust for school and
student nonresponse.2 Appropriate sam-
pling weights were applied to the trial urban
district samples.

Testing accommodations (e.g., extended
time, small group testing) were permitted
for special-needs students selected to
participate in the NAEP reading assess-
ments. NAEP inclusion rules were applied,
and accommodations were offered when a
student had an Individualized Education
Program (IEP) because of a disability, was
protected under Section 504 of the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973 because of disability,
and/or was identified as being a limited
English proficient student (LEP); all other
students were asked to participate in the
assessment under standard conditions.'

2 Additional details regarding the design and structure of the national :uul state samples will be found in the technical
documentation section of the NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

3 Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a civil rights law designed to prohibit discrimination on the basis of
disability in programs and activities, including education, that receive federal financial assistance.
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Standards for Sample
Participation and Reporting
of Results
In carrying out the 2002 state and Ttrial
Urban District Assessments, the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES)
established participation rate standards that
jurisdictions were required to meet in order
for their results to be reported. NCES
also established additional standards that

Guideline 1

required the annotation of published results
for jurisdictions whose sample participation
rates were low enough to raise concerns
about their representativeness. The NCES
guidelines used to report results in the state
assessments, and the guidelines for notation
when there is some risk of nonresponse
bias in the reported results, are presented in
this section. These guidelines also applied to
the Trial Urban District Assessments.

The publication of NAEP results

The conditions that will result in the publication of a jurisdiction's results are presented below.

Guideline i - Publication of Public School Results

A jurisdiction will have its public school results published in the NAEP 2002 reading report card for in other reports that include all state-

level results) if and only if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools is greater than or equal to 70 percent.

Similarly, a jurisdiction will receive a separate NAEP State Report if and only if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public

schools is greater than or equal to 70 percent.

Discussion: If a jurisdiction's public school participation rate for the initial sample of schools is below 70 percent, there is a substantial

possibility that bias will be introduced into the assessment results. This possibility remains even after making statistical adjustments to

compensate for school nonparticipation. There remains the likelihood that, in aggregate, the substitute schools are sufficiently dissimilar

from the originals they are replacing and represent too great a proportion of the population to discount such a difference. Similarly, the

assumptions underlying the use of statistical adjustments to compensate for nonparticipation are likely to be significantly violated if the

initial response rate falls below the 70 percent level. Guideline 1 takes this into consideration. This guideline is congruent with current

NAGB policy, which requires that data for jurisdictions that do not have a 70 percent before-substitution participation rate be reported "in a

different format," and with the Education Information Advisory Committee (EIAC) resolution, which calls for data from such jurisdictions not

to be published.

The following guidelines concerning
school and student participation rates in the
NAEP state assessment program were
established to address four significant ways
in which nonresponse bias could be intro-
duced into the jurisdiction sample estimates.
The four significant ways are overall school
nonresponse, strata-specific school

nonresponse, overall student nonresponse,
and strata-specific student nonresponse.
Presented on the following pages are the
conditions that will result in a jurisdiction's
receiving a notation in the 2002 reports.
Note that in order for a jurisdiction's results
to be published with no notations, that
jurisdiction must satisfy all guidelines.
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Guideline 2

Reporting school and student participation rates with possible bias due to school nonresponse

Guideline 2 - Notation for Overall Public School Participation Rate

A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools was

below 85 percent and the weighted public school participation rate after substitution was below 90 percent.

Discussion: For jurisdictions that did not use substitute schools, the participation rates are based on participating schools from the original

sample. In these situations, the NUS standards specify weighted school participation rates of at least 85 percent to guard against potential

bias due to school nonresponse. Thus the first part of these guidelines, referring to the weighted school participation rate for the initial

sample of schools, is in direct accordance with NCES standards.

To help ensure adequate sample representation for each jurisdiction participating in the NAEP 2002 state assessments, NAEP provided

substitutes for nonparticipating public schools. For jurisdictions that used substitute schools, the assessment results will be based on the

student data from all schools participating from both the original sample and the list of substitutes (unless both an initial school and its

substitute eventually participated, in which case only the data from the initial school will be used).

The NUS standards do not explicitly address the use of substitute schools to replace initially selected schools that decide not to participate

in the assessment. However, considerable technical consideration was given to this issue. Even though the characteristics of the substitute

schools were matched as closely as possible to the characteristics of the initially selected schools, substitution does not entirely eliminate

bias due to the nonparticipation of initially selected schools. Thus, for the weighted school participation rates including substitute schools,

the guidelines were set at 90 percent.

If a jurisdiction meets either standard (i.e., 85 percent or higher prior to substitution or 90 percent or higher after substitution), there will

be no notation for the relevant overall school participation rate.

Guideline 3

Important segments of the jurisdiction's student population that must be adequately represented

to avoid possible nonresponse bias

Guideline 3 - Notation for Strata-Specific Public School Participation Rates

A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 2 will receive a notation if the sample of public schools included a

class of schools with similar characteristics that had a weighted participation rate (after substitution) of below 80 percent, and from which

the nonparticipating schools together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction's total weighted sample of public schools. The

classes of schools from each of which a jurisdiction needed minimum school participation levels were determined by degree of urbaniza-

tion, minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the school is located.

Discussion: The NCES standards specify that attention should be given to the representativeness of the sample coverage. Thus, if some

important segment of the jurisdiction's population is not adequately represented, it is of concern, regardless of the overall participation

rate.

If nonparticipating schools are concentrated within a particular class of schools, the potential for substantial bias remains, even if the

overall level of school participation appears to be satisfactory. Nonresponse adjustment cells for public schools have been formed within

each jurisdiction, and the schools within each cell are similar with respect to minority enrollment, degree of urbanization, and/or median

household income, as appropriate for each jurisdiction.

