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Focus on Success

As the old saying goes,
“Nothing succeeds like
success.” Evidence-based
reading programs are
more likely to be sus-
tained and scaled up when
a wide group of education
stakeholders understands
what the instructional ap-
proach consists of and
what gains have been
made. Successful Reading
First programs need to
communicate the fact that
student reading outcomes

Craft a Compelling Message of Success

Crafting and publicizing suc-
cess is essentially a marketing
endeavor. As a first step, you
need to find an appropriate
source of data; your state
Reading First evaluation and/
or technical reports are a
good place to start. Second,
consider fidelity of implemen-
tation and disaggregate your
schools by level of implemen-
tation. This will enable you to
make the case that student
achievement was attained
when Reading First was im-
plemented with fidelity.

Once you have gathered your
data, there are several con-
siderations in crafting a com-
pelling message of success.

have increased and ex-
plain how and why this
was accomplished.

At the state level, key au-
diences include (1) state
level decision-makers,
such as the state legisla-
ture and state board of
education staff, (2) staff
across programs within
the SEA, (3) staff in all lo-
cal education agencies,
and (4) the general public.

Write for a fairly general au-
dience, not “reading insid-
ers.” The idea here is to pro-
vide interesting, attention-
getting information about
what you have accomplished.

Clearly define the longer-
term reading outcomes that
reflect the values of you and
your state stakeholders. This
is likely to focus on reading
comprehension and student
success in making the transi-
tion from “learning to read”
to “reading to learn.”

Clearly identify the assess-
ments you are using to meas-
ure progress toward goals
and why these are valid and
reliable for the purpose in-

FOR STATE LEADERS

Building Support for Evidence-based Reading Programs

In the words of one
Reading First director,

“We learned very
quickly that we needed
to move out of our
office with the data if
there was going to be
any hope of making
sure that this model
really did go
statewide....So we have
tried to be quite public
in the sharing of our
data...”

methods and present a lim-
ited number of tables or
graphics, which focus only on
the most important mes-
sages. Have the evaluation
and research data to back up
your claims, but don’t forget
that the greater goal is com-
municating well-supported
conclusions to a broad audi-
ence in a way that resonates
with their goals and values.



Putting Your Message Together: Suggested Techniques

e Begin by citing achievements on widely held and valued goals: for example,

Sustainability is the
ability of a program
to operate on its
core beliefs and
values (its reading
culture) and use
them to guide
essential and
inevitable program
adaptations over
time while
maintaining
improved outcomes.

Adapted from Century
and Levy, 2002

increasing reading proficiency levels on the state test, closing achievement gaps, or
reducing referrals to special education. Whenever possible, link achievement to
goals and objectives in state strategic plans or state literacy plans. This helps
stakeholders immediately grasp the value of the type of reading program
represented by Reading First.

Tell the story of the journey, working backward from a dramatic accomplishment to
tell the story in deeper detail. Describe the challenges the Reading First schools
faced, e.g., level of poverty, track record of poor performance, and achievement
gaps. Then, describe how the school-wide reading model operates and describe the
practices that made it effective. Finally, summarize data that indicates you were/
are on track to meet state test scores.

Consider testimonials—include brief quotations that give teachers and students a

voice in explaining why the school reading model worked for them.

Package your story in multiple formats (press releases, presentations, etc.) to get

the word on success out in a variety of ways.

What can we achieve by communicating success?

As an SEA, you can communicate
with many individuals and organi-
zations. By communicating
broadly within the SEA, you can
encourage top—level state leader-
ship to make the transition from
Reading First as a federal program
to an evidence-based approach for
teaching reading as centerpiece of
their efforts to help all students
achieve. By communicating to non
-Reading First districts and school
staff, you can provide a specific
and proven way to reach the
achievement of decision-makers
who can help you institutionalize

the elements of evidence-based
reading programs and, possibly, pro-
vide goals they are accountable for.
By “communicating up” to the state
legislature and/or state board, you
can gain the support of decision-
makers who can help you institution-
alize the elements of evidence-based
reading programs and possibly pro-
vide additional funding.

