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PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTSFOR FY 2000

The Illinois Prekindergarten Program for Children At Risk of Academic Failure provides state
grants to public school districts to conduct preschool education programs for children ages three
to fivewho are at risk of academic failure. General findings are asfollows:

The Early Childhood Block Grant funding increased from $153.6 million in FY 99 to $169.6
million in FY 2000. Under the Early Childhood Block Grant the following programs can
receive funding: the Prekindergarten At-Risk program, the Parental Training program, and
the Prevention Initiative program.

Statewide, 407 projects received state funds to serve children in 609 districts. Forty-seven of
these projects served 202 districts under joint agreements with other districts.

A total of 53,386 children were served during FY 2000, a 7% increase from FY 99. Of the
total served, 13,024 children (24%) were in their second year of the prekindergarten program.
Of the children eligible after screening, 73% were served and 7,265 children were on a
waiting list at the end of the 2000 school year.

The average amount spent per child from the appropriation increased by 8%, from $2,460 in
FY 97 to $2,654 in FY 2000.

Statewide, teachers ranked 18% of the children who participated in prekindergarten programs
as “above average” and 62% as “average” in their kindergarten readiness skills.

About 30% of the children served were from single-parent homes and 5% were living with
adults other than their parents. About 70% of the children were eligible for free or reduced-
price lunch and 56% were minority children.

Almost 94% of parents were reported to be involved in at least one parent involvement
activity. Forty-three percent of the parents participated in four or more parent involvement
activities.

The average teacher-child ratio was 1 to 18 (17.78), and the average adult-child (teacher and
teacher’s aide) ratio was 1 to 8.7. Some 1,590 full-time equivalent teachers were paid by the
grant, about 256 were employed as parent coordinators, and 1,567 worked as teacher’s aides
in FY 2000.

Statewide, 24% of three-year-olds and 76% of four-year-old children were served in
FY 2000.

Since the beginning of the program (FY 87), ISBE has been collecting data to follow the
academic progress of the children who participated in the program. Data for downstate
students indicate that across three instructional areas, 76 to 82% of students in kindergarten
and 72 to 76% of students in eighth grade were ranked as “above average” or “average” by
their teachers. In Chicago, these percentages are 58 to 63 in third grade, and 55% in eighth
grade reading and mathematics and 36% in eighth grade language.

Illinois Standards Achievement Tests (ISAT) results for downstate previous prekindergarten
students in third grade reveal that 55% “meet” or “exceed” the standards in writing and 75%
“meet” or “exceed” the standards in mathematics. In eighth grade, 41% of the students
“meet” or “exceed” the standards in mathematics, while in writing and science these
percentages are 64% and 72% respectively.



[ ]

The ISAT results for Chicago students previously enrolled in prekindergarten show that their
level of performance is the same as all the other Chicago students in all subjects at all grade
levels.

The Illinois State Board of Education estimates 140,066 three- and four-year-old children to
be at risk of academic failure in Illinois. With this estimate as a guide, the Illinois
Prekindergarten Program served 38% of the total at-risk children in FY 2000. Head Start
programs served another 33,168 (24%) children in FY 2000.
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WHO PARTICIPATES IN THE PREKINDERGARTEN
PROGRAM IN I_LLINOIS" '

In 1985, the Illinois ‘State Board of Edudation (ISBE) adopted a policy on early <hildhood .~
education and was authorized by legislation to administer grants to school districts to operate -
prekmdergarten programs for children three to five years of age. The eligible population to be .

served in this program was descrlbed as chlldren who were at risk of academic failure because -
~ of their home and community environment.” Many of the at- risk children come from low-
income. families and families where English is not spoken as the primary language in the home.
" Many are children of teen-aged parents who have not yet completed high school ‘Some are -
chlldren who were born prematurely or had a low birth-weight. ' S

“How are p'artlelpants lden_tlﬁeﬁ?

Children are identified for the program through individual screening and assessment, not by their
membership in a given group or the characteristics of their families. Individual pro_lects establish
their own eligibility criteria and methods for screening based on local needs. No single uniform
eligibility standard or screening system is applied to all age-appropriate populatmns Because the:
program eligibility is based on local needs, the characteristics and serwces of the programs vary. '
accordmg to the needs of thelr pammpants ' :

" How was mforma-tlon collected"

This report is based on mfonnatlon collected from. each project at the end of the school year-'

- using the following data collection instruments: - Prekindergarten Student Record for information .

~-about the characteristics of students served, their status-and performance Prekindergarten
“ Program Record - for information regardmg program characteristics; and Prekindergarten
Follow-Up Report for information to measure perfonnance of partlcapatmg chlldren in
- Suceeedmg school years,

‘For the follow- -up study, a random sample of at least. 25 33% of the chitdren who prekusly

participated  in the program were -selected from each grade. - Each student’s academic =

performance was determined by - Illinois Standards - Achievement Test scores (ISAT) in
conjunction with local rankings of “above average,’ " “average,” “below average,” or “deficient.” .
" The local rankings were based on sul:t]ectlve _]udgments mfluenced by locally deﬁned o
_"perfonnance standards and assessment practrces :

Because of the variations in programs and student character:stlcs assumptions lmkmg program
services to participant outcomes should be made with caution. However, the data collected and
. the subsequent evaluation help identify factors that seem to be related to perfonnance and'

provide a partial exp]anatton of how students are respondmg to prekmdergarten expenences



Table 1: The Prekindergarten At-Risk Program in INinois from FY 86 to FY 2000

1% Change__i.n Appropriation |

13* 6
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_Ci:riilaren Screenéd_' -'24.346 26.749 '23".'_9_93_ 32,161- 45,770' 57.482- .6'7,3-38. 71;470_ _r5,519- _73,9_53‘-_'_ 774,66'3 83,_73'7'{ 82,6’83 - 81805 '_81,070" g
él:igfiblé after Screening ﬁa_ na - na na . ra. na na o na _:fna‘_ 43319 435:,673_... 54,030 "54,044:_ ,'52?35.;. .:55,_5'73,'_-
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f_.Ezll;Q'ible-Chila{ran_'Ser\red na na | na .na na 'n_a= | na . na na 58% 63% .63%. ..65%- .71%_ 73%
|summer Enrotiment na na na na 9,300 13550 5055 4558 3,538 4704 4709 1453 1574 16 2457
;.?.%;.h'i,d,én on Waiting List~ | na o na " na. na 6674 7,137 10,235 12,551 ha 9,246 13579 10352 7939 7.265
Appropriation in Milions 121 127 "12-_7 239 8 63 715 - 755 877 '_92'.'_1' 1019 1122 1234 = @'
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* The row ' Children Served' also includes children served for their second year in the Prekindergarten At-Risk Program.

~* Projects reported children on the waiting list only if their parents wanted them on the list. Some parents chose instead to enroll |

- their children in Head Start or another preschool program. Children who were on a waiting listin the previous |
-school year could have been enrolled in the current school year of The Prekmdergarten At Rrsk Program o

- 'nd = data not available

***|n FY99, $153.6 million was appropnated asa par’r of the Early Chrldhood Block Grant The amount spent on prekmdergarten programs

rs not available.

'@ In FY2000, $169 6 mrlhon was appropnated asa part of Early Chlldhood Block Grant.




HOW I-IAS PARTICIPATION IN THE PREKINDERGARTEN
| PROGRAM CHAN GED SINCE ITS INCEPTION IN 1986"

Early Chl]dhood Block Gra.nt funded 407 prekmderganen pro_]eets in ﬁsca] year 2000
Forty-seven projects served more than one district under the joint agreements, making a total of
609 districts served; almost three times the number of districts served dunng the first full year of _
the program in FY 87. From a total of 81,070 children screened, 55,573 were eligible and 53,386
‘were served, 13,024 of whom were in their second year of the program Projects reported a total
of 7,265 children on the waiting list at the end of school year 2000." The number of students on -
the waiting list has consistently declined for the. last three years Table 1 on page 2’ proﬁles
program partrcrpatron from FY 86 through FY 2000.

The increase in funds for FY 2000 resulted in a 7% increase in the number of chlldren enro]led in
the program. This increase may be the result of ISBE s efforts to encourage projects to maximize
the use of staff and space resources made available through the program appropriation. Table 1
reveals that even with. fewer children being screened in FY 99 and FY 2000, more children were
~eligible for the program. In FY 97 and in FY 99, 64.5% of the children screened were eligible for
the program while in FY 2000, this number increased to 68.5%. About 73% of the eligible
“children were served and 13% were on a waiting list in FY 2000. ' AU

Table 2 shows the number of chlldren who were ehg:ble for the program the number who_
received services, and the number of children on wamng lists by downstate Chlcago and
statewxde : .

Table 2. Program Ellglblllty and Pal"l'lﬂpatll)l'l for Downstate, Chicago, :

and Statewnde in FY 2000 _ R
' ~ Downstate Chicago = Statewide
Ch]ldren Screened o 59432 -2'1.,638 © 8L070
Ehg}b]e after Screemng ' ' .35_,484 . 20,089 _ ' 55,573
Children Served First Year | 2213 16149 40362
) Cbildr_en Served in their Second Year ' _ _
ofthe Program -~ 9,527 _ - 3,497 ' 13,024
| Total Children Served - . 33,740 - 19646 53386
| Children on Waiting Lists L 5354 e 7,265
| Total Number of Children Served _ : : S
Dunng the Summer _ 2,457 0 2457
Number of Chlldren Who
Patticipated only in the o ' _ o
Summer Program - . 346 _ 0 3467



HAS THE PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAM INCREASED
CHILDREN’S READINESS FOR KINDERGARTEN?

At the end of the prekindergarten program, teachers rank each child’s readiness for kindergarten
according to a four-category scale: “above average,” “average,” “below average,” and
“deficient.” These rankings are based on teacher judgment influenced by local assessment
practices.

