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For definitions of technical terms used in these analyses, follow this link: http://www.cep-dc.org/pubs/stateassessment.

Test Characteristics  
The characteristics highlighted below are for the reading and mathematics assessments used for NCLB accountability. 

	Test(s) used for NCLB accountability
	End-of-Grade Tests (EOGs)- grades 3-8, 10

End-of-Course Tests (EOCs)- high school

North Carolina Alternate Assessment Program (NCAAP)

	Grades tested for NCLB accountability
	3-8, 10, HS EOC

	Time of test administration
	Spring

	First year test used 
	Spring 2006 (Math); Spring 2003 (Reading)

	Major changes in the testing system (2002-present)
	2005-06: New EOG math assessments administered (New AMO baseline set to align to new more rigorous standard).

2005-06: AYP calculation modified to include growth model

2002-03: EOG reading score scale modified 


Summary of Findings

Several findings emerged from our analysis of student performance on the North Carolina assessments:

· Student performance levels were steady in reading between 2003 and 2006, as gauged by changes in the percentage of students scoring at the proficient level on state tests. Student performance levels in math rose slightly between 1999 and 2005.
· In both reading and math, the percentages proficient were higher in the elementary and middle grades than in high school. 

· In math, the average yearly gain in the percentage proficient was higher at most grades before NCLB took effect in 2002 than it was after NCLB, although gains occurred during both periods. 

· In terms of effect size, increases were observed in math between 2003 and 2006 in grades 4 and 8. In reading, grade 4 performance increased.
· Gaps in percentages proficient narrowed for African American and low-income students between 2002 and 2006 in reading and math at all three grade levels analyzed. Gaps narrowed in math for Hispanic and special education students at all three grade levels. 
· When viewed in terms of effect sizes, no consistent trends in achievement gaps emerged for elementary and middle school reading or math or for high school reading or math during the various years analyzed.
Achievement Trends

Our analysis of achievement trends in North Carolina looked at both the percentage of students scoring at the proficient level or above on state tests and at effect sizes based on average (mean) test scores and standard deviations. In order to restrict the analyses to comparable assessments, we compared elementary and middle school reading from 2003-2006, high school reading from 2003-2004, and math from 1999-2005 (excepting grade 10 math in 2002).

Proficiency Trends

As shown in figure NC-1 and table NC-1, the percentage of students scoring proficient in reading remained relatively steady between 2003 and 2006 at all tested grade levels. Figure NC-2 and table NC-2 reveal a similar trend in math, although increases in math were generally slightly higher. In both reading and math, the percentages of students scoring proficient were lower at the high school level than at any other grades.

As table NC-2 reveals, the average yearly gain in the percentage proficient in math was slightly larger at most grade levels before NCLB took effect in 2002 than after it was after 2002—with the exception of grade 3 math. No parallel analysis was possible for reading data.
Figure NC-1. Percentage of Students Scoring at the Proficient Level or Above in Reading
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Table NC-1. Percentage of Students Scoring at the Proficient Level or Above in Reading

	Grade Level
	Reporting Year
	Pre-NCLB
Average Yearly Percentage Point Gain1
	Post-NCLB
Average Yearly Percentage Point Gain1

	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	
	

	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	83%
	83%
	83%
	85%
	N/A
	0.8

	Grade 4
	
	
	
	
	84%
	84%
	84%
	85%
	N/A
	0.6

	Grade 5
	
	
	
	
	89%
	90%
	90%
	91%
	N/A
	0.6

	Grade 6
	
	
	
	
	82%
	81%
	82%
	83%
	N/A
	0.5

	Grade 7
	
	
	
	
	85%
	86%
	86%
	88%
	N/A
	0.9

	Grade 8
	
	
	
	
	88%
	89%
	89%
	89%
	N/A
	0.3

	Grade 10
	
	
	
	
	65%
	66%
	
	
	N/A
	1.0


Table reads: The percentage of North Carolina 3rd graders who scored at or above the proficient level on the state reading test was 83% in 2003 through 2005 and increased to 85% in 2006.The average yearly gain in the percentage proficient was 0.8 percentage points after NCLB took effect (2003-2006).

 Averages are subject to rounding error.

Figure NC-2. Percentage of Students Scoring at the Proficient Level or Above in Math
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Table NC-2. Percentage of Students Scoring at the Proficient Level or Above in Math

	Grade Level
	Reporting Year
	Pre-NCLB
Average Yearly Percentage Point Gain1
	Post-NCLB
Average Yearly Percentage Point Gain1

	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	
	

	Grade 3
	70%
	72%
	74%
	77%
	89%
	89%
	86%
	
	2.4
	2.9

	Grade 4
	83%
	84%
	87%
	89%
	95%
	95%
	93%
	
	2.1
	1.4

	Grade 5
	82%
	83%
	87%
	89%
	93%
	93%
	91%
	
	2.0
	0.8

	Grade 6
	81%
	81%
	83%
	86%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	
	1.8
	1.3

	Grade 7
	82%
	81%
	81%
	83%
	84%
	85%
	85%
	
	0.3
	0.6

	Grade 8
	78%
	81%
	80%
	82%
	84%
	85%
	85%
	
	1.6
	0.8

	Grade 10
	61%
	63%
	67%
	
	70%
	71%
	
	
	2.7
	1.1


Table reads: The percentage of North Carolina 3rd graders who scored at or above the proficient level on the state math test increased from 70% in 1999, to 77% in 2002, to 86% in 2005. The average yearly gain in the percentage proficient was 2.4 percentage points before NCLB took effect (1999-2002), compared with 2.9 percentage points after NCLB took effect (2002-2005).
1 Averages are subject to rounding error.