For example, the leaders in the Bu-
reau of Indian Education’s (BIE)
Reading First program used their
success to advocate to the head of
the Bureau and leadership of the

Department of the Interior for more
funding. As a result, they received
S4+ million for 2007-08, a portion of
which can be used for the BIE Reads
model (based on Reading First). Itis
easy to see that communicating suc-
cess can bring many benefits. It may
be the case that no one in the SEA is
currently responsible for defining
and implementing strategies to com-
municate success. However, even if
you have to revise job descriptions
to ensure this important function is
covered—in the long run the bene-
fits will far outweigh the time and
effort invested.
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Ways to Get Your Story Out

Successful Communication Mechanisms

Here are several communication mechanisms to consider. How many of these have you already used to
effectively communicate your state’s successes in evidence-based reading programs?

Communication Mechanisms

Press Releases

Put out press releases from the SEA on results in Reading First Schools. This Just Read, Florida!
Press Release@ focuses on announcing the achievements of the top 25% of Just Read, Florida!

Present to Board of Educa-
tion

Make presentations to the State Board of Education explaining how the Reading First program is
helping some schools reach state standards. For example, this presentation to the New Jersey
State Board of Education@ effectively uses charts and graphs to convey Reading First results in
the context of other state literacy initiatives.

Apply for Awards

Urge successful Reading First schools to apply for Blue Ribbon Schools or Title | Distinguished
Schools awards, or to pursue awards in state recognition programs. Then, use recognized
schools as success sites for other schools to visit.

Share Reading First Schools’
Successes

Present data on the success of Reading First schools to non-Reading First districts and schools
so they can see how their current approach to teaching reading stacks up.

Present at Conferences

Present the Reading First success story at conferences sponsored by state associations of school
administrators, Title I, etc.

Seek Out Individuals and
Organizations

Seek out prominent education organizations or individuals with whom to share your information;
for example, state National Education Association (NEA) or American Federation of Teachers
(AFT) representatives; state legislators, education assistants to the Governor, or chamber of
commerce. Or, invite these individuals to Reading First schools to see how the school-wide read-
ing model works, firsthand. Alabama found inviting legislators to schools was an effective
means of illustrating the success of Reading First.

Use Your State Website

Make effective use of your state website to communicate success. For example, Oregon’s Read-
ing First webpage contains a section called “Spotlight” where state evaluations or other docu-
ments showing success are posted. It also highlights it's Beacon Schools with brief video presen-
tations where you can learn about how particular schools used Reading First to increase student
achievement.

;’

RESEARCH

RMC Research Corporation

1501 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 1250

Arlington, VA 22209

Here's How
State Sustainability Strategies

This publication was created by RMC Research Corporation under contract ED04C00041

with the U.S. Department of Education. The views expressed herein do not necessarily

represent the policies of the U.S. Department of Education. No official endorsement by the
U.S. Department of Education of any product, commodity, or enterprise in this publication

is intended or should be inferred.





FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: TOM BUTLEE
TUESDAY, NOVEMEER 13, 2007 (8507 2450413

JUST READ, FLORIDA! REECOGNIZES TOP 15 PERCENT OF READING
FIRST DISTRICTS

TALLAHASSEE - The Department of Education’s Just Fead, Flonda! Office today
recogmized 12 Flonda school districts for bemng in the top 25 percent of all Reading Firsr
distmcts in the state of Flonda. These districts increased the percentage of students
reading at or above grade level and reduced the percentage of students with senouns
readmg difficulties at an exceptional rate. Reading First grants assist Flonda school
distncts and schools with implementation of proven methods of scientifically-based
reading mnstruction in classrooms m order to prevent readng difficulties in grades K-3.

“The Reading First program has been implemented in the state of Flonda since 2003, and
we are excited about the opporfumity to recognize and celebrate the disinicts that have
made remendous gains over the past few years of implementanon, said Just Fead,
Flonda! Executive Director Dr. Evan Lefsky. “These distnicts have worked diligently on
Reading First implementation and as a result more students are meeting grade level
expectations and fewer students have serous reading difficulties.”

