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ABSTRACT

J. Michael McQueston
ROLE OF THE NEW JERSEY CORE CURRICULUM CONTENT STANDARDS
IN THE 4™ GRADE CLASSROOMS OF SALEM COUNTY, NJ
2003/04
Dr. Randal Robinson
Master of Science in Teaching

The purpose of this project was to examine the role that the New Jersey Core Curriculum
Content Standards are playing in the 4™ grade classrooms of Salem County New Jersey.
Through surveying the teachers of Salem County, the researcher was able to assign a
level of comfort and usage of the NJCCCS for each school district and compare that level
with student achievement on the 2003 NJASK assessment. Additionally the issues of
clarity and parsimony of the standards, alignment to the assessment and professional
development opportunities available to teachers were also studied. The hypothesis of the
study was that there is no relationship to student achievement on state administered
standardized tests and the use of the NJCCCS in teacher’s lesson planning. This
hypothesis was supported by the study. The study found that the majority of 4™ grade

teachers in Salem County were comfortable using the NJCCCS; however they were

divided regarding the benefits of use.
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Chapter 1

Scope of the Study

Introduction

Since the 1990’s the state of New Jersey has made a consistent movement
towards curriculum standards and standards-based assessment in an effort to
improve both the quality and accountability of public education (Achieve Inc.,
2000). The New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards (NJCCCS) were
adopted in 1996 in an attempt to provide clarity and guidance to educators
regarding what must be taught and what students must learn. In 1998 the state
aligned assessment with the standards in order to glean information about student
achievement and to provide the basis for school improvement (Firestone, Camilli,
Yurecko, Monfils, & Mayrowetz, 2000). To date, the consequences of standards
and testing have been difficult to interpret, even though millions of dollars and
countless hours have been spent implementing them (Achieve Inc.).

The implications of the standards on educators have been largely negative.
In order for standards to be effective, they must be clear and parsimonious
(Gandal & Vranek, 2001). However, this is rarely the case. Curriculum standards
are often far too broad in their scope and attempt to inciude too much content.
There is a growing perception that quality of understanding is sacrificed for
quantity of material covered (Holt, 2002). Standards are ambiguous, giving only

the content to be covered and not the behaviors expected in utilizing the



information. Strict confidentiality in developing operational items on
standardized tests, including the Elementary School Proficiency Assessment
(ESPA) furthers the difficulty in aligning standards and assessment (Firestone et
al., 2000). Yet standards and assessments are used to hold teachers accountable
for student performance. Administrators may respond to public pressure by using
standardized testing scores as a measurement of teacher quality (Marzano, 2002).
Any attempt to reform education requires a change in teacher behavior.
Standards, to be effective, must be embraced and utilized by teachers in their
planning and instruction. Teachers must know what is expected of them and have
the opportunity to practice the required skills in order for them to make successful
changes (Sherman, 2001). Professional development is one way to address this
need (Gandal & Vranek, 2001). The purpose of this study was to determine the
level of usage of the NJCCCS by fourth grade teachers in the school districts of

Salem County.

Statement of Research Problem
It is within the context of this literature and the scope of this study that the
following research questions guided this study:
. Are the teachers of Salem County using the NJCCCS in their lesson planning?

. From a teacher’s perspective are the NJCCCS and the standardized tests used to
measure them properly aligned?

. Have teachers been provided with adequate professional development and
resources to enable them to make effective use of the NJCCCS?

. Has there been any increase in student performance since the inception of the
NICCCS?



5. Are the NJCCCS clear and parsimonious, so that teachers may effectively utilize
them?

Hypothesis

The hypothesis of this study was that there is no relationship between
student achievement on the state administered standardized test and the use of the
NJCCCS in teacher’s lesson planning.

Additionally, the research explored the possibility that the majority of 4
grade public elementary school teachers in Salem County, NJ were not utilizing
the NJCCCS in a manner that improves the quality of instruction. Analysis was
undertaken to determine if teachers felt that the standards were not an effective
means to improve student performance on the standardized tests due to
deficiencies in either: (a) the clarity or brevity of the standards, (b) alignment with
standardized tests used to measure student performance, or (c) a lack of
professional development opportunities to improve their understanding of the
standards. It was anticipated that school districts with historically high
achievement would still score high on the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and
Knowledge, (NJASK) regardless of the teacher’s usage of the NJCCCS in their

planning.

Limitations and Assumptions
Within the scope of any study there are certain limitations and

assumptions that must be considered. A limitation is any factor that could



negatively impact the results of the study that lie outside the control of the
researcher. They include unforeseen circumstances that may arise during the
course of the study as well as those foreseen. Additionally, certain assumptions
are made regarding the participants and the study and the results obtained from
them.

This study was limited in its ability to be generalized due to the small
population size and its limited scope and brevity. Other limitations included a lack
of response, honesty or cooperation among participants. For example, in looking
at the major limitations of the study, each was beyond the control of the
researcher to eliminate or minimize.

Inability of the study to be generalized due to its brevity, size and scope
was a result of the time constraints of this research project, and the resources
available for its completion.

The issue of a lack of response, a dishonest response, or a lack of
cooperation among the participant was a limitation to the study in that it was
outside the control of the researcher. If participants chose not to respond or
cooperate, or chose to be dishonest in their response it could skew the results of
the study. Participants’ perceptions regarding the study could also negatively
impacted the results. If they believed that the survey was connected with the
school administration as a means of checking up on participants’ adherence to the
NICCCS their responses could be biased.

Standardized test scores from the ESPA and the NJASK were required for

the analysis of the data in order to provide meaningful insight about student



achievement. Since these tests are NJ Department of Education developed and
administered, all questions of reliability and validity regarding them was outside
the scope of this study and it was assumed that they were accurate.

The following assumptions were also made: (a) that teachers were familiar
with the NJCCCS, (b) that teachers actually produced lesson plans and they were
required to turn them into administration, (c) that teachers reviewed standardized
test results of their students, (d) participants were honest in completing the survey
and did not use it as a means of expressing displeasure towards administration or

NJ Department of Education policies.

Definition of Terms

Alignment: The term alignment for the purpose of this study was defined as a
connection between the content and skills enumerated in the NJCCCS and the
appearance of items testing that content or skills on the state administered
standardized tests.

Brevity: The term brevity for the purpose of this study was defined as containing
the correct amount of content to be covered in the available amount of time.

Clarity: The term clarity for the purpose of this study was defined as free from
obtuse or vague language and free from subjective interpretation. Clarity could
be defined as being able to be understood by professional educators, and that
different educators would arrive at the same meaning or interpretation for the
same item.

Professional Development: The term professional development for the purpose of
this study was defined as an opportunity, on-site or off-site, to access new
information, or reinforce old knowledge regarding the NJCCCS and their

meaning.

Usage: The term usage for the purpose of this study was operationally defined as
including specific NJCCCS in their lesson plans as a means of improving
instruction, or to aid in or guide the development of the lesson.



Chapter 2

Review of the Literature

Introduction

A review of the pertinent literature related to the use of standards as a
means of school reform and as a way of improving educational instruction is
contained in the next section of the proposal. The literature provided the
foundation for analyzing the following research questions; (a) Are the fourth
grade teachers of Salem County, NJ using the NJCCCS in their lesson planning?,
(b) Are the NJCCCS and the state administered assessments properly aligned?, (c)
Have teachers received adequate professional development and resources to
enable them to make effective use of the NJCCCS?, (d) Has there been an
increase in student performance since the inception of the NJCCCS? and (¢) Are
the standards clear and parsimonious enough to be effectively utilized?

The section begins with a General Review, which establishes three areas
of focus. The first of these addresses the Issues of Clarity and Parsimony. The
second section is related to the Issues of Assessment and Alignment of the
NJICCCS and the NJASK. The third section looks at Professional Development
opportunities available to teachers in regards to the NJCCCS. A Description of

the NJCCCS follows and finally the Questions for Research are presented.



General Review

Recent educational literature has been largely dominated by the standards
movement and the development of state assessments as a means of school reform.
Standards are now providing the foundation for school reform (Bruner &
Greenlee, 2002). Forty-four states utilize standard-driven models and there is an
increasing movement to align assessment with these standards (Firestone, Camilli,
Yurecko, Monfils, & Mayrowetz, 2000). New Jersey can be included among
them. The New Jersey State Board of Education developed its first strategic plan
in 1995 to provide a framework for statewide initiatives aimed at improving
education and reforming educational policies. Included in the initiatives was the
establishment of the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards (NJCCCS).
With the development and implementation of the NJCCCS in 1996, the state
attempted to provide a standardized curriculum for its public schools students.
Assessment was also aligned with these standards in 1998 in the form of the
ESPA or Elementary School Proficiency Assessment and then in 2003 with the
New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJASK). In developing the
NJCCCS and the assessments, millions of dollars and countless hours have been
spent. Yet there is little data or research to determine if standards have made a
difference in student achievement (Hatch, 2002), or if they are even understood
by the teachers implementing them (Frazen, Ward, Goatley & Machado, 2002).