Effect Size Trends

When we analyzed achievement in a different way using effect sizes, we found slightly different patterns of achievement from those described in our analysis of percentages proficient above. As shown in figure NC-3 and table NC-3, grade 4 effect sizes increased overall between 2003 and 2006. However there was little change between 2003 and 2005; all of the increase occurred between 2005 and 2006. Grade 8 effect sizes remained relatively unchanged between 2003 and 2006, similar to the pattern seen with percentage proficient. Grade 10 data are limited; they show little change between 2003 and 2004. Figure NC-4 and table NC-4 reveal an upward trend in math. The grade 4 trend is inconsistent, with a large increase followed by steady performance before a decline. As tables NC-3 and NC-4 indicate, the average yearly gain in effect sizes was larger in math than in reading at all grade levels analyzed. 

Figure NC-3. Student Reading Achievement Trends (in Terms of Effect Size)
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Table NC-3. Student Reading Achievement Trends (in Terms of Effect Size)

	Grade Level
	
	Reporting Year
	Pre-NCLB
Average Yearly Effect Size Gain
	Post-NCLB
Average Yearly Effect Size Gain1

	
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	
	

	Grade 4 
	MSS (SD)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	252.4 (8.7)
	252.3 (8.7)
	252.4 (8.7)
	253.1 (8.6)
	 
	 

	
	AAES
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	-0.01
	0.00
	0.08
	N/A
	0.03

	Grade 8 
	MSS (SD)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	263.9 (9.0)
	264.1 (8.9)
	264.1 (8.7)
	263.8 (8.6)
	 
	 

	
	AAES
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.00
	0.02
	0.02
	-0.01
	N/A
	0.00

	Grade 10 
	MSS (SD)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	165.3 (9.8)
	165.5 (9.7)
	
	
	 
	 

	
	AAES
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.00
	0.02
	
	
	N/A
	N/A


Table reads: The mean scale score (MSS) of North Carolina 4th graders on the state reading test increased from 252.4 in 2003 to 253.1 in 2006. (The figure in parentheses after each mean scale score is the standard deviation (SD), a statistic used to calculate the effect size.) In terms of accumulated annual effect size (AAES) relative to 2003, the average yearly gain was 0.03 after NCLB (2003-2006).
Note: The EOGs are scored on different scales by grade level and subject.
1 Averages are subject to rounding error.

Figure NC-4. Student Math Achievement Trends (in Terms of Effect Size) 
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Table NC-4. Student Math Achievement Trends (in Terms of Effect Size)

	Grade Level
	
	Reporting Year
	Pre-NCLB
Average Yearly Effect Size Gain
	Post-NCLB
Average Yearly Effect Size Gain1

	
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	
	

	Grade 4 
	MSS (SD)
	
	
	255.8 (8.3)
	256.5 (8.4)
	259.1 (7.5)
	259.2 (7.6)
	258.6 (8.0)
	
	 
	 

	
	AAES
	
	
	-0.08
	0.00
	0.33
	0.34
	0.26
	
	N/A
	0.09

	Grade 8 
	MSS (SD)
	
	
	270.0 (11.0)
	271.2 (11.1)
	271.7 (10.8)
	272.1 (10.8)
	272.1 (10.9)
	
	 
	 

	
	AAES
	
	
	-0.11
	0.00
	0.05
	0.08
	0.08
	
	N/A
	0.03

	Grade 10
	MSS (SD)
	
	
	
	
	180.0 (14.4)
	180.4 (14.4)
	
	
	 
	 

	
	AAES
	
	
	
	
	0.00
	0.03
	
	
	N/A
	N/A


Table reads: The mean scale score (MSS) of North Carolina 4th graders on the state math test increased from 255.8 in 2001, to 256.5 in 2002, to 258.6 in 2005. (The figure in parentheses that follows each mean scale score is the standard deviation (SD), a statistic needed to calculate the effect size.) In terms of accumulated annual effect size (AAES) relative to 2002, the average yearly effect size gain was 0.09 after NCLB (2002-2005).
Note: The EOGs are scored on different scales by grade level and subject.
1Averages are subject to rounding error.

Gap Analyses

We analyzed trends in achievement gaps between subgroups of students using both the percentages scoring proficient on state tests and effect sizes. Although the tables below include data for special education and LEP students, these data should be interpreted with caution because changes in federal regulations and guidance and in state accountability plans may have affected which students in these subgroups are tested for NCLB accountability purposes, how they are tested, and when their test scores are counted as proficient under NCLB.
Proficiency Gaps

From 2002 to 2006, gaps in percentages proficient narrowed at all three grade levels analyzed in both reading and math between African American and white students and between low-income and non-low-income students (as determined by eligibility for free/reduced lunch). (See tables NC-5 and NC-6.) The gaps in math between Hispanic and white students and between special education and non-disabled students also narrowed at all three grade levels, as indicated in table NC-6. 