Flonda Reading First serves 534 schools within 45 distniets. Reading First schools are
given & varety of resources and traiming through the federal Re:z.:fmﬂ First program to
help them achieve two geals: 1) increase the percentage of ﬂ'llliE]l'[i reading at or above
grade level: and 2) reduce the percentage of students with senous reading difficulties.

There are three cohorts (groups) of Reading First schools.
o Cohert (Group) I-represents 33 districts/318 schools m their 5 year of Reading
First implementation serving roughly 120,000 smdents.
o Cohort (Group) 2 2-represents 8 districts/70 schools in their 4™ vear of Reading
First Jmplementaunu serving roughly 26,000 stmdents.
o Cohort (Group) 3- Tepresents 12 districts/196 schools in their 3™ vear of Reading
First implementation serving roughly 76,000 students.

Top 25 percent of Reading First disimicts serving Cohort (Group) 1 schools.

# of Rending % Increase at % Reduction

District Name First Schools Grade Level at High Risk

Dixie 2 20.42 20.61
Taylor 3 20.17 17.00
Collier 11 14.23 17.09
Pumam 10 13.04 10.13
Lee 17 11.73 11.36
Maron 12 11.92 10.02

Suwannes 3 084 1021





7.00
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]

Charlotte 4 10.
Top 25 percent of Reading First dismets serving Cohort (Group) 2 schools.

# of Reading % Increase at % Reduction

District Name FEirst Schools Grade Level at High Risk
Holmes 2 2054 1933
MWMadizon 2 11.42 4131

Top 25 percent of Reading First dismets serving Cohort (Group) 3 schools.

# of Reading % Increase at % Reduction

District Name First Schools Grade Level at High Risk
Collier 2 7.36 457
Okeachobee - 234
Holmes - 7.81 0.8
Pinellas 11 5.04 148

For more mformanon about the Reading First program in Flonda, please visit
http-/www ustreadflonda com/readmg_first.asp.

Florida  Department of Education. (2007).  Just Read, Florida! Recognizes Top 25 Percent Of Reading First
Districts. Retrieved  July 16, 2008, from http://www.justreadflorida.com/docs/
Celebrating_Reading_First_Success_Press_Release.pdf



haberj

Typewritten Text



haberj

Typewritten Text



haberj

Typewritten Text



haberj

Typewritten Text



haberj

Typewritten Text



haberj

Typewritten Text



haberj

Typewritten Text

Florida Department of Education. (2007). Just Read, Florida! Recognizes Top 25 Percent Of Reading First Districts. Retrieved July 16, 2008, from http://www.justreadflorida.com/docs/Celebrating_Reading_First_Success_Press_Release.pdf 










2004-2007

Summary of

Reading First
Outcomes





OVERVIEW

* |Introduction to Reading First

 Reading First and New Jersey’s Early
Literacy Initiatives — Perfect Together

* Discussion points regarding the National
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Introduction to Reading First

The Reading First initiative:

Is authorized by the No Child Left Behind Act signed into law
on January 8, 2002;

falls under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title
|, Part B, Subpart I;

Is a focused nationwide effort to enable all students to become
successful early readers;

builds on the findings of years of scientific research, which, at
the request of Congress, were compiled by the National
Reading Panel; and

provides funds which are dedicated to help states and local
school districts eliminate the reading deficit by establishing
high-quality, comprehensive reading instruction in
kindergarten through grade 3.

