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ABSTRACT

During the early years of the No Child Left Behind era, “low-income school” was mostly
code for an urban school that served high concentrations of non-white students. But big jumps
in low-income enrollment in communities that are still predominantly white have changed this
situation in a fundamental way.

This report describes some surprising shifts in regional achievement patterns in lllinois
public schools under NCLB. These shifts show worrisome declines in many communities that
were not the original focus of NCLB, and promising growth in some communities that were.
Evidence presented also shows that changes in school effectiveness . . . what schools and
districts do to improve their impact on student and adult learning . . . played as powerful a role
in local and regional achievement shifts as race and family income did.

e Statewide trends:
o Average achievement rose during the early years of NCLB but leveled out during
the last half-decade.
o Low-income enrollment rose steadily throughout the entire NCLB era.

e Regional trends:

o Low-income enrollment in Chicago stayed constant at about 85% but composite
reading and math achievement rose by 14 and 18 points respectively.

o Insuburban Chicagoland, low-income enrollment rose by an average of 22 points
but gains in school effectiveness in many districts blunted the impact that rise
had on achievement. Overall, average achievement declined by 1 to 3 points.

o Innorthern lllinois, low-income enrollment grew by an average of 19 points.
Gains in school effectiveness reduced the negative impact of this growth in
wealthier districts but overall achievement still declined by 1 to 2 points.

o Incentral and southern lllinois, low-income enrollment rose by an average of 16
to 21 points. On average, school effectiveness stayed more of less constant in
both of these regions and overall achievement fell by an average of 6 to 9 points.

The State of lllinois is one of the most demographically representative states in the nation.
For that reason, the changes described in this report are likely to reflect patterns that extend

well beyond lllinois borders.
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Upstate/Downstate pays particular attention to changes in achievement, demographics
and school effectiveness that occurred in the 55 member districts of lllinois’ Large Unit District
Association (LUDA). These districts serve close to half of all lllinois public school students and
are broadly representative of all 852 districts statewide.

LUDA Districts Regions for this Report

Unlike some lllinois districts that serve only elementary/middle or high school populations,
unit districts serve all of the students in their communities from grades PK through 12.
Detailed, individual reports for each of the 55 LUDA districts can be obtained online at
http://www.urbanedleadership.org/

Research and analysis for Upstate/Downstate was made possible by a continuing grant from
the W. Clement and Jessie V. Stone Foundation and additional support from the U.S.
Department of Education and the Finnegan Family Foundation.
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LUDA

Large Unit District Association

List of Member Districts

CHICAGO & SUBURBAN CHICAGOLAND (23)

CENTRAL ILLINOIS (17)

* Ball-Chatham 5

* Bloomington 87
* Champaign4

* Danville118

* Decatur 61

* Dunlap 323

* Galesburg 205

* Jacksonville 117
* Kankakee 111

* Mattoon 2

* Mclean County 5
* Moline-Coal Valley40
* PeorialS0

* Quincy172

* Rock Island41

* Springfield 186

e Urbana116

NORTHERN ILLINOIS (9)

* Belvidere 100
* DeKalb428

* Freeportids
* Harlem122

* Oswego308

* Rockford 205
* Sterling$

* Sycamore 427
* Yorkville 115

Aurora East 131

Aurora West129
Barrington 220

Batavia 101

Central 301 (Burlington)
Chicago 299
Crete-Monee 201U

CUSD 200 (Wheaton)
CUSD 300 (Algonquin)
Elmhurst 205

Geneva 304

Huntley 158

Indian Prairie 204 (Aurora)
Kaneland 302 (Maple Park)
Lake Zurich 95

Naperville 203

Plainfield 202

Round Lake 116

St. Charles 303

U-46 (Elgin)

Valley View 365U (Romeoville)
Waukegan 60

Woodstock 200

SOUTHERN ILLINOIS (6)

Alton 11

Cahokia 187
Collinsville 10
East St. Louis 189
Effingham 40
Marion 2
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INTRODUCTION

In January 2002, federal No Child Left Behind legislation (NCLB) launched a nationwide
experiment. This experiment was founded on two basic beliefs:

e All children, regardless of race, family income or ZIP code, are capable of reaching
proficiency on challenging academic standards if they are properly taught.

e A promising way to ensure that all children get properly taught is to spell out academic
expectations, report regularly on how well those expectations are being met, and create
stiff sanctions for schools and districts that continually fail to meet them.

No Child Left Behind

NCLB Title 1

“The purpose of this title is to ensure that all
children have a fair, equal, and significant

oppor tunity to obtain a high-quality education and
reach, at a minimum, proficiency on challenging
state academic achievement standards and state
academic assessments ., "

In some respects, NCLB was a simple reaffirmation of the American belief that public
education should create a level playing field for each new generation of Americans. Study after
study during the last half of the 20" century had shown that schools had little independent
impact on achievement. ZIP code, race and family income predicted achievement with
remarkable accuracy. But starting in the late 1970’s*, another body of research began to
identify individual schools where standardized achievement far exceeded demographic
predictions. This body of knowledge, and growing interest in charter schools and other
alternative forms of school organization, helped build bipartisan support for NCLB.

What made NCLB such an audacious leap of faith was the scale of uncertainty that
accompanied the experiment. For example:

e |n 2002 there was no evidence that stubborn connections between achievement, race
and socio-economic status could be broken at the district, regional or state level.

e In 2002 there was no evidence that the testing industry could actually build large-scale
assessments that reported meaningful, standards-based information at a reasonable
cost to teachers, parent and policy makers?.

e In 2002 there was no evidence that progressive sanctioning of under-achieving schools
and districts would be a dependable mechanism for improving their performance.