If the weighted response rate, after substitution, for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent (weighted) of

the sampled schools are nonparticipants from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. This guideline is based on the

NCES standard for stratum-specific school response rates.
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Guideline 4

Possible student nonresponse bias

Guideline 4 Notation for Overall Student Participation Rate in Public Schools

A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if the weighted student response rate within participating public schools was

below 85 percent.

Discussion: This guideline follows the NUS standard of 85 percent for overall student participation rates. The weighted student

participation rate is based on all eligible students from initially selected or substitute schools who participated in the assessment in either an

initial session or a make-up session. If the rate falls below 85 percent, the potential for bias due to students' nonresponse is too great.

Guideline 5

Possible nonresponse bias from inadequately represented strata

Guideline 5 - Notation for Strata-Specific Student Participation Rates in Public Schools

A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 4 will receive a notation if the sampled students within participating

public schools included a class of students with similar characteristics that had a weighted student response rate of below 80 percent, and

from which the nonresponding students together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction's weighted assessable public school

student sample. Student groups from which a jurisdiction needed minimum levels of participation were determined by the age of the

student, whether or not the student was classified as a student with a disability (SD) or limited English proficient (LEP), and the type of

assessment session, as well as school level of urbanization, minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the

school is located.

Discussion: This guideline addresses the fact that if nonparticipating students are concentrated within a particular class of students, the

potential for substantial bias remains, even if the overall student participation level appears to be satisfactory. Student nonresponse

adjustment cells have been formed using the school-level nonresponse adjustment cells, together with the student's age and the nature of

the assessment session.

If the weighted response rate for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent (weighted) of the invited

students who do not participate in the assessment are from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. This guideline is

based on the NCB standard for stratum-specific student response rates.

In the 2002 Trial Urban District Assess-
ment, New York City did not meet the
initial public-school participation rate of 70
percent at eighth grade. Consequently the
performance results for this grade were not
reported.

At grade 4, New York City also did not
meet the second guideline (i.e., the weighted
participation rate for the initial sample of
schools was below 85 percent and the
weighted school participation rate after
substitution was below 90 percent). Results
for New York City at grade 4 are shown
with a notation indicating possible bias
related to nonresponse.
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Trial Urban District Samples
Sampling for the Trial Urban District
Assessment was modeled on N.AEP's state
sampling procedures. However, school
substitution was not an option in the Trial
Urban District Assessment. Tables C.3 and
C.4 provide a summary of the 2002 urban
district school and student participation
rates for the reading assessment sample.
The first rate in each table is the weighted
percentage of schools participating in the
assessment. This rate is based only on the
number of schools that were initially se-
lected for the assessment. The numerator of
this rate is the sum of the number of
students represented by each selected school
that participated in the assessment. The
denominator is the sum of the number of
students represented by each of the selected
schools that had eligible students enrolled.

Also presented in tables C.3 and C.4 are
weighted student participation rates. The
numerator of this rate is the estimated

number of students that each student
represents across all students assessed (in
either an initial session or a makeup ses-
sion). The denominator of this rate is the
estimated number of students represented
in the sample, across all eligible sampled
students in participating schools. The
number of students that each student
represents is mainly determined by the
probability that a student is included in the
sample, with necessary adjustments made
for other factors. The overall participation
rates take into account the weighted per-
centage of school participation and the
weighted percentage of student participa-
tion after makeup sessions.

For the grade 8 sample, New York City's
school and student response rates did not
meet NCES standards. Consequently the
performance results for this grade were not
reported.
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Table (.3 Weighted school and student participation rates, grade 4: By urban district, 2002

Number

of schools

Number

of students School rate

Student

rate

Overall

rate

Atlanta 49 1,509 98 93 92

Chicago 76 2,100 95 92 87

District of Columbia 117 2,810 100 90 90

Houston 49 1,326 98 95 93

Los Angeles 76 2,017 100 93 93

New York City t 38 947 76 89 67

Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response role specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.

Table (.4 Weighted school and student participation rates, grade 8: By urban district, 2002

Number

of schools

Number

of students School rate

Student

rate

Overall

rate

Atlanta 15 1,281 100 91 91

Chicago 69 1,562 94 92 86

District of Columbia 36 1,795 100 85 85

Houston 34 1,110 96 89 86

Los Angeles 66 1,778 97 90 81

New York City t 31 692 63 81 51

t Indicates that the district did not meet the guideline for 70 percent school participation in 2002.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (MEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.

Results from the 2002 reading assess-
ments are reported (on a trial basis) here on
district-level samples of fourth- and eighth-
grade students in the large urban school
districts that participated in the Trial Urban
District Assessment and in the District of
Columbia. The samples of students in the
urban school districts represent augmenta-
tions of students who would normally be
selected as part of state samples. These
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samples allow reliable subgroup reporting in
these districts. All students at "lower"
geographical levels are assumed to be part
of "higher-level" samples. For example,
Houston is one of the urban districts
included in the Trial Urban District Assess-
ment. Data from students tested in the
Houston sample are used to report results
for Houston, and also contribute to the
Texas and the national estimates.
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Tables C.5 and C.6 display the target
student and school sample sizes planned for
the Trial Urban District Assessment. The
first column contains the planned number
of schools for each district. The second

column contains the number of schools that
would have been sampled by NAEP in each
district had there been no Trial Urban
District Assessment. The last column shows
the planned sample size.