Table NC-5. Achievement Gap Trends in Reading (Percentage Proficient)

	
	
	Grade 4
	Grade 8
	Grade 10

	Student Subgroup
	Percentage Proficient/ Percentage Point Gap
	2003
	2006
	Change in Gap,

03-061
	Average
Annual Gap Reduction1
	2003
	2006
	Change in Gap, 

03-061
	Average Annual Gap Reduction1
	2003
	2004
	Change in Gap,

03-041
	Average Annual Gap Reduction1

	All students in state
	% proficient
	83.7%
	85.4%
	
	
	87.7%
	88.6%
	
	
	64.8%
	65.8%
	
	

	White
	% proficient
	90.1%
	91.5%
	
	
	93.4%
	94.1%
	
	
	75.3%
	76.1%
	
	

	African American
	% proficient
	73.3%
	75.3%
	
	
	77.8%
	79.9%
	
	
	43.8%
	46.2%
	
	

	
	Gap v. white
	16.8
	16.2
	0.6
	0.2
	15.6
	14.2
	1.4
	0.5
	31.5
	29.9
	1.6
	1.6

	Hispanic
	% proficient
	73.2%
	76.6%
	
	
	73.7%
	78.8%
	
	
	46.0%
	46.4%
	
	

	
	Gap v. white
	16.9
	14.9
	2.03
	0.7
	19.7
	15.3
	4.42,3
	1.5
	29.3
	29.7
	-0.42
	-0.4

	Asian
	% proficient
	88.1%
	92.5%
	
	
	91.0%
	92.8%
	
	
	66.7%
	70.7%
	
	

	
	Gap v. white
	2.0
	-1.0
	1.02
	0.3
	2.4
	1.3
	1.12
	0.4
	8.6
	5.4
	3.22
	3.2

	American Indian/ Alaskan Native
	% proficient
	76.8%
	78.2%
	
	
	81.6%
	81.4%
	
	
	49.8%
	47.4%
	
	

	
	Gap v. white
	13.3
	13.3
	0.02
	0.0
	11.8
	12.7
	-0.92
	-0.3
	25.5
	28.7
	-3.22
	-3.2

	Non free/reduced lunch
	% proficient
	91.9%
	92.5%
	
	
	94.1%
	94.5%
	
	
	72.3%
	73.8%
	
	

	Free/reduced lunch
	% proficient
	74.3%
	77.3%
	
	
	77.6%
	80.8%
	
	
	44.5%
	46.3%
	
	

	
	Gap v.  Non free/reduced lunch
	17.6
	15.2
	2.4
	0.8
	16.5
	13.7
	2.8
	0.9
	27.8
	27.5
	0.3
	0.3

	Non students with disabilities
	% proficient
	87.8%
	88.4%
	
	
	92.1%
	91.5%
	
	
	69.1%
	70.6%
	
	

	Students with disabilities
	% proficient
	55.6%
	62.1%
	
	
	55.5%
	64.0%
	
	
	22.0%
	23.3%
	
	

	
	Gap v. regular ed
	32.2
	26.3
	5.9
	2.0
	36.6
	27.5
	9.1
	3.0
	47.1
	47.3
	-0.2
	-0.2

	Non-LEP


	% proficient
	84.5%
	86.5%
	
	
	88.4%
	89.4%
	
	
	65.6%
	66.8%
	
	

	LEP4
	% proficient
	60.6%
	66.0%
	
	
	53.9%
	61.8%
	
	
	26.5%
	22.8%
	
	

	
	Gap v. non-LEP
	23.9
	20.5
	3.42,3
	1.1
	34.5
	27.6
	6.92,3
	2.3
	39.1
	44.0
	-4.92
	-4.9


Table reads: In 2003, 90.1% of white 4th graders and 73.3% of African American 4th graders scored at the proficient level on the state reading test, a performance gap of 16.8 percentage points. In 2006, 91.5% of white 4th graders and 75.3% of African American 4th graders scored at the proficient level in reading, a gap of 16.2 percentage points. From 2003 to 2006, the achievement gap between white and African American 4th graders narrowed by 0.6 percentage points, an average change of 0.2 percentage points per year. 

1 Numbers in this column are subject to rounding error.

2 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level was less than 5% of the total state student population tested at this grade or fewer than 500 students, so changes for this subgroup should be interpreted with caution. 

3 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level changed by at least +/-25% over the years reported, so year-to-year changes in results may be due to changes in the composition of the subgroup as well as changes in achievement. 

4 Subgroup includes students who are considered limited-English-proficient for purposes of NCLB accountability.

Table NC-6. Achievement Gap Trends in Math (Percentage Proficient)

	
	
	Grade 4
	Grade 8
	Grade 10

	Student Subgroup
	Percentage Proficient/ Percentage Point Gap
	2002
	2005
	Change in Gap,

03-061
	Average
Annual Gap Reduction1
	2002
	2005
	Change in Gap, 

03-061
	Average Annual Gap Reduction1
	2003
	2004
	Change in Gap,

03-041
	Average Annual Gap Reduction1

	All students in state
	% proficient
	88.9%
	93.0%
	
	
	82.3%
	84.7%
	
	
	70.1%
	71.2%
	
	

	White
	% proficient
	94.1%
	95.0%
	
	
	89.5%
	91.5%
	
	
	80.0%
	81.0%
	
	

	African American
	% proficient
	79.1%
	86.4%
	
	
	67.6%
	72.3%
	
	
	49.3%
	51.5%
	
	

	
	Gap v. white
	15.0
	8.6
	6.4
	2.1
	21.9
	19.2
	2.7
	0.9
	30.7
	29.5
	1.2
	1.2

	Hispanic
	% proficient
	85.7%
	91.1%
	
	
	71.4%
	78.1%
	
	
	54.6%
	57.0%
	
	

