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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Council of the Great City Schools has prepared this fourth edition of Beating the
Odds (Beating the Odds IV) to give the nation another look at how inner-city schools are per-
forming on the academic gods and standards set by the states for our children. This andyss
examines student achievement in math and reading through spring 2003. It dso measures achieve-
ment gaps between cities and ates, African Americans and Whites, and Higpanics and Whites.
And it includes new data on language proficiency, disability, and income. Findly, the report looks
at progress. It askstwo critical questions. “ Are urban schoolsimproving academicaly?’ and “Are
urban schools closing achievement gaps?’

In general, Beating the Odds |V shows that the Great City Schools are making
important gains in math and reading scores on state assessments. The study also saw
fresh evidence that gaps may be narrowing.

Thefindingsin Beating the Odds IV are preliminary and |leavened with caution, as they
were when we firgt published these data three years ago. The nation does not have an assessment
system that alows our questions to be answered with certainty, athough the Council of the Greet
City Schoolsistrying to solve thisthrough the Trid Urban Didtrict Assessment.

Still, the data from this report indicate that answers are emerging and that urban education
may be establishing abeachhead on therocky shoadsof school reform. Some datalook better than
others. Progressin math isdifferent from that in reading. Trend lines are not the same from one city
to another. Not al grades have improved at the samerates. Not dl gaps are closing. But the data
indicate progress.

Thisreport isthe nation’ sfourth look a how its mgor city school systems are performing
on the state assessments devised to boost standards, measure progress, provide opportunity, and
ensure accountability for results. Dataare presented on 61 city school systemsfrom 37 states. The
datistics are presented city-by-city, year-by-year, and grade-by-grade on each state test in math-
ematics and reading.! Data are also reported by race, language, disability, and income in cases
where the sate reports it publicly.

Every effort was made to report achievement datain away that was consstent with the
No Child Left Behind Act—that is, according to the percentages of students above “ profi-
ciency.” This was not dways possible, however, because some dates are just reporting ther
resultsin this format.

The report dso showsimportant demographic and financid data. Included are enrollment
data by race, poverty, English proficiency, and disability status, and average per pupil expendi-
tures. Statistics are a so presented on student/teacher ratios and average school size. Findly, changes
in these variables between 1995-96 and 2001-2002 are shown. Data are presented for each city
and dtate.

1 Readers should note that thefirst report, Beating the Odds |, contained data on 55 city school systems. This
year's report adds data on Austin, Duval County, Greenville, Jackson, Memphis, Oklahoma City, and Palm
Beach County; and del etes data on Tulsa—a net increase of six cities.
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WhereWeAre Today: Key Findings

To assess achievement in the Great City Schools, the Council analyzed state assessment
datain avariety of ways.

Fird, we examined assessment data at the district leve for dl of the Great City School
gsystems from the time they were firgt tested by the state through Spring 2003 (the most recent
available). We cdculated the percentage of didricts that had improved in reading and math over
this period: (a) in all grades tested; (b) at faster rates than the Satewide average in all grades
tested; (c) in half or more of the gradestested; and (d) at faster rates than the satewide average
in half or more of the gradestested. We aso looked at whether the percentage of districts show-
ing improvement since 2001-02—the basdline year for measuring progress under No Child Left
Behind.

Second, the Council anayzed aggregate data across grades. We were seeking to deter-
mine the percentage of grades that: (d) improved in reading or math; (b) improved faster than
dsatewide rates;, and (c) declined. We dso wanted to know which grades were showing the most
improvement.

Third, the Council looked at racially-identifiable gaps in student scores on state assess-
ments. We wanted to determine the percentage of grades in the Great City School didtricts that
have reduced achievement gaps by race and to discern which grades were making the most
progress in narrowing these gaps.

Finally, the Council looked a whether Great City School reading and math performance
was above or below statewide averages for each city. We did not examine school-by-school
dataor “group performance within school” data—asNo Child Left Behind will require. Asthose
data become available, the Council will make every attempt to report it.

Eight mgor findings about academic achievement in urban schools emerged from this
study, Beating the Odds 1V:

Finding 1: Mathematics achievement isimproving in urban schools.

The Council’ sanalysis of district and grade-level math scores on state assessments shows
that—

*  92.6% of the Great City School districtsincreased their math scores in more than haf the
grades tested.

* 53.1% of the Great City School districtsincreased their math scores in more than hdf the
grades tested at afadter rate than their Sates.

o 84.6% of dl gradestested in the Great City Schools showed gains in math scores.
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*  44.1% of dl grades tested in the Great City Schools improved their math scores faster than
their Sates.

Finding 2: Gapsin math achievement in urban schools appear to be narrowing.

Prdiminary evidence from the Council’ s analys's of math scores shows some progressin
reducing racidly-identifiable achievement gaps. The data show that—

»  47.6% of 4th gradestested in the Great City Schools narrowed the achievement gap in math
between White and African American students. About 61.9% of 8th gradestested reduced
the White-Black gap; and 63.6% of 10th grades narrowed the gap.

*  50.0% of 4th gradestested in the Great City Schools narrowed the achievement gap in math
between White and Hispanic students. About 52.6% of 8th gradestested reduced the White-
Hispanic gap; and 80.0% of 10th grades narrowed the gap.

» 30.6% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between White and African
American students faster than their statewide rates.

* 30.0% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between White and Hispanic
students faster than their statewide rates.

Finding 3: Urban school districts showed math gains between 2002 and 2003.

The andyss dso looked to see if math performance in urban school didtricts hed im-
proved since 2002. The results on 54 identica digtricts indicated that—

» 33.3% of urban school districts posted math gainsin dl grades tested between 2002 and
2003.

» 14.3% of urban school districts posted math gainsin dl grades tested that were faster than
their Sates.

e 75.9% of urban school districts posted math gainsin half or more of the grades tested.

»  49.0% of urban school districtsposted faster math gainsthan their repective statesin half or
more of the grades tested.

Finding 4: Urban school achievement isbelow national averagesin math.

Despite sgnificant gainsin math performance, urban schools as agroup score below date
and nationd averages. How much lower depends on the city, the state, and thetest. Sx mgjor city
school systems (10.7%) had average math scoresin half or more of the gradestested in 2003 that
were the same as or higher than their respective states. These systems were Albuquerque, An-
chorage, Broward County (Ft. Lauderdale), Greenville, Hillsborough County (Tampa), and San
Francisco.
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Three of these cities (Anchorage, Broward County, and San Francisco) had the same or

higher scoresthan their statesin all gradestested. All other cities scored lower than their states by
varying degrees.

Finding 5: Reading achievement isimproving in urban schools.

The Council’ sandlyss of state assessment data found that—

83.3% of the Great City School districtsincreased their reading scores in more than half the
grades tested.

34.7% of the Great City School districtsincreased their reading scores in more than half the
gradestested at afaster rate than their Sate.

72.1% of al grades tested in the Great City Schools showed gainsin reading scores.

38.3% of al gradestested inthe Grest City Schoolsimproved their reading scoresfaster than
their states.

Finding 6: Gaps in reading achievement in urban schools may be narrowing.

The gainsin overdl reading achievement among the cities appear to be occurringin a

way that is dso showing some progress in reducing racialy-identifiable achievement gaps. The
data show that—

Vi

73.1% of 4th gradestested in the Great City Schools narrow?ﬂ the achievement gap between

White and African Americ%q students. About 53.8% of 8" grades narrowed the White-
Black gap; and 38.9% of 10" grades narrowed the gap.

60.0% of 4th gradestested in the Grest City Scha_(l)ls narrowed the achievement gap between

White and Hispanic s%dents About 68.0% of 8" gradestested reduced the White-Hispanic
gap; and 44.4% of 10" grades narrowed the gap.

35.9% of all grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between White and African
American students faster than Statewide rates.

32.6% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between White and Hispanic
students faster than statewide rates.
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Finding 7: Urban school districts showed reading gains between 2002 and 2003.2

The andysis dso looked to see if reading performance in urban school didtricts had im-
proved since 2002. The results on 54 identica digtricts indicated that—

«  27.8% of urban school districtsposted reading gainsin dl grades tested.

» 14.3% of urban school districtsdemondirated reading gains that were faster than their states
indl grades tested.

«  77.8% of urban school districtsposted reading gainsin half or more of the grades tested.

»  51.0% of urban school districtsposted reading gainsthat were faster than their statesin half
or more grades tested.

Finding 8: Urban school achievement is below national averagesin reading.
Despite gains, urban reading scores are below state and nationa averages.

Only eight mgor city school systems (14.3%) in 2003 had average reading scoresin half
or more of the grades tested that were the same as or higher than their respective ates. They are
Albuquerque, Anchorage, Broward County (Ft. Lauderdae), Greenville, Portland, San Diego,
San Francisco, and Sesttle.

Three of these cities (Albuquerque, Anchorage, and Greenville) had the same or higher
scores than statewide averages in all grades tested. All other cities scored below their Sates by

varying degrees.
Who We Are Today: Key Factors That Shape the Urban Context

Big-city school systems are different from digtricts in other settings. They serve a demo-
graphicaly different student body and they operate in political and financid environments that are
more complex, contentious, and competitive than smdler systems.

These contextud differences are sgnificant and should be consdered in any study of
urban school achievement. The Council’ sandys sidentified three broad factorsthat warrant atten-
tion as the nations strives to meet the goals established by No Child Left Behind.

Factor 1. The nation cannot meet the broad goals of No Child Left Behind and raise
achievement across the board without paying attention to students enrolled in urban
schools.

2Thesegainsare corroborated by theresults of the Trial Urban District Assessment that showed large central
city school districts making statistically-significant gains between 2002 and 2003 on NAEP in the fourth grade.
No significant change was seen in eighth grade reading.

Vii
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The Great City Schools enrolled 15.0% of the nation’s public school students in school

year 2001-2002. (This percentage represents a dight decrease from 15.3% in 1995-96.) More
ggnificantly, the Greet City Schools enrall about 30% of the nation’ s African American, Hispanic,
limited English proficient, and poor students.

Factor 2: Studentsin urban schoolsare morelikely to be African American, Hispanic, or
Adsan American; to comefrom low-incomefamilies, and to comefrom non-English speaking
homes.

The Council’ s analys's showed that—

76.9% of studentsin the Great City Schoolsin 2001-2002 were African American, Hispanic,
Adgan American or other students of color, compared with about 37.9% nationwide.

62.9% of dudents in the Great City Schools are digible for a federa free lunch subsidy,
compared with about 39.7% nationwide.

17.3% of students in the Great City Schools are English language learners, compared with
gpproximately 7.9% nationwide.

82.5% of the Great City School systems have poverty rates above their Satewide averages,
and 72.7% have higher percentages of English language learners than their Sates.

Factor 3: Urban schools often lack adequate financial resour ces.

FHndly, Beating the Odds IV examined financid investments in the nation’s urban public

schools. Our analysis of Nationa Center for Education Statitics data found that—

Thecurrent per pupil expenditurein the Great City Schoolswas $7,222 inthe 2000 fiscd year
(most recent federa data available)—up 20.4% from $5,999 in 1995-96 (unadjusted for
inflation). The national average grew from $5,689 to $6,911—or 21.5%—over the same

period.

The current per pupil expenditures of 41 (68.3%) Greet City School districtswere abovetheir
respective state averages and 19 (31.7%) digtricts—enrolling over three million students—
were below.

Therewere 3,227,430 students attending an urban public school whose expenditure per pupil
was below the statewide average.

The share of al dementary and secondary school spending that states devoted to the nation’s
magjor city school systems increased dightly from 16.1% in 1995-96 to 17.4% in the 2000
fiscd year.
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SUMM ARY OF FINDINGS
SrRING 2003 RESULTS AND TREND ANALYSS

% Citiesw/ All Grades Improved 51.9%  33.3%

% Citiesw/ All Grades Improved Faster than State 16.3% 10.2%

% Cities w/ At Least 50% Grades Improved 92.6% 83.3%

% Cities w/ At Least 50% Grades Improved Fadter than State 531%  34.7%

% Cities w/ At Least 50% Grades Above State 10.7% 14.3%

% Grades Tested Improved 84.6%  72.1%

% Grades Tested Improved Faster than State 44.1%  38.3%

% Grades Tested Declined 10.1%  21.3%

% Grades Tested w/ Economically Disadvantaged Improved 84.6% 80.6%

% Grades Closing Gap Between ED and Non-ED 56.1% 57.8%

% Grades Tested W/ ELL Improved 72.1% 58.8%

% Grades Closing Gap Between ELL and Non-ELL 57.1%  49.0%

% 4th Grades Improved 89.7%  92.5%

% 8th Grades Improved 83.3% 53.3%

% 4th Grades Closing Gap between Whites and African Americans 47.6%  73.1%

% 4th Grades Closing Gap between Whites and Higpanics 50.0% 60.0%

% 8th Grades Closing Gap between Whites and African Americans 61.9% 53.8%

% 8th Grades Closing Gap between Whites and Higpanics 526%  68.0%

% 10th Grades Closing Ggp between Whites and African Americans 63.6%  38.9%

% 10th Grades Closing Gap between Whites and Higpanics 80.0%  44.4%
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
(2002 Com PareED TO 2003)

% Cities w/ All Grades Improved 33.3%

% Cities w/ All Grades Improved Faster than State 14.3%

% Cities w/ At Least 50% Grades Improved 75.9%

% Cities w/ At Least 50% Grades Improved Faster than State 49.0%

% Cities w/ At Least 50% Grades Above State 10.7%

% Grades Tested Improved 70.0%

% Grades Tested Improved Faster than State 41.5%

% Grades Tested Declined 19.1%

% Grades Tested Improved for African Americans 72.2%

% Grades Tested Improved for Hispanics 68.6%

% Cities w/ All Grades Improved 27.8%

% Cities w/ All Grades Improved Faster than State 14.3%

% Cities w/ At Least 50% Grades Improved 77.8%

% Cities w/ At Least 50% Grades Improved Faster than State 51.0%

% Cities w/ At Least 50% Grades Above State 14.3%

% Grades Tested Improved 67.1%

% Grades Tested Improved Faster than State 42.8%

% Grades Tested Declined 24.6%

% Grades Tested Improved for African Americans 70.1%

% Grades Tested Improved for Hispanics 69.1%
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The movement to reform educetion in the U.S. is fundamentally about improving America's urban
public schools. Conversations about stlandards, testing, vouchers, charter schools, funding, equity, deseg-
regation, governance, privatization, socia promotions, and accountability are discussons—at their core—
about public education in the cities.

It is a discusson worth having, for nowhere does the nationa resolve to strengthen its educationd
system face a tougher test than in our inner cities. There, every problem is more pronounced; every
solution harder to implement.

As recently as a few years ago, progress in urban education gppeared to be a a standdtill. Critics
noted that performance was stagnant and urban systems seemed pardyzed by sructural problems in
governance, labor relations, bureaucracy, resources, management, operations, and politics.

Urban school leadership appeared to havetried everything and come up short: thousands of educeation
programs, hundreds of curricular changes, countless socid interventions, numerous parental involvement
drategies, dl a acost of millions of dollars. Among many observers, there was the nagging fear that the
struggle was lost and the effort wasted.

What happened to change the outlook, of course, was the standards movement. The public reminded
educators—particularly those in cities—why they were in business in the first place and what they were
being held responsible for ddivering.

Not only did the priorities of big city schools change, but the prospect for meeting our chalenges
brightened aswell. And the first fragile sgns that aturn-around in urban education began to emerge.

Urban schools know that it is not enough to assure people that we are working harder to meet high
sandardsor to say that the public’ smoney isworth the investment, athough both are surdly true. We must
back up those assurances with results—concrete, verifiable documentation that our efforts to improve
education in the cities are paying off and that the public’'s money is being well spent.

This report provides afourth look at the performance of the Great City Schools on tests used by the
dtates to measure student achievement and to hold districts and school s accountable under the federal No
Child Left Behind Act. The report seeks to answer the questions, “ Are urban schools improving?” and
“Are achievement gaps narrowing?’ With this report, the Council intends to provide a sraightforward
picture of urban school progress to the public, the press, policymakers, educators, and everyone with a
stake in education reform.
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The report is divided into three sections:

* The firgt section explains the purpose of the report, the methods used to anadyze the data, and the
limitations of that data It lays out the main findings emerging from the Council’s andlyss of dae
assessment data and other information. It also presents graphs and bullets showing critica trends in
urban student achieverment, changesin urban school demographic conditions, and changesin how well
urban schools are funded.

» The second section contains profiles on each of the 61 member school digtricts of the Council of the
Great City Schoals. Each profile includes demographic data for the digtrict and the state, trends in
expenditures, and limited staffing data. Also included are data on trends in reading and math achieve-
ment on the state assessments, by grade, race, poverty level, disability, and language proficiency —
where available.

» Thethird section, the Appendix, identifies the sources of the data and the formulas used for computa
tions.

The point of measuring student performance and reporting it to the public is, of course, to channel help
to the students, schools, and communities that need it most—and to honestly confront shortcomings and
pursue needed improvements. This report will show the shortcomings. It dso lays out the chalenges, for
Beating the Odds IV isnot only areport card on urban education; it isareport card on the nation and its
commitment to leave no child behind.
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Methodsfor Collecting and Analyzing Assessment Data

This report presents digtrict-by-digtrict achievement data on 61 mgjor city school systemsin reading
and math.® It updates performance data published in previous editions of Beating the Odds through
spring 2003. It also presents results by year, by grade, by race and other variables.

These date assessment resultswere collected by Council staff from anumber of sources. satewebsites,
reports, and databases. Each stat€’ s website was searched for information that described its assessments,
the grades and subjects in which the tests were administered, the years in which the tests were given, the
format or metric in which results were reported, and changes in test forms or procedures. The decison
was ultimately made to include data only for reading (or language arts) and math in this report, because dl
states reported resultsin these critical subject areas.

Assessment data were then examined to determine the number of yearsthe state had administered the
tests to ensure that the report included only results that were comparable from year to year. Data were
diminated if dates changed tests or ggnificantly modified their guidelines about which students to tedt.
Texas, for example, changed tests in 2003, S0 results before then on the previoudy-used test were imi-
nated. The instrument in place for spring 2003 testing was the one used in this study to report trend lines.
Every effort was made by staff to track changes states made to their previoudy posted data.

Datawere dso collected by race where reported by the state. Not al statesreport their disaggregated
data, even if they gather it. Resultsfor African American, Hispanic and White sudents areincluded in this
report. Resultsfor Asian American students were not included because of inconsistent reporting by states.

Datawere aso collected on other subgroups when available. Results were included on Economically
Disadvantaged students (usudly defined asfree & reduced pricelunch or Titlel), English Language Learn-
ers (usudly defined aslimited English proficient or bilingud), and students with disabilities (usudly defined
as Specia Educetion).

Thereader should notethat dataare generaly presented inthe way that the new federa No Child Left
Behind legidation requires. We have made every effort to report the districtwide data in “performance
levels” and to show the percentage of sudentswho scoreat “proficient” or higher levels as specified in the
law.

Each didtrict’ s progresswas then converted into an annuaized change score in order to help neutralize
the effects of differing testing periods. Achievement datareported in percentiles, however, were converted
into “normd curve equivaents’ (NCE' s) before an annualized rate was cd culated. The annuaized change
rates were juxtaposed againgt the state' s progress over the same period so the reader could compare the
digtrict’ srate of progresswith that of the state. The same comparisons were made by race, except that the
sheer volume of disaggregated data precluded reporting on every grade. This study therefore focused on
achievement gap datain reading and math for grades 3, 4, or 5; 6, 7 or 8; and 9, 10 or 11, whichever was
mogt frequently tested in each band.

3 Readers should note the first report, Beating the Odds |, contained data on 55 city school systems.
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In addition to the data presented for individua districts, aggregate test results are reported for cities
and gradelevels. We did this by counting the number and percentage of cities and gradesthat moved up or
down over the period the Sate has administered its current test. The analysis showsthe percentage of cities
that have improved in reading and math in all gradestested or in a least half of the gradestested. These
results were then examined to see whether a city improved by ether criteriaat afaster or dower rate than
their respective states.

The Council wasadso interested in determining whether the percentage of cities showing improvements
in reading and math had increased or decreased over a one-year period. We conducted this anadysis by
matchingidentica cities (54 didricts) from 2002 and 2003 and examined changesin the percentages of the
cities that had moved up or down.

Cities are not ranked in this report on their performance, nor are test results in one sate or city
compared with any other. The nation’s 50-gtate assessment system does not alow such comparisons.
Comparisons within a given sate can be done but they should be made cautioudy.

To solve this problem of not being able to compare cities across state lines, the Council proposed the
Trid Urban Didrict Assessment (TUDA). This initiative has dlowed ten mgor cities to take the Nationd
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and receiveindividua digtrict results. Welook at these data
and those for large city school digtrictsin the aggregate to assess the significance of the trends we seein
state data presented in this report.

Findly, theindividud profiles for some digtricts include loca assessment data, in addition to the Sate-
wide assessments. Thiswas done to supplement the short-term trend data for some states that have only
recently implemented their assessments or that have changed their tests. In these cases, the local test data
areincluded only in the individud profiles; they are not included in the summary tables and graphs, which
include only state assessment results.

Limitations of the Data

The assessment data presented in Beating the Odds |V have anumber of seriousflaws. We were not
ableto correct these problems since our first report was published, because states have not alway's changed
how they report results. The reader should be aware of the following limitations in the data—

1. Itisnot possibleto compare assessment data across states. Each state has developed itsown test, test
adminigtration guidelines, timelines, grades to be tested, and other technica features. It is not techni-
caly sound to compare didtricts across state lines.

2. Trend lines vary in duration from date to state. Some didtricts have trend data spanning Six to eight
years, while others may have data for just one year. This is because sates have been administering
their tests and reporting thelr resultsfor different periods. And other states have recently changed their
tests.



BEATING THE ODDS IV

3. Notestsof gatistical sgnificance were conducted on test score growth rates, nor are standard errors
of measurement included in thisreport. Most states do not yet publish the statistics necessary to make
these caculations possible.

4. The number of students tested was not reported, nor was the number of students enrolled in each
grade. Some dates identified the number of students tested, but most did not indicate the number
enrolled in each grade during the testing period. Including the number of students tested would have
had little, if any, meaning without o induding the numbers enrolled in the same grades at the time the
test was given.

5. Each date reports its results in differing metrics or gatigticad units. Mogt sates are now using the
percentages of students abovetheir respective proficiency bars, but anumber of states are not report-
ing their data in that way. The differing metrics used by some states can affect how good or bad the
scoreslook and can influencethedirection of trends. The Council used “ performancelevels” wherever
possible because of No Child Left Behind. Otherwise, we sdected the states most prominently
reported metric.

6. Tedtsdsovary inther degree of difficulty. Thisreport did not atempt to andyze the difficulty or rigor
of a date assessment. A state with a chalenging test may produce lower district scores, while a Sate
with an easy test may have higher district scores.

7. Statesusesmilar terminology for the various performancelevels(i.e., advanced, proficient, basic, and
below basic), but these terms do not mean the same things from date to state. A level of student
performance that is considered “proficient” in one state may be “basic” or below in another. In addi-
tion, the scale from the highest possible score to the lowest will differ from test to test and will effect
how close city averages look compared to their states. Moreover, the distance between any two
points on a scale may not be the same, and the cut-off scores for defining proficiency may differ.

8. Thedatain this report are limited by what each state publicly reports. There may be circumstances
where the data in this report are incomplete because the state has not posted dl of its findings on its
website or has not broadly circulated reports containing the findings.

9. Theanaysisusesidentica digtrictswhen comparing 2002 and 2003 results. Still, thereader should use
caution in interpreting the results because districts did not test the same number of grades each year.

10. State and nationd averages throughout the report include city data to which the states and the nation
are being compared.

Demogr aphic, Staffing, and Financial Data

To placethe academic gainsin context, the Council collected additiona dataon district demographics,
daffing, and financing. This information came from various databases of the Nationd Center for Educa
tion Staidtics, including the Digest of Education Statistics, the Common Core of Data, Characteris-
ticsof 100 Largest Public Elementary & Secondary School Districts, and other sources. The Appen-
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dix of thisreport hasacompletelisting of datasourcesfor al contextud data. Trendsfor each variableare
shown for school years 1995-96 and 2001-2002 (the most recent year for which federa data were
available)—except for spending data, which cover 1995-96 and 1999-2000 (the most recent available).
Thus, the period for this contextud data is dightly different from the years for which test scores were
reported.

Oncethe datawere collected, the Council prepared preiminary profiles on each member city. Profiles
were mailed to the superintendent, school board representative to the organization, and research director
of each member didrict. Digtricts were asked to review the data, submit corrections, and add clarifying
comments and end notes.

Corrections to the profiles were then made. Few didtricts adjusted any of the statewide achievement
reports, but some provided clarifying information about changes in state practices and reporting. All
changesto performance datawere verified againgt state websites and other reports. A number of correc-
tions, however, were madeto NCES demographic and staffing data. The Council made those corrections
but noted them with an asterisk, so readers would know which data came from the NCES and which
were adjusted by the individua school systems. Findly, the Council decided to retain dl NCES finance
data asthe agency reportsit in order to maintain the highest leve of integrity and comparability—although
this meant using older numbers than we would have liked.
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Improving Math Achievement: A National Priority

Over the past 20 years, the nation has placed a high priority on boosting the performance of U.S.
sudents in mathematics and science. These efforts date to the Sputnik era of the late 1950s, but they
intengfied in the mid-1980s when America’s preeminence was threatened by the thriving economies of
Japan and Western Europe. Corporate leaders, governors, and others published aflood of reports at the
time citing educationd deficiencies as the source of our economic problems and called for national action.

Congress responded by passing the Eisenhower math and science education program in 1984. In
1989, the White House convened a Nationd Education Summit in Charlottesville, Virginia, where Pres-
dent George H.W. Bush and the Governors reached consensus on the need to develop national education
gods. One of the gods emerging from this process involved making the United States firgt in the world in
mathematics and science achievement by the year 2000. This god was not reached but effortsto attain it
paid dividends as math achievement has increased nationdly over the last few years.

Beating the Odds IV examines state assessment results to determine whether urban public school
systems are dso making progress in mathematics.

Math Achievement in City Schools Compared to the States*

Firgt, the Council examined data on whether city schools were scoring at or above their respective
datesin at least half of the grades being tested. These data were disaggregated by district and the
subgroups specified under No Child Left Behind. The results showed the following:

*  Studentsin 10.7% of the Great City School districts posted average math scores that were equa to
or greater than the average scores of their peers statewide.®

» African American studentsin 39.5% of the Greet City School districts posted average math scores
that were equa to or greater than the average scores of their African American peers satewide®

* Hispanic studentsin 32.4% of the Great City School districts posted average math scores that were
equal to or greater than the average scores of their Hispanic peers Satewide.”