In the national educational community there are mixed feelings regarding

the standards movement and its effectiveness as a means of educational reform.



A review of the relevant literature finds not two, but many different camps, all
with variable views as to the level at which standards should be used and how
effective they are. This issue divides teachers and administration, teachers and
parents, and even new and veteran teachers (Winkler, 2002). For many, the
implementation of standards has been viewed as a top down approach of reform
that does not take into consideration the individual needs of the learner or allow
the teacher freedom in the classroom (Sherman, 2001). Others see it as a means
of ensuring that all relevant material is covered so our students come out of school
with a complete and well-balanced education (Marzano, 2002).

Supporters of a standardized curriculum feel that it is an effective means
of school reform and provides teachers with the necessary framework for
instruction. In fact, it has been suggested that there can be no meaningful
improvement in our schools without implementing a standardized curriculum
(Marzano, 2002). Standards can also provide teachers with an increased
opportunity for common planning and collaboration (Winkler, 2002). With all
teachers teaching the same content and skills, teachers at the same grade level can
brainstorm to develop lessons that meet the standards and address student need.
However, this rarely happens (Kauffman, Johnson, Kardos, Liu & Peke, 2002). A
standardized curriculum that clearly defines what content must be taught
eliminates the potential for holes to develop in the students’ knowledge. It
ensures that teachers are not arbitrary in what they cover; figuring that any
information they miss will be covered in the next grade (Marzano, 2002). It has

been shown that there is typically little vertical integration in most curriculums



and no set standard for determining what content is taught at what grade. In fact
many old curriculums were based on textbooks for scope and sequence and not on
principles of continuity, integration or developmental abilities of the students
(Zenger & Zenger, 2002).

Perhaps the area where standards are perceived to have the most impact is
in our expectations for our students and our schools (Blum, 2000). There is a
belief among parents, teachers and business that our schools need to be improved.
Raising standards is one way to do this. Some teachers using standards and
assessment for accountability have begun to expect more from themselves and
their students, and they feel that their students are accepting the challenge (Gandal
& Vranek, 2001). Others feel that standards greatly undermine the ability of
teachers to address the individual needs of our students (Hatch, 2002). There is
a belief among some that standards limit teacher’s opportunities to incorporate
different learning styles in education, in atempting to cover all the content and
skills mandated by the standards. While this may have some truth in it, many
believe that an effective teacher can still incorporate different instructional
techniques in a standards based curriculum in order to meet individual student
needs (Doolan & Honigsfeld, 2000).

Within the standards movement there have been three basic calls to
improve the effectiveness of any standardized curriculum. First, the standards
must be as parsimonious and clear as possible (Schmoker & Marzano, 1999).
Second, the standards and the assessments that are used to hold students and

teachers accountable must be closely aligned (Achieve Inc., 2000). Finally,



teachers must have adequate professional development opportunities and
resources available in order for them to understand and successfully implement a

new curriculum (Gandal & Vranek, 2001).

Issues of Clarity and Parsimony

Standardized curriculums are criticized as being overly formulaic and
requiring too much content to be covered. This is in direct conflict with the
concept of parsimony. “In the case of standards, quantity is not quality,”
according to Schmoker and Marzano (1999, p. 19). There is a perception among
many that quality of understanding is being sacrificed for quantity of material
covered (Holt, 2002; Gandal & Vranek, 2001). With any type of policy, there is
the hazard of trying to cover too much. It is much harder to trim down and refine
than to increase and expand. Many curriculums are now caught in the trap of
having included too many suggestions in an effort to not leave anything out, and
they have become much too broad in regards to content (Schmoker & Marzano,
1999). This has caused dismay in veteran teaches, forcing them to give up
successful projects that are driven by student interest, in order to cover all the
content required by the standards {Winkler, 2002). Most teachers will tell you
that there is just not enough time in the day to cover all the content required.
There is a growing demand to make a distinction in the standards between
essential and supplemental content. It has been suggested that only 46% of the
content requirements found in national and state standards could be classified as

essential (Marzano, 2002).
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The need for clarity is crucial to successful implementation of a
curriculum. Often standards are imprecise and do not provide a clear expectation
of what is expected (Gandal & Vranek, 2001). Many include expectations that
cannot be measured or are operational in nature and thus subject to a wide range
of interpretations (Gandal & Vranek, 2001). Standards developed by subject area
specialists often times frustrate the teachers they are trying to serve due to their
lack of focus and clarity (Schmoker & Marzano, 1999). Even when the standards
define a clear behavioral change, there is often little direction on how to achieve
them. State standards in New Jersey define expected outcomes but fail to provide
specific strategies to meet these outcomes (Tienken & Wilson, 2001). While the
lack of direction provides academic freedom for experienced educators, it proves
to be detrimental for new teachers who do not have the wealth of information and
lesson designs necessary to meet these outcomes. For many new teachers, the
standards are obtuse and difficult to decipher, and the objectives are too vague.
Many new teachers do not have a clear picture of what is expected of them, or
their students (Kauffman et al., 2002).

Another criticism of standard curriculums is that due to the content
requirements they limit the learning experiences of the student. There is a clear
message in schools that have adopted standardized curriculum; the emphasis must
be placed on covering the content on which the students and the school will be
assessed. This has the effect of reducing the potentially rich learning experiences
to a prescribed series of lessons (Hatch, 2002). According to Maurice Holt (2002,

p. 268), “Commitment to standards-led school reform means creating a system of

11



schools geared solely to the product - test results - and not to the process of
creating educative experiences.” This also has the effect of constraining teachers
and removing some of the intrinsic rewards associated with teaching (Kauffman

et al., 2002).

Issues of Assessment and Alignment

The combination of assessment and standards is believed to provide the
foundation for legitimate school reform. Good standardized test scores can earn
the respect of our communities and increase students’ feeling of well being
(Schmoker & Marzano, 1999). However, curriculum and assessment must be
carefully aligned in order to be effective. Teachers must feel comfortable in
knowing that the curriculum they are teaching will adequately prepare students
for the state assessments. There must be no surprises, and teachers should have a
clear picture of what will be assessed. In order to maintain security,
confidentiality is involved in developing state standardized tests. In the state of
New Jersey, strict confidentiality is maintained over test items (Firestone et al.,
2000). This makes the job of properly aligning the curriculum to the assessment
exceedingly difficult. Teachers do not know exactly which items or topics will be
covered on the test, or the manner in which skills will be assessed (Schmoker
&Marzano, 1999). This causes confusion among teachers. They do not know
what aspects of the oftentimes too broad content areas need to be covered or what
skills will be the focus of the test. With such a limited amount of time to cover so

much content and not knowing what will be assessed causes teacher to run the
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risks of leaving something out, or covering some subjects too lightly, and
devoting too much time to areas that may not be on the test at all (Kauffman et al.,
2002).

Another common problem with state assessments related to alignment is
the lack of depth inherent in the test models (Gandal & Vranek, 2002).
Standardized tests need to measure the same higher level thinking skills that are
being called for in most standards. This means the inclusion of more open-ended
questions, more written response and fewer multiple-choice. These changes will
prove costly and raise the issue of economic equity among school districts
(Firestone et al., 2000).

Curriculum and assessment must also be aligned in order to avoid the
phenomena of teaching to the test. This practice, once thought as unprofessional,
is now increasing as the stakes for test scores rise (Winkler, 2002). It occurs when
teachers realize that their curriculum will not provide adequate opportunity for
students to learn the content and practice the skills that are necessary to succeed
on the state assessment. Drilling of test taking skills can go on for months and
many schools are spending scarce resources on test preparation materials in an
effort to succeed (Sherman, 2001). Teaching to the test can result in a further
narrowing of the curriculum and an increase in drilling exercises at a sacrifice of
more in-depth, higher level learning (Firestone et al., 2000).

There is also the question of how the results of standardized tests are
utilized. Accountability is a buzzword in educational circles and connotes a

negative view of assessment. Teachers are feeling pressure from administrators

13



and the community to increase student performance on standardized tests. Tests
are being used to determine whether or not teachers are doing their jobs. They
have become a means of punishment, not data collection used to assist educators
(Meier, 2002). Assessment must be used formatively, as means to improve

instruction in order for it to be meaningful (Tienken & Wilson, 2001).