	
	Gap v. white
	8.4
	3.9
	4.52,3
	1.5
	18.1
	13.4
	4.72,3
	1.6
	25.4
	24.0
	1.42
	1.4

	Asian
	% proficient
	94.7%
	95.0%
	
	
	91.8%
	93.5%
	
	
	80.9%
	83.1%
	
	

	
	Gap v. white
	-0.6
	0.0
	0.62
	0.2
	-2.3
	-2.0
	0.32
	0.1
	-0.9
	-2.1
	-1.22
	-1.2

	American Indian/ Alaskan Native
	% proficient
	83.8%
	92.2%
	
	
	75.4%
	80.5%
	
	
	59.1%
	57.7%
	
	

	
	Gap v. white
	10.3
	2.8
	7.52
	2.5
	14.1
	11.0
	3.12
	1.0
	20.9
	23.3
	-2.42
	-2.4

	Non free/reduced lunch
	% proficient
	94.5%
	95.0%
	
	
	88.4%
	92.2%
	
	
	76.9%
	78.1%
	
	

	Free/reduced lunch
	% proficient
	81.8%
	88.5%
	
	
	69.7%
	74.8%
	
	
	51.6%
	54.8%
	
	

	
	Gap v.  Non free/reduced lunch
	12.7
	6.5
	6.2
	2.1
	18.7
	17.4
	1.33
	0.4
	25.3
	23.3
	2.0
	2.0

	Non students with disabilities
	% proficient
	91.1%
	95.0%
	
	
	86.1%
	88.9%
	
	
	74.3%
	75.8%
	
	

	Students with disabilities
	% proficient
	72.8%
	78.4%
	
	
	50.7%
	53.9%
	
	
	28.3%
	30.9%
	
	

	
	Gap v. non students with disabilities
	18.3
	16.6
	1.7
	0.6
	35.4
	35.0
	0.4
	0.1
	46.0
	44.9
	1.1
	1.1

	Non-LEP


	% proficient
	89.1%
	93.3%
	
	
	82.5%
	85.3%
	
	
	70.6%
	72.0%
	
	

	LEP4
	% proficient
	79.2%
	86.1%
	
	
	57.4%
	65.1%
	
	
	42.5%
	42.6%
	
	

	
	Gap v. non-LEP
	9.9
	7.2
	2.72,3
	0.9
	25.1
	20.2
	4.92,3
	1.6
	28.1
	29.4
	-1.32
	-1.3


Table reads. In 2002, 94.1% of white 4th graders and 79.1% of African American 4th graders scored at the proficient level on the state math test, a performance gap of 15.0 percentage points. In 2005, 95.0% of white 4th graders and 86.4% of African American 4th graders scored at the proficient level in math, a gap of 8.6 percentage points. From 2002 to 2005, the math achievement gap between white and African American 4th graders narrowed by 6.4 percentage points, an average change of 2.1 percentage points per year. 

1 Numbers in this column are subject to rounding error.

2 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level was less than 5% of the total state student population tested at this grade or fewer than 500 students, so changes for this subgroup should be interpreted with caution. 

3 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level changed by at least +/-25% over the years reported, so year-to-year changes in results may be due to changes in the composition of the subgroup as well as changes in achievement. 

4 Subgroup includes students who are considered limited-English-proficient for purposes of NCLB accountability.

Effect Size Gaps

We were unable to obtain standard deviations for disaggregated demographic groups in 2006. As a result, we could not calculate 2006 effect sizes to inform gap analyses, so the effect size gap analyses presented here terminate in 2005. When analyzed in terms of effect size, achievement gaps between LEP and non-LEP students widened consistently in both reading and math across all grade levels for the various years analyzed (see tables NC-7 and NC-8). In addition, the gap between Hispanic and white students narrowed in all grades analyzed in math, as table NC-8 indicates. 
Table NC-7. Achievement Gap Trends in Reading (Effect Size)

	 
	Grade 4
	Grade 8
	Grade 10

	Student Subgroup
	2003 Gap 
	2005 Gap 
	Change in Gap, 
2003-20051
	Average 
Annual Reduction1
	2003 Gap
	2005 Gap
	Change in Gap, 
2003-20051
	Average 
Annual Reduction1
	2003 Gap
	2004 Gap
	Change in Gap, 
2003-20041
	Average 
Annual Reduction1

	African American v. white
	0.77
	0.79
	-0.02
	-0.01
	0.85
	0.84
	0.01
	0.00
	0.63
	0.80
	-0.17
	N/A

	Hispanic v. white
	0.72
	0.71
	0.013
	0.01
	0.81
	0.79
	0.022,3
	0.01
	0.56
	0.75
	-0.182,3
	N/A

	Free/reduced lunch v. Non-free/reduced lunch
	0.82
	0.81
	0.01
	0.01
	0.84
	0.84
	0.00
	0.00
	0.72
	0.71
	0.02
	N/A

	Students with disabilities v. Students without disabilities
	0.92
	0.89
	0.03
	0.01
	1.10
	0.97
	0.12
	0.06
	1.10
	1.10
	0.00
	N/A

	Identified LEP4 v. non-LEP
	0.85
	0.96
	-0.112,3
	-0.05
	1.16
	1.23
	-0.072,3
	-0.03
	0.95
	1.05
	-0.102,3
	N/A


Table reads: Between 2003 and 2005, the achievement gap in reading between African American and white 4th graders widened from 0.77 to 0.79 standard deviation units. This represents a total gap increase of 0.02 standard deviation units over the two-year period, or an average of about 0.01 units per year. 