» Economicdly disadvantaged students in 29.0% of the Great City School districts posted average
math scores that were equal to or greater than the average scores of their disadvantaged peers Sate-
wide?

4 Results of the 2003 Trial Urban District Assessment corroborate the datain this section. The large central cities
(comprised of the 67 largest city school systemsin the nation) posted a 4" grade scale score of 224 and an 8" grade
scale score of 262, compared with 234 and 276, respectively, at the national level. Approximately 21% of large central
city school 4" grade students scored at or above the proficiency level on NAEP, compared with 31% nationally.

5 Percentage based on 6 of 56 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

6 Percentage based on 15 of 38 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

" Percentage based on 12 of 37 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

8 Percentage based on 9 of 31 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)
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Figure 1. Percentage of Cities with Subgroups Scoring
At or Abovethe Statein Math
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* Englishlanguage learnersin 38.2% of the Great City Schoal districts posted average math scoresthat
were equal to or greater than the average scores of their language peers statewide.®

»  Specid education studentsin 33.3% of the Great City School districts posted average math scores
that were equal to or greater than the average scores of their disabled peers statewide.*°

Trendsin Math Achievement at the District L evel!?

Second, the Council looked at mathematics achievement trends at the district level.*? Didtrict-level
math scores were andyzed to determine the percentage of cities that:

» improvedin all grades tested on the state assessments,
* improved a ratesfaster than the statewide average in all grades tested;
* improvedin half or more of the grades tested; and

» improved at rates faster than the satewide average in half or more of the grades tested.

9 Percentage based on 13 of 34 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

10 Percentage based on 11 of 33 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

1 No trend dataon NAEP are available yet on large central city school systemsto corroborate the gains posted by
the cities on the state assessments.

2 Trend datainclude the period from when each state first administered its currently-administered test to spring 2003.
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Figure 2 digplays the results of the district-level analyss. The data showed that:

*  51.9% of the Great City School districtsincreased their math scoresin all grades tested.*

* 16.3% of the Great City School districtsincreased their math scores at faster rates than their states
inall grades tested.*#

*  92.6% of the Great City School districtsincreased their math scoresin half or more of their
grades tested.*®

* 53.1% of the Great City School districtsincreased their math scores at faster rates than their states
inhalf or more of the grades tested.®

Cities whose math scores improved faster than their respective states in all grades tested included
Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Cleveland, Jackson, Minnegpolis, Norfolk, Fittsburgh, Richmond, and St. Paull.

Citieswhose math scoresimproved faster than the state in half or more of the gradestested included
Anchorage, Boston, Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Chicago, Cleveland, Columbus, Greensboro, Greenville,
Indianapolis, Jackson, Long Beach, Los Angdes, Miami-Dade, Minnegpolis, Nashville, New Orleans,
New Y ork City, Norfolk, Oklahoma City, Philade phia, Pittsburgh, Richmond, Rochester, San Francisco,
S. Louis, and S. Paul.
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Figure 2. Percentage of Citieswith Gainsin Math
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13 Percentage based on 28 of 54 cities. Results do not include 7 cities for which there are no trend data. (See appendix

for list of cities.)

14 Percentage based on 8 of 49 cities. Results do not include 7 cities for which there are no trend dataand 5 citieswith

no state comparison data available. (See appendix for list of cities.)

15 Percentage based on 50 of 54 cities. Results do not include 7 cities for which there are no trend data. (See appendix

for list of cities.)

16 Percentage based on 26 of 49 cities. Results do not include 7 cities for which there are no trend data and 5 cities
with no state comparison data available. (See appendix for list of cities.)
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Trendsin Math Achievement by Grade L evel

Third, the Council looked a mathematics achievement trends by grade level.r” Grade -level scores
were analyzed across al grades tested and in specified grades.

TrendsAcross Grades

The Council examined data across dl grades tested in the 61 districts and calculated the percentage
that:

improved in mah;

* improved in math & faster rates than the state; and

* decreased in math.

The results of the andysis, shown in Figure 3, indicate that:

» 84.6% of all gradestested showed gains in math scores*

Figure 3. Percentage of Gradeswith Gains (or Declines) in Math
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7 Trend datainclude the period from when each state first administered its currently-administered test to spring 2003.
18 Percentage based on 226 of 267 gradesin 54 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)
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Figure 4. Per centage of Each Grade with Gainsin Math
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*  44.1%of all gradestested in math improved &t faster rates than the states.*®
* 10.1%of all grades tested in math declined.?°
Trendsin Specific Grades

The Council aso examined each grade to determine which ones were most likely to show improved
math scores. Figure 4 shows that:?*

At h

e 89.7%of dl grades tested showed gains on their state math tests.

h

. 833%ofal & grades tested showed gains on their state math tests.

h

. 833%ofal 10" grades tested showed gains on their state math tests.

Changing in Racial Gapsin Math Achievement

Fourth, the Council examined state assessment data to determine whether racidly-identifiable gapsin
meath achievement were narrowing in city schools. The analysis of gaps focused on data at the e ementary,
middle and secondary grades in about 33 Great City digtricts (the number for which state trend data by
race were available).

19 Percentage based on 104 of 236 gradesin 49 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

20 Percentage based on 27 of 267 gradesin 54 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

2L Only the District of Columbiatested in Grade 1. No district tested in grade 12. N’ sdiffer because not al citiestestedin
the same grades. (See appendix for list of cities.)
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Figure 5. Per centage of Selected Gradeswith Narrowing Achievement Gapsin Math
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Reducing Overall Racial Gaps

The Council looked at the percentage of aggregated grades across the cities that had narrowed the
gapsin math achievement between: (a) White and African American students; and (b) White and Hispanic
students. The results, displayed in Figure 5, show that:?

o 52.2% of al grades tested reduced the achievement gap between White and African American
students.z®

*  52.9% of al grades tested reduced the achievement gap between White and Hispanic students2*
Narrowing Racial Gapsin Specific Grades
The data were disaggregated further by race and grade to see where gaps in math achievement were
narrowing the most. Trends specificaly in grades 4, 8, and 10 were examined. The andyss involved

varying numbers of digtricts in each grade because states do not dways test the same grades, nor do all
states disaggregate and report the results by race in each grade.

2 Data based on gaps in the most frequently tested gradesin the following bands: 3, 4, or 5; 6, 7, or 8; and 9, 10, or 11.
23 Percentage based on 47 of 90 gradesin 33 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)
2 Percentage based on 45 of 85 gradesin 32 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)



BeATING THE ODDS IV

Figure 6. Per centage of 4th, 8th, and 10th Grades Narrowing
Achievement Gapsin Math by Race
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The andlys's, displayed in Figure 6, shows that:

»  47.6% of 4th grades narrowed the achievement gap between White and African American students.
Some 61.9% of 8th grades narrowed the White-Black gap and 63.6% of 10th grades narrowed the

gap.

* 50.0% of 4th grades narrowed the achievement gap between White and Hispanic students. Some
52.6% of 8th grades narrowed the White-Hispanic gap and 80.0% of 10th grades narrowed the gap.

Narrowing Gaps Faster than State Rates
The Council dso examined dl grades at the dementary, middle, and secondary levelsto see if racid

gaps in math were closing faster or dower than they were closing statewide. The results of the andysis,
displayed in Figure 7, show that:?

% Data based on gaps in the most frequently tested gradesin the following bands: 3, 4, or 5; 6, 7, or 8; and 9, 10, or 11.

15
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Figure 7. Per centage of Selected Grades Narrowing Achievement Gaps
in Math Faster than State
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» 30.6% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between White and African American
students faster than statewide averages.?®

» 30.0% of al grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between White and Hispanic students
faster than statewide averages.?”

Changesin Other Gapsin Math Achievement

Fifth, this report aso includes performance data on students who are economicaly disadvantaged,
limited English proficient, or disabled. Theresults of this section should be examined with caution because
of the smal number of States that reported these 2003 data for their cities.

Reducing Other Gaps

The Council andyzed the achievement gaps between economicaly disadvantaged and non-economi-
cdly disadvantaged students, and other groupsto seeiif they were narrowing. The results shown in Figure
8 indicate that:®

* 56.1% of dl gradestested narrowed the achievement gaps between economically disadvantaged and
non-economically disadvantaged students.

% Percentage based on 26 of 85 gradesin 31 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

27 Percentage based on 24 of 80 gradesin 30 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

2 Percentage based on 32 of 57 gradesin 22 citiesfor economically disadvantaged; 24 of 42 gradesin 17 citiesfor English
language learners and 21 of 65 gradesin 24 cities for students with disabilities.



70% 1

60% A

50% A

40% -

30% 17

20% A

10% -

0% -

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Figure 8. Per centage of Selected Grades by Subgroup
Nar rowing Achievement Gapsin Math
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» 57.1% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between English language learners and
non-English language learners.

o 32.3% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between students with disabilities and
other students.

Narrowing Gaps Faster than State Rates

The analyssaso looked to seeif the narrowing of these urban gapswas faster or dower than the gaps
were closing statewide. The results show that:>°

» 44.4% of dl gradestested narrowed the achievement gaps between economicaly disadvantaged and
non-economicaly disadvantaged students faster than Statewide averages.

o 37.8% of al grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between English language learners and
non-English language learners faster than Satewide averages.

o 27.7% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement between students with disabilities and other
students faster than statewide averages.

2 Percentage based on 24 of 54 gradesin 21 citiesfor economically disadvantaged; 14 of 37 gradesin 15 citiesfor English
language learners and 18 of 65 gradesin 24 cities for students with disabilities.

17
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Comparing Math Achievement in 2002 and 2003

Finally, the Council looked at math performancein 2003 and compared it with achievement in 2002 to
determine whether results had improved over aone-year period. This comparison was done by matching
54 identicd digtricts on which data were available for both years. (Comparisons by grade level and race
were not conducted because of the complexity of theandysisand differing “n” counts.)) Theresultsindicate
that:

33.3% of urban school districts posted math gainsin dl grades tested between 2002 and 2003.3°

» 14.3% of urban school districts posted faster math gains than their respective states in dl grades
tested.®!

*  75.9% of urban school districts posted math gainsin half or more of the grades tested.®?

* 49.0% of urban school districts posted faster math gains than their respective satesin half or more
of the grades tested.®

Summary and Discussion of Math Achievement Trends

The Coundil’s andyss indicates that achievement on sate math tests is improving in the nation’s
urban schools. About 92.6% of al Great City School districts showed gains in math scoresin at least
half of the grades tested since the state began using its current assessment. More than half (51.9%) of the
cities improved their math scoresin all grades tested, and 16.3% improved at a rate faster then ther
respective sates. In addition, the data indicate that 84.6% of al grade levels improved in math, and
44.1% of dl grades tested improved faster than the state.

In addition, sx mgor cities (10.7% of the Great City School digtricts) had the same or higher math
scoresin half or more of the gradestested astheir respective states. These districtsincluded Albuquerque,
Anchorage, Broward County (Ft. Lauderdae), Greenville, Hillsborough County (Tampa), and San Fran-
cisco. Three of these cities (Anchorage, Broward County, and San Francisco) had the same or higher
scores than the statewide average in all grades tested.

Thereaults of Beating the Odds IV dso suggest that racidly identifiable achievement ggps in math
are narrowing somewhat. The data continue to be inconclusive, however, because so few dates have
disaggregated their scores by race for any length of time. Still, the available results by race are promising.
The data on the gaps within other groups, however, is ill too new to draw even preiminary conclusons
other than to say that the gaps are wide.

30 Percentage based on 18 of 54 cities (See appendix for list of cities.)
31 Percentage based on 7 of 49 cities (See appendix for list of cities.)

32 Percentage based on 41 of 54 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)
33 Percentage based on 24 of 49 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)
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Itisaso clear from the datathat the gapsin the cities are about the same as the gaps nationwide. The
public conversation about achievement gaps often suggests that the issue is solely an urban one, but the
data are clear that the problem is nationa in scope.

Findly, the analysislooked at the pattern of math scores in 2003 compared with thosein 2002. The
results show substantial gains in the percentage of cities whose math scores improved in al grades and
outpaced their respective gtates. It is difficult to determine the rate of progress with the kind of andyss
used in this report, but it is clear that improvements were made in 2003.

19
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Improving Reading Achievement: A New Priority

Until recently, the reading skills of the nation’ s Sudents have not received as much atention as math.
The Sputnik-eradid not trigger anationa debate about reading performancelikeit did for math or science.
And the Charlottesville Summit did not focus on reading in the same way asit did other gods. A nationa
priority on adult literacy was set following the Charlottesville event, but there was no priority given to
meaking the United States first in the world in reading achievement. The result has been duggish reading
gainsfor many years.

Still, aconsiderable amount of important research has been conducted over the last ten yearsthat has
important implications for schools. New studies on childhood brain development enhanced our under-
ganding of how youngsters learn and which teaching strategies were most promising. And the research
emerging from the Nationd Indtitute for Child Development, the Nationa Reading Pandl, and others dlari-
fied the necessary steps in the reading process. Out of this work came President George W. Bush's
Reading First initiative and anew nationd priority to raise reading performance for al children.

Beating the Odds IV looked &t State test datato determine whether reading progresswas evident in
city schools.

Reading Achievement in City Schools Compared to the States®

Firgt, the Council examined data on whether city schools were scoring at or above their respective
datesin at least half of the grades being tested. These data were disaggregated by district and the
subgroups specified under No Child Left Behind. The results showed the following:

e Studentsin 14.3% of the Great City Schooal districtsposted average reading scoresthat were equa to
or greater than the average scores of students statewide.®

»  African American studentsin 34.2% of the Great City School districts posted average reading scores
that were equal to or greater than the average scores of their African American peers Satewide.®

* Hispanic students in 29.7% of the Great City School districts posted average reading scores that
were equal to or greater than the average scores of their Hispanic peers statewide®”

» Economicdly disadvantaged students in 16.1% of the Great City School districts posted average
reading scores that were equa to or greater than the average scores of their disadvantaged peers
Statewide.®®

3 Results of the 2003 Trial Urban District Assessment corroborate the datain this section. The large central cities
(comprised of the 67 largest city school systemsin the nation) posted a 4" grade scale score of 205 and an 8" grade
scale score of 249, compared with 216 and 261 respectively at the national level. Approximately 20% of large central
city school 4" grade students scored at or above the proficiency level on NAEP, compared with 30% nationally.

35 Percentage based on 8 of 56 cities.

36 Percentage based on 13 of 38 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

37 Percentage based on 11 of 37 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

38 Percentage based on 5 of 31 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)
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» English language learnersin 23.5% of the Great City School districts posted average reading scores
that were equal to or greater than the average scores of their language peers statewide.*

»  Specid education sudentsin 27.3% of the Great City School districts posted average reading scores
that were equal to or greater than the average scores of their disabled peers statewide.*®

Trendsin Reading Achievement at the District L evel*

Second, the Council looked at reading achievement trends at the district levd.*? Digtrict-level read-
ing scores were andyzed to determine the percentage of cities that:

* improvedin all grades tested on the state assessments;
* improved a rates faster than the Satewide averagesin all grades tested;
» improvedin half or more of the grades tested; and

* improved a ratesfaster than the statewide average in half or more of the grades tested.

39 Percentage based on 8 of 34 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

40 Percentage based on 9 of 33 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

“IResults of the 2003 Trial Urban District Assessment corroborate the gains at the elementary school level described
in this section. The large central cities (comprised of the 67 largest city school systemsin the nation) posted statisti-
cally-significant gainsin fourth grade NAEP scores between 2002 and 2003. Eighth grade scores were unchanged
between 2002 and 2003.

4 Trend datainclude the period from when each state first administered its currently-administered test to spring 2003.
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Figure 10 displays the results of the district-level analyss. The data showed that:
» 33.3% of the Great City School districtsincreased their reading scoresin all grades tested.*®

* 10.2% of the Great City School districtsincreased their reading scores at faster ratesthan their states
inall grades tested.*

» 83.3% of the Great City School districtsincreased their reading scoresin half or more of their grades
tested.*®

»  34.7% of the Great City School districtsincreased their reading scores at faster ratesthan their states
in half or more of the grades tested.*¢

Cities whose reading scores improved faster than their respective states in all grades tested included
Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Cleveland, Norfolk, Richmond, and St. Paul.

Cities whose reading scores improved fagter than the state in half or more of the grades tested
included Atlanta, Charlotte-Mecklenburg, Chicago, Cleveland, Indianapolis, Long Beach, New Orleans,
New Y ork City, Norfolk, Orange County, Philadel phia, Portland, Richmond, Rochester, San Francisco,
Sesttle, and St. Paul.

Figure 10. Percentage of Citieswith Gainsin Reading
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43 Percentage based on 18 of 54 cities. Results do not include 7 cities for which thereis anew test and no trend data.
(See appendix for list of cities.)

4 Percentage based on 5 of 49 cities. Results do not include 7 cities for which there is a new test and no trend data
and 5 cities for which there is no state data available. (See appendix for list of cities.)

4 Percentage based on 45 of 54 cities. Results do not include 7 cities for which thereis anew test and no trend data.
(See appendix for list of cities.)

46 Percentage based on 17 of 49 cities. Results do not include 7 cities for which there is a new test and no trend data
and 5 cities for which there is no state data available. (See appendix for list of cities.)
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Trendsin Reading Achievement by Grade L evel

Third, the Council looked & reading achievement trends by grade level.*” Grade-level scores were

andyzed across al grades tested and in specified grades.

TrendsAcross Grades

The Council examined data across al grades tested in the 61 digtricts and calculated the percentage

that:

80% 1

70%

60% -

50%

40% 1

30% -

20% 1

10% 1

0%

improved in reading;

improved in reading at faster rates than the state; and
decreased in reading.

Thereaults of the analyss, shown in Figure 11, indicate that:

72.1% of all grades tested showed gains in reading scores.*®

Figure 11. Percentage of Gradeswith Gains (or Declines) in Reading
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% of Grades with Gains % of Grades with Faster than State Gains % of Grades with Declines
(N=301 grades) (N=269 grades) (N=301 grades)

4"The 61 city school systemsincluded in thisreport are located in 37 states, which tested in 353 grades.
48 Percentage based on 217 of 301 gradesin 54 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)
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Figure 12. Percentage of Each Grade with Gainsin Reading
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o 38.3%of all gradestested in reading improved at fagter rates than their Sates*®
o 21.3%of all gradestested in reading declined.>®
Trendsin Specific Grades

The Council dso examinedeach grade which onesweremost likely to show improved reading scores.
Figure 12 shows that:>*

o 925%of dl 4th grades tested showed gains on their state reading tests.
 533%of dl 8th grades tested showed gains on their state reading tests.
o 44.0%of dl 10th grades tested showed gains on their state reading tests.
Changesin Racial Gapsin Reading Achievement
Fourth, the Council examined state assessment data to determine whether racialy-identifiable ggpsin
reading achievement were narrowing in city schools. The andlysis of gaps focused on data at the demen-

tary, middle, and secondary gradesin about 33 cities (the number for which state trend data by race were
avalable).

4 Percentage based on 103 of 269 gradesin 49 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

50 Percentage based on 64 of 301 gradesin 54 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

51Only the District of Columbiatested in Grade 1. No district tested in grade 12. N’ s differ because not all cities tested
in the same grades.
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Figure 13. Percentage of Selected Grades Narrowing
Achievement Gapsin Reading
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Reducing Overall Racial Gaps

The Council looked at the percentage of aggregated grades across the cities that had narrowed the

gaps in reading achievement between: (a8) White and African American students; and (b) White and His-
panic students. The results, displayed in Figure 13 show that:>2

57.7% of al grades tested reduced the achievement gap between White and African American
students.>®

53.2% of al grades tested reduced the achievement gap between White and Hispanic students.>*
Narrowing Racial Gapsin Specific Grades

The data were disaggregated further by race and grade to see where gaps in math achievement were

narrowing the most. Trends specificaly in grades 4, 8, and 10 were examined. The andysis involved
varying numbers of digtricts in each grade because states do not dway's test the same grades, nor do al
states disaggregate and report the results by race.

52 Data based on gaps in the most frequently tested gradesin the following bands: 3, 4, or 5; 6, 7, or 8; and 9, 10, or 11.
53 Percentage based on 56 of 97 gradesin 33 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

5 Percentage based on 50 of 94 gradesin 32 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)
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Figure 14. Per centage of 4th, 8th, and 10th Grades Narrowing
Achievement Gapsin Reading by Race
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The andyss, displayed in Figure 14, shows that:

» 73.1% of 4th grades narrowed the achievement gap in reading between White and African American
students. Some 53.8% of 8th grades narrowed the White-Black gap and 38.9% of 10th grades
narrowed the gap.

» 60.0% of 4th grades narrowed the achievement gap in reading between White and Hispanic students.
Some 68.0% of 8th grades narrowed the White-Hispanic gap and 44.4% of 10th grades narrowed

the gap.

Narrowing Gaps Faster Than State Rates

The Council dso examined al grades at the dementary, middle, and secondary levelsto see if racid
gapsin reading were closng faster or dower than they were closing statewide. The results of the andysis,
displayed in Figure 15, show that:
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Figure 15. Percentage of Selected Grades Narrowing Achievement Gaps
in Reading Fagter than State

36%

33%

0%

28

African American (N=92 grades) Hispanic (N=90 grades)

» 35.9% of al grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between Whites and African American
students faster than statewide averages.s®

o 32.6% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between Whites and Hispanic students
faster than statewide averages.>®

Changesin Other Gapsin Reading Achievement
Fifth, this report dso includes limited performance data on students who were economically disad-
vantaged, limited English proficient, or disabled. The results of this section should be examined with cau-
tion because of the smal number of states that reported these 2003 data for their cities.
Reducing Other Gaps

The Council andyzed the achievement gaps between limited English proficient and English-proficient
students, and other groups to seeif they were narrowing. The results shown in Figure 16 indicate that:>”

» 57.8% of dl gradestested narrowed the achievement gaps between economicaly disadvantaged and
non-economically disadvantaged students.

55 Percentage based on 33 of 92 gradesin 31 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

%6 Percentage based on 29 of 90 gradesin 30 cities. (See appendix for list of cities.)

57 Percentage based on 37 of 64 gradesin 22 cities for economically disadvantaged; 24 of 49 gradesin 17 citiesfor
English language learners and 24 of 72 gradesin 24 cities for students with disabilities.
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Figure 16. Per centage of Selected Grades by Subgroup
Narrowing Achievement Gapsin Reading
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* 49.0% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between English language learners and
non-English language learners.

» 33.3% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between students with disabilities and
other students.

Narrowing Gaps Faster than State Rates

The analyss aso looked to seeif the narrowing of these urban gaps was faster or dower than the gaps
were closing statewide. The results show that:®

»  45.9% of dl gradestested narrowed the achievement gaps between economicaly disadvantaged and
non-economicaly disadvantaged students faster than Statewide averages.

e 38.6% of al grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between English language learners and
non-English language learners faster than statewide averages.

e 26.4% of dl grades tested narrowed the achievement gaps between students with disabilities and
other students faster than statewide averages.

58 Percentage based on 28 of 61 grades in 21 cities for economically disadvantaged; 17 of 44 grades in 15 cities for
English language learners and 19 of 72 gradesin 24 cities for students with disabilities.
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Comparing Reading Achievement in 2003 and 2002

Finaly, the Council looked at reading performance in 2003 and compared it with achievement in
2002 to determine whether results had improved over a one-year period. This comparison was done by
matching 54 identical digtricts on which data were available for both years. (Comparisons by grade level
and race were not conducted because of the complexity of the analysis and differing “n” counts.) The
resultsindicate that:

o 27.8% of urban school districtsposted reading gainsin dl grades tested between 2002 and 2003.5°

* 14.3% of urban school districts posted faster reading gains than their respective satesin dl grades
tested.®®

e 77.8% of urban school districtsposted reading gainsin half or more of the grades tested.5*

»  51.0% of urban school districtsposted faster reading gainsthan their respective statesin half or more
of the grades tested.5?

Summary and Discusson of Reading Achievement Trends

The Council’s andysis of state assessment results suggests that reading achievement in the nation's
urban schoolsisimproving. About 83.3% of al Great City School districtsshowed gainsin reading scores
inat least half of the grades tested by the state. About 33.3% of the citiesimproved their reading scores
inall grades, and about 34.7% improved faster than their respective Satesin at least half of the grades
tested. In addition, the dataindicate that 72.1% of all gradesimproved in reading, and 38.3% of dl grades
improved faster than the states.

Inaddition, eight mgor cities (14.3% of the Great City School digtricts) had the sameor higher reading
scoresin half or more of the gradestested astheir respective states. They were Albuquerque, Anchorage,
Broward County (Ft. Lauderdae), Greenville, Portland, San Diego, San Francisco, and Seettle. Three of
these cities (Albuquerque, Anchorage, and Greenville) had the same or higher scores than the Statewide
averagesin all grades tested.

Theresults of Beating the Odds IV dso suggest thet racidly identifiable achievement gapsin reading
have narrowed somewhat, dthough the data remain inconclusive because so few states have disaggre-
gated their scores by race for any length of time. Preliminary results suggest that gaps may be narrowing
fastest in the dementary grades, compared with the middle or secondary grades. Data on the gaps among
other groups remains inconclusive.

Asisthe case with math, gapsin reading performancein the cities are about the same as gaps nation-
wide.

59 Percentage based on 15 of 54 cities.
60 Percentage based on 7 of 49 cities.

61 Percentage based on 42 of 54 cities.
62 Percentage based on 25 of 49 cities.
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Finally, the andysis examined the reading gains between 2002 and 2003. The results showed substan-
tid improvementsin the percentage of citieswhose reading scoresimproved in al grades and whose gans
outpaced their states. Theseresultsare corroborated by NAEP datashowing that the nation’ slarge central
city school systems had posted statistically-significant gainsin fourth grade reading performance between
2002 and 2003. Urban NAEP scores were flat in the eighth grade, however.
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The chdlenge of the Greet City Schools is to increase student achievement in a context far different
from that of the average public school system. Urban education is unique, in part, because it serves stu-
dents who are typicdly from lower income families, who are learning English as a second language, and
who often face discrimination. The role of urban schools is to overcome these barriers and teach all
children to the same high standards.

This task is made more difficult by the additiona efforts and skills that are needed to overcome the
barriers that o many urban children bring to the schoolhouse door.

The challenge is compounded further by the disparities in resources available to schools to meset the
needs of their sudents. Some school systems can have many times more dollars per student than some
urban didricts. Ironicaly, it is often the students with the fewest needs who have the most resources, and
the students with the greatest needs who have the least resources.

A furious debate has raged in public education over the relative importance of funding to the academic
performance of children. The issue involves more than just the relationship between money and achieve-
ment, although asizable body of research hasfocused on that point. The controversy haslargely been over
whether education is defined by itsinputs or its outputs. Little room has been alowed, unfortunately, for
congdering an gppropriate balance of each.