In FY 2000, 80% of participating children were ranked as “above average” or “average” in their
kindergarten readiness level. In downstate, 85% of the at-risk children were ranked as “average”
or “above average” in their readiness skills after participation in the program, and in Chicago the
number was 72%. Figure 1 compares the performance of children statewide in FY 2000 with the
performance of Chicago and downstate children. It should be emphasized that differences in
rankings may be the result of different assessment instruments and performance criteria.

Figure 1: Kindergarten Readiness Level

80

Above Avg. Average Below Avg. Deficient

O Statewide ODownstate B Chicago



WHAT FACTORS CONTRIBUTED TO CHILDREN’S READINESS
FOR KINDERGARTEN"

Research has shown that env1ronmentai background plays a major role in academlc success or
failure. To evaluate the characteristics of the children served, projects are asked to report
information on each child’s ethnicity, family structure, health, primary language, eligibility for
fnee or reduced-pnce lunch, and prevaous preschool experiences

: What are the famlly structures of students"

~ About tWo-thirds (65%) of the children served came from homes where both parents are present
(excluding 1% whose family structure was unknown) ThlS percentage has remamed about the :
same since FY 87 : '

_Chlldren who lived w:th two parents were rémkéd higher in terms of kindergarten 'readiness than '
~children from other family structures. Almost 82% were ranked as “above average” or “average”.
.compared to 75% of the:children from single-parent fam111es and 76% of the children who lived

- -with an adult other than a parcnt

" What were the_ ,racial 'and ethnic backgrounds of the children served?

~In FY 2000, more than half the chlldren served (56%) were from a mmority group. About 44%
‘of the children were white; 26% black 25%. Hlspamc and 3% Asnan “Other” including
_ Amerlcan Indians accounted for 2%. :

Statewide, the program s ethnic and racial configuration has been changing since-FY 90. In -
FY 90, 32% of the participating children were black, compared to 26% in FY 2000. The
percentages of white children decreased from 50% i in FY 90 to 41% in FY 97 and increased back
"o 44% in FY 2000, and each year the percent of Hispanic children has gradually increased from

- 16%-in FY 90 to 25% in FY 2000. Figure 2 shows the ethmc breakdown of the children served

: ",Chlc'a'go serves vastly "d-]ﬁ‘erent perc_:entag‘es of ethnic and rac1aI groups than the rest of the state..
Most of the children served in Chicago are black (45%) and Hispanic (42%), while projects
downstate served 15% black and 17% Hispanic students. - The ethnic distribution of children
-~ served in the downstate projects has changed slightly with decreases in white and black children
-+ -served and- an increase in- Hlspamc children. In Chicago, the percentage of Hispanic children

- increased gradually from 22% in FY 87 t0.37% in FY 95 to 41% in FY 97 and has remained the-

~ same since, ardthe percentage of black children decreased from 55% in FY 90 to 48% inFY97

and 45% in FY 2000.




Figure 2: Percentage of Children Served by Ethnicity

Statewide

’7 Downstate —‘ Chicago

Chicago School District 299 did not submit individual students’ racial-ethnicity data, therefore,
analysis of readiness level and ethnicity for statewide data is not available.

In downstate Illinois, 86% of white children were ranked by their teachers as “above average” to
“average” compared to 83% of black children and 82% of Hispanic children. This difference in

ranking between the ethnicities was larger in previous years.

Table 3: Readiness Level by Ethnicity - Downstate

Readiness Level White Black Hispanic Asian Other
Above Average 28.1 26.5 229 40.7 249
Average 58.3 56.1 ok s 48.5 61.3
Below Average 11.6 1521 15.7 8.3 11.2
Deficient 2.0 23 2.2 2.5 2.6




Did the family income level relate to readiness?

Eligibility for free and reduced-price lunch is used to determine which children come from low-
income families. Since most programs operate only half days and do not offer meals, the lunch
status of 18% of downstate but less than 1% of Chicago participants was unknown in FY 2000.

Fifty-nine percent of the children served statewide were eligible for free lunch and another 11%
were eligible for reduced-price lunch. These figures have been slowly shifting since FY 97. In
FY 97, 64% of children served were eligible for free lunch and 10% for reduced-price lunch.
Chicago programs served many more low-income children, 91% compared to 55% downstate.
See Figure 3.

Figure 3:
Figure 3: Percentage of Children Served by Lunch Status
Statewide
Not Eligible
30%
Free Lunch
59%
Reduced Price
1%
! 2 Downstate £ ' r : Chicago '
|
| | Not Eligible
| o,
Not | 6% 9%
Eligible ' s
45% Reduced Price

Reduced Pz <4
Price fei A
14% | 85% Free Lunch

Due to significant differences in the population served and the readiness-level criteria between
Chicago and downstate, the effect of family income on performance ranking diminishes in
statewide data. Separate data analyses for Chicago and downstate reveal that family income



_may have some. efTect on performance rank (see TabIe 4). " In Chlcago 82% of the chlldren who .
. were not eligible for free or reduced-price lunch performied at “average” and “above average”
' ff_compared to.70% of the children who were ehg1ble for free 1unch In downstate this dlﬁ'erence '

s §9% and 81%, respectively

tTable 4: Reatlmess Level by School Lunch Status

g Downstate E

Readmess Level | FreeLunch = | Rec_i_lic_ed- Price .~ { - Not Eligible
'AboveAverage b o242 0 | 289 312
Average . 867 - . 570 0 . . 579

| Below Aversge | 161 - | 124 96
: Deﬁcwnt R S T T e e 1.3
Chxcago ST A - S T
- [Above Average | 45 T 45 37 .
| Average - © 660 ' 7.7 S 781
| BelowAverage | - 230 . | 187 145
= 'D'.eﬂci"ent L 65 )} st 0 | 36

jHow are parents mvolved" '

All prekmdergarten pro_]ects are reqtured to include parent partxclpatlon and parent edueatmn
components in their programs. - Substantial evidence from research suggests that - parent
mvolvement has a ma_]or :nﬂuence on student achlevement : .

Almest 94% of parents pamcrpated in one or more activities, a decrease from 99% in FY 97.
Less than half (43%) of the parents partlc:]pated in four or more" activities. Almost ene-third

o 5.:(32%) of the parents ‘participated in- one or two parent activities. A total of 255.9 fyll-time

_ equlva}ent parent-ecoordxnatorlfacnhtators were employed by pm_jects FY 2000 data suggest that-
more parents partlc:pate in fewer’ parent involvemient activities. In'FY 2000, 32% of parents
{.1 partmpated in- one or two activities compared to 21% in FY 97. ISBE will contipue to track
' part:c:lpatmn to determiné the reason for this decline. Table 5 shows that high parent involvement
- anay  lead to better performance by the children. - Almost 26% of the children- whose' parents

'part1c1pated in five or more activities were ranked as “above average,’ " compared to 11% whose

e parcnts partlelpated in only one or two actlvmes, and 8% whose parents did not partlclpate at all.

Table 5 Readmess Level and Parent Partlclpatmn '

S5orMore: |- Four Three . | Oneor Two - 1
'Readi-nes.s}Levfel | Activities | Actmtlee | Activities | Activities * | No Activities |
| Above Average Aro263 - 1 230 | 180 109 79
| Average -} 6107, 621 | - 645 -59.0 1 680
. eiowAverage 10 1128 ) 1S b 2300 0 20
e Deﬁc1ent coole gy o o 200 0 240 S7E ] 40




:Tables 6 and 7 show the number of parents mvolved in dlfferent actlwtles '

'.Table 6 Number of Parents Served by Parent Edueatlon Actmtles

T ‘Number of *~
__-Type-ofParent:Edueatron_.g L Parents Serwed o

Percent of

Tota..l Parents

One-to-One Consultation/Counséling = ... :'24 375-'_’._ 8
‘Parent-Child Interaction Activities ..+ 27,795
Parenting Skill Development Activities - 23,-9:8'5_' |

| Health and Nutrition Workshop/Class - Lo 9,683

| Adult Literacy/Job Development Activities .. . 14,249

GED Classes = - - 2,259

{ Parent Resource Library BT 27,368 -
Lmkmg with Other Commiunity Resources : 27714

- 45
S 18
~27
4
51
43

| Othier Parent Education/Support Activities ~ * -~ 22,871

_Table 7: Number of Parents Involved by Actw:ty
' ' Number of Parents

“Percent of

' Tota] Parents

Type of Activities . Participating

Contnbutmg Materlals S ' s 26,329 -

' VlSltlnngbservmg in the Classroom - - 27,753
Attending Children’s Programs .~~~ . 31974
‘Attending Social Meetings 21337

| Attending Information Meetings - . .. 30,896

‘| Volunteering Outside the Classroom 012,002
Volunteering in the Classroom = S 28,061
Participating in Parent Support Groups - 9,798
Participating on Parent Advisory Boards .-~ . . 6,533
Book/Toy Lending lerary 32,6527

lFieldTrips - : | 26252 .

: 52 _
60

- 58

23

53

18

12

L "6']

49

dother . 0 3466

16



WHAT ARE THE PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS?

The . Prekindefgarteh At-Risk Program allows 'projec.ts to develop their own unique -at-risk
programs while continuing to operate within the Illinois State Board of Education’s guldelmes
The following section explains the dlffermg characterlstlcs of the projects. : -

-How do programs decide which children are eligible‘ for ser"\'r_ices?