Note: In this table, positive values represent achievement gap reductions and negative values represent gap increases. 

1 Numbers in this column are subject to rounding error.

2 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level was less than 5% of the total state student population tested at this grade or fewer than 500 students, so changes for this subgroup should be interpreted with caution. 

3 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level changed by at least +/-25% over the years reported, so year-to-year changes in results may be due to changes in the composition of the subgroup as well as changes in achievement. 

4 Subgroup includes students who are considered limited-English-proficient for purposes of NCLB accountability.

Table NC-8. Achievement Gap Trends in Math (Effect Size)

	
	Grade 4
	Grade 8
	Grade 10

	Student Subgroup
	2002 Gap
	2005 Gap
	Change in Gap, 
2002-20051
	Average 
Annual Reduction1
	2002 Gap
	2005 Gap
	Change in Gap, 
2002-20051
	Average 
Annual Reduction1
	2003 Gap
	2004 Gap
	Change in Gap, 
2003-20031
	Average 
Annual Reduction1

	African American v. white
	0.90
	0.86
	0.03
	0.01
	0.89
	0.91
	-0.02
	-0.01
	0.90
	0.90
	0.01
	N/A

	Hispanic v. white
	0.59
	0.58
	0.022,3
	0.01
	0.67
	0.65
	0.022,3
	0.01
	0.74
	0.72
	0.022,3
	N/A

	Free/reduced lunch v. Non-free/reduced lunch
	0.82
	0.81
	0.01
	0.00
	0.81
	0.86
	-0.053
	-0.02
	0.74
	0.71
	0.03
	N/A

	Students with disabilities v. Students without disabilities
	0.73
	0.76
	-0.03
	-0.01
	0.99
	0.98
	0.01
	0.00
	1.04
	1.04
	0.00
	N/A

	Identified LEP4 v. non-LEP
	0.56
	0.67
	-0.112,3
	-0.04
	0.77
	0.78
	-0.012,3
	0.00
	0.72
	0.75
	-0.032,3
	N/A


Table reads: Between 2002 and 2005, the achievement gap in math between African American and white 4th graders narrowed from 0.90 to 0.86 standard deviation units. This represents a total gap reduction of 0.03 standard deviation units over the three-year period, or an average of about 0.01 units per year. 

Note: In this table, positive values represent achievement gap reductions and negative values represent gap increases. 

1 Numbers in this column are subject to rounding error.

2 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level was less than 5% of the total state student population tested at this grade or fewer than 500 students, so changes for this subgroup should be interpreted with caution. 

3 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level changed by at least +/-25% over the years reported, so year-to-year changes in results may be due to changes in the composition of the subgroup as well as changes in achievement. 

4 Subgroup includes students who are considered limited-English-proficient for purposes of NCLB accountability.
Supplemental Tables
Z-Score Tables
Supplemental Table NC-1a. Percentage of Students Scoring at the Proficient Level or Above in Reading, Converted to Z-Scores

	Grade Level
	Percentage proficient/Z-score
	Reporting Year
	Pre-NCLB
Average Yearly Gain1
	Post-NCLB
Average Yearly Gain1

	
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	
	

	Grade 3

     
	% proficient
	
	
	
	
	83%
	83%
	83%
	85%
	N/A
	0.8

	
	Z-score
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.94
	0.97
	0.97
	1.03
	N/A
	0.03

	Grade 4


	% proficient
	
	
	
	
	84%
	84%
	84%
	85%
	N/A
	0.6

	
	Z-score
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.98
	0.98
	0.97
	1.05
	N/A
	0.02

	Grade 5


	% proficient
	
	
	
	
	89%
	90%
	90%
	91%
	N/A
	0.6

	
	Z-score
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1.21
	1.25
	1.29
	1.31
	N/A
	0.03

	Grade 6

     z-score
	% proficient
	
	
	
	
	82%
	81%
	82%
	83%
	N/A
	0.5

	
	Z-score
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.90
	0.87
	0.92
	0.96
	N/A
	0.02

	Grade 7

     z-score
	% proficient
	
	
	
	
	85%
	86%
	86%
	88%
	N/A
	0.9

	
	Z-score
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1.05
	1.07
	1.08
	1.18
	N/A
	0.04

	Grade 8

     z-score
	% proficient
	
	
	
	
	88%
	89%
	89%
	89%
	N/A
	0.3

	
	Z-score
	 
	 
	 
	 
	1.16
	1.21
	1.23
	1.21
	N/A
	0.02

	Grade 10

     z-score
	% proficient
	
	
	
	
	65%
	66%
	
	 
	N/A
	1.0

	
	Z-score
	 
	 
	 
	 
	0.38
	0.41
	 
	 
	N/A
	0.03


Table reads: The percentage of North Carolina 3rd graders who scored at or above the proficient level in reading can be expressed as a z-score of 0.94 for 2003, 0.97for 2004 and 2005, and 1.03 for 2006.The average yearly gain in achievement expressed as a z-score was 0.03 after NCLB took effect (2002-2006).

 Averages are subject to rounding error.