Table C.5 Number of schools and students planned for the Trial Urban District Assessment, grade 4:

By urban district, 2002

Number of schools

for trial assessment

Number of schools

normally sampled in NAEP Number of students

Atlanta 51 6 1250

Chicago 81 24 1900

Houston 51 5 1250

Los Angeles 76 12 1900

New York City i 52 41 1250

Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rote specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, Notional Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP, 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.

Table (.6 Number of schools and students planned for the Trial Urban District Assessment, grade 8:

By urban district, 2002

Grade 8 Number of schools

for trial assessment

Number of schools

normally sampled in NAEP Number of students

Atlanta 17 8 1250

Chicago 79 26 1900

Houston 39 6 1250

Los Angeles 68 13 1900

New York City 52 37 1250

Inehrates that the district did not meet the guideline for 70 percent school participation in 2002.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAP, 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.

Note that the sample sizes vary among
districts. The study was designed to allow
the examination of the quality of data that
resulted from samples of different sizes.

Therefore, larger samples were selected in
two of the districts (Chicago and Los
Angeles), and smaller samples in the remain-
ing three.
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Data Collection and Scoring
The 2002 reading assessment was con-
ducted from January to March 2002. Data
collection for the 2002 assessment at the
national, state and district levels was con-
ducted by trained field staff from Westat.

Materials from the 2002 assessment were
shipped to Pearson, where trained staff
evaluated the responses to the constructed-
response questions using scoring rubrics or
guides prepared by Educational Testing
Service (ETS). Each constructed-response
question had a unique scoring guide that
defined the criteria used to evaluate stu-
dents' responses. The extended constructed-
response questions were evaluated with
four-level guides, and almost all of the short
constructed-response questions were rated
according to three-level guides that permit-
ted partial credit. Other short constructed-
response questions were scored as either
acceptable or unacceptable.

For the 2002 reading assessment,
4,023,861 constructed responses were
scored. This number includes rescoring to
monitor interrater reliability. The within-
year average percentage of exact agreement
for the 2002 national reliability sample was
92 percent at fourth grade and 91 percent at
eighth grade.

Data Analysis and IRT Scaling
Subsequent to the professional scoring, all
information was transcribed into the NAEP
database at ETS. Each processing activity
was conducted with rigorous quality control.
After the assessment information was
compiled in the database, the data were
weighted according to the population

structure. The weighting for the national,
state and trial urban district samples re-
flected the probability of selection for each
student as a result of the sampling design,
adjusted for nonresponse.4

Analyses were then conducted to deter-
mine the percentages of students who gave
various responses to each cognitive and
background question. In determining these
percentages for the cognitive questions, a
distinction was made between missing
responses at the end of a block (i.e., missing
responses subsequent to the last question
the student answered) and missing re-
sponses prior to the last observed response.
Missing responses before the last observed
response were considered intentional
omissions. In analysis, omitted responses to
multiple-choice items were scored as frac-
tionally correct.5 For constructed-response
items, omitted responses were placed into
the lowest: score category. Missing responses
at the end of the block were considered
"not reached" and treated as if the ques-
tions had not been presented to the student.
In calculating response percentages for each
question, only students classified as having
been presented the question were included
in the denominator of the statistic.

It is standard NAEP practice to treat all
nonrespondents to the last question in a
block as if they had not reached the ques-
tion. For multiple-choice and short con-
structed-response questions, this practice
produces a reasonable pattern of results in
that the proportion reaching the last ques-
tion is not dramatically smaller than the
proportion reaching the next-to-last ques-

4 Weighting procedures are described more billy in the "Weighting and Variance Estimation" section later in this
document. Additional information about the use of weighting procedures will be found in the technical documenta-
tion section of the NAEP web site at littp://nces.ed.govinationsreportcard.

5 Lord, E M. (1980). Applications of Item Response Theory to Practical Testing Problems. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.
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tion. However, for reading blocks that
ended with extended constructed-response
questions, the standard practice could result
in extremely large drops in the proportion
of students attempting some of the final
questions. Therefore, for blocks ending with
an extended constructed-response question,
students who answered the next-to-last
question but did not respond to the ex-
tended constructed-response question were
classified as having intentionally omitted the
last question.

Item Response Theory (IRT) was used to
estimate average reading scale scores for the
nation and for various subgroups of interest
within the nation. IRT models the probabil-
ity of answering a question in a certain way
as a mathematical function of proficiency or
skill. NAEP used IRT analysis to provide a
common scale on which performance can
be compared among groups such as those
defined by characteristics, including gender
and race/ethnicity.

The results for 1992, 1994, 1998, 2000
and 2002 are presented on the NAEP
reading scales in the Nation's Repot Card:
Reading 2002. In 1992, a scale ranging from
0 to 500 was created to report performance
for each reading purpose literary and
information at grade 4, and literary, infor-
mation, and task at grades 8 and 12. The
scales summarize student performance
across all three types of questions in the
assessment (multiple-choice, short con-
structed-response, and extended con-
structed-response). Results from subsequent
reading assessments (1994, 1998, 2000, and
2002) are reported on these scales.

Each reading scale was initially based on
the distribution of student performance
across all three grades in the 1992 national
assessment (grades 4, 8, and 12). In that
year, the scales had an average of 250 and a
standard deviation of 50. In addition, a
composite scale was created as an overall
measure of students' reading performance.
This composite scale is a weighted average
of the three separate scales for the three
reading purposes at grade 8 and two reading
purposes at grade 4. The weight for each
reading purpose is proportional to the
relative importance assigned to the reading
purpose by the specifications developed
through the consensus planning process and
given in the framework.