Projects establish. their own criteria to determine which children are at risk of academic failure.
The Illinois State Board of Education requires the following to be included in screening: fine and
gross ‘motor skills, cognitive development, visual motor integration, - language and speech
' deve]opment, vocabulary, Enghsh proﬁcnency, and social competence

In FY 2000 almost half of the pro_}ects (47%) used the DIAL-R (Developmental Indicators for
the ‘Assessment of Learning-Revised) test as their primary screening tool. - About 17% of the
projects used district-developed or other tests, and the Brigance Diagnostic Inventory of Early
Development was used by 7% of the projects. When two screening instruments were used; the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Revised (PPVT-R) was most often used by projects (14%) as
the second instrument.

Besides the screening assessments, districts also must use other criteria to determine the
children’s eligibility to participate in the program. "About 96% of the projects consider low -
income and teenage parents as at-risk criteria. . Criteria such as parent’s education, drug/alcohol

abuse, child living with family other than parent, child’s primary language other than English, '
and a referral from other state agencies were tised by 92-94% of the projects. Other major at-risk

criteria were: . child suffering from chronic illness, one of the parents incarcerated, homeless.
‘fannly, and parents’ iliness.

What kinds of mstructlonal settmgs do programs use?

Instructmna] settings often depend upon avallable resources and the needs of the chﬂdren Some
projects offer more than one instructional setting (e.g:, half-day classroom and also full-day
classroom or classroom and also home-based program). In FY 2000, the 407 projects offered -
- 4385 d:fferent types of ingtructional settings. Most of the projects (86%), enrolling 98% of the

, _chlldren were classroom-based. - About 1.2% of the children were served through a combination
of classroom and home-based instruction, and less than one percent (0.8%) of the children were
served in only home-based settings compared to 1.5% in FY 97 and 1.8% in FY 99.

Ten to- 14 -hours a week of classroom-based education continues to be the most common
instructional setting serving 88.5% of the. chlldren About 4% of the children were served in a
classroom setting for the full day. Another one percent were served in 15 to 23 hours per week
of classroom instruction. ISBE encouraged projects to offer extended day care 1o the children
who are in a half-day classroom setting either at school or through collaboration with private day
care.  About 64 districts offered the extended full day care and educatmn in FY 2000, mcludmg
; Chlcago publlc schoo]s o

‘10_



. _What are the qualiﬁcatlons of educational staff"

- In FY 2000 the pro_]ects employed the equwalent of 1,590 full-tlme teachers, a 5% increase from

FY 99 and a 10% increase since FY 97. From FY 99, all teachers have held Early Childhood
Education Certlﬁ(:ates as requlred by law. - The full—ttme equivalent numbcr for. teachcr s dides

was 1, 567 for FY 2000. - : '

. Wihat is ;the student-t'e’acher ratio? '

.The Iargest classes had 20 students wnth one teacher and one teacher alde Flﬂy—five percent of
~ the largest classrooms had 15 to 19 children and 34% had 26 children in their classroom. The
~ average teacher-child ratio was 1 to 17.5. The average adult-child ratio (teacher and teacher’s
- aide) in the class was 1 to 8.7. This is a sl1ght increase from previous years. . In FY 97, these

ratios were 16 and 7, respecttvely and in FY 99, these ratios were 17.5:.and 8.7. The standard .

~ adult-child ratio specified in rules and regulations of the Illinois Prekmdergarten Program is one

' 'adult to 10 chlldren, with no more than 20 chlldren in each classroom ' : -

: What is the total cost of the program"

In FY 2000 $169.6 miflion dollars was approprlated for the Early Chlldhood block grant The
- following programs can be funded under the Early Childhood Block grant: the Prekmdergarten
At-R.lSk program, the Parontal Trammg program, and the Preventlon Imtratlve program

| ';Chlcago School District 299 received 62.7 million dolars for the early chlldhood programs ina
. Chicago block grant and as such, they are not reqmred to prowde ISBE with expendrturc data by.
Services.

-Downstate expenditure data reveal that about 46% of the total expendltures paid for mstructlonal
salaries and benefits. This percentage has remained relatively constant over the years. The total
_expenditure for salaries for all services was about 62%. The expense for all sapplies and
materials ‘was about 6%, out of which 3% was for instructional supplies and materials.
Transportatlon was the next highest expense after the mstructronal category.: Figure 4 shows the
_ percentages of downstate expenditure by serv1ces in FY2000

The avora_a.ge cost per chz]d for FYZOOO was $2,664, an 8% increase from FY97.

1




Figure 4: Downstate Expenditure by Service
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HOW DID STUDENTS WHO HAD PARTICIPATED
IN THE PROGRAM PERFORM IN LATER '
ELEMEN TARY GRADES" '

- The I]lmors Prekmdergarten At-RlSk Program is des:gned to. prov1de partlclpants wrth a’

“reasonable chance for academic success in school. Begitining in FY 93, in order to determine the -

success of the program, ISBE staff selected a random sample of 33% of the children who had
previously participated in the prekindergarten program from each grade level. To study the long-
term effects of participation, ISBE will continue every year to add another 33% of the current
preklndergarten participants to the study. :

'Teachers in elementary grades” were ‘asked to rank children- who parttcrpated in. the
prekmdergarten program on their academic performance ifi readmg, mathematics, language and @

behavior. . The four performance categ orles were “above average,” “avera e,” “below average,” = -
g .

and “deficuent »

Ch:eago data are not available for kmdergarten students who were in a prekmdergarten at-rlsk
program in FY 99 due to computer errors. Behavior data. for Chicago students ‘are“also not
available. For these reasons, downstate and Chicago. data are not combined to show statewide
results. However, the Chicago and downstate students data are shown separately in Tables 8
through 11 : '

The downstate follow—up data in Table 8 and Table 9 reveal the- followmg about students who:
. previously part:clpated in prekmdergarten programs ~

. At the end of the 1999:2000 schoo] year, 77 to 82% of the downstate studenta who'

' attended a prekindergarten at-risk program were ranked “above average” or “average” in’
kindergarten in three instructional areas (reading, language, mathematics). ‘Reading
rankmgs were the lowest (77%); mathemattcs and language were the hlghest (82%) :

L Behavnor of about 82-84% of the chlldren was Judged “above average or average” in
kindergarten through eighth grade. : . :

o The large majortty of students who were in a prekmdergarten program contmue to do
well At least 72% (readmg) to 77% {mathematics, language) of students were ranked as
average or “above average” through eaghth grade m all three mstructlonal areas..

. -Prievio'us prekindergarten participants who were ranked as “above average” by their

- teachers in kindergarten. continue to perform well in all three instructional areas
throughout thelr elementary grades About 25 to 30% of the students were ranked as. -
“above average.” e Lo .

‘e In mathematlcs and language, the percentage of students ranked by teachers as average

~decreased from 57% in kmdergarten to 42% in elghth grade mathematrcs and 46% in -
language ' - o
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. -The data reveal that after the frﬁh grade ‘the percentage of students ranked as “deﬁctent”

" increases from. sn;th ‘grade on in-all three instructional areas. In reading, from 1.9% in

: : the fifth grade to- 4.3%.in elghth gtade. In mathematics, these percentages are 2.9% and
i 6.3%; while in language students in the “deficient” category increased from 1, 9% i in the
,'th1rd grade 10 6.0%.in the seventh grade and 4. 3% in the erghth grade '

'_-'. Overall 71 to 77% students wefe ranked as average" or “above average” by their
h teachers in: a]l three mstructlonal areas, even in the e:ghth grade Lo : :

. _ . -.Overall 80 to 84% of the students were promoted to the next regu]ar grade each year
R throughout their eiementary career ' :

s The ‘data also reveal that ear]y retentron and ear]y supplementary help was not adequatc
* to_sustain the academic progress ‘of some students. In.the first and the second. grade,
' _some 20% of the students were ranked as “below average” or “deficient” in all three
. instrictional areas, bitt about 3% of the students were retamed in the first grade and 1 1%
. to'12% of the students recetved supplemental academlc sup -

Le Percentages of' students recetvmg supplemental academxc services are hlghest in the first o
- - grade (12.7%) and gradually dmp to 5 2% in the srxth grade and to 4.3% and 4 8% in the" -
S seventh and elghth grades _

. ‘The retention rate data (Table 9) reveal that the largest retentton rates were in
o kmdergarten (2.9%) and first grade (3.2%), ‘From second to fifth grade, the retenition rate
remains- low (one percent and below), mereasrng to. I 8 10.2.3% from srxth to-eighth .

grade,

e _Table 9 also shows that whrle the percentage of students recelvmg supplementa] help -
R decreases, the percentage of students receiving special education services increases. The
- percentage ‘of stidents receiving special education increased from 5.5%:i in the ﬁrst grade, . -
t0.9: 8% in the fourth grade and to 11. 5% in the seventh grade : e

Recommendatton L
These data demonstrate a-need for districts to concentrate eﬂ"orts on students whe were

ranked “below average” and “deficient” in early elementary grades by provldmg them
WIth substantlal supplemental academrc SUpport to prevent later school fatlure '