Supplemental Table NC-2a.  Percentage of Students Scoring at the Proficient Level or Above in Math, Converted to Z-Scores

	Grade Level
	Percentage proficient/Z-score
	Reporting Year
	Pre-NCLB
Average Yearly Gain1
	Post-NCLB
Average Yearly Gain1

	
	
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	2005
	2006
	
	

	Grade 3
	% proficient
	70%
	72%
	74%
	77%
	89%
	89%
	86%
	 
	2.4
	2.9

	
	Z-score
	0.52
	0.58
	0.63
	0.75
	1.22
	1.23
	1.08
	 
	0.07
	-0.19

	Grade 4
	% proficient
	83%
	84%
	87%
	89%
	95%
	95%
	93%
	 
	2.1
	1.4

	
	Z-score
	0.94
	1.01
	1.11
	1.22
	1.62
	1.60
	1.48
	 
	0.09
	-0.31

	Grade 5
	% proficient
	82%
	83%
	87%
	89%
	93%
	93%
	91%
	 
	2.0
	0.8

	
	Z-score
	0.93
	0.95
	1.11
	1.20
	1.44
	1.51
	1.33
	 
	0.09
	-0.30

	Grade 6
	% proficient
	81%
	81%
	83%
	86%
	90%
	90%
	90%
	 
	1.8
	1.3

	
	Z-score
	0.88
	0.88
	0.95
	1.10
	1.29
	1.28
	1.30
	 
	0.07
	-0.27

	Grade 7
	% proficient
	82%
	81%
	81%
	83%
	84%
	85%
	85%
	 
	0.3
	0.6

	
	Z-score
	0.93
	0.87
	0.89
	0.97
	0.99
	1.03
	1.05
	 
	0.01
	-0.33

	Grade 8
	% proficient
	78%
	81%
	80%
	82%
	84%
	85%
	85%
	 
	1.6
	0.8

	
	Z-score
	0.76
	0.86
	0.82
	0.93
	1.00
	1.04
	1.02
	 
	0.06
	-0.33

	Grade 10
	% proficient
	61%
	63%
	67%
	
	70%
	71%
	
	 
	2.7
	1.1

	
	Z-score
	0.29
	0.33
	0.43
	 
	0.53
	0.56
	 
	 
	0.07
	0.03


Table reads: The percentage of North Carolina 3rd graders who scored at or above the proficient level in math can be expressed as a z-score of 0.52 for 1999, 0.75 for 2002, and 1.08 for 2006.The average yearly gain in achievement expressed as a z-score was 0.07 before NCLB took effect (1999-2002), compared with -0.19 after NCLB took effect (2002-2006).

 Averages are subject to rounding error.

Supplemental Table NC-3a. Achievement Gap Trends in Reading, Converted to Z-Scores

	
	Grade 4
	Grade 8
	Grade 10

	Student Subgroup
	Gap in % proficient/

Z-score
	Gap 2003
	Gap 

2006
	Change in Gap,

03-061
	Average
Annual Gap Change1
	Gap 2003
	Gap 2006
	Change in Gap, 

03-061
	Average Annual Gap Change1
	Gap 2003
	Gap 2004
	Change in Gap,

03-041
	Average Annual Gap Change1

	African American v. white
	Gap in % proficient
	16.8
	16.2
	0.6
	0.2
	15.6
	14.2
	1.4
	0.5
	31.5
	29.9
	1.6
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.67
	0.69
	-0.02
	-0.01
	0.74
	0.73
	0.02
	0.01
	0.84
	0.80
	0.04
	N/A

	Hispanic v. white
	Gap in % proficient
	16.9
	14.9
	2.0
	0.7
	19.7
	15.3
	4.4
	1.5
	29.3
	29.7
	-0.4
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.67
	0.65
	0.023
	0.01
	0.87
	0.76
	0.112,3
	0.04
	0.78
	0.80
	-0.022
	N/A

	Asian v. white
	Gap in % proficient
	2.0
	-1.0
	1.0
	0.3
	2.4
	1.3
	1.1
	0.4
	8.6
	5.4
	3.2
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.11
	-0.07
	0.042
	0.01
	0.17
	0.10
	0.062
	0.02
	0.25
	0.16
	0.092
	N/A

	American Indian/ Alaskan Native v. white
	Gap in % proficient
	13.3
	13.3
	0.0
	0.0
	11.8
	12.7
	-0.9
	-0.3
	25.5
	28.7
	-3.2
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.55
	0.59
	-0.042
	-0.01
	0.61
	0.67
	-0.062
	-0.02
	0.69
	0.77
	-0.092
	N/A

	Free/reduced lunch v. Non free/reduced lunch
	Gap in % proficient
	17.6
	15.2
	2.4
	0.8
	16.5
	13.7
	2.8
	0.9
	27.8
	27.5
	0.3
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.75
	0.69
	0.05
	0.02
	0.80
	0.73
	0.08
	0.03
	0.73
	0.73
	0.00
	N/A

	Students with disabilities v. non students with disabilities
	Gap in % proficient
	32.2
	26.3
	5.9
	2.0
	36.6
	27.5
	9.1
	3.0
	47.1
	47.3
	-0.2
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	1.02
	0.89
	0.14
	0.05
	1.27
	1.01
	0.26
	0.09
	1.27
	1.27
	0.00
	N/A

	LEP4 v. non-LEP
	Gap in % proficient
	23.9
	20.5
	3.4
	1.1
	34.5
	27.6
	6.9
	2.3
	39.1
	44.0
	-4.9
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.75
	0.69
	0.062,3
	0.02
	1.10
	0.95
	0.152,3
	0.05
	1.03
	1.18
	-0.152
	N/A


Table reads: The proficiency gap between African American and white 4th graders in reading can be expressed as a z-score of 0.67 for 2003 and 0.69 for 2006. Between 2003 and 2006, the gap increased by a z-score of 0.02, an average increase of 0.01 per year. 