Professional Development

Meaningful professional development is key to the success of the
standards movement. Teachers must be made aware of the new standards,
assessments, and the implications they will have on instruction (Sherman, 2001).
This is one of the biggest challenges in standards-based reform. Teachers must
have the necessary training, tools and support in order to enable their students to
achieve the lofty goals (Gandal & Vranek, 2001). Often this does not occur or
occurs in only a cursory manner. The most common method of disseminating
new information and techniques is the one-day in-service, in which many
questions are raised that cannot be answered and after which there is little or no
follow up (Firestone et al., 2002). Likewise, teacher-training programs typically
do not include use of standards and new teachers entering the workplace have had
little experience in using content standards, or standardized curriculums
(Kauffman et al., 2002). It has been suggested that one of the reasons that state
standards and assessments have had little positive impact on teaching is the fact
that teachers have had limited opportunities to learn the skills and content

required to implement them (Firestone et al., 2002). Studies have shown that

14



teachers, given the opportunity for meaningful professional development and
collaboration, will take full advantage of the resources available (Frazen et al.,
2002). In addition to the opportunity for development, there must also be follow
up. Administration must provide teachers the chance to continually improve their
understanding of the standards and encourage their compliance by reviewing

planning materials and offering feedback (Marzano, 2002).

Description of the NJCCCS

The NJCCCS are supposed to provide teachers with a guide to all the
content areas that they need to address. The standards themselves are a broad
framework of general statements that are supported by the Cumulative Progress
Indicators or CPIs (Achieve Inc., 2000). For each standard there is a breakdown
by grade level of skills that the students are supposed to be able to perform.
These are the CPIs. They provide the teacher with a picture of what skills the
students must learn, but not lessons to teach to develop those skills(Achieve Inc.).
To find information like this, the teacher must look to the Curriculum Framework
(CF), which has sample lesson plans for some of the CPIs (New Jersey
Department of Education [NJDOE], 1996). The CF can provide the new teacher
with ideas on what to teach, but little direction is given on how to teach it
(Achieve).

In regards to assessment, New Jersey has recently introduced the New
Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJASK). According to a

Department of Education brochure, this test is designed by New Jersey educators
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from school districts around the state and is closely aligned to the NJCCCS. The
same brochure further states that the NJASK will not differ greatly from the
ESPA (NJDOE, 2003). This is worrisome, since New Jersey only scores a C+ in
the Standards and Accountability section of Education Week’s 2003 Quality
Counts survey (Education Week, 2003). This survey looks at curriculum and
assessment and examines how well the two are linked and aligned (Education
Week). Since New Jersey is only scoring a C+, there is obviously room for
improvement in aligning assessment with the content standards and a dramatic
change in the NJASK would have been better news than little change from the
ESPA.

However, the NJCCCS can ensure that all students are taught the content
and skills necessary for academic success (Achieve Inc., 2000). Vertical
integration within the school district curriculum can be made easier and more
effective (Marzano, 2002). Teachers with a deep understanding of the standards
can make effective use of their instructional time, by developing plans that
incorporate numerous objectives into single lesson. The NJCCCS demand that
teachers have high expectations for student achievement, and that we prepare our

student to meet these expectations (Blum, 2000).

Summary
In looking at all the literature related to standards and accountability one
can begin to form some general ideas regarding the effectiveness of standards in

improving public education. Standards can provide the foundation for

16



improvement provided that they are clearly written, sparse enough to allow for
individual learning differences and teaching styles, and closely aligned with the
assessments. Teachers must have ample opportunity for professional
development so they can be comfortable in their understanding of the standards
and so they can be effective in incorporating them into their lesson planning. This
is particular true for beginning teachers. Additionally, there must be a system of
accountability in which administration takes an active role in supporting the
inclusion of standards in the formative steps of curriculum assessment, not just at
the summative end point. Finally, there needs to be a balance between meeting
the needs of the students and meeting the needs of the public and the political

will.
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Chapter 3

Procedure

Introduction

In addition to general usage of the standards, three factors seem to detract
from their effectiveness as a means of improving educational instruction. These
factors; (a) Are the NJCCCS and the state administered assessments properly
aligned?, (b) Have teachers received adequate professional development and
resources to enable them to make effective use of the NJCCCS?, (c) Are the
standards clear and parsimonious enough to be effectively utilized?, are the focus
of this research. The hypothesis of this study was that there is no relationship
between teachers’ usage of the NJCCCS in lesson planning and increased pupil

performance on the state administered standardized tests.

Description of Subjects
The subjects of the study were 4™ grade teachers in the public elementary
schools of Salem County, New Jersey. Only regular education teachers who
work in self-contained or inclusion classrooms were included. Special education
teachers who provided pullout or separate classrooms services were not included
in the study. Likewise, Salem Special Services were not included in this study. In

order to insure anonymity, there was no attempt to collect personally identifiable
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information from the subjects. Information was collected about the number of
years teaching in the fourth grade.

Salem County is comprised of 15 school districts. The survey was
distributed to the entire population of 4™ grade public elementary school teachers.
By selecting the total population (N=41) for the study, the potential for sampling

error and bias was eliminated.

Data Collection Procedure

The initial data collection began with calls to the superintendent for each
of the districts to secure the proper authorization for administering the survey (see
appendix A). Additionally, contact was made with the building principals to
secure their consent to distribute the surveys to the 4th grade teachers. Once
permission was obtained, the surveys were hand delivered to each school and
distributed to the appropriate teachers through the school mail system. Each
survey included a cover letter (see appendix B) and self addressed stamped
envelope for returning the completed survey. Once surveys were returned by
mail, they were sorted by school, to look for non-response and to facilitate data
analysis. Follow up for non-response was conducted as needed, with special
attention given to potential non-response bias.

The results for the NJASK were recorded from the New Jersey
Department of Education website, where they were publicly posted in the New
Jersey Schools Report Card for 2003. The scores for each school district in Salem

County was identified and organized in a manner to facilitate manual analysis for
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relationship. Comparisons were made between the results from the surveys and
the results on the NJASK for 2003 (see appendix C).
Description of the Instrumentation

There were two forms of instrumentation for this study. The first was the
25-question survey, which has been specifically designed for this study by the
researcher. This survey was field-tested by three, 4™ grade teachers in a school
district outside of Salem County. This allowed for further modification in order
to improve the quality of data collection. The other instrument was the state-
developed New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJASK) that was
administered to all 4™ grade students in the county in the month of May 2003.

Once the values for the levels of usage of the NJCCCS were assigned for
each district and the results from the NJASK were obtained, an analysis was
undertaken utilizing the survey results from each district and the district’s results
on the standardized test. The intent of this analysis was to determine the
relationship that exists between teachers usage of the NJCCCS in their lesson

planning and student achievement on the NJASK.
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Chapter 4

Analysis of Findings

Introduction

Included in this chapter are reports on the findings from the surveys
administered to the 4™ grade teachers in Salem County New Jersey. The results
are analyzed in order to determine if the hypothesis of this study, that there is no
relationship between student achievement on the state administered standardized
test and the use of the NJCCCS in teacher’s lesson planning, was supported.

Additionally, the research explored the possibility that the majority of 4"
grade public elementary school teachers in Salem County, NJ were not utilizing
the NJCCCS in a manner that improves the quality of instruction. Analysis was
undertaken to determine if teachers felt that the standards were not an effective
means to improve student performance on the standardized tests due to
deficiencies in either: (a) the clarity or brevity of the standards, (b) alignment with
standardized tests used to measure student performance, or (c) a lack of
professional development opportunities to improve their understanding of the
standards.

Of the 41 surveys distributed, 29 were completed by the participants and
returned. Teachers from all of the elementary schools for each of the 13 school

districts in Salem County participated and are included in the findings.
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Results in Determining Usage of NJCCCS

In analyzing the findings from the surveys (appendix A) to determine the
level of usage of the NJCCCS in lesson planning four questions were scrutinized.
Question 4 asks the participant if they are comfortable using the NJCCCS. Of the
teachers surveyed, over 86% felt that they were comfortable using the NJCCCS.
Question 7 gathered information about how often teachers referred to the
NJCCCS. It is assumed that the more often the teachers are consulting the
NJCCCS the more they are using them to guide instruction. Over 58% of the
teachers surveyed reported that they used the standards on a weekly basis and an
additional 21% used them monthly, as opposed to 21% who claimed to use them
yearly or not at all. .