June 20, 2008 3
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Reading First Cohorts

/ ‘f’((%/we( )
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Cohorts One and Two

2003-2004

— Atlantic City*

— Carteret*

— City of Orange*

— East Orange*

— Egg Harbor City

— Elizabeth*

— Englewood

— Hackensack

— Hoboken

— Jackson Township*

*Added Cohort Three schools in 2005-2006

June 20, 2008

Jersey City
Keansburg
Linden

New Brunswick*
Passaic
Pleasantville
Salem City
Trenton*

Union City*
Wildwood City
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Populations Served

Impact all K-3 populations including:

- General Education Students
- English Language Learners
- Special Education Students

June 20, 2008






Three Tiered Instructional
Approach

« Tier 1 — Access to use of instructional programs at
grade level to assure age appropriate (content, themes,
vocabulary) materials are used to teach core curriculum
content standards

« Tier 2 — Use of leveled guided reading materials
(fiction and non-fiction) to assure instruction in small
groups at the students’ instructional level; also small,
targeted instructional groups and literacy work stations

« Tier 3 — More Iintensive, explicit instruction in small
groups (1:3 or less) to address specific, individual
needs of students who are significantly behind in
reading

June 20, 2008 7





Philosophy/Principles

« Scientifically Based Reading Research (SBRR)

 Essential components of reading as per National Reading
Panel

— Phonemic Awareness
— Phonics
— Fluency
— Vocabulary
— Comprehension
— Motivation and Background Knowledge*
— Writing*
« New Jersey Early Literacy Task Force Report

 Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children. (Snow,
Catherine et al.)

*Added to New Jersey’s Literacy Initiatives
June 20, 2008






Structure

Requires a 90 minute (minimum), uninterrupted
block of time. No pull-outs.

Requires a 120 minute block for bilingual/ESL
students.

Requires specific time for small group instruction
during reading block.

Recommends a co-teaching model.
Recommends smaller class size.

Requires classroom libraries each with a minimum
of 300 titles.

Requires differentiated literacy work stations for
Independent work.

June 20, 2008






Curriculum

« 6 Key areas that must be aligned.

NJCCCS
Thematic organization

CRP (Comprehensive Reading Program) and other materials
and supplies (e.g., classroom library) must be mapped

Strategies and Techniques
Assessment (benchmarks)
Compensatory and Supplemental programs

* Requires differentiated materials, strategies and techniques, and
multiple entry points for special populations and requires native
language instruction and ESL reading as per NJ state bilingual law

 Requires use of appropriate software

« Names specific reading strategies (Appendix C)*

June 20, 2008 10





Assessment and Testing

 Assessment of Home Language and English
Language Proficiency

 Four Levels of Assessment
— Screening
— Ongoing Assessments
— Diagnostic
— Summative Assessment

June 20, 2008 11





"Professional Development

* Professional development focusing on:
— Scientifically-Based Reading Research
— Essential components of Reading
— Curriculum mapping
— SBRI strategies and techniques
— Assessment
— Coaching Strategies
— Data Driven Instruction
— Instructional Leadership
— Differentiated Instruction

June 20, 2008 12





National Reading First
Impact Study: Interim Report

*Congressionally mandated evaluation

Prepared for The Institute of Education Sciences
‘Released on Thursday, May 1, 2008

Examines the impact of Reading First funding in
2004-2005 and 2005-2006 in 17 school districts
across 12 states and one statewide program (18
sites). The report examines program impacts on
students’ reading comprehension and teachers’ use
of scientifically based reading instruction.

June 20, 2008 13





National Reading First

Impact Study: Interim Report

« Key Findings:

— On average, Reading First increased instructional
time spent on the five essential components of
reading instruction (phonemic awareness,
phonics, vocabulary, fluency and
comprehension).

— Study sites that received their RF grants later in
the federal funding process experienced positive
and statistically significant impact both on the
time first and second grade teachers spent on the
5 essential components and on reading
comprehension. Time spent was not assessed in
third grade. There was no statistically significant
Impact on third grade comprehension scores.

June 20, 2008 14





National Reading First
Impact Study: Interim Report

« Key Findings:
— On average, across 18 participating sites,
estimated impacts on student reading

comprehension test scores were not
statistically significant

— Average impact on reading comprehension
and classroom instruction did not change
systematically over time as sites gained
experience with Reading First.

June 20, 2008
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State External Evaluation
Year Four Report 2006-2007

« MGT of America, Inc. conducted an assessment
of the New Jersey Reading First Program.