In producing the reading scales, three
distinct IRT models were used. Multiple-
choice questions were scaled using the
three-parameter logistic (3PL) model; short
constructed-response questions rated as
acceptable or unacceptable were scaled
using the two-parameter logistic (2PL)
model; and short constructed-response
questions rated according to a three-level
scoring guide, as well as extended con-
structed-response questions rated on a
four-level scoring guide, were scaled using
a Generalized Partial-Credit (GPC) model.'
Developed by ETS and first used in 1992,
the GPC model permits the scaling of
questions scored according to multipoint
rating schemes. The model takes full advan-
tage of the information available from each
of the student response categories used for
these more complex constructed-response
questions.'

6 Muraki, E. (1992). A Generalized Partial Credit Model: Application of an EM Algorithm. Applied Psychological
Measurement, 16(2), 159-176.

7 More detailed information regarding the IRT analyses used in NAEP will be found in the technical documentation
section of the NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.govinationsreportcard.
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The reading scale is composed of three
types of questions: multiple-choice, short
constructed-response (scored either di-
chotomously or allowing for partial credit),
and extended constructed-response (scored
according to a partial-credit model). Unfor-
tunately, the question of how much infor-
mation different types of questions contrib-
ute to the reading scale has no simple
answer. The information provided by a
given question is determined by the IRT
model used to scale the question. It is a
function of the item parameters and varies
by level of reading proficiency.' Thus, the
answer to the query "How much informa-
tion do the different types of questions
provide?" will differ for each level of
reading performance. When considering the
composite reading scale, the answer is even
more complicated. The reading data are
scaled separately by the two purposes for
reading (reading for information and read-
ing for literary experience) for grade 4, and
the three purposes for reading (reading for
information, reading for literary experience,
and reading to perform a task) for grade 8,
resulting in two or three separate subscales
at each grade. The composite scale is a
weighted combination of these subscales.
IRT information functions are only strictly
comparable when the item parameters are
estimated together. Because the composite
scale is based on two or three separate
estimation runs, there is no direct way to
compare the information provided by the
questions on the composite scale.

Because of the assessment: booklet
spiraling design used by NAEP, students do
not receive enough questions about a
specific topic to provide reliable informa-
tion about individual performance. (For
more information on the assessment book-
let, see "The Assessment Design" section
presented earlier in this appendix.) Tradi-
tional test scores for individual students,
even those based on IRT, would result in
misleading estimates of population charac-
teristics, such as subgroup means and
percentages of students at or above a
certain scale-score level. However, it is
N..A FP's goal to estimate these population
characteristics. As discussed by Mislevy and
Sheehan (1987), NA FP's objectives can be
achieved with methodologies that produce
estimates of the population-level parameters
directly, without the intermediary computa-
tion of estimates of individuals.' This is
accomplished using marginal estimation
scaling model techniques for latent variables.
Under the assumptions of the scaling
models, these population estimates will be
consistent in the sense that the estimates
approach the model-based population
values as the sample size increases. This
would not be the case for population
estimates obtained by aggregating optimal
estimates of individual performance.'

Weighting and Variance
Estimation
A complex sampling design was used to
select the students who were assessed.
The properties of a sample selected through
such a design may be very different from

8 Donoghue," Irt. (1994). An Empirical Examination of the 1W1 Information of Polvtomously Scored Reading Items
Under the Generalized Partial Credit Model. Journal of Educational Measurement, 31(4), 295-311.

9 Mislevy, J., and Sheehan, K. M. (1987). Marginal Estimation Procedures. In A. E. Beaton (Ed.) Implementing the
New Design: The NAEP 1983-1984 Technical Report (Rep. No. 15-TR-20), pp. 293-260. Princeton, NJ: Educational
Testing Service.

10 For theoretical and empirical justification of the procedures employed, see Mislevy, R.J. (1988) Randomization-Based
Inferences About Latent Variables from Complex Samples. Pgehomehiku, 56(2), 177-196.
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those of a simple random sample, in which
every student in the target population has an
equal chance of selection and in which the
observations from different sampled stu-
dents can be considered to be statistically
independent of one another. Therefore, the
properties of the sample for the data
collection design were taken into account
during the analysis of the assessment data.

One way that the properties of the
sample design were addressed was by using
sampling weights to account for the fact
that the probabilities of selection were not
identical for all students. All population and
subpopulation characteristics based on the
assessment data were estimated using
sampling weights. These weights included
adjustments for school and student
nonresponse.

Not only must appropriate estimates of
population characteristics be derived, but
appropriate measures of the degree of
uncertainty must be obtained for those
statistics. Two components of uncertainty
are accounted for in the variability of
statistics based on student ability: 1) the
uncertainty due to sampling only a relatively
small number of students, and 2) the
uncertainty due to sampling only a portion
of the cognitive domain of interest. The
first component accounts for the variability
associated with the estimated percentages
of students who had certain background
characteristics or who answered a certain
cognitive question correctly.

11

Because NAEP uses complex sampling
procedures, conventional formulas for
estimating sampling variability that assume
simple random sampling are inappropriate.
NAEP uses a jackknife replication proce-
dure to estimate standard errors. The
jackknife standard error provides a reason-
able measure of uncertainty for any student
information that can be observed without
error. However, because each student
typically responds to only a few questions
within any context of reading, the scale
score for any single student would be
imprecise. In this case, NAEP's marginal
estimation methodology can be used to
describe the performance of groups and
subgroups of students. The estimate of the
variance of the students' posterior scale
score distributions (which reflect the impre-
cision due to lack of measurement accuracy)
is computed. This component of variability
is then included in the standard errors of
NAFP scale scores.'