This chapter examines the context of urban education—a context that should be consdered in dis-
cussing the achievement data presented in previous chapters. The chapter reviews basic demographic
characteridtics of the Great City Schools, including student poverty and limited English proficiency, and
how they have changed during the period in which Sate assessments were being implemented.

The chapter dso examines financia data, including changesin the aggregate expenditures per pupil of
the Great City Schoolsover thelast few years, and changesin state expenditures on urban schools. Finaly,
the chapter contains some rudimentary data on what money can buy: teachers and schools. Student-
teacher ratios and school size data are aso presented.

The reader can find individud city datain the Profiles section of this report. All of the demographic,
gaffing, and financia datafor this study comefrom the National Center for Education Statistics, except for
the data designated with an agterisk, which have been provided by the individud cities after reviewing the
NCES numbers. No NCES data related to per pupil expenditures were modified in the district review
process.
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Student Demogr aphics
The demography of urban education continues to be a subject of enormous public interest. Our com-
position is important because a large body of research continues to show that income, disability, and
English-language proficiency are strongly corrdated with student achievement.

Student Enrollment in the Great City Schools

The Great City Schools enroll asgnificant share of the nation’s students. Figure 17 shows key trends
in enrollments, summarized as follows

* The Great City Schools enrolled 7,276,117 students in 2001-2002 (the most recent year on which
federd dataare available), an increase of nearly 5.8% over the 6,875,282 students enrolled in 1995-
96.

» During the same period, tota public school enrollment nationaly grew by about 8.2%. Enrollments
increased from 44,840,481 students in 1995-96 to 48,521,731 students in 2001-2002.

* The share of the nation’s public school students enrolled in the Great City Schools decreased from
15.3% in 1995-96 to 15.0% in 2001-2002.

Figure 17. Great City School Enrollment Compared with the Nation
(N=61 Cities)
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Figure 18. Great City School Free Lunch Eligibility Rate Compared with the Nation
(N=61 Cities)
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Income and Poverty in the Great City Schools

Students in the Great City Schools are far more likely to come from low-income homes than the
average student nationaly. Figure 18 shows key poverty indicators, include the following:

* Inthe 2001-2002 school year, 62.9% of students in the Great City Schools were dligible for afree
lunch subsidy, compared with the nationa average of 39.7%.

*  About 26.3% of the nation’s free-lunch eligible sudents are enrolled in the Greet City Schools.

»  Some 82.5% of the nation’s Greet City School systems have poverty rates (free lunch digibility) that
are higher than their respective ates.

English Language L ear nersand Students with Disabilities

The Great City Schools aso serve a higher proportion of English language learners than the average
school system. These urban school systems, however, enroll about the same percentage of students with
disabilities asthe average schoal didrict nationdly, but the Great City Schools often enroll agreater share
of students with high-cost disabilities.
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Figure 19. Great City School English Language L earner and Disability Rates
Compared with the Nation (N=55 Cities, N=60 Cities)
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Figure 19 shows the rates of English Language Learners and students with disabilities (those with an
Individual Education Plan) enrolled in the Great City Schools. Key indicators include the following:

About 17.3% of sudentsenrolled inthe Greet City Schools come from familieswhere Englishisnot the
first language, compared with 7.9% of students nationaly.

» Some 72.7% of the Great City School digtricts have higher percentages of ELL students than their
respective states.

» About 13.0% of the enrollments in the Grest City Schools are students with disabilities, compared
with 13.3% of sudents nationaly.

» Some 52.5% of the nation’s Great City School systems have higher percentages of students with
disabilities than their Sates.

»  Urban schools tend to enroll more students with low-incidence, high-cost disabilities than the average
digtrict. Thisis probably due to deficienciesin the quality and availability of hedlth, child, and prenata
care in many inner-cities.

Enrollments by Race and Ethnicity in the Great City Schools
The racid characterigtics of urban schools are dso sgnificantly different from the average school

systemn nationwide. About 76.9% of Great City School students are African American, Hispanic, or Asian
American compared with 41.1% nationally. Figure 20 shows the enrollment patterns.
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Figure 20. Great City School Enrollment by Race Compared with the Nation
(N=61 Cities)
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Key gatigics include the following:

* About 38.0% of Gresat City School students were African American in 2001-2002, compared with
16.9% netiondly.

* About 32.1% of Great City School students were Hispanic in 2001-2002, compared with 18.5%
nationdly.

» About 23.1% of Gresat City School students were White in 2001-2002, compared with 58.9% na-
tiondlly.

» About 6.9% of Great City School students were Asian American and members of other groupsin
2001-2002, compared with 5.7% nationaly.

» The percentage of the Great City School enrollment that was African American and White declined
dightly between 1995-96 and 2001-2002, while the percentage that was Hispanic increased.

* The percentage of the nation’s public school enrollment that was White declined dightly between
1995-96 and 2001-2002; the percentage that was Hispanic increased; and the percentage that was
African American remained about the same.

* Approximatey 32.6% of al sudents of color in the nation were enrolled in the Greet City Schoolsin
2001-2002.
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FINANCEAND STAFFING

The Council examined the financial resources available to urban schools to meet the academic stan-
dards that No Child Left Behind is requiring. Beating the Odds IV looked at the districts current per
pupil expenditures compared with the nation and the states. The report also examined the proportion of

date expenditures devoted to urban schools. Findly, the andysis looked at the numbers of schools and
teachers in urban didtricts compared with the nation.

Expenditures Per Pupil

Expenditure trends were andyzed by the Council usng * current expenditures per pupil.” Thismetricis
defined as those expendituresthat are directly alocable to students and do not include spending on capital
needs or debt service. (Figures have been recal culated since Beating the Odds |.)

Figure 21 shows key findings on spending levelsin the Great City Schools.

* The average “current expenditure’ in the Great City Schools was $7,222 per pupil in 2001-2002,53
up 20.4% from $5,999 per pupil in 1995-96 (not adjusted for inflation).

» Theaverage “current expenditure’ nationally was $6,911 per pupil in 2001-2002,%* up 21.5% from
$5,689 per pupil in 1995-96 (not adjusted for inflation).

Figure 21. Expenditures Per Pupil in the Great City Schools Compared with the Nation
(N=61 Cities)
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63 Data based on 2000 fiscal year (most recently available NCES data).
64 Data based on 2000 fiscal year.
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State Spending on the Great City Schools

The Council adso examined gatigtics on state spending on mgjor city school systems. Key indicators
indude the following:

» The percentage of totd state k-12 education spending devoted to the Great City Schools increased
from 16.1% in 1995-96 to 17.4 % in 2001-2002.%5

» The percentage of Greet City School districts with a current per pupil expenditure below that of their
state was 31.7% in 2001-2002.5°

* Thetota enrollment of dl Great City School digtricts with current per pupil expenditures, which were

bel ow statewide averages, was amost three and ahalf million students (3,227,430)—or about 44.4%
of al urban students.

Figure 22. Percentage of Great City Schools Above and Below State
Current Per Pupil Expenditures (N=60 Cities)
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55 Data based on 2000 fiscal year.
66 Data based on 2000 fiscal year.
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Figure 23. Average Number of Great City School Students Per Teacher and School
Compar ed with the Nation (N=61 Cities)
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Student-Teacher Ratios and Average Enrollments Per School

The Council looked at two fina contextud variables: student-teacher ratios and average enrollments
per school. Student-teacher ratios are not synonymous with class size, because they include specia edu-
cation teachers and other ingtructiona staff.

Figure 23 digplays the following key data:

e Student-teacher ratios in the Great City Schools were somewhat higher than the nationa average:
17.0 students per teacher in the mgor city schools in 2001-2002, compared with 15.9 nationdly.

*  Student-teacher ratiosin the Great City schools have decreased somewhat since 1995-96 when they
averaged 18.8 pupils per teacher. The nationd ratio aso decreased since 1995-1996 when it was
17.3.

Figure 23 aso shows data on school size. Some research suggests that smaller schools may be more
effective ingructiondly and interpersondly.
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The Council’ s andys's showed the following trends:

The average number of students per school in the Great City Schools declined from 724 studentsin
1995-96 to 709 in 2001-2002 —a drop of about 2.1%.

The average number of students per school nationally decreased from 515 in 1995-96 to 504 in
2001-2002 —a decline of about 2.2%.

The average school in the Great Cities enrolled about 40.7% more children (709 students) than the
average school nationaly (504 students) in 2001-2002.
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The Data Show Encouraging Trends

Thisreport represents the fourth time that anyone has attempted to examine the status and progress of
America’s urban schools on date reading and math tests. The report is imperfect for dl the reasons
indicated in the methodology section. Data are not comparable from one state to another. Test results are
reported in different metrics. Not al states publish their disaggregated results. Test participation rates are
not available.

Stll, the datain Beating the Odds IV present an emerging picture of how America's Great City
Schooals are performing and strongly suggest thet they are making progress in both reading and meath.

Thesereaultsare prdiminary. No Satistica testson the Sate datawere performed, so thereislittleway
to judge how significant the gains were. No attempt was made to trandate State scale scores (where
available) into sandard deviations or other normalized data for andysis. The Council of the Greet City
Schools wanted to present raw data so no one would wonder if the red results were hidden behind some
datidicd trickery.

The Council is committed to improving its reporting of city results on date tests on an annud bass.
Every attempt will be made to secure scale scores that can be “normaized” and to estimate test-taking
rates. The Council will dso make every attempt to continue reporting datain away that is congstent with
the No Child Left Behind Act.

City schools, moreover, want to improve their reporting to the nation on other indicators, including
course-taking patterns and graduation rates. No singleindicator givesthe public the entire picture of urban
education, any more than one Stock Market index adequately describes the economy.

Findly, the Council will be working to mesh the results of sate test data with other indicators. The
organization initiated the Trid Urban NAEP (National Assessment of Educational Progress) program so
that comparable data on city school performance would be available across state lines. To date, ten urban
citieshave participated in thistrial assessment. It isour hopethat morewill be ableto take part inthefuture.

Math Results

Thetrendsin math performance are unambiguous for the nation and the Great City Schools. Achieve-
ment isimproving. The only debate at this point should be about the magnitude of the gains. Beating the
Odds 1V indicates that about haf (51.9%) of the Great City School districtshad improved math scoresin
all grades tested by their gates. The vast mgority (92.6%) of mgor city school systems had improved
their math scoresin half or more of their grades. And, 53.1% of thelarge citiesimprovedfaster thanther
respective satesin half or more of their grades.

The urban data aso showed that 84.6% of all grades tested had gained and 44.1% had done so
faster than their states. About 89.7% of 4*" grades posted math gainsin the Great City Schools.
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Gaps by race dso appeared to narrow. State test results showed that city schools narrowed gaps
between Whites and African Americansin 52.2% of grades tested and between Whites and Higpanicsin
52.9% of grades tested.

This report aso contains new data on student performance by income, language, and disability. The
new data are largdly inconclusive, except to say that the gaps between the poor and the non-poor, the
limited English proficient and the English proficient, the disabled and the non-disabled are large, but show
sgns of narrowing with some groups.

Reading Results

Fresh data are available suggesting that reading achievement in the Great City Schools is improving.
Beating the Odds IV found that 33.3% of the city school districtsimproved their reading performancein
all grades tested. Some 83.3% of the citiesimproved in half or more of their grades, and 34.7% had
improved faster than their satesin haf or more of their grades.

Approximately 72.1% of all gradesin the Great City Schools posted reading gains and about 38.3%
did so faster than their respective states. Reading scores improved in 92.5% of the 4" grades, for in-
stance.

Gaps by race aso appeared to narrow. State test results show that city schools closed gaps between
Whitesand African Americansin 57.7% of the gradestested and between Whites and Higpanicsin 53.2%
of dl grades tested. Student performance data are dso reported by income, language, and disability and
show some signs of improving.

These improvements in reading performance of the Great City Schools are corroborated by new
NAEP data, which show datisticaly sgnificant gains between 2002 and 2003 among fourth gradersin the
nation’s large centra city school systems. Trend lines for urban eghth graders were flat, however.

The Urban Context

Progress in math and reading scoresis occurring in an urban context that is Sgnificantly different from
other schools. Beating the Odds 1V looked at those differences and how they have changed over the last
severa years. Urban schools enroll students that are about twice as likely to be poor or to be learning
English as a second language. In addition, the Great City Schools enroll about one-third (32.6%) of dl
gudents of color in the country and disproportionately large numbers of English language learners and
poor students. These percentages have remained relatively unchanged in recent years.

Beating the Odds IV dso showed some of urban education’s resource chalenges. The andyss of
datafromthe National Center for Education Statistics showed that the average’ current expenditure’ inthe
Great City Schools was $7,222 per pupil in fiscd year 2000 (most recent comparable federal data avail-
able—an amount 20.4% higher than 1995-96 (unadjusted for inflation).6” Current expenditures nationaly
rose approximately 21.5% over the same period.

67 Expenditures allocabl e to student costs.
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The number of urban school systems, moreover, whose per pupil expenditures are below statewide
averages remains high. Some 31.7% of the big city schoal didrictsfal into this category, including: New
Y ork City, Philadephia, New Orleans, Norfolk, and others. Together, these school systemsenroll 3,227,430
students or over forty percent of the sudentsin the Greet City Schools.

The ggnificance of thisfinding is hard to oversate, particularly as the nation moves to implement No
Child Left Behind. The nation’s urban schools will be expected to overcome disparities in home and
school resources, and attain the same academic standards as schools with considerably greater where-
withal. We will so be held accountable for the results.

It is clear, nonethdess, that achievement in the Great City Schoolsisimproving. Some of these gains
are coming from working harder and smarter and squeezing inefficiencies out of every scarcedollar. Some
of thegains, however, comefrom cities doing what the nation has agreed islikely to work—high standards,
strong and stable leadership, better teaching, more ingtructiona time, regular assessments, stronger ac-
countability, and efficient management.

The datasuggest that improvement, however modest, ispossible on alarge scae—not just school-by-
school. It is now time to determine how the pace of improvement can be accderated. The Council of the
Great City Schools and its member digtricts are asking these questions and pursuing the answers aggres-
Svdy.

The nation, for its part, needs to think long and hard about why urban schools have to beet any odds.
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GREAT CIr1Y SCHOOLS

D EMOGRAPHICS ' GRreAT CrITY SCcHOOLS NATION
e S 1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02
Number of Students 6,875,282 7,276,117 44,840,481 48,521,731
Percent Free & Reduced Price Lunch Eligible
) NA 62.9 32.8 39.7
(FRPL)
Percent of Students with IEPs” 10.8 13.0 12.7 13.3
Percent English Language Learners * NA 17.3 NA 7.9
Percent African American 39.8 38.0 16.8 16.9
Percent Hispanic 27.0 32.1 13.5 18.5
Percent White 26.6 23.1 64.8 58.9
Percent Other 6.6 6.9 4.8 5.7
Number of FTE Teachers 366,466 427,080 2,598,220 3,051,638
Student-Teacher Ratio 18.8 17.0 17.3 15.9
Number of Schools 9,494 10,267 87,125 96,193
Current Expenditures Per Pupil5 $5,999 $7,222 $5,689 $6,911
Great City Schools as a Percentage of the Nation's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 15.3 15.0
Percent of Minority Students 32.1 32.6
Petrcent of African American Students 36.4 34.2
Percent of Hispanic Students 30.7 26.4
Percent of FRPL NA 26.3°
Percent of IEPs 12.8 14.8
Percent of ELLs NA 31.47
Percent of Schools 10.9 10.7
Percent of Teachers 14.1 14.0
Percent of State Revenue ° 16.1 17.4

! Aggregated totals include NCES data and corrections submitted by individual school districts.

2 Four states (AZ, CT, TN, and WY') did not report free and reduced price lunch eligibility and are not included in the national total for

2001-02. Nine states (AL, AZ, IL, KY, MA, PA, SD, TN, and WA) did not report free and reduced price lunch eligibility and are not

included in the national total for 1995-96.

3N=60, does not include Jefferson County who did not have | EP data for 1995-96.

4N=55, percentage is based on the enrolIment of districts who provided ELL data. Four states (ND, PA, TN, and WA) did not report

LEP membership and are not included in the national total for 2001-02.

5 Current Expenditures Per Pupil reported for the 2001-2002 school year are from the 2000 fiscal year, the most recent year available
from NCES.

8 The percentage of the nation’s FRPL is based on all states who reported FRPL eligibility. (See footnote #2.)

" The percentage of the nation’s ELL isbased on all states who reported L EP membership. (See footnote #5.)

8 Percent of State Revenue data for the 2001-02 school year is from the 2000 fiscal year, the most recent year available from NCES.
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DistrICT AIBUQUERQUE
Stare New MEXICO
STATE READING AND MATH A SSESSMENTS
State Assessment CTBS/5 & TerraNova First Year Reported 2002
Grades Tested 3-10 How Reported Median Percentile Rank
and Percent Passing
DEMOGRAPHICS ! ALBUQUERQUE New MEXICO
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 89,019 87,201 329,640 320,260
Eizlrgclél:)rllz l:;iz{epic) Reduced Price Lunch 40.1% 423 NA 54.7
Percent of Students with IEPs 8.2 19.9 13.8 19.6
Percent English Language Learners NA 17.7 NA 20.6
Percent African American 3.6 3.8 2.4 2.4
Percent Hispanic 45.3% 50.6 46.8 51.0
Percent White 44 3% 38.9 39.5 34.3
Percent Other 6.8* 6.7 11.4 12.3
Number of FTE Teachers 5,526 5,847 19,398 21,823
Student-Teacher Ratio 16.1 14.9 17.0 15.2
Number of Schools 122 138 721 793
Current Expenditures Per Pupil $4,328 $5,367 $4,604 $5,825
Albuquerque as a Percentage of New Mexico's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 27.0 27.2
Percent of FRPL NA 21.0
Petrcent of IEPs 32.6 27.6
Percent of ELLs NA 233
Percent of Schools 16.9 174
Percent of Teachers 28.5 26.8
Percent of State Revenue * 27.9 25.4

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Cutrent expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

*Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.
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Albuquerque
CTBS/5 TerraNova
Median National Percentile Rank

Annualized
Grade 2002 2003 Change in NCEs

Reading

Albuquerque 3 50 55 2.6
New Mexico 3 49 52 1.6
Albuquerque 4 56 58 1.1
New Mexico 4 51 55 2.1
Albuquerque 5 58 59 0.5
New Mexico 5 54 55 0.5
Albuquerque 6 56 55 -0.6
New Mexico 6 51 53 1.1
Albuquerque 7 56 56 0.0
New Mexico 7 48 51 1.6
Albuquerque 8 59 59 0.0
New Mexico 8 52 54 1.0
Albuquerque 9 58 56 -1.1
New Mexico 9 52 53 0.5
Math

Albuquerque 3 52 55 1.5
New Mexico 3 49 54 2.6
Albuquerque 4 52 54 1.0
New Mexico 4 50 53 1.6
Albuquerque 5 50 52 1.1
New Mexico 5 47 50 1.6
Albuquerque 6 50 49 -0.5
New Mexico 6 50 50 0.0
Albuquerque 7 50 50 0.0
New Mexico 7 46 49 1.6
Albuquerque 8 54 55 0.5
New Mexico 8 48 50 1.1
Albuquerque 9 56 56 0.0
New Mexico 9 47 52 2.7

High School Competency Exam
Percent Passing (10th graders) on First Attempt

Annualized
Grade 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Albuquerque 10 92.6 92.5 90.3 87.6 85.9 68.4 77.5 76.0 -2.4

New Mexico 10 88.7 88.0 85.8 84.0 83.6 64.4 66.1 69.0 -2.8
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DistricT ANCHORAGE
STATE ATLASKA

Alaska Benchmark

State Assessment ..
Examinations, HSGQE

Grades Tested

STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS
First Year Reported

3,6,8 & 10 How Reported

2000

Performance Level

DEMOGRAPHICS ' ANCHORAGE ALASKA
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 47,318 49,767 127,618 134,358
I;z;irll; F;}e{epic) Reduced Price Lunch 33.0% 195 NA 252
Percent of Students with IEPs 14.4 14.6 13.8 13.3
Percent English Language Learners 8.4% 10.2 NA 15.2
Percent African American 8.6 8.8 4.6 4.7
Percent Hispanic 4.4 6.0 2.7 3.6
Percent White 68.9 61.7 63.7 60.4
Percent Other 18.1 23.5 28.9 31.3
Number of FTE Teachers 2,461 2,813 7,379 8,026
Student-Teacher Ratio 19.2 18.0 17.3 17.2
Number of Schools 84 98 495 522
Current Expenditures Per Pupil 2 $6,343 $7,240 $8,189 $8,800
Anchorage as a Percentage of Alaska's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 37.1 37.0
Percent of FRPL NA 28.7
Percent of IEPs 38.7 40.8
Percent of ELLs NA 24.9
Percent of Schools 17.0 18.8
Percent of Teachers 33.4 35.0
Percent of State Revenue 3 28.4 29.3

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.

* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 ate from the 2000 fiscal year.
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Anchorage
Benchmark Examinations
Per cent Scoring Proficient or Advanced

Annudized

Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Reading
Anchorage 3 75.0 733 78.0 775 0.8
Alaska 3 725 730 74.6 73.9 05
Anchorage 6 74.4 744 75.0 73.7 -0.2
Alaska 6 69.9 69.4 69.8 69.8 0.0
Anchorage 8 87.9 86.6 85.0 71.8 -54
Alaska 8 83.2 82.5 81.6 67.9 -5.1
Math
Anchorage 3 66.9 67.6 74.0 75.2 2.8
Alaska 3 65.0 66.3 70.8 71.8 23
Anchorage 6 67.1 66.7 69.0 67.6 0.2
Alaska 6 62.2 62.9 63.9 64.3 0.7
Anchorage 8 43.0 436 44.0 67.3 81
Alaska 8 39.0 39.5 40.2 63.8 83
Anchorage
HSGQE (High School Graduation Qualifying Exam) 4
Percent Scoring Proficient

Annudlized

Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Reading
Anchorage 10 NA NA 74.6 72.8 -1.8
Alaska 10 NA NA 70.4 69.7 -0.7
Math
Anchorage 10 NA NA 66.9 74.3 74
Alaska 10 NA NA 64.0 70.2 6.2

4 The HSGQE was refocused in 2002 so test results prior to that should not be compared to subsequent results.
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DistriCT ATLANTA

Stare GEORGIA

STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS
State Assessment Comp((:t:::;o’;lels{t‘jf(?:lr;(:; First Year Reported 2000
Grades Tested 4,6,8, & 11 How Reported Pz:ziiﬁzn;epizz’lE,T;::::;
DEMOGRAPHICS ' ATLANTA GEORGIA
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 60,209 56,586 1,311,126 1,470,634
Eirgclebrll; I:l;:;epic) Reduced Price Lunch NA 80.1 NA 440
Percent of Students with IEPs 6.0 7.4 10.3 11.6
Percent English Language Learners NA 2.5 NA 4.3
Percent African American 90.4 89.2 37.8 38.2
Percent Hispanic 1.8 3.1 2.2 5.5
Percent White 6.6 6.8 58.2 53.8
Percent Other 1.3 0.9 1.7 2.5
Number of FTE Teachers 3,637 3,742 79,480 92,732
Student-Teacher Ratio 16.6 15.3 16.5 16.2
Number of Schools 102 97 1,763 1,969
Current Expenditures Per Pupil Z $6,969 $8,623 $5,056 $6,437
Atlanta as a Percentage of Georgia's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 4.6 3.8
Percent of FRPL NA 7.0
Percent of TEPs 4.8 2.5
Percent of ELLs NA 2.2
Percent of Schools 5.8 4.9
Percent of Teachers 4.6 4.0
Percent of State Revenue 3 4.1 3.6

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been teplaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

* Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.
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Atlanta
Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT)
Per cent M eeting/Exceeding Standard

Annudized
Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Reading
Atlanta 4 47 70 72 76 9.7
Georgia 4 65 74 79 80 5.0
Atlanta 6 52 65 64 69 5.7
Georgia 6 71 77 80 82 37
Atlanta 8 60 72 68 66 20
Georgia 8 75 82 80 81 20
Math
Atlanta 4 43 55 56 67 8.0
Georgia 4 62 63 66 74 40
Atlanta 6 46 52 50 47 0.0
Georgia 6 66 69 69 70 1.3
Atlanta 8 36 11 46 44 2.7
Georgia 8 54 59 65 67 4.3
Atlanta
Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT)
Percent Passing on First Administration
Annudized
Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 Chenge
English Language Arts
Atlanta 1 89 90 91 91 10
Georgia 1 94 94 95 %5 0.5
Math
Atlanta 1 83 84 81 83 -1.0
Georgia 1 90 il il R 0.5
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Atlanta
Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT)
Per cent M eeting/Exceeding Standard

Change Change
Reading Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 inGap Mathematics Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 inGap
Atlanta 4 Atlanta
African American 43 67 70 75 African American 38 52 53 65
Gap 47 29 25 -20 -27 Gap 54  -42 40 -28 -26
White 0] 96 95 %5 White 92 94 3 93
Gap 36 -32 42 41 5 Gap -39 -42 44 -37 -2
Hispanic 4 64 53 4 Hispanic 53 52 49 56
Georgia 4 Georgia
African American 51 63 71 73 African American 47 48 52 62
Gap -25 20 -17 -15 -10 Gap 27  -26  -26 -21 -6
White 76 83 88 88 White 74 74 78 83
Gap -29  -26 23 -23 -6 Gap 25 25 24 -19 -6
Hispanic 47 57 65 65 Hispanic 49 49 54 64
Atlanta 6 Atlanta
African American 50 64 64 78 African American 43 50 47 45
Gap -3 -33 31 -15 -23 Gap 46 47 41 -4 -5
White 88 97 95 3 White 89 97 88 86
Gap 31 -32 -28 -32 1 Gap 38 -36 -29 -39 1
Hispanic 57 65 67 61 Hispanic 51 61 59 a7
Georgia 6 Georgia
African American 57 65 70 75 African American 51 55 55 56
Gap -24  -20 -18 -14 -10 Gap 26 -24 24 -5 -1
White 81 85 88 89 White 77 79 79 81
Gap 26 24 21 -20 -6 Gap -26 -2 21 -2 -4
Hispanic 55 61 67 69 Hispanic 51 57 58 59
Atlanta 8 Atlanta
African American 59 72 67 65 African American 33 38 44 41
Gap -35 23 21 -25 -10 Gap 51 43 -41 -43 -8
White A 95 88 0] White 84 81 85 84
Gap -49 21 -15 -42 -7 Gap -52 -35 -30 -4 -8
Higpanic 45 74 73 48 Hispanic 32 46 55 40
Georgia 8 Georgia
African American 62 74 72 73 African American 36 42 52 52
Gap 21 -15 -16 -15 -6 Gap -28 -28 -25 -18 -10
White 83 89 88 88 White 64 70 77 70
Gap 24 22 21 -23 -1 Gap -26  -27 -23 -16 -10
Hispanic 59 67 67 65 Hispanic 38 43 54 54
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Georgia High School Graduation Tests (GHSGT)
Percent Passing on First Administration
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Change Change

Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 inGap Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 inGsp
English/Language Arts M athematics
Atlanta 1 Atlanta 1
African American 88 89 il 2 African American 82 83 79 82
Gap -8 -7 -2 -8 0 Gap -5 -15 -1 -17 2
White 96 % 93 100 White 97 B 90 9
Gap -21 -2 29 -20 -1 Gap -7 -23 -3 -17 10
Hispanic 75 74 64 80 Hispanic 90 75 87 82
Georgia 1 Georgia n
African American 88 0 93 82 African American 81 82 84 &4
Gap -9 -8 -5 -15 6 Gap -15 14 -12 -12 -3
White 97 98 98 97 White 96 % 96 %
Gap -16 -7  -15  -13 -3 Gap -1 -1 10 11 0
Hispanic 81 81 83 A Hispanic 85 85 86 85
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Atlanta

Geogia Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT)
Limited English Proficent Students

Per cent Meeting/Exceeding Standard

Annudized
Reading Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Atlanta 4 32 44 43 57 83
Georgia 4 22 29 56 47 83
Atlanta 6 50 55 39 58 2.7
Georgia 6 28 K’ 53 52 8.0
Atlanta 8 30 20 43 45 5.0
Georgia 8 28 40 54 46 6.0
Math
Atlanta 4 27 41 40 60 110
Georgia 4 31 26 47 50 6.3
Atlanta 6 56 49 30 46 -3.3
Georgia 6 36 39 49 46 33
Atlanta 8 26 20 43 49 7.7
Georgia 8 24 28 45 44 6.7

Georgia High School Graduation Tests (GHSGT)
Limited English Proficient Students
Per cent Passing on First Administration

Annudized
Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change

English/Language Arts

Atlanta 11 60 39 47 83 -6.5
Georgia 11 50 49 69 67 95
M athematics

Atlanta 11 79 73 71 79 -4.0

Georgia 1 72 74 81 75 4.5
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Geogia Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT)

Per cent M eeting/Exceeding Standard
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Change Change

Reading Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 inGgp Mathematics Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 inGg
Atlanta 4 Atlanta 4
Suderts with Disebilities 21 23 38 47 Students with Disshilities u 15 26 36
Gap -27 49 36 -31 4 Gap B 43 4 A 1
Students without Disgbiliies 48 72 74 78 Students without Dissbiliies 44 58 60 70
Georgia 4 Georgia 4
Students with Disshilities 29 35 49 51 Students with Disebilities 27 24 35 12
Gap -40 43 35 -33 7 Gap 38 43 -36 -36 -2
Students without Disgbiliies 69 78 84 84 Students without Disabilities 65 67 71 78
Atlanta 6 Atlanta 6
Sudents with Disebilities 20 26 22 28 Students with Dissbilities 18 16 15 13
Gap -4 M 47 -46 12 Gap -0 38 -8 -3 7
Students without Disghiliies 54 67 69 74 Students without Dissbiliies 48 54 53 50
Georgia 6 Georgia 6
Sudents with Disebilities 30 A 43 48 Students with Disshilities 24 24 29 3
Gap 45 47 42 -39 6 Gap 47 50 45 44 -3
Students without Disgbiliies 75 81 85 87 Students without Disgbilities 71 74 74 75
Atlanta 8 Atlanta 8
Sudents with Disebilities 18 25 22 23 Students with Dissbilities 4 u 10 9
Gap 44 51 50 48 4 Gap B B8 40 -39 6
Students without Disgbiliies 62 76 72 71 Students without Disgbilities 37 44 50 48
Georgia 8 Georgia 8
Studerts with Disebilities 32 11 40 43 Students with Disshilities 13 15 23 23
Gap 47 46 46 43 -4 Gap 45 48 49 49 4
Students without Disshiliies 79 87 86 86 Sudents without Dishilities 58 63 72 72
Georgia High School Graduation Tests (GHSGT)
Percent Passing on Firs Adminigration
English/Language Arts Mathematics
Atlanta

n Atlanta 1
Students with Disshilities 37 51 49 68 Students with Disebilities 27 48 26 a4
Gap 53 40 43 -5 -28  Gap 58 38 57 4 -17
Sudents without Disgbiliies 90 91 92 93 Students without Disabilities 85 86 83 85
Georgia n Georgia 1
Students with Disshilities 68 68 74 74 Students with Disebilities 55 57 60 60
Gap 27 27 -23 -23 -4 Gap 37 3% 33 B -4
Students without Disgbiliies 95 95 97 97 Students without Disabilities 92 92 93 93
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District AUSTIN
Stare TExAS
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS

State Assessment Knowl’eI:;:s&A;lS{gSl:n(lle“XtI((; First Year Reported 2003
Grades Tested 3-11 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ' AUSTIN TEXAS

1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 74,772% 77,684 3,740,260* 4,163,447
ET;CI:;; I(lf;epic) Reduced Price Lunch 49 g 50.2 NA 50.5%
Percent of Students with TEPs 11.4 11.9 11.5% 11.9
Percent English Language Learners 13.8* 20.1 12.8* 14.5
Percent African American 18.3 15.0 14.3 14.4
Percent Hispanic 40.3 49.6 36.7 41.7
Percent White 38.9 32.5 46.4 40.9
Percent Other 2.5 2.9 2.6 3.1
Number of FTE Teachers 4,537 5,304 240,371 282,846
Student-Teacher Ratio 16.4 14.8 15.6 14.8
Number of Schools 103 111 6,638 7,761
Current Expenditures Per Pupil * $4,830 $6,314 $5,016 $6,288
Austin as a Percentage of Texas' Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 2.0 1.9
Percent of FRPL 2.1 1.9
Percent of IEPs 2.0 1.9
Percent of ELLs 2.1 2.6
Percent of Schools 1.6 1.4
Percent of Teachers 1.9 1.9
Percent of State Revenue ’ 1.4 0.5

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been teplaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

* Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Austin
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKYS)
Per cent Meeting Standard

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Audiin 3 NA 89.8 NA  Audin 3 NA 88.3 NA
Texas 3 NA 89.6 NA  Texas 3 NA 90.8 NA
Audiin 4 NA 85.2 NA  Audin 4 NA 85.1 NA
Texas 4 NA 85.9 NA  Texas 4 NA 88.0 NA
Audiin 5 NA 77.6 NA  Audin 5 NA 85.2 NA
Texas 5 NA 80.0 NA  Texas 5 NA 86.3 NA
Audiin 6 NA 83.0 NA  Audin 6 NA 741 NA
Texas 6 NA 86.2 NA  Texas 6 NA 79.3 NA
Audiin 7 NA 82.2 NA  Audin 7 NA 67.4 NA
Texas 7 NA 88.0 NA  Texes 7 NA 734 NA
Audiin 8 NA 82.9 NA Audin 8 NA 65.1 NA
Texas 8 NA 88.7 NA Texas 8 NA 73.2 NA
Audiin 9 NA 75.1 NA  Audin 9 NA 60.0 NA
Texas 9 NA 82.4 NA  Texes 9 NA 65.1 NA
English Language Arts

Audiin 10 NA 67.7 NA  Audin 10 NA 69.7 NA
Texas 10 NA 72.8 NA  Texas 10 NA 74.2 NA
Audiin 1 NA 59.9 NA  Audin n NA 66.9 NA
Texas 1 NA 69.8 NA  Texas n NA 68.5 NA
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Austin

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKYS)

Per cent Passing

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Audin 4 Audin 4

African American NA 67.7 NA African American NA 64.8 NA
Gap NA -29.3 NA Gap NA -32.1 NA
White NA 97.0 NA White NA 96.9 NA
Gap NA -16.2 NA Gap NA -15.4 NA
Hispanic NA 80.8 NA Hispanic NA 815 NA
Texas 4 Texas 4

African American NA 76.8 African American NA 78.6

Gap NA -16.6 NA Gap NA -16.1 NA
White NA 93.4 White NA 94.7

Gap NA -12.6 NA Gap NA -10.8 NA
Hispanic NA 80.8 Hispanic NA 83.9

Audin 8 Audin 8

African American NA 73.5 African American NA 451

Gap NA -22.7 NA Gap NA -41.9 NA
White NA 96.2 White NA 87.0

Gap NA -22.1 NA Gap NA -34.9 NA
Hispanic NA 74.1 Higpanic NA 52.1

Texas 8 Texas 8

African American NA 82.5 African American NA 58.2

Gap NA -12.0 NA Gap NA -26.7 NA
White NA 94.5 White NA 84.9

Gap NA -10.9 NA Gap NA -21.4 NA
Hispanic NA 83.6 Higpanic NA 63.5

English Language Arts

Audin 10 Audin 10

African American NA 59.1 African American NA 53.3

Gap NA -23.2 NA Gap NA -34.4 NA
White NA 82.3 White NA 87.7

Gap NA -26.9 NA Gap NA -31.6 NA
Hispanic NA 55.4 Hispanic NA 56.1

Texas 10 Texas 10

African American NA 64.3 African American NA 60.4

Gap NA -16.5 NA Gap NA -24.0 NA
White NA 80.8 White NA 84.4

Gap NA -16.8 NA Gap NA -20.1 NA
Hispanic NA 64.0 Hispanic NA 64.3



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Austin
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)
Percent Meeting Standard- Economically Disadvantaged

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Austin 4 NA 75.6 NA Audin 4 NA 75.5 NA
Texas 4 NA 78.9 NA Texas 4 NA 82.2 NA
Austin 8 NA 70.1 NA Audin 8 NA 454 NA
Texas 8 NA 82.2 NA Texas 8 NA 61.2 NA

English Language Arts

Audtin 10 NA 51.8 NA Audin 10 NA 51.3 NA
Texas 10 NA 61.3 NA Texas 10 NA 62.1 NA
Austin

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKYS)
Percent Meeting Standard- Limited English Proficiency

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Audtin 4 NA 70.9 NA Augtin 4 NA 75.7 NA
Texas 4 NA 65.0 NA Texas 4 NA 74.1 NA
Audtin 8 NA 29.8 NA Augtin 8 NA 19.3 NA
Texas 8 NA 45.2 NA Texas 8 NA 326 NA

English Language Arts

Audin 10 NA 215 NA Austin 10 NA 36.4 NA
Texas 10 NA 22.8 NA Texas 10 NA 43.2 NA
Austin

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)
Percent Meeting Standard- Special Education

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Audtin 4 NA 78.8 NA Audtin 4 NA 76.5 NA
Texas 4 NA 79.4 NA Texas 4 NA 80.8 NA
Austin 8 NA 72.8 NA Austin 8 NA 415 NA
Texas 8 NA 71.4 NA Texas 8 NA 46.8 NA

English Language Arts

Audin 10 NA 235 NA Audin 10 NA 34.3 NA
Texas 10 NA 32.6 NA Texas 10 NA 39.6 NA
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District BALTIMORE
Stare MARYLAND
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS

State Assessment Aslrlezrsyrlr?::t S(;};;)Xl) First Year Reported 2003
Grades Tested 3, 5,8, & 10 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ' BALTIMORE MARYLAND

1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 109,980 97,817 805,544 860,640
Eirgci?; I:EE:PE Reduced Price Lunch 70.1% 674 NA 297
Percent of Students with IEPs 15.9 16.7 12.7 13.0
Percent English Language Learners 0.4* 1.3 NA 3.8
Percent African American 84.3 88.0 35.0 37.2
Percent Hispanic 0.4 0.9 3.3 5.4
Percent White 14.3 10.2 57.5 52.4
Percent Other 1.1 0.9 4.1 4.9
Number of FTE Teachers 6,291 6,303 47,819 53,774
Student-Teacher Ratio 17.5 15.8 16.8 16.1
Number of Schools 180 177 1,276 1,385
Current Expenditures Per Pupil 2 $6,370 $7,846 $6,593 $7,731
Baltimore as a Percentage of Maryland's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 13.7 11.4
Percent of FRPL NA 25.8
Percent of IEPs 17.1 14.7
Percent of ELLs NA 3.9
Percent of Schools 14.1 12.8
Percent of Teachers 13.2 11.7
Percent of State Revenue? 19.4 19.8

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been teplaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

* Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Baltimore
Maryland School Assessment (MSA) *
Percent Proficient & Advanced

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Bdtimore 3 NA 39.1 NA Bdtimore 3 NA 419 NA
Maryland 3 NA 58.1 NA Maryland 3 NA 65.1 NA
Bdtimore 5 NA 444 NA Bdtimore 5 NA 31.3 NA
Maryland 5 NA 65.7 NA Maryland 5 NA 55.0 NA
Bdtimore 8 NA 328 NA Bdtimore 8 NA 11.5 NA
Maryland 8 NA 59.9 NA Maryland 8 NA 39.7 NA
Bdtimore 10 NA 28.6 NA

Maryland 10 NA 614 NA

4 The state does not administer a math assessment at grade 10.
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Baltimore

Maryland School Assessment (M SA) by Ethnicity
Per cent Proficient & Advanced

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Math Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Bdtimore 3 Bdtimore 3
African American NA 375 African American NA 39.8
Gap NA -16.2 NA Gap NA -19.6 NA
White NA 53.7 White NA 59.4
Gap NA -22.1 NA Gap NA -22.0 NA
Hispanic NA 316 Hispanic NA 37.4
Maryland 3 Maryland 3
African American NA 41.4 African American NA 47.0
Gap NA -30.8 NA Gap NA -32.1 NA
White NA 72.2 White NA 79.1
Gap NA -33.1 NA Gap NA -26.1 NA
Hispanic NA 39.1 Higpanic NA 53.0
Bdtimore 5 Bdtimore 5
African American NA 42.9 African American NA 29.8
Gap NA -12.3 NA Gap NA -11.3 NA
White NA 55.2 White NA 41.1
Gap NA -3.2 NA Gap NA 2.9 NA
Hispanic NA 52.0 Hispanic NA 44,0
Maryland 5 Maryland 5
African American NA 48.1 African American NA 34.9
Gap NA -31.3 NA Gap NA -34.4 NA
White NA 79.4 White NA 69.3
Gap NA -27.9 NA Gap NA -25.7 NA
Hispanic NA 51.5 Hispanic NA 436
Bdtimore 8 Bdtimore 8
African American NA 31.0 African American NA 9.7
Gap NA -17.2 NA Gap NA -16.5 NA
White NA 48.2 White NA 26.2
Gap NA -23.6 NA Gap NA -13.9 NA
Hispanic NA 24.6 Hispanic NA 12.3
Maryland 8 Maryland 8
African American NA 40.2 African American NA 17.6
Gap NA -34.1 NA Gap NA -36.2 NA
White NA 74.3 White NA 53.8
Gap NA -29.7 NA Gap NA -27.0 NA
Hispanic NA 44.6 Hispanic NA 26.8



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Baltimore
Maryland School Assessment (MSA)
Percent Proficient & Advanced

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Math Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Bdtimore 3 Bdtimore 3
FRPL NA 36.4 FRPL NA 39.0
Gap NA -14.1 NA Gap NA -14.9 NA
Non-FRPL NA 50.5 Non-FRPL NA 53.9
Maryland 3 Maryland 3
FRPL NA 37.0 FRPL NA 452
Gap NA -34.0 NA Gap NA -32.0 NA
Non-FRPL NA 710 Non-FRPL NA 77.2
Bdtimore 5 Bdtimore 5
FRPL NA 420 FRPL NA 28.8
Gap NA -11.8 NA Gap NA -12.0 NA
Non-FRPL NA 53.8 Non-FRPL NA 40.8
Maryland 5 Maryland 5
FRPL NA 44.9 FRPL NA 33.3
Gap NA -32.8 NA Gap NA -34.3 NA
Non-FRPL NA 77.7 Non-FRPL NA 67.6
Bdtimore 8 Bdtimore 8
FRPL NA 29.1 FRPL NA 9.2
Gap NA -12.3 NA Gap NA -8.0 NA
Non-FRPL NA 414 Non-FRPL NA 17.2
Maryland 8 Maryland 8
FRPL NA 355 FRPL NA 15.8
Gap NA -34.9 NA Gap NA -34.0 NA

Non-FRPL NA 704 Non-FRPL NA 498
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Baltimore

Maryland School Assessment (MSA)

Percent Proficient & Advanced

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Math Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Bdtimore 3 Bdtimore 3
LEP NA 9.7 LEP NA 35.9
Gap NA -29.8 NA  Gap NA -6.1 NA
Non-LEP NA 39.5 Non-LEP NA 420
Maryland 3 Maryland 3
LEP NA 17.7 LEP NA 38.2
Gap NA 421 NA  Gap NA -28.1 NA
Non-LEP NA 59.8 Non-LEP NA 66.3
Bdtimore 5 Bdtimore 5
LEP NA 235 LEP NA 20.6
Gap NA -21.2 NA  Gap NA -10.8 NA
Non-LEP NA 447 Non-LEP NA 31.4
Maryland 5 Maryland 5
LEP NA 23.8 LEP NA 29.2
Gap NA -42.9 NA  Gap NA -26.5 NA
Non-LEP NA 66.7 Non-LEP NA 55.7
Bdtimore 8 Bdtimore 8
LEP NA 1.7 LEP NA 5.8
Gap NA -25.3 NA  Gap NA -5.8 NA
Non-LEP NA 33.0 Non-LEP NA 11.6
Maryland 8 Maryland 8
LEP NA 125 LEP NA 20.1
Gap NA -48.4 NA  Gap NA -19.9 NA
Non-LEP NA 60.9 Non-LEP NA 40.0



Baltimore

Maryland School Assessment (MSA)

Percent Proficient & Advanced

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Math Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Bdtimore 3 Bdtimore 3
Specid Education NA 15.3 Specia Education NA 185
Gap NA -275 NA  Gap NA -27.0 NA
Regular Education NA 428 Regular Education NA 455
Maryland 3 Maryland 3
Specid Education NA 25.0 Specia Education NA 37.1
Gap NA -374 NA  Gap NA -31.6 NA
Regular Educetion NA 62.4 Regular Education NA 68.7
Bdtimore 5 Bdtimore 5
Specid Education NA 17.7 Specia Education NA 11.0
Gap NA -32.3 NA  Gap NA -24.5 NA
Regular Educetion NA 50.0 Regular Education NA 35.5
Maryland 5 Maryland 5
Specid Education NA 35.2 Specid Education NA 233
Gap NA -35.0 NA  Gap NA -36.5 NA
Regular Educetion NA 70.2 Regular Education NA 59.8
Bdtimore 8 Bdtimore 8
Specid Education NA 4.6 Specia Education NA 05
Gap NA -34.3 NA  Gap NA -134 NA
Regular Educetion NA 38.9 Regular Education NA 139
Maryland 8 Maryland 8
Specid Education NA 20.1 Specia Education NA 83
Gap NA -45.6 NA  Gap NA -35.9 NA
Regular Educetion NA 65.7 Regular Education NA 442
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District BrRMINGHAM
Stare ALABAMA
STATE READING AND MATH A SSESSMENTS
Stanford Achievement
State Assessment Test, Tenth Edition First Year Reported 2003
(SAT/10)

Grades Tested 3-8,11 How Reported National Percentiles

DEMOGRAPHICS ' BIRMINGHAM ALABAMA
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 41,824 37,154 746,149 737,294
Eirgclebrll; I:l;:;epic) Reduced Price Lunch NA 5.7 NA 48.0
Percent of Students with IEPs 10.1 14.0 13.1 13.0
Percent English Language Learners NA 0.6 NA 1.0
Percent African American 93.6 96.4 36.0 35.9
Percent Hispanic 0.2 0.8 0.5 1.5
Percent White 5.9 2.5 62.1 59.5
Percent Other 0.4 0.4 1.3 1.5
Number of FTE Teachers 2,578 2,307 44,056 46,796
Student-Teacher Ratio 16.2 16.2 16.9 15.8
Number of Schools 92 92 1,319 1,526
Current Expenditures Per Pupil Z $4,693 $6,392 $4,343 $5,638
Birmingham as a Percentage of Alabama's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 5.6 5.0
Percent of FRPL NA 8.0
Percent of TEPs 4.3 5.4
Percent of ELLs NA 3.1
Percent of Schools 7.0 6.0
Percent of Teachers 5.9 4.9
Percent of State Revenue 3 5.1 5.4

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been teplaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

* Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Birmingham
SAT/10
National Percentiles

Grade 2002 2003 Change Grade 2002 2003 Change
Reading Math
Birmingham 3 NA 26 NA Birmingham 3 NA 34 NA
Aldbama 3 NA 44 NA Alabama 3 NA a7 NA

Birmingham 4 NA 39 NA Birmingham 4 NA 40 NA
Algbama 4 NA 55 NA Algbama 4 NA 54 NA
Birmingham 5 NA 3 NA Birmingham 5 NA 35 NA
Algbama 5 NA 53 NA Alabama 5 NA 46 NA
Birmingham 6 NA 2 NA Birmingham 6 NA 28 NA
Aldbama 6 NA 47 NA Alabama 6 NA 46 NA
Birmingham 7 NA 37 NA Birmingham 7 NA 30 NA
Algbama 7 NA 54 NA Alabama 7 NA 49 NA
Birmingham 8 NA 37 NA Birmingham 8 NA 32 NA
Algbama 8 NA 51 NA Algbama 8 NA 51 NA
Birmingham
Alabama High School Graduation Exam
Per cent Passing
Annudized

Grade 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Reading
Birmingham 1 75 80 79 83 2.7
Alabama 1 83 88 86 88 17
Math
Birmingham 1n NA 64 65 65 0.6

Algbama n NA 83 7 79 -2.0
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Birmingham
SAT-10

National Percentiles

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Changein Gap Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 Changein Gap
Birmingham 4 Birmingham 4

African American NA 39 African American NA 40

Gap NA  -27 NA Gap NA -24 NA
White NA 66 White NA 64

Gap NA  -43 NA Gap NA -37 NA
Higpanic NA 23 Hispanic NA 27

Alabama 4 Alabama 4

African American NA 37 African American NA 39

Gap NA  -29 NA Gap NA -24 NA
White NA 66 White NA 63

Gap NA -30 NA Gap NA  -22 NA
Hispanic NA 36 Hispanic NA 1

Birmingham 8 Birmingham 8

African American NA 35 African American NA 31

Gap NA  -48 NA Gap NA  -43 NA
White NA 83 White NA 74

Gap NA  -68 NA Gap NA  -47 NA
Hispanic NA 15 Hispanic NA 27

Alabama 8 Alabama 8

African American NA A African American NA 35

Gap NA  -27 NA Gap NA -25 NA
White NA 61 White NA 60

Gap NA  -29 NA Gap NA -21 NA
Hispanic NA 32 Hispanic NA 39



Birmingham
SAT/10
National Percentiles

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Gap Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 Gap
Birmingham 4 Birmingham 4

FRPL NA 36 FRPL NA 39

Gap NA -12 NA Gap NA -7 NA
Non-FRPL NA 48 Non-FRPL NA 46

Alabama 4 Alabama 4

FRPL NA 41 FRPL NA 42

Gap NA -30 NA Gap NA -25 NA
Non-FRPL NA 71 Non-FRPL NA 67
Birmingham 8 Birmingham 8

FRPL NA 34 FRPL NA 30

Gap NA -7 NA Gap NA -4 NA
Non-FRPL NA 41 Non-FRPL NA 34

Alabama 8 Alabama 8

FRPL NA 37 FRPL NA 37

Gap NA -27 NA Gap NA -26 NA
Non-FRPL NA 64 Non-FRPL NA 63
Birmingham

SAT/10

National Percentile

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Gap Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 Gap
Birmingham 4 Birmingham 4

LEP NA 23 LEP NA 30

Gap NA -17 NA Gap NA -11 NA
Non-LEP NA 40 Non-LEP NA 41

Alabama 4 Alabama 4

LEP NA 26 LEP NA 36

Gap NA -30 NA Gap NA -18 NA
Non-LEP NA 56 Non-LEP NA 4

Birmingham 8 Birmingham 8

LEP NA 9 LEP NA 21

Gap NA -28 NA Gap NA -11 NA
Non-LEP NA 37 Non-LEP NA 32

Alabama 8 Alabama 8

LEP NA 16 LEP NA 33

Gap NA -35 NA Gap NA -18 NA
Non-LEP NA 51 Non-LEP NA 51
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District Boston
Stare MASSACHUSETTS
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS
Massachusetts
State Assessment Comprehensive Assessment First Year Reported 1998
System (MCAS)

Grades Tested 3-4, 6-8, &10 How Reported Performance Level

DEMOGRAPHICS ' BosTtoN MASSACHUSETTS
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2000-01

Number of Students 63,293* 62,141 915,007 973,140
Eirgclebrll; I:l;:;epic) Reduced Price Lunch NA 20.6 NA 253
Percent of Students with IEPs 20.7 20.4 17.0 15.4
Percent English Language Learners NA 21.0 NA 4.7
Percent African American 47.9 47.5 8.2 8.6
Percent Hispanic 24.6 28.4 9.3 10.8
Percent White 17.8 14.7 78.5 75.7
Percent Other 9.6 9.4 4.0 4.9
Number of FTE Teachers 4,080 5,466 62,710 68,942
Student-Teacher Ratio 15.5 N/A 14.6 N/A
Number of Schools 123 134 1,850 1,908
Current Expenditures Per Pupil Z $9,126 $11,503 $7,033 $8,761
Boston as a Percentage of Massachusetts' Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 6.9 6.4
Percent of FRPL NA 17.8
Percent of TEPs 4.7 8.4
Percent of ELLs NA 28.3
Percent of Schools 6.6 7.0
Percent of Teachers 8.5 7.9
Percent of State Revenue 7.1 7.1

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

* Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 ate from the 2000 fiscal year.