Table 8: Teachers Performance Ranking of Previous Prekindergarten At-Risk

Students in Elementary Grades, FY 2000-Downstate

T ABOVE BELOW
READING AVERAGE AVERAGE AVERAGE DEFICIENT
' % % - ' % %
KINDERGARTEN 27.2 50.3 19.2 3.4
FFIRST GRADE 32.2 430 20.4 4.4
JSECOND GRADE 3.7 44.3 21.2 2.8
THIRD GRADE 31.9 447 21.0 24
FOURTH GRADE 30.6 46.2 20.5 27
FIFTH GRADE 28.7 45.8 23.6 19
SIXTH GRADE 3.2 424 226 38,
SEVENTH GRADE: 328 42.0- 20.3 51
EIGHTH GRADE 30.0 46.7 19.0 43 -
MATHEMATICS
KINDERGARTEN - ‘28,7 §6.7 15.1 24
JFIRSTGRADE 311 51.9 14.3 27
SECOND GRADE 30.8. 52.5 14.5 24
THIRD GRADE - 315 49.5 16.7 24
FOURTH GRADE 20.9 - 48.6 18.9 26
FIFTH GRADE 271 48.9 23.0 29
SIXTH GRADE 28.8 458 - 201 53
SEVENTH GRADE 31.0 411 21.9 6.0
EIGHTH GRADE - 29.9 416 222 83 -
FLANGUAGE
KINDERGARTEN 24.8. 67.0 15.9 2.3
FIRST GRADE 27.4 51.8 17.8. 29
SECOND GRADE 27.3 528 17.5 24
THIRD GRADE 29.0 50.3 18.6 2.1
FOURTH GRADE 29.7 48.8 19.2 23
FIFTH GRADE 297 48.4 20.0 . 1.8
SIXTH GRADE 296 46.3 185 4.7
SEVENTH GRADE 31.0- 411 21.9 . 6.0
EIGHTH GRADE 29.0 46.4 203 4.3
IBEHAVIOR
KINDERGARTEN 33.5 61.9 126 20
FIRST GRADE 36.8 48.9 124 1.8
SECOND GRADE 38.1 48.7 117 18
THIRD GRADE 39.4 476 1.3 16
FOURTH GRADE 415 45.0 11.6 18
FIFTH GRADE 40.4 453 12.5 18
SIXTH GRADE 42.2 434 111 34
SEVENTH GRADE 42.0 43.6 121 24
EIGHTH GRADE 422 48.2 99 1.7
Number of students in the follow-up study
Kindergarten 8495 Fourth Grade 2443 Eighth Grade
First Grade 7248 Fifith Grade 1960 '
Second Grade 4386 Sixth Grade 1167
4380 Seventh Grade 886

Third Grade

15 -

6849
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Table 9: Recommended Placement for Previous Program Parﬁéipél_lts |

for 2000-2001 by Elementary Grades -Downstate

PLACEMENT KINDER-  FIRST SECOND THRD  FOURTH FIFTH 'SIXTH  SEVENTH  EIGHTH
GARTEN GRADE  GRADE  GRADE  GRADE GRADE GRADE GRADE = GRADE
- _ % - % %. % % % % % %

Advance to Next 812 775 80.0 798 799 836 - 823 . 809 83.8
Regular Grade . ' ' : - : .

AdvancetoNext | 8.3 127 1080 . 08 8.8 ‘73 82 - a3 438
Grade with Supple- ' ) o '

- Imental Services

Advance to Next 44 5.5 8.1 | 8.3 9.8 8.0 9.4 15 8.9
Grade with Sp.Ed. S

Services

Advanceto 0.6 0.1 0.0 0.0 00 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Tre_lnsition Class - ' .

Refer for Sp.Ed. 06 05 07 0.8 0.7 02 13 . 10 05
Placement '

{Bllingual Transition | 0.4 01- 00 . 03 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Classroom : '

Biiingual Seif- 17 0.4 0.1 . 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Contained

[Retention 29 3.2 12 11 08 09 1.8 23 2.0
Unknown** 0.3 04 0.1 0.1. 03 . 02 0.2 0.2 11
Number of Children | 8495 7248 4386 4380 2443 1960 11867 886 649

“*Percentages are calculated without including unknown,




.-.Coho‘rt \:Lon'git'udinal Study - Downstate

Table 10 provrdes mformatlon on the progress ‘of the downstate students who partxclpated in the
1994—95 prekmdergarten atwrlsk program :

' The analysrs_-rndlcates the followm-g:

& From kiﬁdergarteh to fourth grade, three-fourths of ‘these students maintained their
' performance in reading, as 76 to 77% of the students were ranked as “above average” or -
“average.” S : : o

e In mathehiatics and language, 81% of the students in kindergarten and 78% in fourth
. grade were ranked as “above average” or “average.” While this' decrease is. relatively’
- small, a look at the reténtion rate data is revealing.  In kindergarten, 3.5% of the students
were retained, reﬂeetmg the 3.0% of students in a “deficient” category. - The remaining -
-students moved to first grade in'FY 97, where another 3 to 4% of the students were
ranked as “deficient” and another 2.7% of the children were retained i in first grade.

.= These data suggest that, in order for some students to maintain performance, substantial

supplementary help is needed in the early years.. It should be emphasized that all these

- students- were at risk of academrc failure, and still more than three-fourths of the chlldren
mamtamed average *:and “above average performance even in fourth grade

e The ISAT resukts for these students 'reveal that in thlrd and fourth grade these children,
' who were previously at-risk, perform at relat:we]y the same level of performance as other

. downstate students.

o '.'-' Abeut 75% of students “meet” or exceed” the standards in third grade mathematrcs
: _whde 66% of students in readmg and 55% in writing: “meet” or exceed” the standards

o o In fourth grade, 67% of students “meet” or “exceed” the standards in science whrle in
“social science the percentage is 61% .

s The fact that tost of these students continue to perform in average” and “above
average eategones reﬂects the posntwe eﬂ‘ects of the prekmdergarten at-risk program

17_‘. .



Table 10: Performance of FY 95 Downstate Prekindergarten At-Risk Children in the Elementary Grades

Kindergarten FY 96
First Grade FY 97
Second Grade FY 98
Third Grade FY 99
Fourth Grade FY 2000

Kindergarten FY 96
First Grade FY 97
Second Grade FY 98
Third Grade FY 99
Fourth Grade FY 2000

Kindergarten FY 96
First Grade FY 97
Second Grade FY 98
Third Grade FY 99
Fourth Grade FY 2000

Kindergarten FY 96
First Grade FY 97
Second Grade FY 98
Third Grade FY 99
Fourth Grade FY 2000

Above Below
Average Average Average Deficient

% % % - %
24.0 51.9 21.0 34
31.0 44 4 20.3 4.2
314 44.2 22.0 2.3
30.4 442 23.1 2.3
30.6 46.2 20.5 241

Q/O 0/0 O/b O/D
24.2 57.4 16.5 1.9
29.5 53.4 14.7 2.4
30.0 52.8 15.2 1.8
29.9 49.4 19.0 1.8
29.9 48.6 18.9 26

% % % %
21.8 59.3 17.1 1.8
25.3 53.6 18.1 3.0
26.7 52.4 19.4 1.6
27.3 51.0 19.9 1.8
29.7 48.8 19.2 2.3

% % % %
31.4 51.6 14.8 2.2
34.3 50.3 13.0 2.3
36.6 48.1 12.9 24
36.8 48.8 12.2 2.3
41.5 45.0 11.6 1.8

Kindergarten FY 96
First Grade FY 97
Second Grade FY 98
Third Grade FY 99
Fourth Grade FY 2000

Total # of Students in the Sample

3791
3347
2916
2603
2443

ISAT

1964
1533

Promoted Supplemental Special Ed. Special Ed. Retention
Regular Services Services Self-Contained
80.5 10.2 ¢ 229 0.6 3.5
76.6 14.7 4.5 0.5 2.7
76.9 13.4 7.3 0.7 1.4
77.9 11.8 8.5 0.6 0.8
79.9 8.8 9.8 0.7 0.8

ISAT Results of this Cohort Group

All

SCIEN
Prek at-risk
All

33

27

% Below
£-d
Warning Standards Standards Standards
Prek at-risk 3 31 49 17
3 27 45 29




, Chicago:

As mentioned. earller due to computer errors, data on. Chicago kmdergarten students and

behavior rankings of all the previous prekmdergarten at-nsk program partlclpants in all_ o

'elementary grades are not avallable

The Chlcago follow-up d-ata in Tabies 11'and 12 reveal the following:

Almost -two- th1rds (62%) of the fi rst~grade students who, prewousiy part1c1pated in-a

prekindergarten program were ranked as “average or “above average” in reading and
mathematles In languagé, 58% of students were ranked as “average and “above
average.” : : o S : :

“Almost two—thlrds of the previous partlclpants d1d ‘not sustain ‘their academlc progress .
according. to their teachers’ ranking. Accordmg to teacher’s rankmg by the third grade, -

the percentage of students in “average” and “above average” ‘categories - decreased -
substantialty in reading (37.8%) and language (26. 8%) in language more than half the.

o 'students fall behmd in-their performance

o language. - In third grade, 54.9% of students were ranked by their teachers as “above =
."average” or “average,” and in eighth grade 55. 5% of these students contmued in ‘this

: -Chlcago students who were in a previous prekmdergarten program, show i lmprovement in°

readmg performance after third grade where the percentage of students in “average” and.

above average categones gradually increases ﬁ'om 37.8% to 55% i in the elghth grade

In mathematzcs, more students sustain thelr performance compared to reading and

same rankmg

: The data in Table 12 also reveal Chicago’s retention pollcy The retentlon rate mcreased |

~ from 2.1% in the second grade to 5.7% in the third grade. In fourth and fifth grades the

- . retention rate is only 1.2%, but it increased again to 3.9% in the sixth grade. Chicago . -

retains students at the third, sixth, and eighth grade levels if they do not pass the- city-
wide tests established by the Chicago Board of Education. Students who Fiil the tests-'
may take surnmer classes and be retested. ' :

More than one—th1rd of the students receive supplemental academlc sérvices from second'

_ grade to eighth grade. In the third ‘and fourth grades almost 39% of students receive

'. _supplemental help, the percentages decreased shghtly to 36% and 34% i in the f' ﬁh and

seventh grades.

About 4% to 6% of the students receive special education services and less than. one
percent of students were placed in special education self—contamed ¢lassrooms.