Typically, when the standard error is
based on a small number of students or
when the group of students is enrolled in a
small number of schools, the amount of
uncertainty associated with the estimation
of standard errors may be quite large.
Additional details concerning procedures
for identifying such standard errors will be
found in the technical documentation
section of the NAEP web site at http://
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard.

For further details, see Jolutson, E. G., and Rust, K. F (1992). Population Inferences and Variance Estimation for
NAEP Data. Journal of Educational .S.taiistics, 17(2), 175-190.
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The reader is reminded that, as with
findings from all surveys, NAEP results are
subject to other kinds of error, including
the effects of imperfect adjustment for
student and school nonresponse and un-
knowable effects associated with the par-
ticular instrumentation and data collection
methods. Nonsampling errors can be
attributed to a number of sourcesinability
to obtain complete information about all
selected schools in the sample (some stu-
dents or schools refused to participate, or
students participated but answered only
certain questions); ambiguous definitions;
differences in interpreting questions; inabil-
ity or unwillingness to give correct back-
ground information; mistakes in recording,
coding, or scoring data; and other errors in
collecting, processing, sampling, and esti-
mating missing data. The extent of
nonsampling errors is difficult to estimate
and, because of their nature, the impact of
such errors cannot be reflected in the data-
based estimates of uncertainty provided in
NAFP reports.

Drawing Inferences
from the Results

The reported statistics are estimates and
are therefore subject to a measure of
uncertainty. There are two sources of such
uncertainty. First, NAEP uses a sample of
students rather than testing all students.
Second, all assessments have some amount
of uncertainty related to the fact that they
cannot ask all questions that might be asked
in a content area. The magnitude of this
uncertainty is reflected in the estimated
standard error of each of the estimates.
When the percentages or average scale
scores of certain groups are compared, the
estimated standard error should be taken
into account, and observed similarities or
differences should not be relied on solely.
Therefore, the comparisons are based on
statistical tests that consider the estimated
standard errors of those statistics and the
magnitude of the difference among the
averages or percentages.

For the data presented in this report, all
the estimates have corresponding estimated
standard errors. For example, table C.7
shows the average scale score for the NAEP
2002 Thal Urban District Assessment and
percentages of students at or above achieve-
ment levels by gender for grade 4. Also,
table C.8 shows the scores and standard
errors for the 25th, 50th, and 75th percen-
tiles at grades 4 and 8. Estimated standard
errors appear in parentheses next to each
estimated scale score or percentage. For the
estimated standard errors corresponding to
other data in this report, the reader can
consult the NOES web site at http://
nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/.
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Table (.7 Average reading scale scores, percentage of students at or above each achievement level,

and estimated standard errors, by gender, grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Percentage

of students

Average

scale scare Below Basic

At or above

Basic

At or above

Proficient Advanced

Male

Nation (Public) 51(0.3) 214 (0.5) 41(0.6) 59 (0.6) 26 (0.5) 5 (0.2)

Central city (Public) ' 50 (0.4) 204 (0.7) " 53 (0.8) *' 47 (0.8) 19 (0.6) ' 3 (0.3) "
Atlanta 41(1.3) 191 (2.5) ",** 69 (2.6) *," 31 (2.6) * ** 11(2.3) * " 2 (1.0)

Chicago 50 (1.3) 189 (2.0) ',*" 70 (2.2) *,*" 30 (2.2) *,*" 9 (1.1) *,*" 1 (0.4) *,*"

District of Columbia 49 (1.2) 185 (1.2) "," 74 (1.4) *," 26 (1.4) 4,'" 8 (0.9) *,** 1(0.4) *,"
Houston 51(1.5) 204 (3.3) ' 55 (19) ** 45 (3.9) ** 16 (3.4) *" 3 (1.2)

Los Angeles 51(1.2) 188 (2.2) * ** 70 (1.9) 4%** 30 (1.9) *,** 10 (1.4) ".** 1(0.4) *.**

New York City t 50 (1.5) 199 (2.7) " 61 (3.9) y." 39 (19) '`,4* 14 (2.7) ' 3 (0.9) **

Female

Nation (Public) 49 (0.3) 220 (0.5) 35 (0.6) 65 (0.6) 33 (0.6) 8 (0.3)

Central city (Public) 1 50 (0.4) 211 (0.7) ** 45 (0.8) '' 55 (0.8) "* 24 (0.9) ** 5 (0.4) **
Atlanta 53 (1.3) 200 (1.7) ",*" 60 (2.4) *,*" 40 (2.4) *,"" 13 (1A) 1`,*" 4 (0.8) 4*

Chicago 50 (1.3) 198 (2.0) * ** 62 (2.3) * ** 38 (2.3) * ** 12 (1.4) * ** 2 (0.7) ","
District of Columbia 51(1.2) 196 (1.2) ",** 64 (1.5) "i" 36 (1.5) '," 11 (1.0) ',4* 2 (0.4) *,*"

Houston 49 (1.5) 208 (2.7) "" 50 (3.1) '* 50 (3.1) "* 19 (3.0) ** 3 (1.5) "*
Los Angeles 49 (1.2) 194 (2.2) ',*" 64 (2.9) *,*" 36 (2.9) *,*" 12 (1.7) *," 2 (0.5) *,""

New York City t 50 (1.5) 213 (3.0) '-'` 45 (3.5) ""` 55 (15) *' 23 (3.5) " 7 (2.5)

T Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rote specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

*Significantly different from central city public schools.

" Significantly different from nation (public schools/.

I For comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,61 percent of students in central city public schools

and 43 percent in public schools notionally were eligible for free/reducedprice school lunch.