However, question 18 asked the participants if they find the NJCCCS
helpful in writing lesson plans. Results for this question were much more
dispersed, with only 55.1 % reporting that the NJCCCS was viewed positively for
writing lesson plans, and 41.1% viewing them negatively. Finally, question 11
attempted to ascertain the way in which the teachers are using the standards. The
standards are designed to drive instruction and provide a point of origin for lesson
development, yet over 58% of teachers responded that they wrote their lessons
first, and then found the appropriate standards to support it.

By analyzing the responses for each of these four questions for a particular
school district, a determination was made to assign a value for the level of usage

for each district (see table 1). A Positive overall usage denotes that teachers
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responded positively to three of the four questions. A Negative overall usage

denotes that teachers responded negatively to three or more questions. Neutral

responses for overall usage suggest an even number of positive and negative

responses.
table 1

Level of Usage of the NJCCCS by School District

School Question 4 | Question 7 | Question | Question | Overall

District 11 18 Usage
1 Positive Positive | Negative | Positive | Positive
2 Positive Positive Positive | Negative | Positive
3 Positive Positive | Negative | Negative | Neutral
4 Positive Positive | Negative | Positive | Positive
5 Positive Positive | Negative | Positive | Positive
6 Positive Positive | Negative | Positive | Positive
7 Positive Positive | Negative | Negative | Neutral
8 Positive Positive | Negative | Negative | Neutral
9 Positive Negative | Positive | Negative | Neutral
10 Positive Positive Positive | Positive | Positive
11 Positive Positive Positive | Positive | Positive
12 Positive Positive | Negative | Negative | Neutral
13 Positive Negative | Positive | Negative | Neutral
14 Positive Negative | Positive | Negative | Neutral
15 Positive Negative | Negative | Negative | Negative

Results for 2003 NJASK for the School Districts of Salem County

The results from the 2003 NJASK for each school district and elementary

school in Salem County were recorded from the NJ Department of Education

Website under the School Report Card section (see appendix 3). In determining
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the schools level of achievement, both the proficient and advanced proficiency
scores were combined to provide an accurate picture of students meeting or
exceeding the state standards for assessment. The results from each district were
then compared with the state averages for both language and mathematics in order
to ascertain the schools level of student achievement (see table2). Schools that
scored above the state average were considered high achieving, while those who
did not meet the average were considered low achieving. If a school scored above
the state average in one area, but below in the other, it was considered to be an
average achieving school. The state average for language was 77%, while the

state average for mathematics was 69%.

table 2

Results from 2003 NJASK by School District

School Language | Mathematics Student
District Score Score Achievement
Score
1 77 69 Average
2 80 73 High
3 75 75 Average
4 78 72 High
5 93 76 High
6 56 60 Low
7 93 72 High
8 76 81 Average
9 73 63 Low
10 68 62 Low
11 90 83 High
12 57 46 Low
13 86 81 High
14 38 78 High
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[ 15 | 28 | 27 | Low

Results from Analysis of Level of Usage and 2003 NJASK
The results from the determined level of usage for each school district (see
table 1) was compared with the schools assigned level of achievement from the
2003 NJASK (see table 2). This comparison was undertaken to determine if any
relationship existed between teachers’ usage of the NJCCCS and student
achievement on the state administered standardized tests. The results of the

comparison are reported in table 3.

table 3

Comparison of Level of NJCCCS Usage and 2003 NJASK
Results by School District

School Overall Usage Level of
District Achievement
1 Positive Average
2 Positive High
3 Neutral Average
4 Positive High
5 Positive High
6 Positive Low
7 Neutral High
8 Neutral Average
9 Neutral Low
10 Positive Low
11 Positive High
12 Neutral Low
13 Neutral High
14 Neutral High
15 Negative Low
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Table 3 demonstrates that there is no clear relationship between teachers’
usage of the NJCCCS and student achievement on state administered standardized
tests in Salem County New Jersey. While the occurrence of Positive overall usage
and high student achievement was the mode with 4 records, it is insignificant,
since Positive overall usage also produced low and average student achievement
as well. Likewise, Neutral overall usage presented a mixed picture of student
achievement, producing high, low and average values. Negative overall usage

was linked to low student achievement (see table 4).

table 4

Frequency of Usage and Achievement Scores

Usage/Achievement Number of Records Percentage
Scores

Positive/High 4 27%
Positive/Average 1 7%
Positive/Low 2 13%
Neutral/High 3 20%
Neutral/Average 2 13%
Neutral/Low 2 13%
Negative/High 0 0%
Negative/Average 0 0%
Negative/Low 1 7%

Results Related to Clarity and Parsimony
As previously discussed the issues of clarity and parsimony regarding the
NJCCCS are of major concern to educators. Standards are often obtuse, and fail

to provide clear expectations about desired student behaviors. This presents
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problems for classroom teachers who must use these standards to develop
instructional lessons. Likewise, standards are often laden with too much content,
making them cumbersome and impractical for teachers. In order for standards to
be effectively used by teachers they must be clear and brief.

Overall the results show that the teachers of Salem County feel that the
NJCCCS are not lacking on the issue of clarity. In the survey five questions
addressed the issue of clarity in the standards related to student achievement and
use by professional educators. Question 12 asked if the NJCCCS provided clear
expectations about student performance. Overwhelmingly teachers responded
positively with over 75% either agreeing or strongly agreeing. Nearly 80% felt
that they could easily find the appropriate standards for their lesson plans
according to the responses from question 13. Additionally, question 16 asked if
teachers could find the most important NJCCCS to emphasize during instruction
and again teachers responded positively with 65% stating that they could.
Question 17, related to the Cumulative Progress Indicators (CPI) and expectations
of student achievement provided mixed results, with 56% feeling that the CPI
accurately reflect what they should expect from their students, and 41% saying
the they do not accurately reflect student achievement. Finally, question 21 asked
if they felt that the NJCCCS were clear enough to be understood by professional
educators. Over 82% of teachers surveyed felt that the NJCCCS were sufficiently
clear to be understood by educators (see table 5).

The issue of parsimony, or quantity of content, elicited a negative view of

the NJCCCS from the teachers surveyed. Only two questions addressed this
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topic. Question 23 asked teachers if they felt they could cover all the material in

the NJCCCS in a typical school year. Over 82% felt that they could not cover alt

the material and 31% reacted strongly. Less than 14% felt that they could cover

all the material included in the NJCCCS in a typical year. However, when asked

if they felt that the NJCCCS contained the correct amount of content for the

fourth grade in question 24, nearly 45% agreed that they did, while 48% felt that

they did not (see table 5).

table 5

Results for Questions Related to Issues of Clarity and Parsimony

Question Number | Number | Percentage | Percentage
of of Positive | Negative
Positive | Negative
Responses | Responses
The NJCCCS provides clear 22 5 75.9 17.2
expectations about student
performance.
I can easily find the 23 6 79.3 20.6
appropriate standards for my
lesson plans.
I can recognize the most 19 10 65.5 345
important NJCCCS and
emphasize them during
instruction.
I feel the CPI accurately 16 12 55.2 41.4
reflect what I should expect
from my students.
I feel the NJCCCS are clear 24 5 82.8 17.2
enough to be well understood
my professional educators.
The NJCCCS contain the 13 13 448 48.3
correct amount of content for
fourth grade.
I can cover all the material in 4 24 13.8 82.8
the NJCCCS in a typical
school year.

28




Results Related to Assessment and Alignment

Standards when combined with assessment provide the foundation for
school reform. The NJCCCS are designed to provide the educator with a clear
expectation regarding desired student behaviors and the NJASK is designed to
measure that behavior. In order for standards and assessment to be affective they
must be carefully aligned.

The 4™ grade teachers of Salem County did not respond to the issue of
alignment with a singular voice. Rather a wide variety of responses were
recorded, showing a split in perceptions regarding the NJCCCS and their
alignment to the NJASK. Over 82% of teachers surveyed felt that their schools
curriculum was aligned with the NJCCCS. However question 14 asked if the
NJICCCS would provide and accurate picture of what would be expected from
students on the NJASK and only 59% felt that it would. Nearly 38% felt that the
NJCCCS did not provide and accurate picture of what would be expected of their
student on the assessment. In helping their students prepare for the NJASK, as
asked in question 20, 79% of the 4™ grade teachers felt that the NJCCCS would
be helpful while only 17% felt that it would not. Question 25 asked the teachers
if they knew what would be expected of their students on the NJASK and they
were evenly split with 48% reporting that they knew what would be expected,
while 48% stated that they did not know what would be expected from their

students (see table 6).
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table 6

Results for Questions Related to Issues of Assessment and Alignment

Question Number of | Number of | Percentage | Percentage
Positive Negative Positive | Negative
Responses | Responses
The NJCCCS provide an 17 11 58.6 37.9
accurate picture of what will
be expected of my students
on the NJASK.
I feel the NJCCCS will help 23 5 79.3 17.2
me prepare my students for
the NJASK.
I know what will be 14 14 48.3 48.3
expected of my students on
the NJASK.
My school’s curriculum is 24 5 82.8 17.2
aligned with the NJCCCS.