The data reveal that supplemental academlc help in. later elementary grades is not

- adequate. Even with. almost 50% of the students ranked as “below : average” or
- “deficient” in reading and mathematics and more than 60% of students ranked below
their expected performance in language from the third grade on, only 31 to 39% of

studénts ‘receive supplemental help durmg those years, In the first grade even fewer -

" -students received (24. 5%) these services. .
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"_-1_.-0verall 30to 60% of the students were promoted 1 the next regular grade

Recommendanon T

- ;_,;'_', Chlcago schools need to prowdc substantl,ai sustamed supplementa] academlc hclp to- all"-_'
n i at-r;sk students from kmderganen on and not Walt untll these students f&l[ :

':-'The data also mdlcate a necd for Chlcago to explore why almost 40 to SO% of their .
- previous pmgram ‘patticipants fall behind. ‘They also need to continue to provide
B ,;mtenswe academtc support even aﬂer thlrd grade to pre.vent fmlure m later grades S




Table 11: Teachers Performance Ranking of Previous Prekindergarten At-Risk
Students in Elementary Grades, FY 2000-Ch|cago

| ~ ABOVE BELOW
READING AVERAGE AVERAGE - "AVERAGE DEFICIENT
- _ - % % . - % %

IKINDERGARTEN na _ na . na na
FIRST GRADE 176 443 26.3 ‘ 11.8

ISECOND GRADE 1386 442 242 18.0
THIRDGRADE = 58 4 320 - - 399 223
FOURTH GRADE 87 365 45.8 9.0

. JFIFTH GRADE 6.3 42.0 42,0 9.7
SIXTH GRADE 6.5 434 39.1 119

ISEVENTH GRADE 104 = . 449 . 36.0 8.0
EIGHTH GRADE: - - 8.6 45.9 ' 37.0 84
MATHEMATIGS _ -

i KINDERG“ARTEN na ' na . na na
FIRST GRADE 216 41.6 .. 268 10.0
SECOND GRADE. 202 - 40.9 26.9 120
THIRD GRADE . - : 23.1 . 318 . 212 - 17.8
FOURTH GRADE 17.9 38.6 ' 31.2 122
FIFTH GRADE 16.8 364 : 335 - 134
SIXTH GRADE T 223 : 383 . 27.8 116
SEVENTH GRADE 124 39.7 361 11.7
EIGHTH GRADE : 13.4 421 - 375 6.9
LANGUAGE
KINDERGARTEN - na na - - na na

- fFIRST GRADE ‘ 15.2 43.0 316 : 10.2
SECOND GRADE ' 10.8 345 352 - 194
THIRD GRADE 54 214 486 24.7
FOURTH GRADE 42 27.5 - . 458 225
FIFTHGRADE 54 30.5 45.3 188

ISIXTH GRADE ' 7.7 31.6 458 14.9
SEVENTH GRADE 46 333 425 - 187
EIGHTH GRADE 47 31.7 428 208

~ |BEHAVIOR _
KINDERGARTEN na na na na
FIRST GRADE : na na na na
SECOND GRADE = na na ‘na na
THIRD GRADE - na na na na
FOURTH GRADE na na na na
FIFTHGRADE na na na na
SIXTH GRADE na na ha na
SEVENTH GRADE - na na na na
EIGHTH GRADE na na na na
na=not avalilable

~ Number of students in the follow-up study. ' .

First Grade 2124 Fourth Grade 1674 Seventh Grade 1430
Second Grade 1843 Fifith Grade 1879 Eighth Grade 1023

Third Grade _ 1933 Sixth Grade 1778
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Table 12: Recommended Placement for Previous Program Participants

for 2000-2001 by Elementary Grades -Chicago

PLACEMENT KINDER- ~ FIRST = SECOND THIRD FOURTH FIFTH  SIXTH  SEVENTH EIGHTH
GARTEN _ GRADE  GRADE' GRADE  GRADE  GRADE' GRADE = GRADE  GRADE
- % % % % % % % % %
Advance to Next na 68.6 83.2 404 £3.0 56,5 Ry 0.3
Regular Grade ' '
Advance to Next na 245 30.7 1383 389 3¥5 . N3 335 32.1
Grade with Supple-
mental Services |
Advance to Next n 18 241 43 54 55 52 5.8 48
Grade with Sp.Ed. | ' |
Services
Advanceto na na na ‘na na na ha " na na
- Transition Class _
Refer for Sp.Ed. na 03 03 08 08 11 0.3 08 09
Placement : : ,
 |Bllingual Transition na 0.5 03 12 0.3 0.3 07 0.0 0.0
- |Classroom - | - -
|Bhingual Seit- na T 13 03 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Contained i
Retention na 2.6 2.1 5.7 1.2 1.2 3.9 1.7 1.9
[unknown= . na 05 04 08 - 08 1.1 15 05 07
Number of Children .na' 2118 - 1833 1920 1665 1868 1769 . 1429 1023

~ TPercentages are caiculated without NCluding unknown,




| 'ngh School

4 Since the hlgh school currteulum and structure is dlfferent from elementary schoo]s, the data
+* collected for the students who ‘are now in high school are different from the data for elementary -
school students.’ Results from those data are shown in Table 13 and Table 14 ' ' -

" For hlgh school . students who prevmusly partlcrpated in prelcmdergarten programs, the data on

behavior, truancy, discipline, and suspensmns were collected in addition to data on absence rates,
placement, and graduation: rates. Data collection efforts were hindered for several reasons:
_student mobility, lack of manpower at the school level, and less cooperation: from hlgh school -

K admmlstrators Almost 20% of the students’ information was not available from this sample

o group. The information for another 25% of students from the sample was already missing

because of high mobility of students in elementary grades.” Some 5% of the students were in <

: special eduoatlon and no data were available for them. Any conclusions drawn from these data
.should be consrdered tentative in vrew of the small sample size. : C

_:'Table 13 and 14 reveal the followmg
e :::Downstate':

. .;':'Out of a total sample of 1,299 downstate h1gh school students who prevtously' |
- . participated in a prekmdergarten program “data for 207 stdents ( 16%) were not
o avallable : :

-;q. A majonty of these htgh school students (80 85%) are ranked as “average and “above
. average” m behawor

el There isa sharp increase in the number of truants in eleventh grade; from 3.1% in tenth
o grade to 6. 1% in eleventh grade. - The ‘average number of days absent remains between
i and 13. : :

el A majorrty of these high. school students were promoted to the next regular grade. About
' 83% of the students moved to the next regular grade in nlnth grade and 77. 5% in eleventh -
- grade

. 'Very few students received supplernental academic help in hrgh school. Only about 2to
3% of the students received supplemental help and only 5 to 8% of the students received

' ._specral educatlon services. '

. The retentron rate of these high school students remain about 3 fo 4% from the mnth to

- "eleventh grade.” Only otie percent of students were retained in twelﬂ:h grade and 96% of
“the students graduated from hlgh school :

e ‘S1xty students ACT scores were avallable The avetage_ ACT score of these students
o _was 21 2 : L S

Chlcago

- A majorrty of. Chicago h:gh school students were ranked as “average” or “above
average m behawor in all htghschool grades ' ' :
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B . Almost 75% ‘of the students Were ranked as: average or “above average” in behavior 9.
L oriito H% of the students were - identifi ed as chronic truants, and- on]y 1 to 2% had' '
T -uspenston reeords through all four hlgh sohool grades : : o

. About 70 o 75% of the students were advanced fo the next regtrlar grade from the ninth
o _to the eleventh grade, and 6 to 13% of: students were retamed from mnth to twelﬁ:h grade

o . _ Out of 262 students m twelﬂh grade 96% of the students graduated from hagh school_ " .
' and about atotal of 3. 5% students dropped out of hlgh school. - e Rt S

e e ‘s ACT s‘cores for Chtcago students were not avaxlable

> State’mde

' 'Statemde 96% of the students graduated from htgh schooi and 3% dropped out of the"-- o
. education system. Less than'.one percent enrolled in: other educatlon systems such as
vocatnonal edueatlon trade school or other altemattve programs durmg the htgh school R

: years‘_ S




Table 13: FY 2000 High School Follow-Up Data for Downstate Students

Percentage of Students by Behavior

ELEVENTH*

TWELTH]

NINTH*  TENTH" _
BEHAVIOR GRADE - GRADE GRADE GRADE
- % % % %
Above Average 38.7 37.2 41.6 34.7
Average/No Problem 45.0 7.7 42.1 50.7
Below Average 1.2 18.9 - 9.6 10.0
Chronic Truant 2.5 3.1 6.1 1.3
Suspension 25 1.6 0.5 3.3
~ ]|Expuision 0.0 05 0.0 0.0
Unknown 1.0 7.3 12.8 8.5
Total # of Students 397 208 226 . 164
Average Days Absent 1.5 13.6 - 11.9 1.8 |
* Percentages are calculated without including unknown
Recommended Placement for 2000-01 -Downstate Students :
PLACEMENT - NINTH*  TENTH* ELEVENTH* TWELTH*
‘ GRADE GRADE  GRADE GRADE
_ %" % % %
Advance to Next 82.8 85.3 - 775 " na.
iReguIar Grade - '
* |Advance to Next Grade 3.5 2.0 23 na
with Supplemental Serv.
Advance to Next Grade 7.4 5.1 8.0 ' na
with Sp.Ed. Services
Bilingual Transition - 08 .00 00 na
~ |sp.Ed. Seli-Contained 0.2 1.0 3.7 0.6
- |Classroom '
{Enrolied In Other 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.0
Education System
IRetention 40 35 33 12
IMoved Out of District 0.5 00 0.5 0.0
Dropped Out of 0.8 3.1 3.3 1.9
Education System :
Graduate na na 0.9 _96.3 1
Acquired GED na na 0.0 0.0
Unknown 2.7 44 58 12
Total Number of Students 407 206 226 164