NOTE Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses. Percentages below and at or above Bask may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.
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Table {C.8 Selected reading percentiles and estimated standard errors, grades 4 and 8 public schools:

By urban district, 2002

Scale score distribution

25th percentile 50th percentile 75th percentile

Gracie 4

Nation (Public) 194 (0.6) 219 (0.4) 242 (0.5)

Central city (Public) 1 183 (0.8) ** 209 (0.7) ** 234 (0.7) **

Atlanta 171 (2.3) **,* 194 (1.4) **,* 219 (2.1) ',*
Chicago 170 (2.3) **,* 194 (2.1) 4Y 217 (1.8) **,*

District of Columbia 167 (1.3) **,* 191 (0.9) *',* 215 (1.3) *',*

Houston 183 (2.9) ** 206 (2.8) ** 229 (3.9) **

Los Angeles 165 (2.5) **,* 190 (1.3) **,* 217 (2.2) 4-,*

New York City t 182 (2.3) ** 206 (2.6) ** 230 (3.6) **

Nation (Public) 242 (0.5) 265 (0.6) 286 (0.5)

Central city (Public) 2 232 (0.9) ** 256 (0.7) 278 (0.8) **

Atlanta 214 (2.3) **,' 236 (2.6) **,* 259 (1.4) *',*

Chicago 231 ** 251 (2.2) **'* 270 (2.6) *t*

District of Columbia 219 (3.3) **, 241 (1.3) **,* 262 (1.7) **,*

Houston 226 (2.9) ** 251 (2.2) * *,* 273 (1.4) *',*

Los Angeles 213 (2.1) **,* 238 (1.4) *-,* 261 (1.4)

Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rote specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

'Significantly different from control city public schools.

" Significantly different from notion (public schools).

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 65 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,61 percent of students in central city public schools

and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free /reduced -price school lunch.

2 for comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also,47 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price school lunch.

SOURCE U.S. Department of Edutotion, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educationol Progress (NAP), 2002 Trial Urban District Reading

Assessment.

Using confidence intervals based on the
standard errors provides a way to take into
account the uncertainty associated with
sample estimates and to make inferences
about the population averages and percent-
ages in a manner that reflects that uncer-
tainty. An estimated sample average scale
score plus or minus 1.96 standard errors
approximates a 95-percent confidence

interval for the corresponding population
quantity. This statement means that one can
conclude with an approximately 95 percent
level of confidence that the average perfor-
mance of the entire population of interest
(e.g., all fourth-grade students in public
schools) is within plus or minus 1.96 stan-
dard errors of the sample average.
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For example, suppose that the average
reading scale score of the students in a
particular group was 256 with an estimated
standard error of 1.2. An approximately 95
percent confidence interval for the popula-
tion quantity would be as follows:

Average ± 1.96 standard errors

256 Li.- 1.96 X 1.2

256 ± 2.4

(253.6, 258.4)

Thus, one can conclude with a 95 percent
level of confidence that the average scale
score for the entire population of students
in that group is between 253.6 and 258.4. It
should be noted that this example and the
examples in the following sections are
illustrative. More precise estimates carried
out to one or more decimal places are used
in the actual analyses.

Similar confidence intervals can he
constructed for percentages, if the percent-
ages are not extremely large or extremely
small. Extreme percentages should be
interpreted with caution. Adding or sub-
tracting the standard errors associated with
extreme percentages could cause the confi-
dence interval to exceed 100 percent or fall
below 0 percent, resulting in numbers that
are not meaningful. A more complete
discussion of extreme percentages will
appear in the technical documentation
section of the NAEP web site at http://
nces.ed.govjnationsreportcard.

Analyzing Group Differences
in Averages and Percentages
Statistical tests determine whether the
evidence, based on the data from the groups
in the sample, is strong enough to conclude
that the averages or percentages are actually
different for those groups in the population.
If the evidence is strong (i.e., the difference
is statistically significant), the report de-
scribes the group averages or percentages as
being different (e.g., one group performed
higher or lower than another group), regard-
less of whether the sample averages or
percentages appear to be approximately the
same. The reader is cautioned to rely on the
results of the statistical tests rather than on
the apparent magnitude of the difference
between sample averages or percentages
when determining whether. the sample
differences are likely to represent actual
differences among the groups in the popula-
tion.

To determine whether a real difference
exists between the average scale scores (or
percentages of a certain attribute) for two
groups in the population, one needs to
obtain an estimate of the degree of uncer-
tainty associated with the difference be-
tween the averages (or percentages) of these
groups for the sample. This estimate of the
degree of uncertainty, called the "standard
error of the difference" between the
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groups, is obtained by taking the square of
each group's standard error, summing the
squared standard errors, and taking the
square root of that sum.

Standard Error of the Difference =

SE, = V(SEA2 + SE82)

The standard error of the difference, just
like the standard error for an individual
group average or percentage, can he used to
help determine whether differences among
groups in the population are real. The
difference between the averages or percent-
ages of the two groups plus or minus 1.96
standard errors of the difference represents
an approximately 95 percent confidence
interval. If the resulting interval includes
zero, there is insufficient evidence to claim a
real difference between the group's in the
population. If the interval does not contain
zero, the difference between the groups is
statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
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The following example of comparing
groups addresses the problem of determin-
ing whether the average reading scale score
of group A is higher than that of group B.
The sample estimates of the average scale
scores and estimated standard errors are as
follows:

Group

A

B

Average
Scale Score

218

216

Standard
Error

0.9

1.1

The difference between the estimates of
the average scale scores of groups A and B
is two points (218-216). The estimated
standard error of this difference is

V(0.92 + 1.1') = 1.4

Thus, an approximately 95 percent
confidence interval for this difference is
plus or minus 1.96 standard errors of the
difference.