 Released March 31, 2008

« Purpose: To describe the implementation status
of the program and document the preliminary
success of the NJ Reading First Program after
its third full year of implementation in Cohort 1
and 2 schools, and the second year of
Implementation in Cohort 3 schools.

June 20, 2008 16





New Jersey Reading First

Outcomes
 Significant gains in comprehension,
particularly in K, all cohorts

 Significant gains in comprehension in First
Grade, all cohorts

* Increase in comprehension in Second
Grade; same percentage across cohorts

 Significant gains in comprehension In
Third Grade, Cohorts 1 and 2. Some gains
made In Cohort 3.

June 20, 2008 17





Outcome Data For New Jersey’s
Reading First Schools

 TerraNova Plus®, Second Edition (CAT/6):
% At or Above 41st Percentile, Comparing
2003-2004 through 2006-2007

—  Kindergarten
— First Grade
— Second Grade

* New Jersey Assessment of Skills and
Knowledge Grade Three (NJASK 3):

% Achieving Proficiency, Comparing 2003-
2004 through 2006-2007

June 20, 2008 18





KINDERGARTEN

* For Cohorts 1 and 2 combined, from 2003-2004
to 2006-2007, the percentage of students
meeting the TerraNova Plus® benchmark goal
of at or above 41 percent proficiency increased
overall by 15 percent.

* In Cohort 3, from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007, the
percentage of students meeting the TerraNova
Plus® benchmark goal increased overall by 12

percentage points.

June 20, 2008 19





COHORTS 1 AND 2 COMBINED KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS SCORING PROFICIENT
ON TERRANOVA
COMPARING 2003-2004 THROUGH 2006-2007
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Source: CTB McGraw-Hill TerraNova Plus® data, Analysis by MGT of America, Inc., 2004 through 2007.
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Percent of Students Scoring At
or Above 41st Percentile

Source: CTB McGraw-Hill TerraNova Plus® data, Analysis by MGT of America, Inc., 2006 and 2007.
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COHORTS 1 AND 2 COMBINED KINDERGARTEN
TERRANOVA PERFORMANCE BY RACE/ETHNICITY:
2003-2004 THROUGH 2006-2007
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COHORTS 1 AND 2 COMBINED KINDERGARTEN
TERRANOVA PLUS PERFORMANCE BY RISK GROUP:
2003-2004 THROUGH 2006-2007
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COHORT 3 KINDERGARTEN TERRANOVA PLUS
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FIRST GRADE

* For Cohorts 1 and 2 combined, from 2003-2004
to 2006-2007, the percentage of students
meeting the TerraNova Plus® benchmark goal
of at or above 41 percent proficiency increased
overall by 10 percent.

* In Cohort 3, from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007, the
percentage of students meeting the TerraNova
Plus® benchmark goal increased overall by 8
percentage points.

June 20, 2008 26





COHORTS 1 AND 2 COMBINED FIRST GRADE STUDENTS MEETING PROFICIENCY ON
TERRANOVA PLUS®
COMPARING 2003-2004 THROUGH 2006-2007
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Source: MGT of America, Inc. analysis of CTB McGraw-Hill TerraNova Plus®, 2004 through 20
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Percentage of Students Scoring
At or Above 41st Percentile
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COHORTS 1AND 2 FIRST GRADE TERRANOVA
PERFORMANCE BY RACE ETHNICITY:
2003-2004 THROUGH 2006-2007
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COHORT 3 FIRST GRADE TERRANOVA PERFORMANCE
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COHORTS 1 AND 2 COMBINED FIRST GRADE
TERRANOVA PERFORMANCE BY RISK GROUP:
2003-2004 THROUGH 2006-2007
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COHORT 3 FIRST GRADE TERRANO VA PERFORMANCE

BY RISK GROUP:
2005-2006 AND 2006-2007

)
2 100
o
9 75
5 &0 57 68
5 & O DELL
> B Sp Ed
z 40 OFRM
o
<
= 20
Q
o
o 0 |
N

2005-06 2006-07

June 20, 2008 32






SECOND GRADE

* For Cohorts 1 and 2 combined, from 2003-2004
to 2006-2007, the percentage of students
meeting the TerraNova Plus® benchmark goal
of at or above 41 percent proficiency increased
overall by 5 percent.