Note: A minus sign before a number means that the subgroup of interest (such as Asian students) outperformed the comparison group (such as white students).

1 In this column, a positive number represents a narrowing of the achievement gap and a negative number represents a widening of the gap.  Numbers in this column are subject to rounding error.
2 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level was less than 5% of the total state student population tested at this grade or fewer than 500 students, so changes for this subgroup should be interpreted with caution. 

3 The number of students tested in this subgroup changed by at least +/-25% during the years reported, so year-to-year changes in results may be due to changes in the composition of the subgroup. 

4 Subgroup includes students who are considered limited-English-proficient for purposes of NCLB accountability.

Supplemental Table NC-4a. Achievement Gap Trends in Math, Converted to Z-Scores

	
	Grade 4
	Grade 8
	Grade 10

	Student Subgroup
	Gap in % proficient/

Z-score
	Gap 2002
	Gap 2005
	Change in Gap,

02-051
	Average
Annual Gap Change1
	Gap 2002
	Gap 2005
	Change in Gap, 

02-051
	Average Annual Gap Change1
	Gap 2003
	Gap 2004
	Change in Gap,

03-041
	Average Annual Gap Change1

	African American v. white
	Gap in % proficient
	15.0
	8.6
	6.4
	2.1
	21.9
	19.2
	2.7
	0.9
	30.7
	29.5
	1.2
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.75
	0.55
	0.21
	0.07
	0.80
	0.78
	0.02
	0.01
	0.86
	0.84
	0.02
	N/A

	Hispanic v. white
	Gap in % proficient
	8.4
	3.9
	4.5
	1.5
	18.1
	13.4
	4.7
	1.6
	25.4
	24.0
	1.4
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.50
	0.30
	0.202,3
	0.07
	0.69
	0.60
	0.092,3
	0.03
	0.73
	0.70
	0.022
	N/A

	Asian v. white
	Gap in % proficient
	-0.6
	0.0
	0.6
	0.2
	-2.3
	-2.0
	0.3
	0.1
	-0.9
	-2.1
	-1.2
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	-0.05
	0.00
	0.052
	0.02
	-0.14
	-0.14
	0.002
	0.00
	-0.03
	-0.08
	-0.052
	N/A

	American Indian/ Alaskan Native v. white
	Gap in % proficient
	10.3
	2.8
	7.5
	2.5
	14.1
	11.0
	3.1
	1.0
	20.9
	23.3
	-2.4
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.58
	0.23
	0.35
	0.12
	0.57
	0.51
	0.052
	0.02
	0.61
	0.68
	-0.072
	N/A

	Free/reduced lunch v. Non free/reduced lunch
	Gap in % proficient
	12.7
	6.5
	6.2
	2.1
	18.7
	17.4
	1.3
	0.4
	25.3
	23.3
	2.0
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.69
	0.44
	0.25
	0.08
	0.68
	0.75
	-0.073
	-0.02
	0.70
	0.65
	0.04
	N/A

	Students with disabilities v. non students with disabilities
	Gap in % proficient
	18.3
	16.6
	1.7
	0.6
	35.4
	35.0
	0.4
	0.1
	46.0
	44.9
	1.1
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.74
	0.86
	-0.12
	-0.04
	1.07
	1.12
	-0.06
	-0.02
	1.23
	1.20
	0.03
	N/A

	LEP4 v. non-LEP
	Gap in % proficient
	9.9
	7.2
	2.7
	0.9
	25.1
	20.2
	4.9
	1.6
	28.1
	29.4
	-1.3
	N/A

	
	Z-score
	0.42
	0.41
	0.002,3
	0.00
	0.75
	0.66
	0.092,3
	0.03
	0.73
	0.77
	-0.042
	N/A


Table reads: The proficiency gap between African American and white 4th graders in math can be expressed as a z-score of 0.75 for 2002 and 0.55 for 2005. Between 2002 and 2005, the gap narrowed by a z-score of 0.21, an average reduction of 0.07 per year. 

Note: A minus sign before a number means that the subgroup of interest (such as Asian students) outperformed the comparison group (such as white students).

1 In this column, a positive number represents a narrowing of the achievement gap and a negative number represents a widening of the gap.  Numbers in this column are subject to rounding error.
2 The number of students tested in this subgroup at this grade level was less than 5% of the total state student population tested at this grade or fewer than 500 students, so changes for this subgroup should be interpreted with caution. 

3 The number of students tested in this subgroup changed by at least +/-25% during the years reported, so year-to-year changes in results may be due to changes in the composition of the subgroup. 