Results Related to Professional Development

One of the keys to making standards meaningful to the teachers who must

use them is access to adequate professional development. Teachers must be made

familiar with the standards and their use in order to utilize them effectively. Two

questions recorded information regarding this issue. Question 15 directly asked

teachers if their school provided them with adequate professional development

related to the NJCCCS. The majority of teachers responded that they did receive

adequate professional development with 62% affirming. Close to 80% of the

teachers surveyed reported for question 22 that they could get their questions

about the NJCCCS answered at their school (see table 7).
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Results for Questions Related to Professional Development

table 7

Question Number of | Number of | Percentage | Percentage
Positive Negative Positive | Negative
Responses | Responses
My school provides me 18 10 62 34.5
with adequate professional
development related to the
NJCCCS.
I can get my questions 23 5 793 17.2
about the NJCCCS

answered at my school.
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Chapter 5

Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the general usage of the
NJCCCS in the 4™ grade classrooms of Salem County NJ and, three factors seem
to detract from their effectiveness as a means of improving educational
instruction. These factors; (a) Are the standards clear and parsimonious enough
to be effectively utilized?, (b) Are the NJCCCS and the state administered
assessments properly aligned?, (c) Have teachers received adequate professional
development and resources to enable them to make effective use of the NJCCCS?,
are the focus of this research. The hypothesis of this study was that there is no
relationship between teachers” usage of the NJCCCS in lesson planning and
increased pupil performance on the state administered standardized tests. This

hypothesis was supported by the data.

Summary of the Research Problem
The following research questions guided this study:
. Are the teachers of Salem County using the NJCCCS in their lesson planning?

. Has there been any increase in student performance since the inception of the
NIJCCCS?
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3. Are the NJCCCS clear and parsimonious, so that teachers may effectively utilize
them?

4. From a teacher’s perspective are the NJCCCS and the standardized tests used to
measure them properly aligned? '

5. Have teachers been provided with adequate professional development and
resources to enable them to make effective use of the NJCCCS?

Summary of the Hypothesis
The hypothesis of this study was that there is no relationship between
teachers’ usage of the NJCCCS in lesson planning and increased pupil

performance on the state administered standardized tests.

Summary of the Procedure

The study collected information about the role of the NJCCCS in the 4"
grade classrooms of Salem County New Jersey by surveying the entire
population, (N=41) of fourth grade teachers. The 25 item survey was developed
by researcher and distributed to the teachers in all the elementary schools in the
county. Once completed the participants mailed the surveys back to the
researcher, upon which the surveys were sorted by school and the results were
tabulated. The data was then analyzed using the SPSS program to record
frequencies, mean and percentages for each item and school. This information
was then compared manually with the results for each school on the 2003 NJASK,

which was downloaded from the NJDOE website.
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Summary of Findings

The findings from the research supported the hypothesis that there is no
clear connection or relationship between teachers’ usage of the NJCCCS and
student achievement on the state administered NJASK. It was found that the
majority of the teachers in Salem County were comfortable in using the NJCCCS
and that they were able to find appropriate standards for their lesson, and that they
were able to identify the most important standards and emphasize them during
instruction. Out of the 15 schools surveyed, the teachers in six of them responded
to the use of the standards in a positive way, seven were neutral in their view of
the content standards and only one viewed them as negative. When the overall
usage was compared with student achievement on the NJASK, it was found that
no clear pattern emerged and that student achievement varied from High to Low
regardless of the overall usage of the NJCCCS.

The findings of the survey in the area of clarity of the NJCCCS found that
the 4™ grade teachers of Salem County gave the standards high marks for clarity
with over 80% feeling that the standards were sufficiently clear. However when it
came to parsimony, the standards scored much lower with 82% feeling that they
could not cover the material contained in the standards in a typical school year.

Alignment of the NJASK to the NJCCCS also elicited a mixed response.
Over 82% of the teachers felt that the standards would be helpful in preparing
their students for the NJASK, however only 59% felt that the NJCCCS provided
an accurate picture of what would be expected from their students on the NJASK.

Likewise, the respondents were even split over the issue of whether or not they
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knew what would be expected of their students on the NJASK with 48%
responding positively and 48% negatively.

The school districts of Salem County scored high in the area of
professional development. Teachers responded that they could get their questions
regarding the standards answered at their school. Likewise 62% felt that their
school provided them with adequate professional development opportunities

related to the NJCCCS.

Conclusions

The role of the NJCCCS in the 4™ grade classrooms of Salem County New
Jersey was not clear. It appears that teachers are using them as means of
improving the quality of their instruction; however this has not translated into
clear improvements in student achievement. Teachers are getting their
professional development needs met and are receiving support from their
administration in the form of training related to the usage of the standards.
Additionally, the standards are written in a manner that can be understood by the
teachers using them and they provide a clear picture of what behaviors should be
expected from the students.

There appear to be two major issues still hampering the acceptance of the
NJCCCS as a means of school reform among the teachers of Salem County.
Firstly, the standards are perceived as being two broad in their scope and attempt
to include too much information making it difficult for teachers to provide

instruction on all the content included in them. Secondly, there are questions
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regarding the alignment of the state administered assessment and the standards

that they are attempting to measure.

Recommendations

Only one school was determined to have a negative overall usage of the
standards. This school had a response rate of only 20% to the survey with only
one of the five teaches responding. Additionally, the school also scored the
lowest of the NJASK. This fact raises some questions about the teachers’
attitudes towards the standards and student achievement. Unfortunately,
successive attempts to obtain response were not successful. Perhaps a study of
low achieving schools and teachers’ usage of the NJCCCS would be worth

considering.
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Survey of Fourth Grade Teachers Usage of the
New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards

This survey is being administered as part of a master’s degree research project. While your participation is voluntary
and you are not required to answer any of the questions herein, your cooperation and participation are important to
the success of the project and are greatly appreciated. If you chose to participate, please understand that all responses
are strictly confidential and no personally identifiable information is being requested.

1. How long have you held this position?

2. Are you required to turn in lesson plans? (Circle one) Yes No

3. How often do you turn in lesson plans? (Circle one)
Weekly Monthly Marking period End of year Never

4. Are you comfortable using the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards
(NJCCCS)? (Circle One) Yes No

5. Are you required to cite the NJCCCS in your lesson plans? (Circle one) Yes  No

6. Does your school have a developed curriculum for each subject?
(Circle one) Yes No

7. How often do you consult the NJCCCS? (Circle one)
Never Yearly Monthly Weekly

8. Have you utilized the Curriculum Framework (CF) from the NJ Department of
Education for developing lessons? (Circle one) Yes No

9. How many years have you been consulting the NJCCCS for use in creating lessons
plans? (Circle one)
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

10. Is your schools curriculum aligned with the NJCCCS? (Circle one) Yes No



For each of the following questions please circle one appropriate response.

11. Usually I write my lesson plans first, then find the appropriate NJCCCS.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

12. The NJCCCS provides clear expectations about student performance.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

13. 1can easily find the appropriate standards for my lesson plans.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

14. The NJCCCS provide an accurate picture of what will be expected of my students on the
NJASK.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

15. My school provides me with adequate professional development related to the NJCCCS.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

16. I can recognize the most important NJCCCS and emphasize them during instruction
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree  Strongly Disagree

17. 1 feel that the Cumulative Progress Indicators accurately reflect what I should expect from
my students. Strongly Agree Agree Disagree  Strongly Disagree

18. I find the NJCCCS helpful in writing my lesson plans.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

19. My school’s administration relies on standards based assessment to evaluate teacher
performance. Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

20. 1 feel the NJCCCS will help me prepare my students for the NJASK.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

21. I feel the NJCCCS are clear enough to be well understood by professional educators.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

22. Ican get my questions about the NJCCCS answered at my school.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

23. I can cover all material contained in the NJCCCS in a typical school year.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

24. The NJCCCS contain the correct amount of content for fourth grade.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

25. 1 know what will be expected of my students on the NJASK.
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree



Appendix B

Cover Letter Accompanying Survey to Fourth Grade Teachers in Salem County, NJ
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Michael McQueston
16 East Canal Street, PO Box 601
Alloway, NJ 08001
856-935-7326
bikemcq@hotmail.com

February 28, 2004

Dear Fourth Grade Teacher,

I am a graduate student at Rowan University in the Master of Science in Teaching
Program and I am completing my research project. I am writing to you because only you
have the information that I need to complete the work. As a fourth grade teacher you can
provide accurate information about the role of the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content

Standards in the classroom.