2 ± 1.96 X 1.4
/ -F 9.7

(-0.7, 4.7)

The value zero is within the confidence
interval; therefore, there is insufficient
evidence to claim that group A outper-
formed group B.
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Conducting Multiple Tests
The procedures in the previous section and
the certainty ascribed to intervals (e.g., a 95
percent confidence interval) are based on
statistical theory that assumes that only one
confidence interval or test of statistical
significance is being calculated. However,
there are times when many different groups
are being compared (i.e., multiple sets of
confidence intervals are being analyzed). In
sets of confidence intervals, statistical
theory indicates that the certainty associated
with the entire set of intervals is less than
that attributable to each individual compari-
son from the set. To hold the significance
level for the set of comparisons at a particu-
lar level (e.g., 0.05), adjustments (called
"multiple comparison procedures") must be
made to the methods described in the
previous section." One such procedure, the
Benjamini-Hochberg False Discovery Rate
(FDR) procedure was used to control the
certainty leve1.13

Unlike the other multiple comparison
procedures that: control the familywise error
rate (i.e., the probability of making even one

false rejection in the set of comparisons),
the FDR procedure controls the expected
proportion of falsely rejected hypotheses.
Furthermore, the FDR procedure used in
NAEP is considered appropriately less
conservative than familywise procedures for
large families of comparisons."

Therefore, the FDR procedure is more
suitable for multiple comparisons in NAEP
than other procedures. A detailed descrip-
tion of the FDR procedure will appear in
the technical documentation section of the
NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard.

To illustrate how the FDR procedure is
used, consider the comparisons of current
and previous years' average reading scale
scores for the five groups presented in table
C.9. Note that the difference in average
scale scores and the estimated standard
error of the difference are calculated in a
way comparable with that of the example in
the previous section. The test statistic
shown is the difference in average scale
scores divided by the estimated standard
error of the difference.

Table C.9 Example of FDR comparisons of average scale scores for different groups of students

Previous year

Average Standard

scale score error

Current year

Average Standard

scale score error

Previous year and current year

Difference Standard Test

in averages error of difference statistic

Percent

confidence'

Group 1 224 1.3 226 1.0 2.08 1.62 1.29 20

Group 2 187 1.7 193 1.7 6.31 2.36 2.68 1

Group 3 191 2.6 197 1.7 6.63 3.08 2.15 4

Group 4 229 4.4 232 4.6 3.24 6.35 0.51 62

Group 5 201 3.4 196 4.1 -5.51 5.81 -0.95 35

The percent confidence is 2(1-F(x)) where F(s) is the cumulative distribution of the t-distrihution with the degrees of freedom adjusted to reflect the complexities of the sample design.

12 Miller, R. G. (1966). Simiameous Statistical Inference. New York: John Wiley & Sous, Inc.

Benjainini, Y and Hochberg, Y (1995). Controlling the False Discovery Rate: A Practical and Powerful Approach to
Multiple Testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series B, no. I, 289-300.

14 Williams, V. S. L., Jones, L. V., and Thkey, J. \V (1999). Controlling Error in Multiple Comparisons with Examples
From State-to-State Differences in Educational Achievement. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 24(1), 42-69.
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The difference in average scale scores and
the estimated standard error of that differ-
ence can be used to find an approximately
95 percent confidence interval, as in the
example in the previous section, or they can
be used to identify a confidence percentage.
In the example in the previous section,
because an approximately 95 percent
confidence interval was desired, the number
1.96 was used to multiply the estimated
standard error of the difference to create
the approximate confidence interval. In the
current example, the confidence interval for
the test statistics is identified from statistical
tables. Instead of checking to see if zero is
within the 95 percent confidence interval
about the mean, the significance level from
the statistical tables can he directly com-
pared to 100 95 = 5 percent.

If the comparison of average scale scores
across two years were made for only one of
the five groups, there would be a significant
difference between the average scale scores
for the two years if the significance level
were less than 5 percent. However, because
we are interested in the difference in average
scale scores across the two years for all five
of the groups, comparing each of the
significance levels to 5 percent is not ad-
equate. Groups of students defined by
shared characteristics, such as racial/ethnic
groups, are treated as sets or families when
making comparisons. However, compari-
sons of average scale scores for each pair of
years were treated separately, so the steps
described in this example would he repli-
cated for the comparison of other current
and previous year average scale scores.

Using the FDR procedure to rake into
account that all comparisons are of interest
to us, the percents of confidence in the
example are ordered from largest to small-
est: 62, 35, 20, 4, and 1. In the FDR proce-
dure, 62 percent confidence for the group 4
comparison would be compared to 5 per-
cent, 35 percent for the group 5 comparison
would he compared to 0.05 X (5-1)/5 =
0.04 = 4 percent,' 20 percent for the
group 1 comparison would be compared to
0.05 X (5-2)/5 = 0.03 = 3 percent, 4
percent for the group 3 comparison would
be compared to 0.05 X (5-3)/5 = 0.02 =
2 percent, and 1 percent for the group 2
comparison (actually slightly smaller than 1
prior to rounding) would he compared to
0.05 X (5-4)/5 = 0.01 = 1 percent. The
procedure stops with the first contrast
found to be significant. The last of these
comparisons is the only one for which the
percent confidence is smaller than the FDR
procedure value. The difference in the
current year and previous years' average
scale scores for the group 2 students is
significant; for all of the other groups,
average scale scores for current and previ-
ous year are not significantly different from
one another. In practice, a very small num-
ber of counterintuitive results occur when
the FDR procedures are used to examine
between-year differences in subgroup
results by jurisdiction. In those cases, results
were not included in this report. NCES is
continuing to evaluate the use of FDR and
multiple-comparison procedures for future
reporting.