* Percentage calculated wrthout includrng unknown

na = not applicable

2%




 Table 14: FY 2000 High School Follow-Up Data for Chicago Students

‘Percentage of Students by Behavior

NINTH® TENTH* ELEVENTH* TWELTH"]
BEHAVIOR = GRADE GRADE GRADE GRADE |
_ _ - % % % %
Above Average 27.7 27.9 27.2 253
Average/No Problem 468 469 47.3 - 512
Below Average 14.2 148 129 12.9
~ |chronic Truant . 9.9 8.8 11.6 . 88
- fSuspension 1.1 06 1.0 1.8
Expulsion . 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Unknown o 11.7 6.0 10.6 17.2
Total # of Students - 1072 853 = 329 282
Average Days Absent 18.7 20.1 20.9 19.4

*Percentages are caicuiated without including unknown

Recoi‘nménded Placement for 2000-01 -Chicago Students

. |[PLACEMENT NINTH*  TENTH* ELEVENTH* TWELTH"
o "GRADE GRADE = GRADE  GRADE
- : % % T % %

Advance to Next | 89.3 723 74.9 na
RegularGrade ' ' :

Advance to Next Grade - 80 10,0 - 104 na
with Supplemental Serv. : o
Advaﬁc_e_-to Next Grade 5.2 54 49 na
with Sp.Ed. Services |
Bilingual Transition 0.4 0.0 0.0 " na
Sp.Ed. Self-Contained = 0.9 0.5 06 na
C_lassroom

" |Enrolied in Other 0.2 0.2 03 0.0
Education System .
Retention S 129 105 64 2.8
Moved Out of Distriict 21 04 1.2
Dropped Out of _ 1.0 0.7 .08 12
_WEducaﬂon System :
Graduate - ‘na  na 0.6 96.0
Acquired GED . na  npa 00 0.0

| LUnknovm_ o 15 02 0.6 3.8
[Total Number of Students -~ 1072 =~ 553 . 329 . 262

*Percentage calculaled without including unknown
na = not applicable
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How did ISAT test scores of former prekmdergarten partmlpants compare with the
 statewide average?

To evaluate the progress of former prekmdergarten program parttcnpants the scores on’ the =
Illinois Standards Achievement Tests (ISAT) of a sample of third, fourth, fifth, seventh, and -
eighth- graders were compared with statewide ISAT . scores. Because ISAT is the only

' standardized achiévement test all students take, it is the best tool to compare prekindergaiten at- .

risk students’ achtevement with the general Illinois student population. To best judge the effects -
of the prekmdergalten expertence comparison with a control group of students who were ehglble -
for prekmdergarten but were never enrolled, would be more conclusive. However, the data fora -
- comparison group were not available. Problems such as mobtllty, identification of children, and
madequate records from waiting lists make 1t very dtfﬁcult to do a comparison study

The'Illmoxs ‘State Board of Education developed grade level performanee standards related to -
what students should know and be able to do in five subjects. According to their scores on the’
* ISAT, students are placed into one of four levels: “Academic ‘Warning,” “Below Standards ?
“Meets Standards,” or “Exceeds Standards.” The achievement levels of former prekmdergarten '
students were. compared with the total populatlon of students in grades three four; five, seven,
and eight. -

Independent samplmg procedures were used to secure the data for Chicago and downstate
partmtpants There is a disproportionately higher number of students in the Chicago sample than
in the downstate sample possibly indicating over-sampling. Therefore, no statewide totals are
provnded due to the likelihood that the combined data would not be representative of the state.
Table 15 on page 40 shows the ISAT datd of downstate Chicago, and all students statew1de '

ISAT - Downstate

_ 'The ISAT data of downstate students who were ‘previously in a prekindergarten. program were
collected and compared with other students achievement. Figure 5 and Table 15 on page 40
shows the following: S

e Inthird grade almost two-thirds of these previous prekmderganen part101pants “meet” or
“exceed” the standards in reading and mathematics, In writing, 55% of the students
“meet” or “exceed” the standards in third grade. - ' '

- Overall, more than half the students who previously participated in the p_r'ekindergarten '
at-risk program have met or exceeded the standards through eighth grade in all areas .
except in mathematics. In mathemattos 41% of these students “meet” or “exceed” the :
standards. :

. In mathemattcs previous prekmdergarten students perfonnance decreases sharply in

. fifth grade and in eighth grade. About 55% of students in the fifth grade and 41% of

~ students in-the eighth grade “meet” or “exceed” the standards. In the etghth grade 64%
of these 'studehts “meet” or “exceed” the standards.

‘e The students perfonnance unproves in wntmg as they advanoe to higher grades. In fifth-

- grade - writing, 70% of -previous prekindergarten- students “meet” or “exeeed” the
standards eompared to 55% of students in the third grade. :
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' _,Prevxous partlelpants of dOWnstate prekmdergarten programs perform comparatlvely at
the same level as all downstate students in all. instructional areas in the third and fourth

e _=.-grades ‘Only about 4 to 5% more of the general populatron of downstate students “meet” E

or “exceed” the standards x

: -_The drf’ferenoe in achlevement between prevrous program part1c1pants and all downstate ) '
'students increases in mathematlcs and wntmg as the students advanoe 1o hrgher grades '

: The dlfference between prevrous dovmstate prekmdergarten partlcrpants and all.
, -._3-"-'downstate students remains almost the same in the fourth and seventh grade for. soc;al'
- ‘sciencé. " In fourth-gfade social science, 61% of studernits . “meet” or “exceed” the
"-Standards while i in seventh grade the percentage is 57%. _ ' ;

. In fomthagrade scrence, 67%, and in seventh grade, 2% of prevrous prekmdergarten_ -
' program participants “meet” or exceed” the standards compared to 72% of fourth grade

and 77% of seventh grade of all downstate students

.- .Except in mathematms, overai] previous downstate prekmdergarten partlcrpants sustam _

" 'their academic performance in the higher: elementary grades About two-thzrds of these L
_ '=_students meet” or “exceed” the standards. =~ - L oo :



Figure 5: Comparision of ISAT Results of Prekindergarten At-Risk Students

with All Students by Grades by Subjects - Downstate
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ISAT ~ Chicago
The Chicago prekmdergarten students ISAT data show mterestmg results ‘Figure 6 reveals that._ -

these previous program participants consistently achieve the same level of performanee as all
~other Chlcago students evein the. elghth grade, and in all subject- areas. :

The Chrcago I SAT, data- reveal the followit‘tg:

. Overal] in the thrrd and fourth gracle, about ‘one-third of the students who prevrously
" participated in a prekindergarten program, “meet” or “exceed” the standards in readmg .
(33%), mathematrcs (37%), wrltmg (31%) and science (32%), except in socral science
(27%) . _ .

. Except in mathematlcs performance mcreased as. students moved to higher grades. In
- eighth grade reading, 57% of these students “meet” or “exceed” the standards compared
to 33% in third and fifth grade." In writing, these percentages in the “meet” and “exceed” -
~categories increased from 31% in third grade to 53% in eighth grade, and in science the
. ~percent of students in these categories mcreased from 32% in fourth grade to 47% in
seventh.grade. In mathematics, the percentages in these categories decreased from 37%:.
in-the third grade to only 20% in the elghth grade : S :

s Overall, by the eighth grade almost half of the students “meet” or exceed” the standards B
'for readmg and wrltmg . .

. Mathematrcs seems to be the weakest area as student performance does not improve as-
' they move into higher grades. In the third grade, 37% of the Chicago students “meet” or
- “exceed” the standards in mathematics. In the fifth grade, only 27% “meet” or * ‘exceed”
'~ the standards, and in ‘the eighth- grade this percentage decreases to 20 percent. All’
- Chicago students test scores show this same pattern.

The prekmdergarten program needs to continue to address the differences in performance created' h
by socioeconomic conditions.  Further analysis of ISAT data indicated that previous
prekindergarten participants who were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch have lower ISAT
_scores than noneligible participants, The elementary schools also need to contmue to help and
-support these at-nsk students to assure their suceess in later school years. :

Re_commendatl_on:

® A concerted effort needs to be made by the Chncago School Drstnct to rmprove the 3
- performance of all its students in all academlc areas. : . '

® Additionally, the Prekmdergarten and Early Chrldhood programs need to. focus on
provndmg supplemental assistance in order to remediate deficiencies ear}y on,
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Figure 6: Comparision of ISAT Results of Prekindergarten At-Risk Students
with All Students by Grades by Subjects - Chicago
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WHAT ARE THE NEW INITIATIVES FOR THE PREKINDER— |
GARTEN AT-RISK PROGRAM? -

'IIVISBE contmues 1ts efforts 1o’ 1mprove the quahty of the program to meet the needs of chlldren and
- family and develop a strong foundation of learning so that all chlldren wnl] succeed

In order to meet the workmg parent $ needs, ISBE is promotmg collaboration with child-care
: _'orgamzatmns to provide full-day high- quahty care to these at-risk children, since most current
projects prov1de only half-day services. :

In order to make the most eﬁ'lc:lent use of resources, the three early chlldhood initiatives (the _
. -prekindergarten at-risk- program, the model’ early childhood parent training" program, and the
: 'preventmn initiative program) were combmed into a Early Chlldhood Block Grant

ISBE’S early ch1ldhood consultants continue - to make sure that developmentally appropriate

'practlces are enforced and that each project provides high-quality parent involvement and parent

-~ education to famlhes through professmna] development training and onsn:e technical assistance.
A total of 78 workshops were offered covenng a varlety of tOplCS ' -

ISBE mtroduced an 1n1t1at1ve to expand the early ch;ldhood program up to third grade This
' -,_.mrtlatwe focuses on: contmulty of curriculum- instruction and assessment which will flow. in a
 natural; progression across the preschool and primary grades. It is designed to provide more
sophisticated and complex content matter and to permit progress according to each child’s rate
“and style of learning. It promotes parent education and involvement up to third grade with
- collaboration from prekindergarten at-risk programs. It also extends professional development
. components to teachers and administrators from kindergarten through third grade. About 100
-districts ar¢ already implementing this new initiative or working toward it. :