I am collecting data pertaining to 4th grade teachers’ usage of the NJCCCS.
Would you please complete the following 25-item survey and mail it back to me in the
enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope by no later than March 30, 2004. The survey
should take approximately fifteen minutes to complete. The survey results are
anonymous and the data will be used only for this research project. Thank you for your

cooperation!

Sincerely,

Mike McQueston



Appendix C

2003 Test Result for the NJASK for Salem County School Districts
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Alloway Township School District

Student Performance Indicators

ASSESSMENTS

Elementary School Proficiency

Assessment (ESPA) S5 RS

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY - Year " 1-Tested '~ al’ cient | Advanced .

Al Students School 2001-02 50 16% 84% 0%

details District 2001-02 50] 16% 84% 0%
DFG 2001-02 15437 18.7% 76.8% 4.5%
State 2001-02 1035071  20.9% 73.1% 6%

jidentifiable information wiil be dlsclosed B

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally

Elementary School Prof ciency ““Proficiency Percentages =
Assessment (ESPA) : R T N
MATHEMATICS . LA E AL RS 4 -Partial - {Proficient | Advanced
All Students School 2001-02 50 22% 48% 30%
details District 2001-02 50 22% 48% 30%
DFG 77777 2001 027_ u 15470 o _?9:2_% o A4N5_.v57% 25.3%
State 2001-02 103870; 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

*To protect the privacy of students the Depanmem of Eduuhon suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment of Skills —TF
and Knowledge (NJASK4)

: :.;1~_:‘;prqﬁciencypercentaggs ‘;

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY . Year | Tested ' -1 Partial Prof'clent -Advanced

All Students School 2002-03 48 22.9% 72.9% 4.2%

details District 2002-03 48 22.9% 72.9% 4.2%
DFG 2002-03 15431 17.8% 79.1% 3.1%
State 2002-03 - 106191 22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Edueatlon suppresses suﬂiclem information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment of. Sklils R
and Knowledge (NJASK4) e

. Profi (:iency Péréentages

MATHEMATICS - 4. Year 1 Te , E ;.Proﬁciém -Advanced -
All Students }School j 2002-03 | 48] a1, 3% 47.9% 20.8%
details {District 2002-03 48 31.3% 47.9% 20.8%
DFG 2002-03 15381 28.7% 45.9% 25.4%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 25.2%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.




Elmer School District

Student Performance Indicators

ASSESSMENTS

Elementary School Proficiency.
Assessment (ESPA):
LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY ~

Prot'clency Perc centages

All Students
idetails

Year " parti  Advanced
School | 200102 . 18] 214%|  684%|  10.5%
District 2001-02 19 21.1% 68.4% 10.5%
DFG 200102 | 9199]  24.9%|  72% 3.2%
State 2001-02 103507 20.9% 73.1% 6%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed

Elementary School Proficiency
Assessment (ESPA)
MATHEMATICS

All Students
idetails

- Proficiency Percentages
School 2001-02 19]  10.5%]  52.6%]|
District 2001-02 19 10.5% 52.6%
DFG 2001-02 9227 37% 42.7%
State 2001-02 103870]  315% 41.3%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment of Skllls R S

g Profi ciency,Pertemaggs

and Knowledge (NJASK4) . : ,
LANGUAGE ARTS. LITERACY E B . Partial Proﬁclent Advanceds
All Students School 2002-03 15 20% 80% 0%
idetails {District 2002-03 15 20% 80% 0%
DFG 2002-03 9256 25.8% 72.6% 1.6%
State 2002-03 106191, 22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment of Skms

and Knowledge (NJASK4) -Numper:=3. . - S RS
MATHEMATICS - Year 1 Tested | partial | Proficient - Advanced
All Students School 2002-03 15  26.7% 60% 13.3%
details District | 2002-03 | 15]  26.7% 60%|  13.3%
DFG | 2002-03 9254] 355%|  45.1%] = 19.5%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 25.2%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.




Student Performance Indicators

ASSESSMENTS

Elsinbore School District

Elementary School Proficienc
Assessment (ESPA
LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY"

All Students
details

‘ Advanced.
School 2001-02 18 55.6% 44 4% 0%
District 2001-02 18 55.6% 44 4% 0%
DFG 2001-02 15437 18.7% 76.8% 4.5%
State 2001-02 103507 20.9% 73.1% 6%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
lidentifiable information will be disclosed.

Elementary School Prof‘c:ency

Profcnency Percentages

Assessment (ESPA) S
] - Partial ;. {-| ient:| Advanced
All Students School ©2001-02 | 18] 16.7% 61.1% .22,-2_%
details {District 2001-02 18 16.7% 61.1% 22.2%
DFG 2001-02 15470, 29.2% 45.5% 25.3%
State 2001-02 1 038703 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment of Skii[s s A Profi clency Péfcénhges

and Knowledge (NJASK4) el AL

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY. ‘Year - |:Tested | partial | Proficient | Advanced

ANl Students School 200203 16]  25% 75% 0%

details District | 200203 | 18]  25%]  75%| 0%
DFG 2002-03 15431 17.8% 79.1% 3.1%
State 2002-03 108191]  22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personaity
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment of -

Skills and Knowledge (NJASK4)

‘Advanced -

MATHEMATICS - . §: Tested.. l | Proficient
All Students School 2002-03 16 25% 43.8% 31.3%
details District 2002-03 16 25% 43.8% 31.3%
DFG 2002-03 15381 28.7% 45.9% 25.4%
_ |state | 2002-03 106040]  32%|  42.8%|  252%




Student Performance Indicators

ASSESSMENTS

Lower Alloway Creek School District

Elementary Schoo! Prof‘ aency e

- »:lNurﬁtierj -

ProfiCIency Percentages .

Assessment (ESPA). L o ber -

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY { - Year . 1~:Tested Pamal_:~ Prof'c:ent Advanced

All Students School 2001-02 26] 15.4% 80.8% 3.8%

details District 2001-02 26 15.4% 80.8% 3.8%
DFG 2001-02 10963  28.2% 68.8% 2.9%
State 2001-02 103507] 20.8% 73.1% 6%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

Elementary School Prof'CIency

Proficiency Percentages

Assessment (ESPA RPN R B
MATHEMATICS . ear: :-{ Proficient.-|-Advanced :
All Students School 2001-02 | 65.4%] 15.4%
details District 2001-02 . 65.4% 15.4%
DFG 2001-02 11006 40.2% 43% 16.8%
State 2001-02 103870] 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

~To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

and Knowledge (NJASK4)

Proﬁclency» P ”rcentages

Advanced

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY . - |- Year .4 Tested ‘Partial._| Proficient |

All Students School 2002-03 18]  222% 77.8% 0%

details District 2002-03 18]  222% 77.8% 0%
DFG 2002-03 11414]  30.6% 68.1% 1.4%
State 2002-03 106191]  22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment of Skl" 1
and Knowledge (NJASK4) g

Proﬁclency Percemages

Advanced

MATHEMATICS , Year- - ; Tested |- partial - Prof'clent

All Students School 2002-03 18]  27.8% 55.6% 16.7%

details District 2002-03 18] 27.8% 55.6% 16.7%
DFG 2002-03 11412  41.9% 41.6% 16.5%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 25.2%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.