4 Subgroup includes students who are considered limited-English-proficient for purposes of NCLB accountability.

Test-Taking Population Table
The table below shows the number of students taking the state test in reading and math at each grade level and for each subgroup. The table also shows the percentage of all test-takers in a given grade who belong to each subgroup, and the change in the number of test-takers by subgroup between 2002 and 2006.
The data in this table were used to inform the analyses for tables NC-5 through NC-8. In particular, we used these data to determine which subgroups were small or had changed significantly in size—factors indicating that achievement trends from these subgroups should be interpreted with caution. The table below displays in italics the subgroups that include fewer than 500 students or less than 5% of the test-taking population in a given grade; these subgroups are highlighted in footnote 2 in tables NC-5 through NC-8. The table displays in bold the subgroups that have experienced a population change of more than 25% over the years analyzed; these subgroups are highlighted in footnote 3 in tables NC-5 through NC-8. 

Supplemental Table NC-5. Changes in Number of Test-Takers

	
	Grade 4
	Grade 8
	Grade 10

	Student Subgroup
	 Subject
	Number of Test-Takers, 2003 (2002 Math)
	Number of Test-Takers, 2006 (2005 Math)
	% of Test-Takers in Subgroup, 2003 (2002 Math)
	Change in # of Test-Takers, 

03-06 (02-05 Math) 
	Number of Test-Takers, 2003 (2002 Math)
	Number of Test-Takers, 2006 (2005 Math)
	% of Test-Takers in Subgroup, 2003 (2002 Math)
	Change in # of Test-Takers, 

03-06 (02-05 Math) 
	Number of Test-Takers, 2003
	Number of Test-Takers, 2004
	% of Test-Takers in Subgroup, 2003
	Change in # of Test-Takers,

 03-04

	All students in state

 
	Reading
	100,351
	101,699
	100.0%
	1.3%
	101,948
	106,768
	100.0%
	4.7%
	86,854
	91,285
	100.0%
	5.1%

	
	Math
	101,120
	101,988
	100.0%
	0.9%
	96,325
	106,290
	100.0%
	10.3%
	86,753
	91,170
	100.0%
	5.1%

	White
	Reading
	58,705
	57,691
	58.5%
	-1.7%
	62,455
	61,507
	61.3%
	-1.5%
	55,142
	57,074
	63.5%
	3.5%

	
	Math
	60,405
	58,295
	59.7%
	-3.5%
	60,700
	62,517
	63.0%
	3.0%
	55,097
	57,011
	63.5%
	3.5%

	African American

 
	Reading
	30,258
	27,721
	30.2%
	-8.4%
	30,203
	37,360
	29.6%
	23.7%
	24,341
	26,031
	28.0%
	6.9%

	
	Math
	30,526
	28,912
	30.2%
	-5.3%
	27,879
	31,949
	28.9%
	14.6%
	24,312
	25,963
	28.0%
	6.8%

	Hispanic
	Reading
	5,722
	9,178
	5.7%
	60.4%
	4,541
	7,026
	4.5%
	54.7%
	3,354
	3,886
	3.9%
	15.9%

	
	Math
	4,918
	8,190
	4.9%
	66.5%
	3,495
	6,178
	3.6%
	76.8%
	3,362
	3,892
	3.9%
	15.8%

	Asian
 
	Reading
	1,939
	2,239
	1.9%
	15.5%
	1,932
	2,131
	1.9%
	10.3%
	1,818
	1,904
	2.1%
	4.7%

	
	Math
	1,818
	2,077
	1.8%
	14.2%
	1,749
	1,984
	1.8%
	13.4%
	1,829
	1,904
	2.1%
	4.1%

	American Indian/ Alaskan Native
	Reading
	1,445
	1,474
	1.4%
	2.0%
	1,384
	1,549
	1.4%
	11.9%
	1,100
	1,150
	1.3%
	4.5%

	
	Math
	1,485
	1,517
	1.5%
	2.2%
	1,300
	1,503
	1.3%
	15.6%
	1,098
	1,154
	1.3%
	5.1%

	Free/reduced lunch
 
	Reading
	46,327
	47,631
	46.2%
	2.8%
	39,833
	46,168
	39.1%
	15.9%
	23,357
	26,054
	26.9%
	11.5%

	
	Math
	44,515
	48,385
	44.0%
	8.7%
	33,804
	45,620
	35.1%
	35.0%
	23,351
	25,997
	26.9%
	11.3%

	Students with disabilities
	Reading
	14,832
	11,761
	14.8%
	-20.7%
	14,274
	11,331
	14.0%
	-20.6%
	9,209
	10,320
	10.6%
	12.1%

	
	Math
	14,093
	16,087
	13.9%
	14.1%
	11,996
	14,891
	12.5%
	24.1%
	9,186
	10,284
	10.6%
	12.0%

	LEP1
 
	Reading
	3,362
	5,650
	3.4%
	68.1%
	2,105
	3,400
	2.1%
	61.5%
	1,870
	1,799
	2.2%
	-3.8%

	
	Math
	2,447
	4,723
	2.4%
	93.0%
	1,363
	2,826
	1.4%
	107.3%
	1,890
	1,816
	2.2%
	-3.9%


Table reads: In 2003, 30,258 students in the African American subgroup took the state test in reading in grade 4; this subgroup made up 30.2% of the 100,351 grade 4 test-takers in reading that year. In 2006, 27,721 students in the African American subgroup took the 4th grade reading test, a decrease of 8.4% in the number of African American test-takers compared with 2003.
Note: Italic type indicates that the subgroup makes up less than 5% of the test-taking population at that grade or fewer than 500 students; bold type indicates that the number of test-takers has changed by a minimum of +/- 25% over the years shown.
1 Subgroup includes students who are considered limited-English-proficient for purposes of NCLB accountability. 












































