15 The level of confidence times the number of comparisons minus one divided by the number of comparisons is
0.05 X (5 1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent.
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NAEP Reporting Groups
Results are provided for groups of

students defined by shared characteristics
gender, race/ethnicity, school's type of
location, and eligibility for free/reduced-
price school lunch. Based on participation
rate criteria, results are reported for sub-
populations only when sufficient numbers
of students and adequate school representa-
tion are present. The minimum requirement
is at least 62 students in a particular sub-
group from at least five primary sampling
units (PSUs)." The first-stage sampling
units in the selection of Trial Urban District
Assessment samples are schools. However,
the data for all students, regardless of
whether their subgroup was reported
separately, were included in computing
overall results. Definitions of the subpopu-
lations are presented below. Note that not
all of the reporting groups used for the
national report: card are included in this
report on the urban districts.

Gender
Results are reported separately for males

and females.

Race/Ethnicity
In all NAEP assessments, data about

student race/ethnicity is collected From two
sources: school records and student self-
reports. Previously, NAEP has used student
self-reported race as the primary race/
ethnicity reporting variable. Starting in 2002,
school-recorded race has become the race/
ethnicity variable presented in NAEP
reports. The mutually exclusive racial/
ethnic categories are White, Black, Hispanic,
Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian
(including Alaska Native), and Other. When
a school reports a student's race as "Other,"

that category is used. If the school record
for race is missing for the student, the
student's response to the race/ethnicity
question is then used. If student data are
missing (i.e. the student did not respond or
gave multiple responses), then the student is
coded to the "Other/missing" category. The
combination of these two sets of student
categories is used for the "other" category.
The race/ethnicity tables in this report omit
the "Other" category because the percent-
ages were found to be consistently under
one percent. Information based on student
self-reported race/ethnicity will continue to
be available on the NAEP Data Tool (http:/
/nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/).

Type of Location
In most NAFP assessments, results are
reported for students attending schools in
three mutually exclusive location types:
central city, urban fringe/large town, and
rural/small town. Results for the NAEP
2002 Trial Urban District Assessment are
reported for students attending schools in
one type of location central city.

Following standard definitions established
by the Federal Office of Management and
Budget, the U.S. Bureau of the Census (see
http: / /www.census.gov/) defines "central
city" as the largest city of a Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) or a Consolidated
Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA). An
MSA is an area defined by the federal
government for the purposes of presenting
general-purpose statistics for metropolitan
areas. Typically, an MSA contains a city with
a population of at least 50,000 and includes
its adjacent areas. An MSA becomes a
CMSA if it meets the requirements to
qualify as a metropolitan statistical area, has

16 In 2002, the first-stage sampling units are public schools iu the selection of the combined sample. Further details
about the procedure for determining naininunn sample size will appear in technical documentation section of the
NAEP web site at http://nces.ed.govinationsteportcard.
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a population of 1,000,000 or more, its
component parts are recognized as primary
metropolitan statistical areas, and local
opinion favors the designation.

In the NCES Common Core of Data
(CCD) locale codes are assigned to schools.
For the definition of central city used in this
report, two locale codes of the survey are
combined. The definition of each school's
type of location is determined by the size
of the place where the school is located and
whether or not it is in an MSA or CMSA.
School locale codes are assigned by the
U.S. Bureau of the Census (see http://
www.census.gov/). For the definition of
central city NAEP reporting uses data from
two CCD locale codes: large city (a central
city of an MSA or CMSA with the city
having a population greater than or equal to
250,000) and midsize city (a central city of a
MSA or CMSA having a population less
than 250,000). Central city is a geographical
term and is not synonymous with "inner city."

The boundaries of an urban school
district and a city may not always coincide.
Los Angeles Unified, for example, extends
beyond the city boundaries and includes
urban fringe areas of the MSA, although the
entire district is coded as central city. Most
of the other districts included in this report
have school districts that share the same
boundaries as the city. The interested reader
may view the School District Demographics
website at http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/sdds,
where the school district's boundaries can
be shown on a map that also has county
boundaries. In the Houston and Los Ange-
les districts, some students attended schools
located in the category of urban fringe/
large town. These included 6 percent and
19 percent of fourth-grade students in
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Houston and Los Angeles respectively, as
well as 24 percent of grade 8 students in
Los Angeles. Urban fringe/large town is a
NAEP classification that combines three
categories: urban fringe of large city, urban
fringe of midsize city, and large town. An
urban fringe includes all densely settled
places within MSAs that are classified as
urban by the U.S. Census Bureau. A large
town is defined as a place outside MSAs
with a population of less than 25,000 but
greater than or equal to 2,500. Across the
total sample for the NAEP reading assess-
ment in 2002, 28 percent of students
attended schools classified as central city, 42
percent attended schools classified as urban
fringe/large town, and 30 percent attended
schools classified as rural.

Eligibility for
Free/Reduced-Price School Lunch
Based on available school records, students
were classified as either currently eligible for
the free/reduced-price school lunch compo-
nent of the Department of Agriculture's
National School Lunch Program or not
eligible. Eligibility for the program is deter-
mined by students' family income in relation
to the federally established poverty level.
Free lunch qualification is set at 130 percent
of the poverty level, and reduced-price
lunch qualification is set at 170 percent of
the poverty level. The classification applies
only to the school year when the assessment
was administered (i.e., the 2001-02 school
year) and is not based on eligibility in
previous years. If school records were not
available, the student was classified as
"Information not available." If the school
did not participate in the program, all
students in that school were classified as
"Information not available."
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