* In Cohort 3, from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007, the
percentage of students meeting the TerraNova
Plus® benchmark goal increased overall by 5
percentage points.

June 20, 2008 33





COHORTS 1 AND 2 COMBINED SECOND GRADE STUDENTS MEETING PROFICIENCY ON
TERRANOVA PLUS®
COMPARING 2003-2004 THROUGH 2006-2007
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Source: MGT of America, Inc., analysis of TerraNova data provided by CTB McGraw -Hill, 2004 through 2007.
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COHORT 3 SECOND GRADE TERRANOVA
PERFORMANCE BY RACE/ETHNICITY:
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COHORT 3 SECOND GRADE TERRANOVA
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THIRD GRADE

« For Cohorts 1 and 2 combined, from 2003-
2004 to 2006-2007, the percentage of
students achieving proficiency on the New
Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge —
Grade 3 (NJASK3) increased overall by 10
percent.

* In Cohort 3, from 2005-2006 to 2006-2007, the
percentage of students achieving proficiency
iIncreased overall by 4 percentage points.
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COHORTS 1 AND 2 COMBINED THIRD GRADE STUDENTS ACHIEVING NJASK 3 BENCHMARK
COMPARING 2003-2004 THROUGH 2006-2007
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Source: MGT of America, Inc., analysis of NJASK 3 Data provided by NJDOE, 2004 through 2007

June 20, 2008 41





COHORT 3 THIRD GRADE STUDENTS
ACHIEVING NJASK 3 BENCHMARK
COMPARING 2005-2006 AND 2006-2007
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2003-2004 THRO UGH 2006-2007
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COHORT 3 NJASK 3 PERFORMANCE
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COHORTS 1AND 2 COMBINED NJASK 3 PERFORMANCE
BY RISK GROUP:
2003-2004 THRO UGH 2006-2007
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COHORT 3 NJASK 3 PERFORMANCE BY RISK GROUP:
2005-2006 AND 2006-2007
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NJASK 3 STATE PASS RATES

NJASK 3 2004

NJASK 3 2005

NJASK 3 2006

NJASK 3 2007

GROUP N P/AP N P/AP N P/AP N P/AP | GAINS
ALL 103414 79.4 100931 83.2 100679 82.4 100877 83.4 4.0
GE 83162 86.4 83057 89.2 83189 88.8 83218 89.1 2.7
LEP 6191 48.8 4114 50.1 3786 48.2 3625 51.4 2.6
SE 14564 50.1 14093 56.7 14072 52.8 14367 56.9 6.8
NJASK 3 READING FIRST COHORTS 1 & 2
NJASK 3 2004 NJASK 3 2005 NJASK 3 2006 NJASK 3 2007
GROUP N P/AP N P/AP N P/AP N P/AP | GAINS
ALL 4627 56.0 4215 64.9 4257 64.4 4029 65.9 9.9
GE 3129 67.1 3028 74.6 3122 75.2 3017 74.6 7.6
LEP 966 36.2 670 45.4 619 37.6 490 42.4 6.2
SE 607 25.4 560 32.7 579 28.7 564 37.2 11.9

June 20, 2008
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NJASK 3 STATE PASS RATES

NJASK 3 2006 | NJASK 3 2007
GROUP N P/AP N P/AP | GAINS
ALL 100679 | 82.4 | 100877 | 83.4 1.0
GE 83189 | 88.8 | 83218 | 89.1 0.3
LEP 3786 48.2 3625 51.4 3.2
SE 14072 | 52.8 | 14367 | 56.9 4.1

NJASK 3 READING FIRST COHORT 3

NJASK 3 2006 | NJASK 3 2007
GROUP N P/AP N P/AP | GAINS
ALL 1260 70.6 1166 | 74.8 4.2
GE 950 79.2 913 81.1 1.9
LEP 175 46.9 155 60.7 13.8
SE 151 38.4 109 36.7 -1.7
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New Jersey Reading First
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