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Boston
M assachusetts Compr ehensive Assessment System (MCAS) Tests
Per cent Scoring Proficient/Above

Annudized
Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change

English Language Arts

Boston 3 NA NA NA 30 35 NA NA
M assachusetts 3 NA NA NA 62 67 NA NA
Boston 4 4 5 6 24 24 27 4.6
M assachusetts 4 20 21 20 51 54 56 7.2
Boston 7 NA NA NA 33 40 42 45
M assachusetts 7 NA NA NA 55 64 66 55
Boston 8 30 A 36 41 NA NA NA
M assachusetts 8 55 56 62 67 NA NA NA
Boston 10 18 19 2 31 34 36 3.6
M assachusetts 10 38 A 36 51 59 61 4.6
Math

Boston 4 8 15 14 14 15 16 16
M assachusetts 4 34 36 40 34 39 40 12
Boston 6 NA NA NA 14 16 20 3.0
M assachusetts 6 NA NA NA 36 41 42 3.0
Boston 8 14 17 15 20 19 21 14
M assachusetts 8 31 28 A 34 34 37 1.2
Boston 10 13 15 2 28 24 37 4.8
M assachusetts 10 24 24 3 45 44 51 54

* 2000 grade 4 EL A results are reported using newly-established performance standards.
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District Browarp County
Stare FrLoripa
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS
Florida Comprehensive
State Assessment Achievement Test First Year Reported 1999
(FCAT)

Grades Tested 3-10 How Reported Performance Level

DEMOGRAPHICS ' BrowaArRD COUNTY FLORIDA
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 207,345% 262,055 2,176,222 2,500,478
Eirgclebrll; I:l;:;epic) Reduced Price Lunch 31 g+ 381 NA 446
Percent of Students with IEPs 10.8 11.3 13.4 15.1
Percent English Language Learners NA 11.6 NA 8.2
Percent African American 34.8* 36.4 25.3 24.9
Percent Hispanic 13.3* 21.2 15.3 20.4
Percent White 49.1* 39.3 57.5 52.5
Percent Other 2.8 3.2 2.0 2.2
Number of FTE Teachers 11,341* 12,763 114,938 134,684
Student-Teacher Ratio 18.3* 19.7 18.9 18.1
Number of Schools 187* 244 2,760 3,419
Current Expenditures Per Pupil Z $5,178 $5,630 $5,275 $5,831
Broward as a Percentage of Florida's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 9.5 10.5
Percent of FRPL NA 9.0
Percent of IEPs 7.7 7.9
Percent of ELLs NA 14.8
Percent of Schools 6.8 7.1
Percent of Teachers 9.9 9.5
Percent of State Revenue 3 10.6 10.8

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

" Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal yeat.
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BEATING THE ODDS IV

Broward County
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT)
Percent Scoring Level 3 & Above

Annudized
Reading Grade 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Broward 3 NA NA NA 62 63 1.0
Horida 3 NA NA NA 60 63 3.0
Broward 4 49 51 54 59 61 3.0
Horida 4 48 52 53 55 60 3.0
Broward 5 NA NA NA 54 56 2.0
Horida 5 NA NA NA 53 58 5.0
Broward 6 NA NA NA 56 57 1.0
Horida 6 NA NA NA 51 53 2.0
Broward 7 NA NA NA 52 55 3.0
Forida 7 NA NA NA 50 52 2.0
Broward 8 46 43 44 47 51 1.3
Horida 8 a4 39 43 45 49 1.3
Broward 9 NA NA NA 29 31 2.0
Horida 9 NA NA NA 29 31 2.0
Broward 10 26 27 37 35 35 2.3
Horida 10 30 29 37 36 36 15
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Broward County
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT)
Percent Scoring Level 3 & Above

Annudized
Mathematics Grade 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Broward 3 NA NA NA 66 66 0.0
Florida 3 NA NA NA 59 63 4.0
Broward 4 NA NA NA 56 59 3.0
Horida 4 NA NA NA 51 54 3.0
Broward 5 40 46 52 55 55 3.8
Horida 5 35 46 48 48 52 43
Broward 6 NA NA NA 51 51 0.0
Horida 6 NA NA NA 43 47 4.0
Broward 7 NA NA NA 53 53 0.0
Horida 7 NA NA NA 47 47 0.0
Broward 8 47 52 58 55 59 3.0
Horida 8 44 51 55 53 56 3.0
Broward 9 NA NA NA 48 52 4.0
Horida 9 NA NA NA 47 51 4.0
Broward 10 44 49 60 62 61 4.3

Horida 10 47 51 59 60 60 3.3



Broward County

BEATING THE ODDS IV

FCAT-Reading
Percent Level 3 and Above
Change

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 inGap
Broward 4
African American 25 29 32 39 44 44
Gap -42 -36 -35 -30 -27 -32 -10
White 67 65 67 69 71 76
Gap -22 -20 -23 -18 -17 -16 -6
Hispanic 45 45 44 51 54 60
Horida 4
African American 23 26 32 31 36 41
Gap -42 -41 -39 -35 -31 -32 -10
White 65 67 71 66 67 73
Gap -27 -26 -23 -23 -21 -22 -5
Hispanic 38 41 48 43 46 51
Broward 8
African American 22 24 2 24 29 34
Gap -36 -40 -38 -37 -35 -34 -2
White 58 64 60 61 64 68
Gap -21 -24 -23 -23 -19 -20 -1
Hispanic 37 40 37 3 45 48
Horida 8
African American 21 24 20 21 24 27
Gap -34 -37 -38 -35 -34 -35 1
White 55 61 58 56 58 62
Gap -22 -24 -23 -25 -23 -24 2
Hispanic 33 37 35 31 35 38
Broward 10
African American 13 12 14 18 19 17
Gap -24 -28 -26 -34 -29 -34 10
White 37 40 40 52 48 51
Gap -18 -18 -19 -21 -19 -22 4
Hispanic 19 22 21 31 29 29
Horida 10
African American 12 13 13 15 14 15
Gap -26 -29 -27 -34 -33 -32 6
White 38 42 40 49 47 47
Gap -18 -19 -18 -24 -23 -23 5
Hispanic 20 23 2 25 24 24
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Broward County
FCAT-Math
Percent Level 3 and Above

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Changein Gap

Broward 5

African American 12 19 28 34 36 37

Gap -37 -37 -34 -34 -34 -34 -3
White 49 56 62 68 70 71

Gap -21 -18 -19 -19 -16 -16 -5
Hispanic 28 38 43 49 54 55

Horida 5

African American 10 15 26 25 27 30

Gap -34 -36 -37 -34 -33 -33 -1
White 44 51 63 59 60 63

Gap -22 -22 -19 -19 -17 -18 -4
Hispanic 22 29 44 40 43 45

Broward 8

African American 20 21 29 35 34 41

Gap -45 -45 -42 -41 -39 -35 -10
White 65 66 71 76 73 76

Gap -23 -24 -24 -20 -19 -18 -5
Hispanic 42 42 47 56 54 58

Horida 8

African American 19 21 30 30 28 31

Gap -40 -43 -41 -38 -39 -39 -1
White 59 64 71 68 67 70

Gap -25 -26 -24 -24 -25 -23 -2
Hispanic 34 38 47 44 42 a7

Broward 10

African American 17 22 25 37 40 39

Gap -39 -38 -42 -40 -38 -40 1
White 56 60 67 77 78 79

Gap -23 -22 -21 -20 -18 -17 -6
Higpanic 33 38 46 57 60 62

Horida 10

African American 15 22 26 32 32 33

Gap -39 -41 -44 -40 -41 -42 3
White 54 63 70 72 73 75

Gap -24 -25 -26 -24 -25 -23 -1

Hispanic 30 38 a4 48 48 52
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Broward County
FCAT
Percent Levd 3 and Above

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Broward 4 Broward 5
FRPL 45 46 FRPL 40 41
Gap -25 -29 4 Gap -28 -28 0
Non-FRPL 70 75 Non-FRPL 68 69
Horida 4 Horida 5
FRPL 43 48 FRPL 35 38
Gap -29 -29 0 Gap -29 -30 1
Non-FRPL 72 77 Non-FRPL 64 68
Broward 8 Broward 8
FRPL 31 34 FRPL 36 43
Gap -29 -30 1 Gap -32 -29 -3
Non-FRPL 60 64 Non-FRPL 68 72
Horida 8 Horida 8
FRPL 30 33 FRPL 36 40
Gap -28 -30 2 Gap -31 -31 0
Non-FRPL 58 63 Non-FRPL 67 71
Broward 10 Broward 10
FRPL 18 19 FRPL 47 47
Gap -22 -22 0 Gap -20 -22 2
Non-FRPL 40 41 Non-FRPL 67 69
Horida 10 Horida 10
FRPL 17 20 FRPL 41 45
Gap -25 -24 -1 Gap -26 -25 -1

Non-FRPL 42 44 Non-FRPL 67 70
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Broward County
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT)
Percent Scoring Level 3 & Above - Limited English Pr0f|C|ent

Annudized Annudized
Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 Change
Broward 4 NA 36 NA Broward 5 NA 35 NA
Florida 4 NA 22 NA Florida 5 NA 23 NA
Broward 8 NA 19 NA Broward 8 NA 37 NA
Florida 8 NA 9 NA Florida 8 NA 24 NA
Broward 10 NA 8 NA Broward 10 NA 48 NA
Florida 10 NA 4 NA Florida 10 NA 2 NA
Broward County
FCAT
Percent Level 3 and Above

Change Change

Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Broward 4 Broward 5
Special Education 28 30 Specia Education 26 24
Gap -34 -35 1 Gap -33 -35 2
Regular Education 62 65 Regular Education 59 59
Florida 4 Florida 5
Specia Education 24 28 Specia Education 19 21
Gap -37 -39 2 Gap -35 -36 1
Regular Educsation 61 67 Regular Education 54 57
Broward 8 Broward 8
Special Education 14 18 Specia Education 19 22
Gap -38 -37 -1 Gap -40 -42 2
Regular Education 52 55 Regular Education 59 64
Florida 8 Florida 8
Special Education 13 15 Specia Education 18 18
Gap -37 -39 2 Gap -41 -44 3
Regular Education 50 54 Regular Education 59 62
Broward 10 Broward 10
Special Education 11 13 Specia Education 28 29
Gap -26 -24 -2 Gap -36 -36 0
Regular Educsation 37 37 Regular Education 64 65
Florida 10 Florida 10
Specia Education 10 10 Specia Education 25 26
Gap -28 -30 2 Gap -39 -40 1
Regular Education 38 40 Regular Education 64 66

4 The definition of LEP students tested changes from 2002 to 2003.
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District Burraro
Stare NEW YORK
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS
State Assessment Asses?nf;:{;?;gsrt:rtj First Year Reported 1999
Grades Tested 4 & 8 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ' BurraLo NEW YORK
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 47,998* 44,849 2,813,230 2,872,132
Eirgclebrll; I:l;:;t}ic) Reduced Price Lunch 76,5+ 743 NA 432
Percent of Students with IEPs 15.1% 20.4 12.9 14.8
Percent English Language Learners 6.7* 5.7 NA 6.7
Percent African American 53.1 58.1 20.2 19.9
Percent Hispanic 10.1* 11.7 17.4 18.6
Percent White 34.3% 27.5 56.9 54.8
Percent Other 2.5 2.6 5.4 6.6
Number of FTE Teachers 3,820* 3,511 181,559 209,128
Student-Teacher Ratio 12.5* 13.1 15.5 14.9
Number of Schools 76 76 4,149 4,296
Current Expenditures Per Pupil Z $8,724 $11,067 $8,361 $9,846
Buffalo as a Percentage of New York's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 1.7 1.6
Percent of FRPL NA 2.7
Percent of TEPs 1.9 2.2
Percent of ELLs NA 1.3
Percent of Schools 1.8 1.8
Percent of Teachers 2.1 1.7
Percent of State Revenue 3 2.7 2.7

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal yeat.
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Buffalo
New York State Assessment Program
Percent Scoring Level 3 & 4

Annudized
Grade 1999 2000*  2001* 2002* 2003 Change

English Language Arts

Buffdo 4 29.2 32.7 37.7 34.1 33.9 12
New York State 4 48.1 58.7 60.0 61.5 64.3 4.1
Buffdo 8 313 22.7 23.3 19.8 22.0 -2.3
New York State 8 48.1 449 44.9 443 45.3 -0.7
Math

Buffdo 4 539 425 50.1 449 576 0.9
New York State 4 66.7 65.0 69.1 67.6 78.1 29
Buffdo 8 223 195 16.0 25.5 30.9 2.2

New York State 8 379 40.3 394 477 51.0 33
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DistricT CHARLOTTE-MECKLENB URG
STATE NortH CAROLINA
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS
North Carolina .
State Assessment End-of-Grade Tests First Year Reported 1998
Percent At/Above
Grades Tested 3-8 How Reported Grade Level
DEMOGRAPHICS * CHARLOTTE-M ECKLENBURG NoRTH CAROLINA
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02
Number of Students 87,597* 106,312 1,156,885* 1,315,363
Percent Free & Reduced Price Lunch
.. Sl . A .

Eligible (FRPL) 5 12 N ki
Percent of Students with IEPs 9.8* 12.0 12.6 14.2
Percent English Language Learners 1.8* 5.7 NA 4.0
Percent African American 40.5* 43.6 30.7 31.3
Percent Hispanic 2115 6.8 1.9 5.2
Percent White 53.3* 44.7 64.6 60.0
Percent Other 4.1% 4.9 2.8 3.4
Number of FTE Teachers 5,201 6,927 73,201 85,684
Student-Teacher Ratio 16.8% 16.4 15.8 14.9
Number of Schools 126 137 1,985 2,234
Current Expenditures Per Pupil 2 $5,093 $6,617 $4,719 $6,045
Charlotte-Mecklenburg as a Percentage of North Carolina's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 7.6 8.1
Percent of FRPL NA 7.7
Percent of IEPs 5.8 6.9
Percent of ELLs NA 11.5
Percent of Schools 6.8 6.1
Percent of Teachers 7.3 8.1
Percent of State Revenue 3 7.1 7.7

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been teplaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

* Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.



Charlotte-Mecklenburg
NC End-of-Grade Test
Percent At/Above Grade Level

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Annudized
Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change

Reading

Charlotte 70.2 72.3 724 75.1 78.2 81.6 23
North Carolina 71.6 73.6 74.4 76.4 79.8 82.6 2.2
Charlotte 4 67.8 68.3 69.4 715 73.9 82.9 30
North Carolina 4 70.9 714 72.1 74.6 77.1 83.7 2.6
Charlotte 70.5 71.8 75.4 82.1 81.4 86.6 3.2
North Carolina 75.2 75.8 79.1 82.7 84.5 88.7 2.7
Charlotte 64.9 65.9 63.7 65.8 70.8 76.9 24
North Carolina 70.0 72.4 69.5 70.6 74.1 815 2.3
Charlotte 65.0 71.0 68.6 705 72.6 81.9 34
North Carolina 71.2 76.6 75.1 75.3 76.5 85.3 2.8
Charlotte 74.3 74.9 772 784 81.2 83.8 1.9
North Caralina 79.5 79.9 82.0 83.3 85.1 87.7 16
Math

Charlotte 3 64.1 675 68.5 715 75.5 88.0 4.8
North Caralina 3 68.2 70.0 71.8 736 77.3 88.8 41
Charlotte 4 74.8 77.2 80.2 83.7 87.8 94.7 40
North Carolina 4 79.3 82.6 84.5 86.8 88.9 94.7 31
Charlotte 72.8 77.7 79.0 84.9 86.5 91.8 3.8
North Carolina 78.0 824 82.9 86.7 88.4 92.6 2.9
Charlotte 70.3 73.2 72.6 78.1 85.3 88.4 3.6
North Carolina 78.4 811 80.9 82.9 86.4 90.0 2.3
Charlotte 69.7 75.5 73.0 76.1 79.4 82.4 25
North Carolina 76.9 824 80.7 81.3 83.3 83.7 14
Charlotte 67.9 69.4 72.2 73.8 79.0 80.8 2.6
North Carolina 76.3 77.6 80.5 79.4 82.2 84.1 16
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Charlotte-Mecklenberg
NC End-of-Grade Test-Reading
Percent At/Above Grade Level

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change in Gap

Charlotte-M ecklenberg 4

African American 45.9 49.2 50.1 544 57.8 73.3

Gap -38.8 -35.2 -36.3 -335 -31.9 -20.5 -18.3
White 84.7 84.4 86.4 87.9 89.7 93.8

Gap -24.3 -27.3 -30.0 -23.3 -24.3 -21.2 -31
Hispanic 60.4 57.1 56.4 64.6 65.4 72.6

North Cardlina 4

African American 52.3 53.0 53.6 57.3 61.5 73.3

Gap -27.9 -27.8 -28.0 -26.5 -24.2 -16.8 -11.1
White 80.2 80.8 81.6 83.8 85.7 90.1

Gap -23.0 -225 -22.0 -19.7 -18.8 -16.9 -6.1
Hispanic 57.2 58.3 59.6 64.1 66.9 732

Charlotte-M ecklenberg 8

African American 5.3 56.1 59.9 63.2 68.9 744

Gap -36.2 -34.4 -31.0 -29.4 -25.3 -20.8 -15.4
White 90.5 90.5 90.9 92.6 94.2 95.2

Gap -29.7 -24.7 -20.5 -24.7 -27.3 -25.8 -3.9
Hispanic 60.8 65.8 704 67.9 66.9 69.4

North Carolina 8

African American 63.8 64.1 68.3 69.2 724 777

Gap -23.1 -234 -21.0 -21.2 -19.5 -15.7 -14
White 86.9 87.5 89.3 904 91.9 934

Gap -22.2 -214 -19.6 -18.9 -20.8 -19.7 -25
Hispanic 64.7 66.1 69.7 715 71.1 73.7



Charlotte-M ecklenberg
NC End-of-Grade Test-Math
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Percent At/Above Grade Leve

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Changein Gap
Charlotte-Mecklenberg 4
African American 55.0 60.5 65.2 715 78.7 91.1
Gap -34.8 -305 -27.6 -23.8 -17.8 -75 -27.3
White 89.8 91.0 92.8 95.3 96.5 98.6
Gap -23.3 -23.0 -19.9 -17.1 -13.2 -84 -14.9
Higpanic 66.5 68.0 729 78.2 83.3 90.2
North Carolina 4
African American 62.7 68.2 70.7 74.8 79.1 89.8
Gap -24.5 214 -20.4 -18.2 -15.0 52 -19.3
White 87.2 89.6 91.1 93.0 94.1 95.0
Gap -16.8 -12.7 -11.2 -10.3 -8.4 22 -14.6
Hispanic 70.4 76.9 79.9 82.7 85.7 92.8
Charlotte-Mecklenberg 8
African American 451 48.3 51.0 55.8 65.4 68.3
Gap -40.5 -37.3 -37.6 -34.3 -27.2 -25.3 -15.2
White 85.6 85.6 88.6 90.1 92.6 93.6
Gap -29.3 211 -21.9 -27.3 -25.8 -18.3 -11.0
Hispanic 56.3 64.5 66.7 62.8 66.8 75.3
North Carolina 8
African American 571 59.0 63.9 63.3 675 704
Gap -27.8 271 -24.4 -23.9 -22.0 -20.8 -7.0
White 84.9 86.1 88.3 87.2 89.5 91.2
Gap -19.0 -20.1 -18.0 -18.8 -18.3 -14.7 -4.3
Higpanic 65.9 66.0 70.3 68.4 71.2 765



CounciL oF THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS

Charlotte
NC End-of-Grade Test
Percent At/Above Levd |11

Change Change
Reading 2001 2002 2003 inGagp Math 2001 2002 2003 in Ggp
Chalotte Charlotte
Eligible for FRPL 51.6 55.1 70.6 Eligible for FRPL 70.8 78.0 90.2
Gap -360 -328 -222 -12.8  Gap -22.9 -17.3 -83 146
Nat Higible 86.6 87.9 928 Nat Higible 93.7 95.3 985 '
North Cardlina North Cardlina
Hligible for FRPL 60.0 64.2 74.3 Hligble for FRPL 779 818 911
Gap 250 29 -176 4 Gap -153  -128 -39 114
Not Elighle 85.0 87.1 919 Not Highle 93.2 94.6 95.0 )
Charlotte Charlotte
Hligible for FRPL 588 634 69.7 Higble for FRPL 534 62.1 66.1
Gap -30.7 -279 -231 -7.6 Gap -31.9 -26.6 -24.3 -76
Not Higible 895 913 928 Not Higible 853 887 204
North Cardlina North Cardina
Eligible for FRPL 68.2 73.0 776 Eligible for FRPL 63.2 69.7 72.6
Gap -205 -181 -165 -40 Gap -22.0 -18.7 -189 -3.1
Nat Higible 88.7 911 A1 Nat Higible 85.2 884 915
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Charlotte-Mecklenberg

NC End-of-Grade Test
Percent At/AboveLevd I11
Chage Chage
Reading Grade 2001 2002 2003 inGgp Math Grade 2001 2002 2003 inGg
Charlotte 4 Chalotte 4
LEP 456 474 595 LEP 679 790 874
Gap -265 274 -248 -1.7 Gap -16.2 91 7.7 -85
Non-LEP 721 748 84.3 Non-LEP 84.1 88.1 9.1
North Cardina 4 North Cardina 4
LEP 470 519 606 LEP 749 795 895
Gap -281 -258 -239 -4.2 Gap 121 97 -5.4 -6.7
Non-LEP 71 T 84.5 Non-LEP 870 892 4.9
Chalatte 8 Charlotte 8
LEP 505 534 545 LEP 52.2 60.9 66.8
Gap -286 -286 -30.7 21 Gap 21 -187 -148 -73
Non-LEP 791 820 852 Non-LEP 743 79.6 816
North Cardina 8 North Cardina 8
LEP 497 539 539 LEP 549 629 64.6
Gap -340 -317 -345 05 Gap 249 -196 -200 -49

Non-LEP 87 86 884 Non-LEP 798 825 846
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Charlotte-M ecklenberg
NC End-of-Grade Test

92

Percent At/Above Level 111

Change Change

Reading 2001 2002 2003 inGgp Math Grade 2001 2002 2003 in Gap
Charlotte Charlotte 4
Students with Students with
Disabilities 385 46.0 521 Disabilities 60.7 70.1 79.9
Gap -36.4 -30.5 -319 -45 Gap -25.7 -19.6 -16.0 -9.7
Non-Disabled 749 765 84.0 Non-Disabled 86.4 89.7 95.9
Students Students
North Carolina North 4

Cadlina
Students with Students with
Disabilities 44,1 496 55.6 Disabilities 68.2 72.8 812
Gap -345 -31.0 -322 -2.3 Gap -21.1  -183 -13.8 -7.3
Non-Disabled 786 806 878 Non-Disabled 89.3 91.1 95.0
Students Students
Charlotte Charlotte 8
Students with Students with
Disdbilities 34.7 421 43.2 Disdbilities 321 40.2 41.1
Gap -481 -42.7 -426 -55 Gap -45.8 -425 -41.0 -4.8
Non-Disabled 828 848 858 Non-Disabled 77.9 82.7 82.1
Students Students
North Carolina North 8

Cadina
Students with Students with
Disabilities 484 538 555 Disdhilities 44.6 50.7 50.8
Gap -39.2 -351 -36.6 -2.6 Gap -39.2 -354 -38.0 -1.2
Non-Disabled 876 839 921 Non-Disabled 838 86.1 88.8
Students Students
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District CHICAGO
Stare ILuNors
STATE READING AND MATH A SSESSMENTS
Illinois Standards
State Assessment Achievement Test First Year Reported 1999
(ISAT)

Grades Tested 3,5, & 8 How Reported Performance Level

DEMOGRAPHICS ' CHICAGO ILLiNoOIS
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 412,921 437,418 1,943,623 2,071,391
Eirgclebrll; I:l;:;t}ic) Reduced Price Lunch NA 78.0 NA 350
Percent of Students with IEPs 4.0 12.3 11.6 14.4
Percent English Language Learners NA 14.0 NA 6.6
Percent African American 54.5 51.3 211 21.2
Percent Hispanic 31.3 35.8 12.2 16.2
Percent White 10.8 9.5 63.6 59.0
Percent Other 3.4 3.4 3.1 3.6
Number of FTE Teachers 22,941 24,064 113,538 129,600
Student-Teacher Ratio 18.0 19.0 17.1 16.5
Number of Schools 555 599 4,142 4,351
Current Expenditures Per Pupil Z $6,040 $7,214 $5,519 $7,133
Chicago as a Percentage of Illinois' Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 21.2 21.1
Percent of FRPL NA 46.8
Percent of TEPs 7.4 18.2
Percent of ELLs NA 44.8
Percent of Schools 13.4 13.8
Percent of Teachers 20.2 18.6
Percent of State Revenue 3 27.6 30.0

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been teplaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

* Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.
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Chicago
[llinois State Assessment Test (1SAT)
Pecent M eeting/Exceeding Standard

Annudized
Grade 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change

Reading

Chicago 3 33 3 36 35 36 0.7
lllinois 3 61 62 62 63 62 0.2
Chicago 5 37 3 34 37 39 05
lllinois 5 61 59 59 59 60 0.0
Chicago 8 57 57 48 55 50 -1.7
lllinois 8 72 72 66 68 64 -21
Math

Chicago 3 41 37 47 46 49 1.9
lllinois 3 68 69 74 74 76 1.9
Chicago 5 29 28 32 36 44 38
lllinois 5 56 57 61 63 68 3.2
Chicago 8 19 20 25 31 31 29
lllinois 8 43 47 50 52 53 2.6
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Chicago

[llinois State Assessment Test (I1SAT)
Pecent Meeting/Exceeding Standard

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Chicago 3 Chicago
African American 27.4 28.2 African American 35.7 394
Gap -38.9 -39.6 0.7 Gap -42.2 -40.0 -2.2
White 66.3 67.8 White 779 79.4
Gap -24.3 -24.7 0.4 Gap -191  -17.8 -13
Hispanic 42.0 43.1 Hispanic 58.8 61.6
[llinois 3 lllinois
African American 34.0 34.8 African American 453 48.9
Gap -42.1 -41.2 09 Gap 422  -395 -2.7
White 76.1 76.0 White 87.5 88.4
Gap -28.0 -26.7 13 Gap 213 -190 -2.3
Hispanic 48.1 49.3 Hispanic 66.2 69.4
Chicago 5 Chicago
African American 29.4 317 African American 243 326
Gap -36.6 -35.5 -1.1 Gap -44.0 -40.9 31
White 66.0 67.2 White 683 735
Gap 217 214 03 Gap 268 29 -39
Hispanic 38.3 39.8 Hispanic 415 50.6
lllinois 5 lllinois
African American 334 35.8 African American 322 40.2
Gap -39.2 -37.7 -15 Gap 451 -41.1 -40
White 72.6 73.5 White 773 813
Gap -32.1 -31.3 08 Gap -31.0  -260 -5.0
Hispanic 40.5 42.2 Hispanic 46.3 55.3
Chicago 8 Chicago
African American 51.0 46.1 African American 20.8 21.0
Gap -23.6 -24.3 07  Gap -37.5 -36.3 -1.2
White 74.6 70.4 White 58.3 57.3
Gap -21.6 -21.0 06 Gap -259  -226 -33
Hispanic 53.0 49.4 Hispanic 324 347
lllinois 8 lllinois
African American 48.8 45.3 African American 221 23.0
Gap -28.0 -27.7 -0.3  Gap -42.7 -42.9 0.2
White 76.8 73.0 White 64.8 65.9
Gap -25.8 -26.1 0.3 Gap -31.6 -304 -1.2
Hispanic 51.0 46.9 Hispanic 33.2 355



Chicago

[llinois State Assessment Test (ISAT)
Pecent M eeting/Exceeding Standard

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Gap Math Grade 2002 2003 Gap
Chicago 3 Chicago 3

FRPL 311 31.9 FRPL 419 45.3

Gap -20.9 -22.0 11 Gap -19.7 -19.2 -0.5
Non-FRPL 52.0 53.9 Non-FRPL 61.6 64.5

lllinois 3 lllinais 3

FRPL 40.3 41.3 FRPL 54.4 57.6

Gap -34.1 -333 -0.8 Gap -30.9 -29.2 -1.7
Non-FRPL 74.4 74.6 Non-FRPL 85.3 86.8

Chicago 5 Chicago 5

FRPL 33.4 35.4 FRPL 325 41.1

Gap -21.8 -21.1 -0.7 Gap -19.9 -17.7 -2.2
Non-FRPL 55.2 56.5 Non-FRPL 52.4 53.8

lllinois 5 lllinais 5

FRPL 37.4 39.8 FRPL 40.7 49.0

Gap -34.0 -33.0 -1.0 Gap -34.6 -31.0 -36
Non-FRPL 714 72.8 Non-FRPL 75.3 80.0

Chicago 8 Chicago 8

FRPL 53.0 47.9 FRPL 275 275

Gap -9.7 -13.1 34 Gap -14.7 -16.3 16

Non-FRPL 62.7 61.0 Non-FRPL 122 43.8

lllinois 8 lllinais 8

FRPL 50.0 46.0 FRPL 28.9 30.2

Gap -25.2 -26.0 0.8 Gap -33.2 -33.6 04

Non-FRPL 75.2 720 Non-FRPL 62.1 63.8
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District Crark CounTty
Stare NEVADA
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS

State Assessment Exljri‘i,:ll::‘if:(;’fizigegz First Year Reported 2003
Grades Tested 4,7, & 10 How Reported Performance Levels
DEMOGRAPHICS ' Crark CouNTY NEevaDA

1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 166,788 244.768* 265,041 356,814
Eir;:;ft: fg;epi Reduced Price Lunch NA 40.0% NA 298
Percent of Students with IEPs 10.2 10.5 10.6 11.3
Percent English Language Learners NA 16.0* NA 11.2
Percent African American 13.8 13.9 9.8 10.3
Percent Hispanic 19.4 30.5 17.2 27.4
Percent White 60.7 47.7 66.5 54.5
Percent Other 6.2 7.9 6.4 7.8
Number of FTE Teachers 8,186 12,514 13,878 19,276
Student-Teacher Ratio 20.4 20.3 19.1 19.6
Number of Schools 198 275 423 531
Current Expenditures Per Pupil * $4,691 $5,557 $4,892 $5,760
Clark County as a Percentage of Nevada's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 62.9 68.6
Percent of FRPL NA 92.1
Percent of IEPs 60.6 64.2
Percent of ELLs NA 97.6
Percent of Schools 46.8 51.8
Percent of Teachers 59.0 64.9
Percent of State Revenue * 56.4 55.0

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal yeat.
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BEATING THE ODDS IV

Clark County
Nevada Proficiency Examination Program (Norm-Referenced Test) 4
Percent Scoring Levels3 & 4

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change
Clark County 4 NA 46.3 NA
Nevada 4 NA 488 NA
Clark County 7 NA 37.9 NA
Nevada 7 NA 40.6 NA
Clark County 10 NA 128 NA
Nevada 10 NA 459 NA
Mathematics

Clark County 4 NA 50.3 NA
Nevada 4 NA 51.3 NA
Clark County 7 NA 39.7 NA
Nevada 7 NA 40.9 NA
Clark County 10 NA 40.0 NA
Nevada 10 NA 429 NA

4 The NevadaNRT is administered in the fall. The score under 2003 is for the fall 2002 administration during the 2002-2003
school year. Thiswas thefirst administration of this examination.