" Collaborative support teams are being planned to enhance early childhood education. The goal
of ‘this initiative is to build a system that enables all children to achieve the Illinois Learning
** Standards by grade three. It includes other key agencies such as Head Start, the Department of -
Human Services, the Department of Chlldren and Family Services, the National Association for
the Education of Young Children (NABYC), and the National Association of Family Child Care
(NAFCC). This interagency team will work to support the Standards, and to produce a seamless
system of early care and educatlon -and. techmcal asswtance to Early Chlldhood Block Grant
: Programs : ‘ :

: ISBE_ is deve_lopin'g' 0-3 Program- Standards and age 3-5 Early Learning Standards for
implementation in Early Childhood Programs. The agency is also working toward the
development of an early learning websr:e for parents, careglvers, service providers, and teachers-
of chﬂdren from birth to ﬁve yearsold." :
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FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Prekmdergarten At-Risk program has been in operatlon in: Illmms for 14 years and durmg g

that time the funding for the program, ‘the number of projects funded, ‘and the number of children

parhcnpanng has increased. . Data from this study suggest the begmmng of some positive trends,

however; wnhout data from a comparison group of students with similar charactenstws,'

_ particularly those that may place a student at-risk of academic failure, it is not possnble to
- conclusively address the sustaining effect of the program in later e__leme_ntary grades..

Funding

Since its mcept10n in 1986, the Iilinois Genera] Assemb]y has a]located more and more money to':

the prekindergarten program. -The aI]ocat:on has increased from $12.1 mllhon in 1986 to $169.6
million in 2000. Since FY 93, the average cost per child in the prekindergarten program has
- increased by 25.7%. . The average cost'per child in FY 93 was $2,120 and increased to $2,664 in
FY 2000. With the “increase in the cost per child the services offered by the program also
~ increased to-include health services, community services for parent educatlon and parent
involvement, transportatlon services, and professmnai development

Partlclpants

The number of children served in the prekmdergarten program mcreased from 6 953 in 1986 to
53,386 in 2000." There is no uniform policy among projects in terms of screening for ehglblhty to .
participate in the program. About 47% of the projects used DIAL-R as the pnmary screening
- tool to determine eligibility. - The remaining projects used a variety of othér screening tools.

. Besides screening tests, projects use other at-risk criteria such as: low income status, teenage
~ parents, parent’s education, child’s primary language other than English, and referral from other
staté agencies. ‘While the number of eligible children being served has ircreased, the number of
children eligible to be served but on-a waiting list has consistently decreased over the years. .

~The percentages of minority children being served has consistently increased from 50% in FY 90
t0 56% in FY 2000. In FY 2000, 25% of the children served were Hispanic compared to 16% in
FY 90. This is consistent with the growth of the Hlspamc population in Hlinois. The percentage
- of black children being served decreased from 32% in FY 90 to-26% in FY 2{)00 Thls is a trend
that w1ll like[y contmue to increase as the populatton in the state changes :

The number of children bemg sefved from low-mcome famthes has changed very little from .

FY 95, In FY 2000, 59% of the children served were ehglble for. free lunch and another 11%

. were ehglble for reduced-price lunch, Chicago programs tend to serve more low income chlldren :
(91%) than’ do downstate programs (55%) :

Program Impact _

In FY 2000 80% (85% downstate and 72% in Chlcago) of the chlldren served were ranked by
their teachers as “above average” or “average” in their kindergarten readiness skill level. The

~ percentage of ‘children in both of these categories has remained about the same since FY 93.

While these results are positive, consideration also needs to be given to the 20% of the
 participants who' have, fot each year consistently, been ranked by their teachers in the: “below
average” and “def' cient” categones One puzzlmg aspect is that children who live in two parent o
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~ families were ranked hrgher in terms of kmdergarten readlness than chlldren from other famrly
stmctures

' _"The data avarlable on former prekmdergarten program- partrcrpants (kmdergarten through gth

grade) indicate that downstate, 70% are ranked as “above | ‘average” or “average” by their teachers -

in reading, mathematics, and language while 30% are in the “below average” and “deficient”

categories. The results from ISAT reveal that except in mathematics, almost two-thirds of these:

- students are in the “meets” or “exceeds” categones In mathematrcs, 41% of these students are in
‘the “meets” or “exceeds” category

-Data from: Chrcago indicate that at least 50% of the former prekmdergarten part1c1pants are
ranked as “above: average” or “average” by their teachers in reading and mathematics and about
- 36% in language from the first grade to the eighth grade. The results from ISAT reveal that
about 53 to. 57%.of these students “meet” or “exceed” the standards in writing and reading and

'only 20% in mathematics. ' e .

Though teacher rankmgs are a subjective measure of students’ academro progress they do
provide an mdlcatlon of a student’s relative standing in a given teacher’s classroom and school.
While there exists a perceived discrepancy between prekindergarten program . success. as
measured by teacher rankings and ISAT results, the fact that ISAT measures specific academic
standards that are still in the early stages of mrplementatron makes it impossible to compare the
two measures. However, with the exception of eighth grade mathematics, the percentage of
' prekmdergarten downstate eighth graders “meeting” or “exceeding” the standards across all other

* subjects is within 5-10 points of the downstate statewide total. This suggests that these students

- may be performing relatively well: Still, without data from a control group of at-risk students it
is not possible to draw conclusions. We do not have a comparison group, and we also do not
have general population retention data, nor can all the other factors be excluded that affect these
students” academic performance in later school years; for these' reasons, one cannot conclude.the
SUCCEss: or fallure of thrs program - -

- Parent Involv:em_ent

Much research has shown:the strong positive effect of parent involvement i in students’ success.

*_ Parent involvement and’ education is a required component of the at-risk program. ‘More than

90% of the parents participated in one or two activities during the preschool years. About 43% of
these parents participated in four or more different parent activities. About 50 to 52% of the
parents partrcrpated n parentmg skill development aetrvrtres
_ Rec._ommendat_mn_
" The following recommendations.are being made as a result of this study:
e In order to make sure that previous prekindergarten program participants sustain their
academic achievement, and to prevent failure in later grades, there i is.a need at the district
Ieve] to contrnue to prowde supplemental services and resources. :

e Students leavmg the prekmdergarten program should be offered sustamed supplemental
- services for at least the ﬁrst three grades _ :
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Appendlx A
ILLINOIS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION -

Early ChlldhOOd Care and Educatlon Posrtlon Statement o
‘ Adopted January 20,2000 .

The State Board of Education believes that the educational development' and success of al -
Illinois children -can be srgmﬁcantly enhanced when chlldren partlclpate in early childhood
_programs and servwes :

For the purposes of this posmon statement, carly chlldhood is deﬁned as the perlod ira clnld' :
life from birth through eight years of age. Appropnate early chlldhcod programs practlces, and
services are defined as those which:

&
LWl
’,

...

are founded on research based knowledge about child development '
promote the ch1ld’s emotional, physncal mental, and social well bemg, and

support nurtunng famthes '

The Illmms State Board of Education is act:vely cornmltted to develop, deliver, and support early

childticod programs, practices, and services that will enable all children to be successful students o

- and respon51ble citizens. The State Board will' g:ve parncular attention to the followmg actlons

1)
=

4y

Emphas:ze the need for hlgh»quahty early experlences that reﬂect research and

~ knowledge on program qualtty and outcomes across the developmental penoci of bll‘th

-through elght

En'courage 1llinois public schools to create coherent early learning systerns that minimize B
major transitions for children and provide stable, consrstent educatlonal experlences for

'young children, ages three through elght years.

Make prekmdergarten programs avallable for all Iilinois children 1dent1t'ied as at risk of - _. _

academic failure and actively seek their participation. Support the provision of full-day

'prekmdergarten for at-nsk students who need additional educatlonal experlences

Suppoit the avallabﬂlty of full- -day kmdergarten programs for all I]lmots chlldren

aCollaborate with . famlhes and relevant social service prov:ders to prov1de early

1dent1ﬁcation of and response to educational risk factors among. cluldren from birth
throngh three years of age :

'Co]laborate with famnllcs, community organizations, chlld care orgamzatlons Head Start,
~-and other state agencies to meet the physncal mental, social, -and emotional needs of -

- young children, mcludmg then' phys:cal care and protectlon share resources, services
- and accountablllty » : :

7

Emphamze the quality of mstructxonal staff and leadershlp for early chlldhood programs

- n Illme]s
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Appendix B

‘ Prekindergartcn At-Risl'c__ Program Spe'ciﬂcations3 o

Section 2-3.71 of the School Code (105 1L.CS 5/2-3.71) authorizes the State Board of Education _
to fund educational programs for children ages 3 to 5 (not- age-c]rgrble for kindergarten) who are
1dent1ﬁed as being at risk of academic failure. These programs must also provrde parents of
partrcrpatmg chrldren with educational and involvement opportunltles :

The prekindergarten at-risk initiative serves chlldren who because of their home and community
environment, are subject to such language, economic and like disadvantages that they have been -
determined, through a screening process, to be at risk of academic failure. A disproportionate
_share of ‘all children considered to be at-risk come from low-income families, mcludmg-_ .
. low-income working families, homeless - families, famlhes where English is not the primary
' language spoken in the home, or families where one or both parents are teenagers. or have mot
completed high school. However, neither a child's membership in a certam group nor a chrld'
famﬂy situation should detcrm ine whether that child is at-nsk

- The prekmdergarten at-rlsk initiative is made up of two components a screemng component to -
~ determine a child's eligibility and an educational program. Applicants may request funds either
to conduct sereening and an educational program or to establish an educational program only. If
funds are requestecl only for an educational program, then appllcants must prowde 1nformatron