Student Performance Indicators

Mannington Township School District

ASSESSMENTS

Elementary-School: Proficiency

Assessment (ESPA)

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY" : i d-3 al

All Students School 2001-02 23 13%

details District 2001-02 23 13%
DFG 2001-02 10063 28.2%
State 2001-02 103507 20.9%

“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

Elementary School Proficienc

Assessment- (E Pi

MATHEMATICS 2artial { : Pr ent:

All Students School 2001-02 23] 30.4% 65.2% 4.3%

details District 2001-02 23 30.4% 65.2% 4.3%
DFG 2001-02 11006 40.2% 43% 16.8%
State 2001-02 103870 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

and Knowledge (NJASK4) SR R :
LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY - |- .Year: 3 .1 “Partial. - Proﬁclent : Advanced .
All Students School 2002-03 14 7.1% 92.9% 0%
details District 2002-03 14]  71% 92.9%| 0%
DFG 2002-03 11414 30.6% 68.1% 1.4%
State 2002-03 106191 22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

*“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment.of
Skills and Knowledge}'(NJASK-ﬂ)

Advanced

MATHEMATICS -. : Year.~ ' Tested - jal’ - ient:
All Students School 2002-03 14 28.6% 42.9% 28.6%
details {District 2002-03 14 28.8% 42.9% 28.6%
DFG 2002-03 11412 41.9% 41.6% 16.5%
fstate | 200203 | tosoa0| 32| _ 428%| 252




ASSESSMENTS

Oldmans Township School District
Student Performance Indicators

Elementary School Proﬁcuency

Profi clency Percentages e

Assessment (ESPA) :
LANGUAGE ARTS. LITERACY" ‘ : “F ' Prqficlent Advanced
All Students School 2001-02 32] 34, 4% 65.6% 0%
details District 2001-02 32 34.4% 65.6% 0%
{DFG 2001-02 9199 24.9% 72% 3.2%
State 2001-02 103507 20.9% 73.1% 6%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

Elementary School Proficnency

| ‘Number. -

T~ Proficiency Percentages - = -

Assessment (ESPA) oo i ‘
MATHEMATICS == . .~ . .| :~Year: . :Tested - | partial - |- Proficient | Advanced
All Students School 2001-02 32|  53.1% 34.4% 12.5%
details District 2001-02 32  53.1% 34.4% 12.5%
DFG 2001-02 9227 37% 42.7% 20.3%
State 2001-02 103870] 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment of Sk:IIsA

"'Prof' c:ency Percentages

and Knowledge (NJASK4) O

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY -~ | . Year 1. 3 Partlal Prpﬁclen‘t, :Advanvced

All Students School 2002-03 ~37] 24.3% 75.7% 0%

details District 2002-03 37 24.3% 75.7% 0%
IDFG 2002-03 9256]  25.8% 72.6% 1.6%
State 2002-03 106191]  22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New. Jersey Assessmen

tof -

Skills and Knowledge: NJASK4) : ; T L
MATHEMATICS - 7ot 5 -Year -} . Tested .1 Ppartial :: | ‘Profic ient ;| Advanced '
All Students School 2002-03 37 18.9% 64.9% 16.2%
details District 2002-03 37 18.9% 64.9% 16.2%
DFG 2002-03 9254 35.5% 451% 19.5%
State 2002-03 |  106040] = 32%|  42.8%, 25.2%




ASSESSMENTS

Penns Grove/ Carney’s Point School District
Student Performance Indicators

Elementary School Proficiency

Assessment (ESPA)

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY" tial | ‘Proficient | Advanced:’

All Students School 2001-02 166 41% 57.2% 1.8%

details District 2001-02 166 41% 57.2% 1.8%
DFG 2001-02 10963 28.2% 68.8% 2.9%
State 2001-02 103507 20.9% 73.1% 6%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information - will be disclosed.

Elementary School’ Proﬁciency
Assessment ,»(»_ESPA)
MATHEMATICS -

Broficiency Percentages

All Students
details

‘ ced:
School 2001-02 167]  46.1% 40.7% 13.2%
District 2001-02 167]  46.1% 40.7% 13.2%
DFG "2001-02 11006]  40.2% 43% 16.8%
State 2001-02 103870]  31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

*To profect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Ass&ssment of Skull

: ffAdvanced

LANGUAGE ARTS' LITERACY

All Students School 2002-03 182 43.4% 1. 1%

details District 2002-03 182 43.4% 55.5% 1.1%
DFG 2002-03 11414 30.6% 68.1% 1.4%
{State 2002-03 106191 22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment of Skills |

and Knowledge (NJ B
MATHEMATICS R Partial. | P d
All Students {School - 2002-03 181 53.6% 37% 9.4%
details |District 2002-03 181 53.6% 37% 9.4%
DFG 2002-03 11412 41.9% 41.6% 16.5%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 25.2%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information te eliminate the pessibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.




Pennsville School District

Central Park School
Student Performance Indicators
ASSESSMENTS
Elementary ’Schbol‘Pi'oficiené:V“* e D T gemee :f:"beﬁciéncviRéféentages e
Assessment (ESPA) -~ =7 7} Number ,
LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY- - . |- .Year | Tested | Partlal { Proficient. | Advanced
Al Students School 2001-02 36 1. 1% 83.3% 5.6%
details District 2001-02 142 19.7% 76.8% 3.5%
iDFG 2001-02 9199 24.9% 72% 3.2%
State 2001-02 103507 20.9% 73.1% 6%

identifiable information will be disclosed

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to efiminate the possibility that personally

Elementary School Profciency L _Proficiency Percentages -
Assessment (ESPA) S CTTE Number I T
MATHEMATICS A - Year .;-Tested |- Ppartial - | Proficient. | Advanced"
All Students School 2001-02 37 32.4% 37.8% 29.7%
details {District 2001-02 144 36.8% 36.8% 26.4%
DFG 2001-02 9227{  31%]  427% 20.3%
State 2001-02 7103870 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

identifiable information will be disclosed.

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information o efiminate the possibility that personally

New Jersey Assessment of Skills | - -3 Profclency Percentages

and Knowledge (NJASK4) - o 0 0 3o Number- 1 :

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY - Year-. j.-.Tested Pamal Proﬁclent Advanced

All Students School 2002-03 57 14% 82.5% 3.5%

details District 2002-03 168 19.6% 79.2% 1.2%
DFG 2002-03 9256 25.8% 72.6% 1.6%
State 2002-03 106191 22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

identifiable information wiil be disclosed.

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient mfommtlon to eliminate the possibility that personally

New Jersey Assessmentof = |. I Prof c-encv Percentages
Skills and Knowledge (NJASK4) . g _Number ,
MATHEMATICS - Year;» i < Tested Partlal»:;; *;Proﬁclent Aqya_ngeu
All Students School 2002-03 57 19.3% 61.4% 19.3%
details District 2002-03 168 25.6% 50.6% 23.8%
IDFG 2002-03 9254 35.5% 45.1% 19.5%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 25.2%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that




Pennsville School District

Valley Park School
Student Performance Indicators
ASSESSMENTS
Elementary School Proficiency S N Pl'OﬁCIencv Percentages L
Assessment (ESPA) R Number E
LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY : Year 4. Tested: Partlal : Proﬁclent Advanced
All Students School 2001-02 55 38.2% 61 .8% 0%
details District 2001-02 142 19.7% 76.8% 3.5%
DFG 2001-02 9199 24.9% 72% 3.2%
State 2001-02 103507 20.9% 731% 6%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personalty
identifiable inforrnat:on will be disclosed

Elementary School Prof ciency Prof‘ cuency Percentages

Assessment (I‘:‘SPA) ; er- -

MATHEMATICS o - vear---— lesied Partral Proﬁcrent Advanced

All Students School 2001-02 55 60% 29.1% 10.9%

details District 2001-02 144 36.8% 36.8% 26.4%
DFG 2001-02 9227 37%|  427%|  20.3%
State 2001-02 103870 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
Jidentiﬁabie information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessment of Skr![s o .1 Proﬁclency Percentages

and Knowledge (NJASK4)-::- - {: = er =

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY - < rear 4 Pgnlal- Prof‘ caent Advanced

All Students School | 2002-03 63 31.7% 68.3% 0%

details District 2002-03 168]  19.6% 79.2% 1.2%
|DFG 2002-03 9256 25.8% 72.6% 1.6%
State 2002-03 106191 22.3%: 73.8%| 3.8%

*To protect the pnvacy of students, the Department of Edmnon suppresses sufficient information to ehrmnate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

New Jersey Assessmentof ~ |~ ol
Skills and Knowtedge (NJASK4) ‘ l_;': C T

: Proﬁcrency Percentages

‘Advanced

MATHEMATICS. - - rea au Partral : gl?rof‘ic:,entri

All Students School 2002—03 63 38.1% 42.9% 19%

details District 2002-03 168 25.6% 50.6% 23.8%
DFG 2002-03 9254 35.5% 45.1% 19.5%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 25.2%




Student Performance Indicators

ASSESSMENTS

Pennsville School District

Penn Beach School

Elementary’ Sdiii’ore}b‘fiéiéﬁi:v

Assessment (ESPA) er

LANGUAGE ARTSLITE RACY anced.

All Students School 2001-02 51 5.9% 88.2% 5.9%

details District 2001-02 142 19.7% 76.8% 3.5%
DFG 2001-02 9199 24.9% 72% 3.2%
State 2001-02 103507 20.9% 73.1% 6%

jidentifiable information will be disclosed.

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally

Elementary. Schoo! Prof'ciency' :

Assessment (ESPA)v_ =Es PSR O
MATHEMATICS - . --- | Year: | Tested | partial | Proficient | Advanced
All Students School 2001-02 52 15.4% 44.2% 40.4%
details District 2001-02 144 36.8% 36.8% 26.4%
DFG 200102 | 0227 37%|  42.7%|  20.3%
State 2001 02 103870 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

identifiable information will be disclosed.