CounciL oF THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS

District CLEVELAND
Stare Onio
SrATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS

State Assessment Ohio Proficiency Tests First Year Reported 1996

Grades Tested 4,6,9, & 12 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ' CLEVELAND OHIO

1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 74,380 72,199 1,836,015 1,830,985
Eirgclebrll; I:l;:;epic) Reduced Price Lunch NA 76.6 NA 28.0
Percent of Students with IEPs 4.5 15.9 3.7 12.3
Percent English Language Learners NA NA NA NA
Percent African American 70.5 71.3 15.3 16.5
Percent Hispanic 7.5 8.9 1.4 1.8
Percent White 20.7 18.8 82.2 78.9
Percent Other 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.3
Number of FTE Teachers 4,323 6,619 107,347 122,114
Student-Teacher Ratio 17.2 13.2 17.1 16.6
Number of Schools 131 125 3,865 3,912
Current Expenditures Per Pupil Z $6,616 $7,679 $5,669 $7,065
Cleveland as a Percentage of Ohio's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 4.1 3.9
Percent of FRPL NA 10.8
Percent of TEPs 4.9 5.1
Percent of ELLs NA 0.3
Percent of Schools 3.4 3.2
Percent of Teachers 4.0 5.4
Percent of State Revenue 3 6.2 5.7

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been teplaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

* Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.
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BEATING THE ODDS IV

Cleveland
Ohio State Proficiency Test
Percent At or Above the Proficient Level
Annudized

Grade 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Reading
Clevdland 4 184 28.0 22.6 37.0 33.7 33.2 40.1 50.1 5.8
Ohio 4 45.6 51.7 47.1 59.2 58.2 56.0 67.7 66.3 30
Clevdand 6 11.7 12.6 174 17.7 17.6 22.1 21.3 494 54
Ohio 6 432 458 52.6 52.1 53.2 58.3 58.2 65.0 3.1
Clevdland 9 52.3 55.1 55.4 64.4 65.8 73.9 734 79.1 38
Ohio 9 85.3 86.1 86.6 88.7 89.1 90.5 91.6 86.9 0.2
Clevdand 12 52.2 39.6 32.3 38.3 405 534 NA NA NA
Ohio 12 67.9 68.2 66.7 68.6 65.9 74.1 NA NA NA
Math
Clevdland 4 184 19.6 22.4 36.1 34.3 379 439 50.1 45
Ohio 4 444 39.3 41.7 50.6 489 59.4 62.9 58.6 20
Clevdland 6 9.6 10.8 12.2 139 15.8 235 23.6 34.7 36
Ohio 6 444 497 46.9 51.4 54.4 61.1 61.7 52.8 1.2
Clevdland 9 185 21.4 21.2 275 29.0 337 33.6 475 4.1
Ohio 9 64.1 64.5 65.0 68.8 70.4 72.5 735 71.2 1.0
Clevdland 12 195 14.0 16.6 20.2 28.8 338 NA NA NA
Ohio 12 479 474 50.1 53.8 59.0 61.9 NA NA NA
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Cleveland
Ohio State Proficiency Test-Reading
Percent At or Above the Proficient Leve

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Changein Gap

Clevdand 4

African American 191 335 219 291 367 558

Gap -144 -18.7 -150 -159 -16.7 -164 20
White 335 522 369 450 534 722

Gap -104 -215 -36 -51 -154 -147 4.3
Hispanic 231 307 333 39.9 380 575

Ohio 4

African American 196 324 297 276 382 437

Gap -332 -324 -346 -347 -364 -283 -4.9
White 528 648 643 62.3 746 720

Gap -226 -228 -205 -227 -225 -17.6 -5.0
Hispanic 30.2 420 438 39.6 521 544

Clevdand 6

African American 162 160 17.0 18.6 18.3 479

Gap -6.8 -8.1 -4.7 -18.1 -148 -93 25
White 230 241 217 36.7 331 572

Gap -10.1  -96 -6.2 -18.1 -12.7 -131 30
Hispanic 129 145 155 18.6 204 441

Ohio 6

African American 249 239 244 25.0 25.8 400

Gap -33.1 -33.7 -352 -403 -394 -309 -2.2
White 580 576 596 65.3 65.2 709

Gap -265 -26.7 -201 -271 -261 -22.7 -3.8
Hispanic 315 309 395 38.2 39.1 482

Clevdand 9

African American 550 635 554 726 715 786

Gap -35 91 -119 -8.0 93 -4.2 0.7
White 585 726 673 80.6 80.8 828

Gap 83 -151 55 -124 -97 -79 -04
Hispanic 502 575 618 68.2 711 749

Ohio 9

African American 68.2 721 729 759 786 745

Gap -225 -202 -199 -17.7 -159 -154 -71
White 90.7 923 928 93.6 945 89.9

Gap -203 -175 -143 -170 -134 -145 -5.8
Hispanic 704 748 785 76.6 811 754
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BEATING THE ODDS IV

Cleveland
Ohio State Proficiency Test-M athematics
Percent At or Above the Proficient Leve

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Changein Gap

Clevdand 4

African American 18.0 311 188 314 38.2 457

Gap -17.9 -23.7 -154 -243 -246 -221 4.2
White 35.9 54.8 34.2 55.7 62.8 67.8

Gap -13.0 -21.7 -16 -7.3 -136 -191 6.1
Hispanic 22.9 33.1 32.6 48.4 49.2 48.7

Ohio 4

African American 14.6 21.7 19.1 26.5 32.2 31.6

Gap -32.6 -34.9 -35.7 -40a1 -37.7 -337 11
White 47.2 56.6 54.8 66.6 69.9 65.3

Gap -20.8 -21.7 -219 -232 -194 -198 -1.0
Hispanic 26.4 34.9 329 43.4 50.5 455

Clevdand 6

African American 95 11.3 16.2 19.1 19.7 30.8

Gap -10.9 -115 -6.3 -200 -195 -146 37
White 20.4 22.8 225 39.1 39.2 454

Gap -9.2 -115 -25 -168 -155 -3.9 -53
Hispanic 11.2 11.3 20.0 22.3 23.7 415

Ohio 6

African American 15.6 18.5 22.3 25.8 27.7 25.4

Gap -37.2 -39.3 -390 -426 -412 -335 -3.7
White 52.8 57.8 61.3 68.4 68.9 58.9

Gap 277 -275 -208 -276 -253 -18.0 -9.7
Hispanic 25.1 30.3 405 40.8 43.6 409

Clevdand 9

African American 18.2 23.9 175 29.3 28.2 434

Gap -14.1 -19.2 -190 -216 -249 -188 47
White 32.3 43.1 36.5 50.9 53.1 62.2

Gap -13.8 -17.4 -159 -189 -17.3 -156 1.8
Hispanic 185 25.7 20.6 32.0 35.8 46.6

Ohio 9

African American 28.9 33.0 36.4 38.3 39.5 41.8

Gap -43.9 -43.3 -41.3  -411 -414 -36.2 7.7
White 72.8 76.3 777 79.4 80.9 78.0

Gap -34.1 -29.5 -26.7 -31.7 -275 -253 -8.8

Hispanic 38.7 46.8 51.0 47.7 534 527
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Cleveland

Ohio State Proficiency Test

Percent Proficient

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Clevdand 4 Cleveland 4
LEP 19.9 479 LEP 26.0 39.8
Gap -20.8 -11.7 91 Gap -184 -10.7 -7.7
Non-LEP 40.7 59.6 Non-LEP 44.4 50.5
Ohio 4 Ohio 4
LEP 43.4 124 LEP 51.5 41.9
Gap -24.6 -24.2 -04  Gap -115 -16.9 54
Non-LEP 68.0 66.6 Non-LEP 63.0 58.8
Clevdand 6 Cleveland 6
LEP 5.9 25.2 LEP 16.6 239
Gap -15.8 -25.1 9.3 Gap -7.2 -11.2 4.0
Non-LEP 21.7 50.3 Non-LEP 23.8 35.1
Ohio 6 Ohio 6
LEP 31.6 321 LEP 49.9 36.3
Gap -26.7 -33.2 6.5 Gap -11.9 -16.6 47
Non-LEP 58.3 65.3 Non-LEP 61.8 52.9
Clevdand 9 Cleveland 9
LEP 58.2 56.7 LEP 19.9 35.2
Gap -15.6 -233 177 Gap -14.1 -12.8 -1.3
Non-LEP 73.8 80.0 Non-LEP 34.0 48.0
Ohio 9 Ohio 9
LEP 69.3 51.2 LEP 52.3 449
Gap -22.4 -36.1 137 Gap -21.3 -26.6 53
Non-LEP 91.7 87.3 Non-LEP 73.6 71.5



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Cleveland
Ohio State Proficiency Test
Percent Proficient
Change Change
Reading 2002 2003 inGgp Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 in Ggp
Clevdand Clevdand 4
Dissbled 174 584 Disshled 189 58.0
Gap -23.8 -09 -229 Gap -26.3 9.3 -35.6
Non-Disabled 412 59.3 Non-Dissbled 452 48.7
Ohio Ohio 4
Dissbled 47.9 35.8 Dissbled 454 34.3
Gap -21.1 -35.7 146 Gap -18.7 -284 9.7
Non-Disabled 69.0 715 Non-Disabled 64.1 62.7
Clevdand Clevdad 6
Dissbled 44 527 Dissbled 6.1 50.8
Gap -18.1 4.1 -222 Gap -18.7 200 -38.7
Non-Disabled 225 48.6 Non-Disabled 24.8 30.8
Ohio Ohio 6
Dissbled 313 29.6 Dissbled 359 24.8
Gap -28.3 412 129 Gap -27.3 -32.6 53
Non-Disabled 59.6 70.8 Non-Disabled 63.2 57.4
Clevdand Clevdad 9
Dissbled 318 74.8 Dissbled 59 66.7
Gap -44.4 -5.3 -391 Gap -29.8 240 -53.8
Non-Disabled 76.2 80.1 Non-Disabled 35.7 27
Ohio Ohio 9
Dissbled 70.1 50.9 Disshled 484 35.9
Gap -229 417 188 Gap -26.6 -409 143
Non-Disabled 930 92.6 Non-Disabled 75.0 76.8
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DistrICT Co1UMBUS
Stare OHIO
SraTE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS

State Assessment Ohio Proficiency Tests First Year Reported 1996
Grades Tested 4,6,9, & 12 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ' CoLumBUS O=nio

1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 63,082 64,833 1,836,015 1,830,985
Ef;j; ?;;epic) Reduced Price LLunch NA 601 NA 28.0
Percent of Students with IEPs 12.3* 12.4 3.7 12.3
Percent English Language Learners NA NA NA NA
Percent African American 53.8* 60.5 15.3 16.5
Percent Hispanic 0.8* 2.2 1.4 1.8
Percent White 41.8* 34.8 82.2 78.9
Percent Other 3.6%* 2.5 1.1 1.3
Number of FTE Teachers 3,799* 4,350 107,347 122,114
Student-Teacher Ratio 16.6 16.2 17.1 16.6
Number of Schools 144 146 3,865 3,912
Current Expenditures Per Pupil® $6,991 $8,036 $5,669 $7,065
Columbus as a Percentage of Ohio's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 3.4 3.5
Percent of FRPL NA 7.6
Percent of IEPs 11.4 3.6
Percent of ELLs NA 0.3
Percent of Schools 3.7 3.7
Percent of Teachers 3.5 3.6
Percent of State Revenue ° 3.4 3.5

Soutce: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

* Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.
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BEATING THE ODDS IV

Columbus
Ohio State Proficiency Test
Percent At or Above the Proficient Level
Annudized

Grade 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Reading
Columbus 4 25.5 31.6 26.8 36.9 37.0 358 451 448 2.8
Ohio 4 45.6 51.7 47.1 59.2 58.2 56.0 677 66.3 3.0
Columbus 6 221 271 28.7 251 25.6 285 312 394 25
Ohio 6 432 458 52.6 52.1 53.2 58.3 582 65.0 31
Columbus 69.5 70.7 73.6 755 74.2 76.1 812 75.9 0.9
Ohio 85.3 86.1 86.6 88.7 89.1 905 916 86.9 0.2
Columbus 12 57.2 54.8 49.8 52.7 46.4 575 NA NA NA
Ohio 12 67.9 68.2 66.7 68.6 65.9 74.1 NA NA NA
Math
Columbus 24.5 195 185 26.7 27.0 36.1 397 375 1.9
Ohio 444 39.3 41.7 50.6 489 504 629 58.6 20
Columbus 6 23.2 27.0 215 218 270 371 410 326 1.3
Ohio 6 444 497 46.9 51.4 54.4 61.1 61.7 52.8 1.2
Columbus 35.2 36.6 389 429 44.0 477 485 49,0 20
Ohio 64.1 64.5 650 68.8 70.4 725 73.5 71.2 1.0
Columbus 12 27.4 28.3 290 315 34.6 40.8 NA NA NA
Ohio 12 479 474 50.1 53.8 59.0 61.9 NA NA NA
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Columbus

Ohio State Proficiency Test-Reading

Percent At or Above the Proficient Leve

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Changein Gap
Columbus 4
African American 179 28.8 28.6 273 377 38.5
Gap -21.5 -20.3 -207 -215 -196 -17.6 -39
White 394 49.1 493 488 573 56.1
Gap -124  -152 -5.6 -8.4 -96 -16.6 4.2
Hispanic 27.0 33.9 437 404 477 395
Ohio 4
African American 19.6 324 29.7 276 38.2 437
Gap -33.2 -32.4 -346 -347 -364 -283 -4.9
White 52.8 64.8 64.3 623 746 720
Gap -22.6 -22.8 -205 227 -225 -176 -5.0
Hispanic 30.2 420 438 396 521 544
Columbus 6
African American 222 19.2 184 214 239 335
Gap -15.8 -155 -18.9 -198 -202 -16.8 1.0
White 38.0 34.7 37.3 412 441 50.3
Gap -124  -20.7 -24.3 -8.3 -8.1 -8.1 -4.3
Hispanic 25.6 14.0 13.0 329 36.0 422
Ohio 6
African American 24.9 23.9 24.4 250 258 400
Gap -33.1 -337 -35.2 -403 -394 -309 -2.2
White 58.0 57.6 59.6 653 65.2 709
Gap -26.5 -26.7 -201  -271 -261 -22.7 -3.8
Hispanic 315 30.9 39.5 38.2 39.1 482
Columbus 9
African American 69.7 71.9 69.7 723 785 735
Gap -10.2 -9.7 -121  -105 -78 7.7 -25
White 79.9 81.6 81.8 828 86.3 81.2
Gap -234  -186 -22.2 7.2 -3.7 -5.9 -17.5
Hispanic 56.5 63.0 59.6 756 826 75.3
Ohio 9
African American 68.2 72.1 729 759 786 745
Gap -22.5 -20.2 -199 -17.7 -159 -154 -7.1
White 90.7 92.3 92.8 936 945 89.9
Gap -20.3  -175 -143 -170 -134 -145 -5.8
Hispanic 70.4 74.8 785 76.6 811 754



Columbus

Ohio State Proficiency Test-M athematics
Percent At or Above the Proficient Leve

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003  Changein Gap
Columbus 4
African American 105 17.8 17.8 25.5 30.4 30.1
Gap -18.9 -21.4 -23.2 -26.5 -24.7 -20.1 12
White 29.4 39.2 41.0 52.0 55.1 50.2
Gap -10.5 -5.9 -114 -12.7 -12.1 -15.0 45
Hispanic 189 333 29.6 39.3 43.0 35.2
Ohio 4
African American 14.6 21.7 19.1 26.5 32.2 31.6
Gap -32.6 -34.9 -35.7 -40.1 -37.7 -33.7 11
White 47.2 56.6 54.8 66.6 69.9 65.3
Gap -20.8 -21.7 -21.9 -23.2 -194 -19.8 -1.0
Hispanic 26.4 349 329 434 50.5 455
Columbus 6
African American 137 13.8 184 28.9 32.8 25.8
Gap -18.9 -19.6 -21.2 -22.9 -22.4 -18.7 -0.2
White 32.6 334 39.6 51.8 55.2 445
Gap -16.8 -8.8 -28.7 -11.8 -10.3 -5.4 -11.4
Hispanic 15.8 24.6 109 40.0 44.9 39.1
Ohio 6
African American 15.6 18.5 22.3 25.8 27.7 25.4
Gap -37.2 -39.3 -39.0 -42.6 -41.2 -335 -3.7
White 52.8 57.8 61.3 68.4 68.9 58.9
Gap -27.7 -27.5 -20.8 -27.6 -25.3 -18.0 -9.7
Hispanic 251 30.3 405 40.8 43.6 409
Columbus 9
African American 30.6 34.4 34.9 39.9 415 430
Gap -19.7 -21.6 -235 -21.1 -20.9 -17.9 -18
White 50.3 56.0 58.4 61.0 62.4 60.9
Gap -30.7 -25.8 -20.9 -11.0 -19.3 -17.3 -134
Hispanic 19.6 30.2 375 50.0 43.1 43.6
Ohio 9
African American 28.9 33.0 36.4 38.3 395 41.8
Gap -43.9 -43.3 -41.3 -41.1 -41.4 -36.2 7.7
White 72.8 76.3 777 79.4 80.9 78.0
Gap -34.1 -295 -26.7 -31.7 -275 -25.3 -8.8
Hispanic 38.7 46.8 51.0 477 53.4 52.7
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Columbus
Ohio State Proficiency Test
Percent Proficient

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Columbus 4 Columbus 4
LEP 12,5 31.1 LEP 145 30.0
Gap -33.1 -14.4 -187  Gap -25.5 -8.0 -17.5
Non-LEP 45.6 45.5 Non-LEP 40.0 38.0
Ohio 4 Ohio 4
LEP 43.4 42.4 LEP 515 41.9
Gap -24.6 -24.2 -04 Gap -11.5 -16.9 54
Non-LEP 68.0 66.6 Non-LEP 63.0 58.8
Columbus 6 Columbus 6
LEP 12.0 25.1 LEP 26.7 254
Gap -195 -15.0 -4.5 Gap -14.6 -7.5 -71
Non-LEP 315 40.1 Non-LEP 413 329
Ohio 6 Ohio 6
LEP 31.6 32.1 LEP 49.9 36.3
Gap -26.7 -33.2 6.5 Gap -11.9 -16.6 4.7
Non-LEP 58.3 65.3 Non-LEP 61.8 52.9
Columbus 9 Columbus 9
LEP 81.2 48.8 LEP 4.2 43.7
Gap 0.0 -29.1 29.1 Gap -4.4 -5.7 1.3
Non-LEP 81.2 77.9 Non-LEP 48.6 49.4
Ohio 9 Ohio 9
LEP 69.3 51.2 LEP 52.3 44.9
Gap -22.4 -36.1 13.7 Gap -21.3 -26.6 53
Non-LEP 91.7 87.3 Non-LEP 73.6 71.5



Columbus

Ohio State Proficiency Test

Percent Proficient

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Change Change
Reading 2002 2003 inGap Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 inGap
Columbus Columbus 4
Disabled 30.1 23.5 Disabled 26.9 20.6
Gap -15.6 -24.9 93 Gap -13.3 -19.8 6.5
Non-Disabled 457 484 Non-Disabled 40.2 404
Ohio Ohio 4
Disabled 47.9 35.8 Disabled 45.4 34.3
Gap -21.1 -35.7 146 Gap -18.7 -28.4 9.7
Non-Disabled 69.0 715 Non-Disabled 64.1 62.7
Columbus Columbus 6
Disabled 26.9 16.2 Disabled 29.1 13.7
Gap -4.4 -27.0 226 Gap -12.3 -21.9 9.6
Non-Disabled 31.3 43.2 Non-Disabled 41.4 35.6
Ohio Ohio 6
Disabled 313 29.6 Disabled 35.9 24.8
Gap -28.3 -41.2 129 Gap -27.3 -32.6 5.3
Non-Disabled 59.6 70.8 Non-Disabled 63.2 57.4
Columbus Columbus 9
Disabled 549 34.3 Disabled 29.6 20.9
Gap -27.2 -48.2 210 Gap -195 -32.5 13.0
Non-Disabled 821 82.5 Non-Disabled 49.1 534
Ohio Ohio 9
Disabled 70.1 50.9 Disabled 48.4 35.9
Gap -22.9 -41.7 188 Gap -26.6 -40.9 143
Non-Disabled 93.0 92.6 ’ Non-Disabled 75.0 76.8 '
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DistrICT Darras
Stare TExAS
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS

State Assessment Know$§};258?;i§flzr?;r:;;) First Year Reported 2003
Grades Tested 3-11 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ' DaLraAs TEXAS

1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 148,839 163,562 3,740,260* 4,163,447
Eir;zrllz F;;epic) Reduced Price Lunch NA 745 NA 50.5%
Percent of Students with IEPs 8.8 7.9 11.5% 11.9
Percent English Language Learners NA 28.9%* 12.8* 14.5
Percent African American 42.6 34.3 14.3 14.4
Percent Hispanic 43.4 56.8 36.7 41.7
Percent White 11.9 7.2 46.4 40.9
Percent Other 2.2 1.7 2.6 3.1
Number of FTE Teachers 8,922 10,562 240,371 282,846
Student-Teacher Ratio 16.9 15.7 15.6 14.8
Number of Schools 195* 216* 6,638 7,761
Cutrrent Expenditures Per Pupil * $5,146 $5,950 $5,016 $6,288
Dallas as a Percentage of Texas' Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 4.0 3.9
Percent of FRPL NA 5.8
Percent of IEPs 3.0 2.6
Percent of ELLs NA 7.9
Percent of Schools 3.1 2.8
Percent of Teachers 3.7 3.7
Percent of State Revenue * 2.0 1.8

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

! Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Cutrent expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

*Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.