- about the screening process that will be provided. : -

.Screenmg Component. Screenmg ‘should be conducted oh a commumty-wrde basis  and
developed a.nd implemented in cooperation with other similar programs operating in the district
{e.g., special education, Head Start, Preventron Initiative, Early Interventron Chrld and Family
- Connections, Chlld Fmd)

' Appltcants may conduct the screening themselves, using an exrstmg screemng metrument or-one
that they have developed. In either case, all comprehenswe screéening procedures must mclude -
the followmg :

e (Criteria to detcrmmc at what point performance on an approved screemng 1nstmment
indicates that children are at risk of academic failure. All screening instruments and
activities must relaté to and measure the: child's development in these specific areas:

} vocabulary, visual-motor integration, language and speech development, English -

- proficiency, fine and gross motor skills, social skills, and.cog’nitive.devebpment.

e All screemng procedures must include a parent mtervrew (to be conducted in the parents

home language, if necessary). This interview should be designed to.obtain a summary of -

~ the child's health history and social development, and may include questions about the
~ parent's education level, employment and income, and age; the number of childrenin thie
' household and ‘the number of school—aged srb]mgs experrencmg academic dlfﬁculty

. _Vrslon and hcarmg screenmg, in accordance with- 77 I Adm Code 685 (Vrslon
g Screenmg) and 77 11l. Adm. Code 675 (Hearm_g Screeni_ng), must be provrded

. Wntten parental permission for- the screenmg as reqmred by Sectlon 2-3 71(a} of the
- -School. Code must be obtarned
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Teachmg staff of prekmdergarten at-rlsk initiatives must be involved in the screenmg '
process Rcsults of the scrcemng must bc made avallable to the: teachmg staff.

- Educatlonal Prog___m Prckmdergartcn at-risk . mltlathCS must offer an appropnate educatlon
program for those children ‘who are ehgxble to participate, as ‘determined by the screening
process. The education program that is established also must include a parent education and
invelvement component, ‘provide for student progress plans to be shared with parents, and
contain a language and literacy development- component for- each child based on the child's

' mdmdua] assessment. In. addition, there should be collaboration w1th othcr services and
- resources avallable in the commumty .

. The educauon program may be home baséd or classroom-based. For classroom-based programs,
“the staff-child ratio may not exceed one adult to 10 children, andno more than 20 children can be |
~ served in a single classroom. The maximum number of children should be served in each
- classroom if; followmg thc compietlon of the screenmg process, the dlstnct has a waltmg list of -
eligible chlldren : : :

' .Staff Reqmrerncnts Al] prekmdergarten admlmstrators and staﬂ‘ paid by the block grant must
“hold appropnate certifi cation and/or qualifications for the posmon for whlch they are hired.

Al teachmg staff in the prekmdergarten at-risk mmatlve must hold elther a Type 02 or Type 04

Early Childhood Certificate. ‘Evidence of the certification status of all staff must be provided

priot_to final funding approval. Teacher aides must meet requirements as descnbed in the

" document tltled ™ilinois ' State Board. of Education . Minimum Requirements for State

N Certificates.” Individuals wishing to be approved as teacher aides must file form ISBE 73-28 -
“with the Reglonal Superintendent of Schools rcpresentmg the area in wh;ch they will be
'employed ‘There is no fee for this serv:ce :

o Collaboratnon wnth Chlld Care Provlders

: - In order to mect the needs of chlldren rcquu'mg full work day and ycar-round placement school
districts collaboratmg with child care providers in developing partnershlps that combine high-

*.quality ‘education and care for prekmdergarten chlldren will be given extra consnderatlon in the .
'approval process o :
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Table 15: FY 2000 ISAT Results of Students Who Were in Prekindergarten At-Risk Program by Performance Category

THIRD GRADE FIFTH GRADE EIGHTH GRADE
% Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds % Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds % Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds
Warning Standards  Standards  Standards Warning Standards Standards  Standards Warning  Standards Standards  Standards
DOWNSTATE -PREK 3 31 49 17 0 42 44 14 0 32 59 9
DOWNSTATE -ALL 3 27 45 25 0 35 42 23 0 24 58 18
CHICAGO -PREK 15 52 28 5 68 28 4 1 42 50 7
CHICAGO -ALL 16 51 27 6 1 66 27 6 1 42 49 8
STATE -ALL 6 32 41 21 0 41 39 20 0 28 56 16
THIRD GRADE FIFTH GRADE EIGHTH GRADE
% Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds % Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds % Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds
Warning Standards Standards  Standards Warning Standards Standards  Standards Warning Standards Standards  Standards
DOWNSTATE -PREK 6 20 56 19 4 41 53 2 6 53 34 T
DOWNSTATE -ALL 5 17 50 28 4 3 59 6 6 41 39 14
CHICAGO -PREK 26 37 31 6 12 61 26 1 15 65 17 3
CHICAGO -ALL 27 36 31 6 13 58 28 1 16 64 17 3
STATE -ALL 10 21 46 23 6 37 52 5 8 46 35 12
o THIRD GRADE FIFTH GRADE EIGHTH GRADE
% Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds % Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds % Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds
Warning Standards Standards  Standards Warning Standards Standards Standards Warning Standards Standards  Standards
DOWNSTATE -PREK 5 . 40 54 1 3 27 62 8 3 33 58 6
DOWNSTATE -ALL 4 34 59 3 2 21 60 i 3 23 62 12
CHICAGO -PREK 15 54 30 1 7 44 45 4 6 41 48 5
CHICAGO -ALL 15 54 30 6 44 45 5 6 43 47 4
STATE -ALL 6 38 53 2 3 26 57 14 3 27 59 11




Table 15 cont: FY 2000 ISAT Results of Students Who Were in Prekindergarten At-Risk Program by Performance Category

FOURTH GRADE

SEVENTH GRADE

% Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds % Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds
Warning Standards - Standards  Standards Warning Standards Standards  Standards
1
DOWNSTATE -PREK 8 31 56 5 3 40 49 8
DOWNSTATE -ALL T 26 60 7 2 34 50 14
CHICAGO -PREK 26 47 26 1 5 62 31 3
CHICAGO -ALL 27 44 27 1 5 61 30 4
STATE -ALL 11 30 53 6 3 39 46 12

FOURTH GRADE

SEVENTH GRADE

35

% Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds % Academic % Below % Meets % Exceeds

Warning Standards Standards  Standards Warning Standards Standards  Standards
DOWNSTATE -PREK 0 33 57 10 13 15 58 14
|[DOWNSTATE -ALL 1 27 57 15 9 14 56 21
CHICAGO -PREK 3 65 30 2 24 29 43 4
CHICAGO -ALL 2 65 30 3 26 27 42 5
STATE -ALL 1 51 13 12 16 54 18
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‘Table 16: Peréentage- of Children Served in Prekindergarten At-Risk Program by Ethnicity

STATEWIDE

RACE & ETHNICITY

FY 90

FY 91

"BV 95 FY 06

FY 97 FY98 FY09 FY2000]

WHITE non Hispanic

BLACK non Hispanic
[HisPANIC '
{ASIAN _
AMERICAN INDIAN & OTHER

50
32
16
2
0

47

31
18
3
1

43 a4
26 26
26 25
4 3

1 2

DOWNSTATE

RACE & ETHNICITY

FY90

Y91

"FYS7 __FY 08

WHITE non Hispanic

BLACK non Hispanic

HISPANIC

ASIAN : o
AMERICAN INDIAN & OTHER

e ge)]
o

= p D

FY 99 FY 2000

B4 - 63
16 15 |
18 AT
2. 3

ROy
—anvo NG |
Mweoe g

2 .2

CHICAGO

[RACE & ETANICITY

FY90

FY91

WHITE non Hispanic

" |BLACK non Hispanic

HISPANIC
ASIAN S
AMERICAN INDIAN & OTHER

1
55
31
2
1

1
50
3%

3
0

FYo7T _FY 98 FY99 FY2000]

8'.
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Table 17: Percentage of Children Served ih Prekindergarten At-Risk Progfam by Lunch Sfatus

STATEWIDE
FAMILY INCOME FYO0 FYOl FYO02 FYO03 FY94 FY95 FYOB FYOT EYSs FY oo FY 2000
FREE LUNCH 40 48 52 53 55 55 55 58 &6 na . 52
REDUCED PRICE o 5 6 7 7 8 8 0 9 10 na . 10
NOT ELIGIBLE 14 17 19 21 23 26 23 23 24 na 26
UNKNOWN 4 29 22 19 14 12 13 10 10 na 12
DOWNSTATE
FAMILY INCOME. FYO0 FYO1 FY92 FY93 FY04 FVO95 FYOB FYO/ FYO8 FYO0 FY 2000
FREE LUNCH. | 56 68 51 51 39 43 47 48 45 42 41
IREDUCED PRICE 10 8 11 10 8 12 12 12 13 14 . 14
NOT ELIGIBLE 34 24 38 39 31 45 41 42 42 44 45

- JuNkNOWN* | 55 29 33 30 22 17 20 17 .18 16 18
CHICAGO
FAMILY INCOME FYO0 FYGO1 FYO) FY93 FYO4 FYO5 FY FYS7 FYO8 —FY00 FY 2000

- |FReEE LUNCH i 81 82 84 84 87 B4 86 85 8 pa 85

~ |REDUCED PRICE 8 7 -7 6 6 7 7 8 8 na 6
NOT ELIGIBLE | N 1 9 9 7 8 7 7 7. na 9
UNKNOWN* 10 3 3 1 1 10 0 0.5 na 1

_* Unknown are hot included in calt_:ulating percentages .
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" Number of Children Served in.Prekihdergarten At-Risk Program hy County
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