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally

New Jersey Assessment of Ski!!'s o

Prorﬁclency Percentages

and Knowledge (NJASK4) -

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY Year d 4 P\agtgal; Prof c:ent Advanced

All Students School 2002-03 48 10.4% 89 .6% 0%

idetails District 2002-03 168 19.6% 79.2% 1.2%
iDFG 2002-03 9256 25.8% 72.6% 1.6%
State 2002-03 106191 22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

identifiable information will be disclosed.

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally

New Jersey Assessment of -

-« .Proficiency:Percentages

Skills and Knowledge (NJASK4 er- : e I
MATHEMATICS : ested: ial | Proficient- | Advanced
All Students School 2002-03 48 16.7% 47.9% 35.4%
details District 2002-03 168 25.6% 50.6% 23.8%
DFG 2002-03 9254 35.5% 45.1% 19.5%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 25.2%




Student Performance Indicators

ASSESSMENTS

Pittsgrove School District

Elementary School Proficiency -

Assessment (ESPA) ! , N
LANGUAGE ARTS' LITERACY = vear ;- -4 Partial:- {-Proficient
All Students School 2001-02 132 22% 73.5% 4.5%
details District 2001-02 132 22% 73.5% 4.5%
DFG 2001-02 9199 24.9% 72% 3.2%
State 2001-02 103507 20.9% 73.1% 6%

identifiable mforma’tnon will be dvsdosed

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally

Elementary School Profi cnency

Assessment. (ESPA)

All Students School 2001-02 32.3% 42.9%|

details District 2001-02 133 32.3% 42.9%
DFG 2001-02 9227) 37% 42.7%]
State 2001-02 103870 31.5% 41.3%

identifiable information will be disclosed.

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personaily

New Jersey Assessment of Skills{ -~ - = i} o Proﬁclency Percentages

and Knowledge {NJASK4) ‘ ‘ Number A

LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY. - - Year- -} Yested Pamal Proficient _ Aqyangeg

All Students School 2002 03 123 26.8% 71. 5% 1.6%

details 1District 2002-03 123 26.8% 71.5% 1.6%
DFG 2002-03 9256 25.8% 72.6% 1.6%
State 2002-03 106191 22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

idantifiable information will be disclosed.

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient mformatlon to efiminate l:he possibility that personal!y

New Jersey Assessmentof - | - - : Prof' clency Percentages
Skills and Knowledge (NJASK4) S Number : kN
MATHEMATICS ‘ Yeaf | Tested: | Pértiéi-»-: ;Profcnent ;g-Advanced
All Students School 2002 03 123 36.6% 48.8% 14.6%
details District 2002-03 123 36.6% 48.8% 14.6%
DFG 2002-03 9254 35.5% 45.1% 19.5%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 25.2%

“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses suffictent infformation to eliminate the possibility




Quniton School District
Student Performance Indicators

ASSESSMENTS
All Students School 2001-02 4] 88% 82.4% 8.8%
idetails District 2001-02 34, 8.8% 82.4% 8.8%
[oFG 2001-02 10963]  28.2% 68.8% 2.9%
State 200102 |  103507]  20.9% 73.1% 6%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personatly
identifiable inforration will be disclosed.

All Students School 2001-02 34]  147% 47.1% 38.2%
details District 2001-02 | 340 14.7% 47.1% 38.2%
DFG | 2001-02 |  11006) 402%|  43%|  16.8%
State 2001-02 | 103870] 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to efiminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

All Students School 2002-03 | 283 7.1% 92.9% 0%
details |District 2002-03 | 28 7.1% 92.9% 0%
DFG 2002-03 11414 30.6% 68.1% 1.4%

,,,,, ) State 2002-03 | 108191] 223% 73.8%|  38%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed

All Students [school 2002-03 § 28]  21.4% 32.1%|  46.4%
details {District 2002-03 28] 21.4% 32.1% 46.4%

DFG 2002-03 11412 41.9% 41.6% 16.5%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 25.2%




Student Performance Indicators

ASSESSMENTS

Salem City School District

LANGUAGE ARTS LITE

All Students
details

School 2001-02 83| 63.9% 36.1% 0%
Distict | 2001-02 84]  643%  357% 0%
[DFG | 200102 |  19302] 396%|  59.2%|  12%
State 2001-02 | 103507] 20.9%]  73.1% 6%

*To protect the pnvacy cf studerrls the Depanment of Educanan snppresses sufﬁclent |nfom|at|on to ellmmate the possnblilty ihat personaily

identifiable information will be disclosed.

details

All Students

School 2001-02 85] 76.5% 23.5% 0%
District 2001-02 86] 76.7% 23.3% 0%
DFG 2001-02 19453 58%]  33.1% 8.9%
State 2001-02 103870]  31.5% 4a13%| 27.2%

“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personaily
identifiable information wil be disclosed.

AH Stﬁdents
details

School 2002-03 103 28.2% 0%
District 2002-03 103 71.8% 28.2% 0%
iDFG 2002-03 19915, 45.3% 54.1% 0.6%
State 2002-03 106191] 22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

*To protect the privacy of stucients the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility mat personally

MATHE!

identifiable information wiil be disclosed.

Al Students
details

School 2002-03 102 72.5% 24.5% 2.9%
District 2002-03 102 72.5% 24.5% 2.9%
IDFG ©2002-03 § 199237  55.4% - 33.7% 1%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 25 2%

"To protect the pnvacy of smden\s the Depaltment of Educatton suppresses sufﬁclem trrfoﬂnahon to etlmlnate the possubrhty that personaliy
identifiabte information will be disclosed.




Upper Pittsgrove School District
Student Performance Indicators

ASSESSMENTS

Al Students ]
details

Schaol 2001-02 46 13% 82.6% 4.3%
Distict | 2001-02 | 46}  13%  826%  43%
DFG 2001-02 |  15437] 18.7%|  76.8%|  4.5%
State 200102 | 103507]  20.9% 731%| 6%

"To protect the pmracy of students the Department of Educatlon suppresses suﬂiclem information to ellminate ihe poss:bﬂrty that personally
identifiable information will be disciosed.

Al Sudents

[School 2001-02 46 13% 56.5% 30.4%
idetails {District 2001-02 46 13% 56.5% 30.4%
IDFG 2001-02 15470]  29.2% 45.5% 25.3%
State 2001-02 103870] 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
{identifiable information will be disclosed.

All Students
details

“53.8%

T 1.9%

School 2002-03 52, 44.2%

|District 2002-03 52; 44 2% 53.8% 1.9%
DFG 2002-03 15431 17.8% 79.1% 3.1%
State 2002-03 106191, 22.3% 73.8% 3.8%

s

‘To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally

identifiabie information will be disclosed.

All Students
details

School 2002-03 52 . 1% 11.5%
District 2002-03 52 40.4% 48.1% 11.5%
DFG 2002-03 15381]  28.7%)|  45.9%|  25.4%
State 2002-03 106040 32% 42.8% 252




Woodstown School District
Student Performance Indicators

ASSESSMENTS

Al Students _ Ischool | 200102 %9l 114% 80.8% 8.1%

details District | 2001-02 99]  11.1%]  808%| = 81%
DFG | 2001-02 | 12413 14.9%] 78.8%|  6.3%
State , 2001-02 | 103507 20.9% 73.1% 8%

*To protect the pnvacy of studenm the Departmem of Educa’aon supprosses sufﬁaem mfon-natlon to elrmmate the possnbthty that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

AII Students 2001-02 | 99 23.2% 45.5% 31.3%
details District 2001-02 99 23.2% 45.5% 31.3%
DFG 2001-02 12437 22.7% 45.3% 32%
State 2001-02 103870, 31.5% 41.3% 27.2%

“To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclesed.

All Students {School 2002-03 101 11.9% 83.2%
details District 2002-03 | 101 11.9% 83.2%
DFG 2002-03 13012 15.6% 80.2%
State 2002-03 106191 22.3% 73.8%

*To protect the privacy of students, the Department of Education suppresses sufficient information to eliminate the possibility that personally
identifiable information will be disclosed.

All Students School 2002-03 101  21.8% 50.5% 27.7%
details District 200203 101]  21.8% 50.5% 27.7%
[DFG | 200203 |  13004] 256%|  4714%|  27.3%
State 200203 | 106040 32% 42.8% 25.2%

"To protect the pnvacy of studems the Depanment of Education suppresses sufﬁaent mfom\atlon to eﬁmmate the possabtllty that personally
jidentifiable information will be disclosed.
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