Dallas

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)

Percent Meeting Standard

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Ddlas 3 NA 75.9 NA  Ddlas 3 NA 81.7 NA
Texas 3 NA 89.6 NA  Texas 3 NA 90.8 NA
Ddlas 4 NA 69.7 NA  Ddles 4 NA 739 NA
Texes 4 NA 85.9 NA  Texas 4 NA 88.0 NA
Ddlas 5 NA 64.9 NA  Ddles 5 NA 734 NA
Texas 5 NA 80.0 NA  Texas 5 NA 86.3 NA
Ddlas 6 NA 79.5 NA Ddlas 6 NA 74.9 NA
Texas 6 NA 86.2 NA Texas 6 NA 79.3 NA
Ddlas 7 NA 771 NA  Ddlas 7 NA 58.0 NA
Texes 7 NA 88.0 NA  Texas 7 NA 734 NA
Ddlas 8 NA 78.8 NA Ddlas 8 NA 57.8 NA
Texas 8 NA 88.7 NA Texas 8 NA 732 NA
Ddlas 9 NA 66.9 NA  Ddlas 9 NA 46.5 NA
Texes 9 NA 824 NA  Texas 9 NA 65.1 NA
English Language Arts

Ddlas 10 NA 62.0 NA  Ddles 10 NA 61.7 NA
Texas 10 NA 72.8 NA  Texas 10 NA 74.2 NA
Dalas n NA 63.7 NA Ddlas 11 NA 59.3 NA
Texas 1 NA 69.8 NA Texas 11 NA 68.5 NA

113



114

CounciL oF THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS

Dallas

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKYS)

Per cent Passing

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Ddlas 4 Ddlas 4

African American NA 68.8 African American NA 71.7

Gap NA -175 NA Gap NA -14.6 NA
White NA 86.3 White NA 86.3

Gap NA -17.9 NA Gap NA -12.8 NA
Hispanic NA 68.4 Hispanic NA 73.5

Texas 4 Texas 4

African American NA 76.8 African American NA 78.6

Gap NA -16.6 NA Gap NA -16.1 NA
White NA 934 White NA 94.7

Gap NA -12.6 NA Gap NA -10.8 NA
Higpanic NA 80.8 Hispanic NA 839

Ddlas 8 Ddlas 8

African American NA 77.7 African American NA 54.0

Gap NA -15.9 NA Gap NA -25.2 NA
White NA 93.6 White NA 79.2

Gap NA -16.0 NA Gap NA -22.0 NA
Hispanic NA 77.6 Hispanic NA 57.2

Texas 8 Texas 8

African American NA 82.5 African American NA 58.2

Gap NA -12.0 NA Gap NA -26.7 NA
White NA 94.5 White NA 84.9

Gap NA -10.9 NA Gap NA -21.4 NA
Hispanic NA 83.6 Hispanic NA 63.5

English Language Arts

Ddlas 10 Ddlas 10

African NA 59.0 African American NA 575

American NA -23.1 NA Gap NA -24.8 NA
Gap NA 82.1 White NA 823

White NA -22.0 NA Gap NA -22.1 NA
Gap NA 60.1 Hispanic NA 60.2

Hispanic

Texas 10 Texas 10

African American NA 64.3 African American NA 60.4

Gap NA -16.5 NA Gap NA -24.0 NA
White NA 80.8 White NA 844

Gap NA -16.8 NA Gap NA -20.1 NA
Hispanic NA 64.0 Higpanic NA 64.3
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Dallas
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)
Percent Meeting Standard- Economically Disadvantaged

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Ddlas 4 NA 67.2 NA Ddlas 4 NA 72.3 NA
Texas 4 NA 78.9 NA Texas 4 NA 82.2 NA
Ddlas 8 NA 76.6 NA Ddlas 8 NA 551 NA
Texas 8 NA 822 NA Texas 8 NA 61.2 NA

English Language Arts

Ddlas 10 NA 58.1 NA Dadlas 10 NA 59.5 NA
Texas 10 NA 61.3 NA Texas 10 NA 62.1 NA
Dallas

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)
Percent Meeting Standard- Limited English Proficiency

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Chage  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Ddlas 4 NA 497 NA Ddlas 4 NA 59.9 NA
Texas 4 NA 65.0 NA Texas 4 NA 74.1 NA
Ddlas 8 NA 40.8 NA Ddlas 8 NA 29.0 NA
Texas 8 NA 452 NA Texas 8 NA 326 NA

English Language Arts

Ddlas 10 NA 25.3 NA Ddlas 10 NA 38.2 NA
Texas 10 NA 22.8 NA Texas 10 NA 43.2 NA
Dallas

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)
Percent Meeting Standard- Special Education

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Ddlas 4 NA 57.7 NA Dallas 4 NA 56.1 NA
Texas 4 NA 79.4 NA Texas 4 NA 80.8 NA
Dallas 8 NA 60.1 NA Dallas 8 NA 353 NA
Texas 8 NA 71.4 NA Texas 8 NA 46.8 NA

English Language Arts

Dalas 10 NA 18.8 NA Dallas 10 NA 28.8 NA
Texas 10 NA 32.6 NA Texas 10 NA 39.6 NA



CounciL oF THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS

DistrICT DaytonN
Stare OHIO
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS

State Assessment Ohio Proficiency Tests First Year Reported 1996
Grades Tested 4,6,9, & 12 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ! DAyTON Owuio

1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 27,942 20,547 1,836,015 1,830,985
IE)K;:;; l:;;:{epic) Reduced Price Lunch NA 73,7 NA 28.0
Percent of Students with IEPs 5.3 20.1 3.7 12.3
Percent English Language Learners NA NA NA NA
Percent African American 67.8 71.4 15.3 16.5
Percent Hispanic 0.5 1.0 1.4 1.8
Percent White 31.1 27.2 82.2 78.9
Percent Other 0.6 0.5 1.1 1.3
Number of FTE Teachers 1,748 1,437 107,347 122,114
Student-Teacher Ratio 16.0 15.8 17.1 16.6
Number of Schools 50 42 3,865 3,912
Current Expenditures Per Pupil2 $6,905 $8,622 $5,669 $7,065
Dayton as a Percentage of Ohio's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 1.5 1.1
Percent of FRPL NA 3.0
Percent of IEPs 2.2 1.8
Percent of ELLs NA 0.3
Percent of Schools 1.3 1.1
Percent of Teachers 1.6 1.2
Percent of State Revenue 3 2.0 1.8

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 ate from the 2000 fiscal year.
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Dayton
Ohio State Proficiency Test
Percent At or Above the Proficient Level
Annudized

Grade 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Reading
Dayton 4 204 27.1 186 277 23.4 24.2 22.8 343 20
Ohio 4 45.6 51.7 47.1 59.2 58.2 56.0 67.7 66.3 3.0
Dayton 6 18.5 21.0 25.9 234 199 235 19.2 324 2.0
Ohio 6 43.2 45.8 52.6 52.1 53.2 58.3 58.2 65.0 31
Dayton 68.0 85.8 81.5 70.6 70.4 71.0 74.3 69.6 0.2
Ohio 85.3 86.1 86.6 88.7 89.1 90.5 91.6 86.9 0.2
Dayton 12 50.0 60.1 48.6 65.9 445 67.0 NA NA NA
Ohio 12 67.9 68.2 66.7 68.6 65.9 74.1 NA NA NA
Math
Dayton 19.5 11.7 12.3 18.1 139 19.6 23.9 23.9 0.6
Ohio 44.4 39.3 417 50.6 489 59.4 62.9 58.6 20
Dayton 19.4 17.2 19.3 204 179 27 20.2 19.9 0.1
Ohio 44.4 49.7 46.9 514 54.4 61.1 61.7 52.8 1.2
Dayton 29.2 322 33.3 34.1 31.3 334 315 35.9 1.0
Ohio 64.1 64.5 65.0 68.8 70.4 72.5 735 71.2 1.0
Dayton 12 24.8 30.0 31.6 379 34.4 427 NA NA NA
Ohio 12 47.9 47.4 50.1 53.8 59.0 61.9 NA NA NA
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Dayton

Ohio State Proficiency Test-Reading

Percent At or Above the Proficient Leve

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003  Changein Gap

Dayton 4

African American 13.1 24.7 18.7 21.2 18.1 30.8

Gap -17.1 -9.2 -15.9 -8.9 -155 -12.2 -4.9
White 30.2 339 34.6 30.1 33.6 43.0

Gap NA NA NA -7.0 -12.2 -30.5 235
Higpanic NA NA NA 23.1 21.4 125

Ohio 4

African American 19.6 324 29.7 27.6 38.2 43.7

Gap -33.2 -32.4 -34.6 -34.7 -36.4 -28.3 -4.9
White 52.8 64.8 64.3 62.3 74.6 72.0

Gap -22.6 -22.8 -20.5 -22.7 -225 -17.6 -5.0
Higpanic 30.2 42.0 438 39.6 52.1 54.4

Dayton 6

African American 219 19.6 169 18.3 145 27.3

Gap -12.7 -13.0 -9.8 -17.2 -14.0 -184 5.7
White 34.6 32.6 26.7 355 28.5 457

Gap NA NA NA 5.7 31 -24.6 30.3
Higpanic NA NA NA 41.2 31.6 211

Ohio 6

African American 24.9 239 24.4 25.0 25.8 40.0

Gap -33.1 -33.7 -35.2 -40.3 -39.4 -30.9 -2.2
White 58.0 57.6 59.6 65.3 65.2 70.9

Gap -26.5 -26.7 -20.1 -27.1 -26.1 -22.7 -3.8
Higpanic 315 30.9 395 38.2 39.1 482

Dayton 9

African American 66.0 68.0 68.4 68.8 72.9 67.5

Gap -10.5 -85 -7.9 -9.8 -7.8 9.1 -14
White 76.5 76.5 76.3 78.6 80.7 76.6

Gap -154 -3.8 -12.0 -16.1 -34.5 -16.6 12
Higpanic 61.1 72.7 64.3 62.5 46.2 60.0

Ohio 9

African American 68.2 721 72.9 75.9 78.6 745

Gap -22.5 -20.2 -19.9 -17.7 -15.9 -15.4 -7.1
White 90.7 92.3 92.8 93.6 94.5 89.9

Gap -20.3 -175 -14.3 -17.0 -13.4 -14.5 -5.8
Higpanic 70.4 74.8 785 76.6 811 75.4



Dayton

Ohio State Proficiency Test-M athematics
Percent At or Above the Proficient Leve

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003  Changein Gap

Dayton 4

African American 79 14.6 10.7 15.6 19.3 195

Gap -141 -10.9 -11.2 -134 -15.9 -15.6 15
White 22.0 255 21.9 29.0 35.2 351

Gap NA NA NA -5.9 -15.2 -28.8 22.9
Higpanic NA NA NA 231 20.0 6.3

Ohio 4

African American 14.6 21.7 19.1 265 32.2 316

Gap -32.6 -349 -35.7 -40.1 -37.7 -33.7 11
White 47.2 56.6 54.8 66.6 69.9 65.3

Gap -20.8 -21.7 -21.9 -23.2 -194 -19.8 -1.0
Higpanic 26.4 34.9 329 434 50.5 455

Dayton 6

African American 138 154 138 17.6 15.9 16.7

Gap -15.9 -17.2 -13.9 -17.3 -13.1 -11.6 -4.3
White 29.7 32.6 27.7 34.9 29.0 28.3

Gap NA NA NA -11.4 7.8 -17.8 6.4
Higpanic NA NA NA 235 36.8 105

Ohio 6

African American 15.6 18.5 22.3 258 27.7 25.4

Gap -37.2 -39.3 -39.0 -42.6 -41.2 -335 -37
White 52.8 57.8 61.3 68.4 68.9 58.9

Gap -27.7 -275 -20.8 -27.6 -25.3 -18.0 -9.7
Higpanic 251 30.3 405 40.8 43.6 409

Dayton 9

African American 28.7 29.3 27.5 289 26.8 315

Gap -16.8 -15.9 -14.6 -18.2 -21.1 211 4.3
White 45.5 45.2 42.1 47.1 47.9 52.6

Gap -17.7 0.3 -20.7 -9.6 -17.1 NA NA
Hispanic 27.8 45.5 21.4 375 30.8 NA

Ohio 9

African American 289 33.0 36.4 383 39.5 41.8

Gap -43.9 -43.3 -41.3 -41.1 -41.4 -36.2 =17
White 72.8 76.3 777 79.4 80.9 780

Gap -34.1 -295 -26.7 -31.7 -275 -25.3 -8.8
Hispanic 38.7 46.8 51.0 47.7 53.4 52.7
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Dayton

Ohio State Proficiency Test
Per cent Proficient

Change Change
Reading 2002 2003 inGgp Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Dayton Dayton 4
Disabled 10.6 16.7 Disabled 16.1 16.5
Gap -13.0 -22.2 92 Gap -84 -9.4 1.0
Non-Disabled 236 389 Non-Disabled 245 25.9
Ohio Ohio 4
Disabled 47.9 35.8 Disabled 454 34.3
Gap 211 -35.7 146 Gap -18.7 -284 9.7
Non-Disabled 69.0 715 Non-Disabled 64.1 62.7
Dayton Dayton 6
Disabled 5.6 134 Disabled 6.6 123
Gap -15.6 -235 79 Gap -15.6 -9.4 -6.2
Non-Disabled 212 36.9 Non-Disabled 222 21.7
Ohio Ohio 6
Disabled 313 29.6 Disabled 35.9 24.8
Gap -28.3 -41.2 129 Gap -27.3 -32.6 53
Non-Disabled 59.6 70.8 Non-Disabled 63.2 57.4
Dayton Dayton 9
Disabled 51.3 25.2 Disabled 189 159
Gap -24.0 -53.6 296 Gap -131 -24.2 111
Non-Disabled 75.3 78.8 Non-Disabled 320 40.1
Ohio Ohio 9
Disabled 70.1 50.9 Disabled 48.4 35.9
Gap -229 -41.7 18.8 Gap -26.6 -40.9 143
Non-Disabled 93.0 92.6 ' Non-Disabled 75.0 76.8 '
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DistrICT DENVER
Stare COLORADO
STATE READING AND MATH A SSESSMENTS
Colorado State
State Assessment Assessment Program First Year Reported 1997
(CSAP)
Grades Tested 3-10 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ' DENVER CoLORADO
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 64,322 72,361 656,279 742,145
1;1311:;11;; E;le{epiz) Reduced Price Lunch NA 61.6 NA 27 5
Percent of Students with IEPs 11.1 11.0 9.9 10.0
Percent English Language Learners NA 25.3 NA 9.6
Percent African American 21.3 19.7 5.5 5.7
Percent Hispanic 46.4 54.9 18.4 23.3
Percent White 27.1 20.9 72.5 66.8
Percent Other 5.2 4.4 3.6 4.2
Number of FTE Teachers 3,271 4,376 35,388 44,182
Student-Teacher Ratio 19.7 16.6 18.5 16.8
Number of Schools 112 134 1,486 1,667
Current Expenditures Per Pupil® $5,596 $6,242 $5,121 $6,215
Denver as a Percentage of Colorado's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 9.8 9.8
Percent of FRPL NA 21.8
Percent of IEPs 11.0 10.8
Percent of ELLs NA 25.8
Percent of Schools 7.5 8.0
Percent of Teachers 9.2 9.9
Percent of State Revenue 3 7.1 7.8

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 ate from the 2000 fiscal year.
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Denver 4
Colorado State Assessment Program (CSAP)
Percent Proficient and Above

Annuadized

Grade 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Reading
Denver 3 NA 46 43 47 49 50 55 1.8
Colorado 3 NA 66 67 69 72 72 75 1.8
Denver 4 33 32 31 38 37 35 37 0.7
Colorado 4 57 57 59 62 63 61 63 1.0
Denver 5 NA NA NA NA NA 38 41 3.0
Colorado 5 NA NA NA NA NA NA 66 NA
Denver 6 NA NA NA NA NA 37 39 2.0
Colorado 6 NA NA NA NA NA NA 67 NA
Denver 7 NA NA 34 35 35 33 34 0.0
Colorado 7 NA NA 60 62 63 59 61 0.3
Denver 8 NA NA NA NA NA 40 40 0.0
Colorado 8 NA NA NA NA NA NA 66 NA
Denver 9 NA NA NA NA NA 40 37 -3.0
Colorado 9 NA NA NA NA NA NA 65 NA
Denver 10 NA NA NA NA 35 39 43 4.0
Colorado 10 NA NA NA NA 63 65 67 2.0
M ath
Denver 5 NA NA NA NA 28 30 30 1.0
Colorado 5 NA NA NA NA 53 55 56 1.5
Denver 6 NA NA NA NA NA 23 23 0.0
Colorado 6 NA NA NA NA NA NA 50 NA
Denver 7 NA NA NA NA NA 14 16 2.0
Colorado 7 NA NA NA NA NA NA 41 NA
Denver 8 NA NA NA 13 14 14 14 0.3
Colorado 8 NA NA NA 35 39 39 38 1.0
Denver 9 NA NA NA NA NA il 9 -2.0
Colorado 9 NA NA NA NA NA NA 31 NA
Denver 10 NA NA NA NA 9 10 11 1.0
Colorado 10 NA NA NA NA 25 27 27 1.0

4The state does not administer the math assessment at grades 3 and 4.
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DistrICT DEs MOINES
STATE Towa
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS
State Assessment N A
District Assessment Iowa Test of Basic Skills First Year Reported 1999
(ITBS)
Grades Tested 3,4,6-8 How Reported National Percentile
DEMOGRAPHICS ' DEes MOINES Iowa
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 32,104 32,571* 502,343 485,932
Eir;irllz f;le{epic) Reduced Price Lunch 38 0% 43.8 NA 26.7
Percent of Students with IEPs 13.9 17.1 12.9 14.9
Percent English Language Learners 5.0% 9.6 NA 2.7
Percent African American 13.8%* 15.3 3.3 4.1
Percent Hispanic 4.5% 9.8 2.1 4.0
Percent White 75.9% 69.6 92.7 89.6
Percent Other 5.9 5.2 1.9 2.3
Number of FTE Teachers 2,106 2,276 32,318 34,906
Student-Teacher Ratio 15.4 13.1 15.5 13.4
Number of Schools 65 61 1,556 1,521
Current Expenditures Per Pupil * $5,912 $7,252 $5,481 $6,564
Des Moines as a Percentage of Iowa's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 6.5 6.7
Percent of FRPL NA 11.0
Percent of IEPs 7.0 7.7
Percent of ELLs NA 23.4
Percent of Schools 4.2 4.0
Percent of Teachers 6.5 6.5
Percent of State Revenue * 6.8 7.2

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 ate from the 2000 fiscal year.



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Des Moines
ITBS
National Percentiles

Annuaized
Grade 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Changein NCEs
Total Reading 3 43 43 49 57 58 20
4 42 47 49 56 57 20
6 11 43 42 42 40 -0.1
7 43 45 42 44 44 0.1
8 42 44 42 42 44 0.3
Total Math 3 52 53 58 54 57 0.7
4 49 55 58 60 62 17
6 48 51 48 49 45 -0.4
7 52 52 51 49 48 -0.6
8 50 53 52 48 48 -0.3

* |owa does not administer a state-wide assessment.
* Specid Education students were included in test results for the first time in 1999.
* Annualized change indices are presented in Norma Curve Equivalents.
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DistrICT DEtrOIT
Stare MICHIGAN
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS
State Assessment Michigan Educational First Year Reported 1995
Assessment Program
Grades Tested 4,7, & 8 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ' DeTROIT MICHIGAN
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 174,412* 166,675 1,641,456 1,730,668
1;1311:;11;; E;le{epiz) Reduced Price Lunch 68.0% 69.9 NA 31.0
Percent of Students with IEPs 5.9 12.0 4.0 13.4
Percent English Language Learners NA 4.5 NA 2.9
Percent African American 90.2* 90.8 18.4 20.0
Percent Hispanic 2.6* 4.5 2.7 3.6
Percent White 6.0* 3.5 76.4 73.4
Percent Other 1.2 1.2 2.5 3.0
Number of FTE Teachers 7,687 9,053 83,179 98,849
Student-Teacher Ratio 22.6 19.0 19.7 17.6
Number of Schools 259%* 271%* 3,748 3,984
Current Expenditures Per Pupil * $7,424 $8,494 $6,785 $8,110
Detroit as a Percentage of Michigan's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 10.6 9.6
Percent of FRPL NA 21.7
Percent of IEPs 15.7 8.6
Percent of ELLs NA 15.1
Percent of Schools 7.2 6.8
Percent of Teachers 9.2 9.2
Percent of State Revenue * 12.3 11.4

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 ate from the 2000 fiscal year.
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Detroit
Michigan Educational Assessment Program
Percent Meeting & Exceeding Standards

1995- 1996- 1997- 1998-  1999-  2000- 2001- 2002- Annudized
Grade 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change

Reading

Detroit 4 46.4 46.7 52.6 454 51.7 404 33.2 54.9 12
Michigan 4 49.9 49.0 58.6 59.4 58.2 60.4 56.8 75.0 3.6
Detroit 7 30.7 36.6 32.2 345 33.2 30.3 21.7 315 01
Michigan 7 42.3 404 488 53.0 48.4 57.9 50.9 61.0 2.7
Math

Detroit 4 485 487 64.6 585 62.4 50.6 46.1 454 -04
Michigan 4 63.1 60.5 74.1 717 74.8 72.3 64.5 65.0 0.3
Detroit 7 315 29.1 33.7 36.0 34.5 NA NA NA NA
Michigan 7 55.0 51.4 61.4 63.2 62.8 NA NA NA NA
Detroit 8 NA NA NA NA NA NA 20.0 19.9 -0.1

Michigan 8 NA NA NA NA NA NA 53.8 52.0 -1.8
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DistricT Duvar County
Stare Frorma
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS
Florida Comprehensive
State Assessment Achievement Test First Year Reported 1999
(FCAT)
Grades Tested 3-10 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ' DuvaL CouNty FLORIDA
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 123,910 127,392 2,176,222 2,500,478
Ilj:zrgciirllet E;;) ic) Reduced Price Lunch 383 427 NA 44.6
Percent of Students with IEPs 15.4 15.9 13.4 15.1
Percent English Language Learners NA 1.9 NA 8.2
Percent African American 39.9 43.5 25.3 24.9
Percent Hispanic 2.5 4.1 15.3 20.4
Percent White 54.8 49.4 57.5 52.5
Percent Other 2.8 3.0 2.0 2.2
Number of FTE Teachers 6,090 6,478 114,938 134,684
Student-Teacher Ratio 20.5 19.2 18.9 18.1
Number of Schools 155 178 2,760 3,419
Current Expenditures Per Pupil * $4,683 $5,354 $5,275 $5,831
Duval as a Percentage of Florida's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 5.7 5.1
Percent of FRPL NA 4.9
Percent of IEPs 6.5 5.4
Percent of ELLs NA 1.2
Percent of Schools 5.6 5.2
Percent of Teachers 5.3 4.8
Percent of State Revenue * NA 5.5

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 ate from the 2000 fiscal year.
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Duval County
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT)
Percent Scoring Level 3 & Above

Annudized
Reading Grade 1999* 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Duva 3 NA NA NA 60 65 5.0
Horida 3 NA NA NA 60 63 3.0
Duva 4 54 50 51 57 60 15
Horida 4 52 52 53 55 60 3.0
Duva 5 NA NA NA 54 57 3.0
Horida 5 NA NA NA 53 58 5.0
Duva 6 NA NA NA 48 49 1.0
Horida 6 NA NA NA 51 53 2.0
Duva 7 NA NA NA 46 47 1.0
Forida 7 NA NA NA 50 52 2.0
Duva 8 43 A 39 43 45 0.5
Horida 8 44 39 43 45 49 1.3
Duva 9 NA NA NA 26 27 1.0
Horida 9 NA NA NA 29 31 2.0
Duva 10 33 28 35 33 34 0.3
Horida 10 30 29 37 36 36 15
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Duval County
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT)
Percent Scoring Level 3 & Above

Annudized
Mathematics Grade 1999* 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change
Duvd 3 NA NA NA 53 57 4.0
Florida 3 NA NA NA 59 63 4.0
Duvd 4 NA NA NA 42 47 5.0
Horida 4 NA NA NA 51 54 3.0
Duvd 5 33 11 40 44 46 3.3
Horida 5 35 46 48 48 52 43
Duva 6 NA NA NA 33 33 5.0
Horida 6 NA NA NA 43 47 4.0
Duvd 7 NA NA NA 38 38 0.0
Horida 7 NA NA NA 47 47 0.0
Duvd 8 41 45 48 48 49 2.0
Horida 8 44 51 55 53 56 3.0
Duvd 9 NA NA NA 41 44 3.0
Horida 9 NA NA NA 47 51 4.0
Duvd 10 49 50 52 55 58 2.3
Florida 10 47 51 59 60 60 3.3
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Duval County
FCAT-Reading
Percent Level 3 and Above

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change in Gap

Duvd 4

African American 29 33 30 33 41 44

Gap -39 -38 -34 -33 -29 -28 -11
White 68 71 64 66 70 72

Gap -20 -23 -15 -15 -12 -13 -7
Hispanic 48 48 49 51 58 59

Horida 4

African American 23 26 32 31 36 41

Gap -42 -41 -39 -35 -31 -32 -10
White 65 67 71 66 67 73

Gap -27 -26 -23 -23 -21 -22 -5
Hispanic 38 41 48 43 46 51

Duva 8

African American 21 25 17 21 24 26

Gap -31 -32 -31 -35 -33 -34 3
White 52 57 48 56 57 60

Gap -13 -12 -16 -25 -16 -24 11
Hispanic 39 45 32 31 41 36

Horida 8

African American 21 24 20 21 24 27

Gap -34 -37 -38 -35 -34 -35 1
White 55 61 58 56 58 62

Gap -22 -24 -23 -25 -23 -24 2
Hispanic 33 37 35 31 35 38

Duva 10

African American 12 13 12 16 15 17

Gap -25 -29 -25 -32 -30 -30 5
White 37 42 37 48 45 47

Gap -13 -13 -9 -18 -19 -14 1
Hispanic 24 29 28 30 26 33

Horida 10

African American 12 13 13 15 14 15

Gap -26 -29 -27 -34 -33 -32 6
White 38 42 40 49 47 47

Gap -18 -19 -18 -24 -23 -23 5
Hispanic 20 23 22 25 24 24
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Duval County
FCAT-Math
Percent Levd 3 and Above

Grade 1998 1999  2000* 2001 2002 2003  Changein Gap

Duval 5

African American 9 14 21 21 25 27

Gap -29 -33 -34 -47 -33 -33 4
White 38 47 55 68 58 60

Gap -12 -13 -24 -28 -12 -11 -1
Higpanic 26 A 31 40 46 49

Horida 5

African American 10 15 26 25 27 30

Gap -34 -36 -37 -34 -33 -33 -1
White 4 51 63 59 60 63

Gap -22 -22 -19 -19 -17 -18 -4
Hispanic 22 29 44 40 43 45

Duval 8

African American 18 20 24 29 26 29

Gap -36 -36 -36 -36 -40 -37 1
White 54 56 60 65 66 66

Gap -20 -16 -15 -18 -14 -22 2
Higpanic 34 40 45 47 52 44

Horida 8

African American 19 21 30 30 28 31

Gap -40 -43 -41 -38 -39 -39 -1
White 59 64 71 68 67 70

Gap -25 -26 -24 -24 -25 -23 -2
Higpanic 34 38 47 44 42 47

Duval 10

African American 12 21 25 35 32 37

Gap -35 -40 -39 -35 -38 -38 3
White 47 61 64 70 70 75

Gap -16 -18 -19 -18 -20 -19 3
Higpanic 31 43 45 52 50 56

Horida 10

African American 15 22 26 32 32 33

Gap -39 -41 -44 -40 -41 -42 3
White 54 63 70 72 73 75

Gap -24 -25 -26 -24 -25 -23 -1
Higpanic 30 38 44 48 48 52
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Duval County
FCAT

Percent Level 3 and Above

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Mathematics  Grade 2002 2003 inGap
Duva County 4 Duva County 5
FRPL 44 47 FRPL 39 33
Gap -30 -30 0 Gap -30 -30 0
Non-FRPL 74 77 Non-FRPL 69 63
Florida 4 Florida 5
FRPL 43 48 FRPL 35 38
Gap -29 -29 0 Gap -29 -30 1
Non-FRPL 72 77 Non-FRPL 64 68
Duva County 8 Duva County 8
FRPL 26 27 FRPL 30 33
Gap -26 -30 4 Gap -29 -29 0
Non-FRPL 52 57 Non-FRPL 59 62
Florida 8 Florida 8
FRPL 30 3 FRPL 36 40
Gap -28 -30 2 Gap -31 -31 0
Non-FRPL 58 63 Non-FRPL 67 71
Duva County 10 Duva County 10
FRPL 15 17 FRPL 35 40
Gap -21 -23 2 Gap -24 -23 -1
Non-FRPL 36 40 Non-FRPL 59 63
Horida 10 Florida 10
FRPL 17 20 FRPL 41 45
Gap -25 -24 -1 Gap -26 -25 -1
Non-FRPL 42 44 Non-FRPL 67 70
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Duval County
Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT)
Percent Scoring Level 3 & Above - Limited English Proficient *

134

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 Change
Duva 4 NA 21 NA Duvd 5 NA 20 NA
Florida 4 NA 2 NA Florida 5 NA 23 NA
Duvad 8 NA 5 NA Duvd 8 NA 16 NA
Florida 8 NA 9 NA Florida 8 NA 24 NA
Duva 10 NA 1 NA Duvd 10 NA 35 NA
Florida 10 NA 4 NA Florida 10 NA 32 NA
Duval County
FCAT
Percent Level 3 and Above

Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGgp Mathematics Grade 2002 2003 inGap
Duva County 4 Duva County 5
Specia Education 30 32 Specia Education 20 22
Gap -32 -33 Gap -29 -28 -1
Regular Education 62 65 Regular Education 49 50
Florida 4 Florida 5
Specia Education 24 28 Specia Education 19 21
Gap -37 -39 Gap -35 -36 1
Regular Education 61 67 Regular Education %) 57
Duva County 8 Duva County 8
Specia Education 10 12 Specia Education 14 13
Gap -37 -38 Gap -39 -42 3
Regular Education 47 50 Regular Education 53 55
Florida 8 Florida 8
Special Education 13 15 Specia Education 18 18
Gap -37 -39 Gap -41 -44 3
Regular Education 50 54 Regular Education 59 62
Duva County 10 Duvd County 10
Specia Education 7 7 Specia Education 13 17
Gap -29 -31 Gap -47 -47 0
Regular Education 36 38 Regular Education 60 64
Florida 10 Horida 10
Specia Education 10 10 Specia Education 25 26
Gap -28 -30 Gap -39 -40 1
Regular Education 38 40 Regular Education 64 66

4The definition of L EP students changes from 2002 to 2003
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DistrICT Fort WORTH
StarE TEXAS
STATE READING AND MATH A SSESSMENTS
Texas Assessment of
State Assessment Knowledge & Skills First Year Reported 2003
(TAKS)
Grades Tested 3-11 How Reported Performance Level
DEMOGRAPHICS ' ForT WORTH TEXxAS
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 74,021 80,597 3,740,260* 4,163,447
Ilgirgclzrllz E;;epic) Reduced Price Lunch NA 60.1 NA 50.5%
Percent of Students with IEPs 11.1 9.9 11.5% 11.9
Percent English Language Learners NA 25.7 12.8* 14.5
Percent African American 34.0 29.7 14.3 14.4
Percent Hispanic 36.4 48.1 36.7 41.7
Percent White 27.0 20.1 46.4 40.9
Percent Other 2.7 2.1 2.6 3.1
Number of FTE Teachers 4,165 5,024 240,371 282,846
Student-Teacher Ratio 17.8 16.2 15.6 14.8
Number of Schools 129 143 6,638 7,761
Current Expenditures Per Pupil * $4,967 $5,990 $5,016 $6,2838
Fort Worth as a Percentage of Texas' Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 2.0 1.9
Percent of FRPL NA 2.3
Percent of IEPs 1.9 1.6
Percent of ELLs NA 3.4
Percent of Schools 1.9 1.8
Percent of Teachers 1.7 1.8
Percent of State Revenue ’ 2.1 2.1

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 ate from the 2000 fiscal year.



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Fort Worth
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKYS)
Per cent Meeting Standard

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Fort Worth 3 NA 83.6 NA Fort Worth 3 NA 84.7 NA
Texas 3 NA 89.6 NA Texas 3 NA 90.8 NA
Fort Worth 4 NA 79.3 NA Fort Worth 4 NA 84.4 NA
Texas 4 NA 85.9 NA Texas 4 NA 88.0 NA
Fort Worth 5 NA 75.0 NA Fort Worth 5 NA 83.8 NA
Texas 5 NA 80.0 NA Texas 5 NA 86.3 NA
Fort Worth 6 NA 77.0 NA Fort Worth 6 NA 72.4 NA
Texas 6 NA 86.2 NA Texas 6 NA 79.3 NA
Fort Worth 7 NA 81.9 NA Fort Worth 7 NA 65.6 NA
Texas 7 NA 88.0 NA Texas 7 NA 73.4 NA
Fort Worth 8 NA 81.1 NA Fort Worth 8 NA 50.8 NA
Texas 8 NA 88.7 NA Texes 8 NA 73.2 NA
Fort Worth 9 NA 75.5 NA Fort Worth 9 NA 55.3 NA
Texas 9 NA 82.4 NA Texas 9 NA 65.1 NA

English Language Arts

Fort Worth 10 NA 70.7 NA Fort Worth 10 NA 67.7 NA
Texas 10 NA 728 NA Texas 10 NA 74.2 NA
Fort Worth 11 NA 59.3 NA Fort Worth 1 NA 62.1 NA
Texas 11 NA 69.8 NA Texas 1 NA 68.5 NA
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Fort Worth

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKYS)

Per cent Passing

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Fort Worth 4 Fort Worth 4

African American NA 74.9 African American NA 78.3

Gap NA -16.9 NA Gap NA -17.7 NA
White NA 91.8 White NA 96.0

Gap NA -15.2 NA Gap NA -13.2 NA
Hispanic NA 76.6 Hispanic NA 82.8

Texas 4 Texas 4

African American NA 76.8 African American NA 78.6

Gap NA -16.6 NA Gap NA -16.1 NA
White NA 93.4 White NA 94.7

Gap NA -12.6 NA Gap NA -10.8 NA
Hispanic NA 80.8 Hispanic NA 83.9

Fort Worth 8 Fort Worth 8

African American NA 75.2 African American NA 46.4

Gap NA -17.4 NA Gap NA -34.4 NA
White NA 92.6 White NA 80.8

Gap NA -13.0 NA Gap NA -22.4 NA
Hispanic NA 79.6 Higpanic NA 584

Texas 8 Texas 8

African American NA 82.5 African American NA 58.2

Gap NA -12.0 NA Gap NA -26.7 NA
White NA 94.5 White NA 84.9

Gap NA -109 NA Gap NA -21.4 NA
Hispanic NA 83.6 Hispanic NA 63.5

English Language Arts

Fort Worth 10 Fort Worth 10

African American NA 65.1 African American NA 55.9

Gap NA -194 NA Gap NA -30.0 NA
White NA 84.5 White NA 85.9

Gap NA -19.1 NA Gap NA -21.7 NA
Higpanic NA 65.4 Hispanic NA 64.2

Texas 10 Texas 10

African American NA 64.3 African American NA 60.4

Gap NA -16.5 NA Gap NA -24.0 NA
White NA 80.8 White NA 84.4

Gap NA -16.8 NA Gap NA -20.1 NA
Higpanic NA 64.0 Hispanic NA 64.3



Fort Worth

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)
Percent M eeting Standard- Economically Disadvantaged

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Fort Worth 4 NA 754 NA Fort Worth 4 NA 81.2 NA
Texas 4 NA 789 NA Texas 4 NA 822 NA
Fort Worth 8 NA 77.6 NA Fort Worth 8 NA 539 NA
Texas 8 NA 822 NA Texas 8 NA 61.2 NA
English Language Arts

Fort Worth 10 NA 62.0 NA Fort Worth 10 NA 61.6 NA
Texas 10 NA 61.3 NA Texas 10 NA 62.1 NA
Fort Worth

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)

Per cent Medting Standard- Limited English Proficiency

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Fort Worth 4 NA 62.6 NA Fort Worth 4 NA 75.4 NA
Texas 4 NA 65.0 NA Texas 4 NA 74.1 NA
Fort Worth 8 NA 44.0 NA Fort Worth 8 NA 30.6 NA
Texas 8 NA 452 NA Texas 8 NA 326 NA
English Language Arts

Fort Worth 10 NA 26.1 NA Fort Worth 10 NA 44.0 NA
Texas 10 NA 22.8 NA Texas 10 NA 43.2 NA
Fort Worth

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS)

Percent Meeting Standard- Special Education

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Fort Worth 4 NA 72.9 NA Fort Worth 4 NA 81.0 NA
Texas 4 NA 79.4 NA Texas 4 NA 80.8 NA
Fort Worth 8 NA 63.5 NA Fort Worth 8 NA 38.6 NA
Texas 8 NA 71.4 NA Texas 8 NA 46.8 NA
English Language Arts

Fort Worth 10 NA 38.2 NA Fort Worth 10 NA 40.2 NA
Texas 10 NA 32.6 NA Texas 10 NA 39.6 NA
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DistrICT FRESNO
Stare CALIFORNIA
STATE READING AND MATH ASSESSMENTS
State Assessment CRL0 G Gt RS e 2002, 2003
Standards Test (CST) Reported ’

Grades Tested 3-11 How Reported Percentilfzcli::fﬁrtr{ntzzzeLsegte};

DEMOGRAPHICS ' FRESNO CALIFORNIA
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 77,880 81,058 5,536,406 6,248,610
I;z;:ll; E;IC:P(S Reduced Price Lunch NA 73.7 NA 46.5
Percent of Students with TEPs 11.4 10.9 10.5 10.6
Percent English Language Learners NA 30.2 NA 24.2
Percent African American 10.9 11.8 8.8 8.2
Percent Hispanic 41.8 50.5 38.7 43.5
Percent White 23.9 19.2 40.4 34.2
Percent Other 23.4 18.5 12.1 11.8
Number of FTE Teachers 3,295 3,859 230,849 304,296
Student-Teacher Ratio 23.6 21.7 24.0 21.0
Number of Schools 89 99 7,876 8,916
Current Expenditures Per Pupil 2 $4,826 $6,425 $4,937 $6,314
Fresno as a Percentage of California's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 1.4 1.3
Percent of FRPL NA 2.1
Percent of IEPs 1.5 1.3
Percent of ELLs NA 1.6
Percent of Schools 1.1 1.1
Percent of Teachers 1.4 1.3
Percent of State Revenue 3 1.6 1.5

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 ate from the 2000 fiscal year.



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Fresno
CAT/6
Per cent Scoring At/Above 50th NPR

Annudized
Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Fresno 2 NA 32 NA Fresno 2 NA 38 NA
Cdifornia 2 NA 46 NA Cdifornia 2 NA 57 NA
Fresno 3 NA 20 NA Fresno 3 NA 36 NA
Cdifornia 3 NA 34 NA Cdifornia 3 NA 52 NA
Fresno 4 NA 21 NA Fresno 4 NA 31 NA
Cdifornia 4 NA 35 NA Cdifornia 4 NA 48 NA
Fresho 5 NA 26 NA Fresno 5 NA 31 NA
Cdifornia 5 NA 40 NA Cdifomnia 5 NA 49 NA
Fresho 6 NA 32 NA Fresno 6 NA 40 NA
Cdifornia 6 NA 45 NA Cdifomnia 6 NA 51 NA
Fresho 7 NA 27 NA Fresno 7 NA 30 NA
Cdifornia 7 NA 45 NA Cdifomnia 7 NA 46 NA
Fresho 8 NA 25 NA Fresno 8 NA 31 NA
Cdifornia 8 NA 41 NA Cdifomnia 8 NA 48 NA
Fresno 9 NA 36 NA Fresno 9 NA 31 NA
Cdifornia 9 NA 50 NA Cdifomnia 9 NA 46 NA
Fresho 10 NA 37 NA Fresno 10 NA 38 NA
Cdifornia 10 NA 49 NA Cdifomnia 10 NA 51 NA
Fresho 11 NA 39 NA Fresno 1 NA 37 NA
Cdifornia 11 NA 47 NA Cdifomnia n NA 46 NA
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Fresno

Cadlifornia Standards Test
Pecent Proficient & Advanced

Reading Grade 2002 2003 Change  Math Grade 2002 2003 Change
Fresno 2 16 22 6 Fresno 2 23 34 1
Cdifornia 2 32 36 4 Cdifomia 2 43 53 10
Fresno 3 17 19 2 Fresno 3 19 27 8
Cdifornia 3 A 33 -1 Cdifomia 3 38 46 8
Fresno 4 19 23 4 Fresno 4 18 28 10
Cdifornia 4 36 39 3 Cdifomia 4 37 45 8
Fresno 5 16 20 4 Fresno 5 14 17 3
Cdifornia 5 31 36 5 Cdifomia 5 29 35 6
Fresno 6 17 21 4 Fresno 6 20 21 1
Cdifornia 6 30 36 6 Cdifonia 6 32 34 2
Fresno 7 18 18 0 Fresno 7 17 17 0
Cdifornia 7 3 36 3 Cdifomia 7 30 30 0
Fresno 8 18 16 -2

Cdifornia 8 32 30 -2

Fresno 9 20 23 3

Cdifornia 9 33 38 5

Fresno 10 22 19 -3

Cdifornia 10 33 33 0

Fresno 11 24 24 0

Cdifornia 1 31 32 1
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Fresno
California Standards Test by Ethnicity
Pecent Proficient & Advanced

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGap Math Grade 2002 2003 in Gap
Fresno 4 Fresno 4
African American 14 17 African American 9 19
Gap -29 -30 1 Gap -26 -29 3
White 43 47 White 35 48
Gap -30 -28 -2 Gap -22 -25 3
Hispanic 13 19 Hispanic 13 23
Cdifornia 4 Cdifornia 4
African American 24 27 African American 22 29
Gap -32 -32 0 Gap -31 -32 1
White 56 59 White 53 61
Gap -37 -35 -2 Gap -29 -28 -1
Hispanic 19 24 Hispanic 24 33
Fresno 8 Fresno 7
African American 9 11 African American 8 9
Gap -33 -27 -6 Gap -27 -26 -1
White 42 38 White 35 35
Gap -30 -28 -2 Gap -25 -24 -1
Hispanic 12 10 Hispanic 10 11
Cdifornia 8 Cdifornia 7
African American 17 17 African American 13 12
Gap -33 -30 -3 Gap -30 -32 2
White 50 47 White 43 44
Gap -35 -32 -3 Gap -28 -28 0
Hispanic 15 15 Hispanic 15 16
Fresno 10
African American 15 14
Gap -31 -30 -1
White 46 44
Gap -32 -31 -1
Higpanic 14 13
Cdifornia 10
African American 19 19
Gap -30 -31 1
White 49 50
Gap -33 -33 0

Higpanic 16 17
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Fresno

California Standards Test - Economically Disadvantaged (ED)

Pecent Proficient & Advanced

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGgp Math Grade 2002 2003 inGap
Fresno 4 Fresno 4
ED 12 18 ED 13 24
Gap -40 -36 -4 Gap -31 -28 -3
Non-ED 52 54 Non-ED 44 52
Cdifornia 4 Cdifornia 4
ED 19 24 ED 24 33
Gap -37 -35 -2 Gap -30 -29 -1
Non-ED 56 59 Non-ED 54 62
Fresno 8 Fresno 7
ED 10 9 ED 12 11
Gap -30 -30 0 Gap -24 -26 2
Non-ED 40 39 Non-ED 36 37
Cdifornia 8 Cdifornia 7
ED 14 15 ED 16 16
Gap -32 -27 -5 Gap -25 -27 2
Non-ED 46 42 Non-ED 41 43
Fresno 10
ED 11 11
Gap -24 -21 -3
Non-ED 35 32
Cdifornia 10
ED 14 16
Gap -28 -26 -2
Non-ED 42 42
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Fresno

California Standards Test - English Proficiency
Pecent Proficient & Advanced

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGgp Math Grade 2002 2003 in Ggp
Fresno Fresno
English Learners 3 11 English Learners 8 22
Gap -25 -19 -6 Gap -16 -9 -7
English Proficient 28 30 English Proficient 24 31
Cdifornia Cdifornia
English Learners 10 15 English Learners 10 29
Gap -36 -35 -1 Gap -36 -24 -12
English Proficient 46 50 English Proficient 46 53
Fresno Fresno
English Learners 1 2 English Learners 6 6
Gap -24 -22 -2 Gap -17 -16 -1
English Proficient 25 24 English Proficient 23 22
Cdifornia Cdifornia
English Learners 3 4 English Learners 9 8
Gap -38 -33 -5 Gap -26 -28 2
English Proficient 41 37 English Proficient 35 36
Fresno
English Learners 1 1
Gap -29 -27 -2
English Proficient 30 28
Cdifornia
English Learners 3 4
Gap -36 -35 -1
English Proficient 39 39
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Fresno
California Standards Test - Special Education
Pecent Proficient & Advanced

146

Change Change
Reading Grade 2002 2003 inGep Math Grade 2002 2003 in Gep
Fresno 4 Fresno 4
Special Education 8 7 Specid Education 7 9
Gap -12 -18 6 Gap -12 -21
Regular Education 20 25 Regular Education 19 30
Cdifornia 4 Cdifornia 4
Special Education 16 15 Specid Education 18 20
Gap -21 -20 -1 Gap -22 -28
Regular Education 37 35 Regular Education 40 43
Fresno 8 Fresno 7
Specia Education 3 1 Specid Education 2 1
Gap -16 -16 0 Gap -16 -17
Regular Educetion 19 17 Regular Education 18 18
Cdifornia 8 Cdifornia 7
Specia Education 5 5 Specid Education 6 6
Gap -30 -28 -2 Gap -25 -27
Regular Educetion 35 33 Regular Education 31 33
Fresno 10
Specid Education 4 0
Gap -19 -2 3
Regular Education 23 22
Cdifornia 10
Specid Education 4 5
Gap -31 -31 0
Regular Educetion 35 36
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DistriCT GREENSBORO (GUILFORD COUNTY)
StarE NoRTH CAROLINA

STATE READING AND MATH A SSESSMENTS

North Carolina .
State Assessment End-of-Grade Tests First Year Reported 1998

Percent At/Above

Grades Tested 3-8 How Reported Grade Level
DEMOGRAPHICS GREENSBORO NoRrTH CAROLINA
1995-96 2001-02 1995-96 2001-02

Number of Students 55,663* 64,546 1,156,885* 1,315,363
Eirgcl:ll; l:;;:{epic) Reduced Price Lunch NA 376 NA 38.4
Percent of Students with IEPs 12.8%* 15.8 12.6 14.2
Percent English Language Learners NA 4.6 NA 4.0
Percent African American 38.2 42.9 30.7 31.3
Percent Hispanic 1.3 4.1 1.9 5.2
Percent White 57.2 48.2 64.6 60.0
Percent Other 3.4 4.7 2.8 3.4
Number of FTE Teachers 3,574 4,047 73,201 85,684
Student-Teacher Ratio 16.0 14.9 15.8 14.9
Number of Schools 92 101 1,985 2,234
Current Expenditures Per Pupil 2 $5,226 $6,365 $4,719 $6,045
Greensboro as a Percentage of North Carolina's Public Schools 1995-96 2001-02
Percent of Students 4.8 4.9
Percent of FRPL NA 4.8
Percent of IEPs 4.9 5.5
Percent of ELLs NA 5.6
Percent of Schools 4.7 4.5
Percent of Teachers 4.9 4.7
Percent of State Revenue 3 4.8 4.5

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Cote of Data, “Public Elementary/Secondary School
Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, “Local Education Agency Universe Survey,” 2001-2002, and “National Public Education Financial Survey,” 1999-2000,
"Revenues and Expenditures for Public Elementary and Secondary Education: School Year 2000-2001," and The Council of the Great City Schools.

' Asterisk indicates that NCES data have been replaced with data provided by the school district.
* Current expenditure per pupil data for 2001-02 are from the 2000 fiscal year.

> Percent of state revenue data for 2001-02 ate from the 2000 fiscal year.



BEATING THE ODDS IV

Greensboro
NC End-of-Grade Test
Percent At/Above Grade Level

Annudized
Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change

Reading

Greensboro 3 69.6 70.8 71.8 73.5 77.0 80.8 2.2
North Carolina 3 71.6 73.6 74.4 76.4 79.8 82.6 2.2
Greensboro 4 711 68.6 70.3 71.8 74.0 82.1 2.2
North Carolina 4 70.9 71.4 721 74.6 77.1 83.7 2.6
Greensboro 5 75.1 75.8 774 81.5 83.2 88.0 26
North Carolina 5 75.2 75.8 79.1 82.7 84.5 88.7 2.7
Greensboro 6 72.3 72.6 70.3 69.7 72.1 80.6 17
North Carolina 6 70.0 72.4 69.5 70.6 74.1 815 23
Greensboro 7 73.7 77.8 74.8 74.2 73.6 84.2 21
North Carolina 7 71.2 76.6 75.1 75.3 765 85.3 2.8
Greensboro 8 80.4 80.3 834 815 84.7 88.3 16
North Carolina 8 79.5 79.9 824 83.3 85.1 87.7 16
Math

Greensboro 3 66.1 66.3 68.2 69.9 74.8 875 43
North Carolina 3 68.2 70.0 71.8 73.6 77.3 88.8 41
Greenshoro 4 78.3 78.9 82.8 85.1 87.9 94.2 32
North Carolina 4 79.3 82.6 84.5 86.8 88.9 94.7 31
Greensboro 5 76.5 80.2 79.8 87.1 87.8 92.7 32
North Carolina 5 78.0 82.4 829 86.7 88.4 92.6 29
Greensboro 6 76.6 77.1 80.1 79.0 84.1 89.1 25
North Carolina 6 78.3 78.4 80.9 82.9 86.4 90.0 23
Greensboro 7 74.6 80.3 76.1 77.8 79.9 815 14
North Carolina 7 76.9 82.4 80.7 81.2 83.3 83.7 14
Greensboro 8 73.0 74.0 77.8 75.5 81.0 82.0 18
North Carolina 8 76.3 77.6 80.5 79.5 82.2 84.1 16
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Greensboro
NC End-of-Grade Test-Reading
Percent At/Above Grade Leve

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Changein Gap
Greenshoro 4
African American 534 50.8 525 56.2 58.8 72.9
Gap -30.5 -31.6 -33.0 -30.7 -29.3 -18.8 -11.7
White 83.9 824 855 86.9 88.1 91.7
Gap -15.5 -21.9 -28.6 -23.3 -18.8 -20.7 52
Higpanic 68.4 60.5 56.9 63.6 69.3 71.0
North Carolina 4
African American 52.3 53.0 53.6 57.3 61.5 73.3
Gap -27.9 -27.8 -28.0 -26.5 -24.2 -16.8 -111
White 80.2 80.8 81.6 83.8 85.7 90.1
Gap -23.0 -22.5 -22.0 -19.7 -18.8 -16.9 -6.1
Higpanic 57.2 58.3 59.6 64.1 66.9 73.2
Greensboro 8
African American 66.9 66.3 715 67.8 725 79.6
Gap -22.4 -239 -20.3 -24.4 -21.9 -154 -7.0
White 89.3 90.2 91.8 2.2 94.4 95.0
Gap -20.1 -21.9 -22.8 -235 -22.0 -15.7 -4.4
Higpanic 69.2 68.3 69.0 68.7 724 79.3
North Carolina 8
African American 63.8 64.1 68.3 69.2 724 7.7
Gap -23.1 -23.4 -21.0 -21.2 -19.5 -15.7 -74
White 86.9 87.5 89.3 90.4 91.9 93.4
Gap -22.2 -21.4 -19.6 -18.9 -20.8 -19.7 -25
Higpanic 64.7 66.1 69.7 715 71.1 73.7
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Greensboro

NC End-of-Grade Test-Math

Percent At/Above Grade Level

BEATING THE ODDS IV

Grade 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 Change in Gap
Greensboro 4
African American 64.0 64.7 70.9 73.9 784 90.2
Gap -24.2 -24.5 -21.1 -20.7 -17.7 -4.8 -19.4
White 88.2 89.2 92.0 94.6 96.1 95.0
Gap -16.8 -15.1 -13.1 -3.2 -84 -4.0 -12.8
Hispanic 71.4 74.1 78.9 91.4 87.7 91.0
North Carolina 4
African American 62.7 68.2 70.7 74.8 79.1 89.8
Gap -24.5 -21.4 -20.4 -18.2 -15.0 -5.2 -19.3
White 87.2 89.6 91.1 93.0 94.1 95.0
Gap -16.8 -12.7 -11.2 -10.3 -84 -2.2 -14.6
Hispanic 70.4 76.9 79.9 82.7 85.7 92.8
Greensboro 8
African American 55.0 55.0 60.5 58.1 66.5 67.9
Gap -29.4 -314 -28.7 -30.0 -25.1 -24.7 47
White 84.4 86.4 89.2 88.1 91.6 92.6
Gap -10.8 -13.1 -21.4 -15.5 -17.8 -15.2 44
Hispanic 73.6 73.3 67.8 72.6 73.8 774
North Carolina 8
African American 571 59.0 63.9 63.3 67.5 704
Gap -27.8 271 -24.4 -23.9 -22.0 -20.8 -7.0
White 84.9 86.1 88.3 87.2 89.5 91.2
Gap -19.0 -20.1 -18.0 -18.8 -18.3 -14.7 -4.3
Hispanic 65.9 66.0 70.3 68.4 71.2 76.5
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Greenshoro

NC End-of-Grade Test

Percent At/Above Leve 111

Change Change
Reading Grade 2001 2002 2003 inGgp Math 2001 2002 2003 inGap
Greenshoro Greensboro
Eligible for FRPL 550 59.1 709 Eligible for FRPL 741 79.2 897
Gap -301 -27.8 -216 -85 Gap -196 -162 -53 -14.3
Not Eligible 851 869 925 Not Bligible 937 954 950
North Carolina North Carolina
Eligible for FRPL 60.0 642 743 Eligible for FRPL 779 818 911
Gap -250 -229 -176 -74 Gap -15.3 -128 -39 -11.4
Not Eligible 85.0 87.1 919 Not Eligible 932 946 950
Greenshoro Greensboro
Eligible for FRPL 641 760 77.3 Eligible for FRPL B52 722 66.6
Gap -245 -118 -17.7 -6.8 Gap -285 -11.8 -25.7 -2.8
Not Eligible 838.6 878 950 Not Bligible 837 840 923
North Carolina North Carolina
Eligible for FRPL 682 730 776 Eligible for FRPL 632 697 726
Gap -205 -181 -165 -4.0 Gap -220 -187 -189 -3.1
Not Eligible 88.7 911 941 Not Eligible 852 884 915



Greenshoro

NC