This report describes how the connections between family income, race and achievement
shifted in lllinois, one of the most representative states in the nation, during the NCLB era.
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SECTION 1

THE NATIONAL CONTEXT

When James Coleman and his colleagues began their study of achievement differences in
the mid-1960’s?, they expected to find that most differences would be caused by disparities in
school and district resources. What they found instead was that test performance was more
closely associated with students’ family background and the backgrounds of their classmates
than with school and district spending.

Since Coleman, scores of carefully controlled studies have produced similar findings. One
of the most recent and sophisticated of these studies was published in January 2017 by Sean
Reardon, Demetra Kalogrides and Ken Shores of Stanford’s Center for Education Policy
Analysis4. Key findings from this study are summarized in Figures 1.1 and 1.3 below.

Figure 1.1 shows the relationship between average test performance and average socio-
economic status (SES) in over 3,000 American school districts between 2009 and 2013:

e The vertical axis shows average achievement scores in grade equivalents.

e The horizontal axis shows average SES for families in each district (factors that define
SES are listed in the upper right corner of Figure 1.1; race is not one of those factors).

e Each pink dot represents the intersect of average achievement and average SES for a
single school district.

e Each red dot represents one of the 55 member districts in Illinois’ Large Unit District
Association (LUDA).

Figure 1.1 tells two big stories about American public schools during the final years of NCLB:

e The connection between standardized achievement and SES is still very strong.

Where average SES is high, the lowest achieving districts still score close to two grade
levels above the highest-achieving districts where average SES is low.

e The difference between the highest and lowest achieving districts at most points on
the SES continuum is 2 to 3 grade equivalents.

For example, the lowest-achieving districts in the middle of the SES continuum have
average scores of about two years below grade level. The highest achieving districts,
with identical SES levels, score a year or more above grade level.

The message of these data is that something other than SES is causing differences in
achievement that are often as large as two to three grade equivalents.

Center for Urban Education Leadership, University of Illinois at Chicago Page 7



Upstate/Downstate

FIGURE 1.1
Achievement and Socio-economic Status (SES) in over 3,000 American School Districts
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SOURCE: Rich, Motoko, Cox, Amanda and Block, Matthew. “Money, Race and Success: How Your School Compares” in The Upshot,
New York Times April 29, 2016 at https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/0re4/29/upshot/money-race-and-success-how-your-school-district-

compares.html?action=click&contentCollection=upshot&region=rank&module=package&version=highlights&contentPlacement=1&pqtype=sectionfro
nt&smid=tw-upshotnyt&smtyp=cur& r=2

The story told by the red points in Figure 1.1 is that LUDA districts are remarkably
representative of all districts nationwide:

e Ranges of achievement and SES in LUDA districts closely match those of districts
nationwide.

® Achievement variations in LUDA districts with similar SES levels closely match those of
districts nationwide.
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SES, Race and School Effectiveness

If SES does less to determine achievement than the averages imply, another likely candidate
is race. On average, black, Latino and white populations with similar SES still achieve at very
different levels. So, on average, achievement is higher in districts with higher proportions of
white students than it is in districts with comparable SES but higher proportions of black and
Latino students. But underneath the averages, something different is happening. That
something shows up in the example below of two districts from opposite sides of the country.

Simi Valley®, home to the Ronald Reagan Presidential Library, is a prosperous suburb
located about 50 miles northwest of downtown Los Angeles. The Simi Valley Unified School
District has 29 schools and enrolls a little more than 18,000 students. 56% percent of students
are white, 25% are Latino and 6% are black. The median income in Simi Valley is $91,000.

Charlotte—MeckIenburg6 is a large urban/suburban district with 170 schools and total
enrollment of a little over 147,000. 33% of students are white, 17% are Latino and 42% are
black. The median income in Charlotte-Mecklenburg is $57,000.

Based on demographics alone, average achievement in Simi Valley should be quite a bit
higher than achievement in Charlotte-Mecklenburg. But Figure 1.2 tells a different story.
Average achievement in Simi Valley is 0.6 years below grade level while achievement in
Charlotte-Mecklenburg is 0.4 years above grade level. That means average achievement in
Charlotte-Mecklenburg is a full grade equivalent higher than average achievement in Simi
Valley.

FIGURE 1.2

Achievement and SES in Simi Valley, CA and Charlotte-Mecklenburg, NC
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Drawing again from the work of Reardon, Kalogrides and Shores, the data illustrated in
Figure 1.3 offer more details about what is actually going on. The circles in Figure 1.3 show
average achievement and average SES for all U.S. school districts that have at least 100 white,
100 Latino and 100 black students in each of grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8:

e Green circles represent the black population of each district.
e Blue circles represent Latino populations.
e Pink circles represent white populations.

Larger circles reflect groups with larger enrollments; smaller circles denote groups with smaller
enrollments.

The connected circles for Simi Valley and Charlotte-Mecklenburg show how average
achievement and average SES intersect for each racial sub-group in each district. In all cases,
racial sub-groups in Charlotte-Mecklenburg substantially out-perform comparable sub-groups
in Simi Valley.

FIGURE 1.3

Achievement, SES and Race in a Broad Sampling of U.S. Public School Districts

Charlotte-Mecklenburg, NC

3 Years ABOVE
Grade Level Average Achievement O Black
Above/Below Grade Level
2 Years ABOVE * Black -0.9 :
Grade Level ¢ Latino  -0.6 O Latino
* White +2.9
1 Year ABOVE : 5
Grade Level White/non-Latino
AT
GRADE LEVEL
Simi Valley, CA
1 Year BELOW e h.ey' (@)
Grade Level Average Achievement
Above/Below Grade Level
¢ Black -2.5
2 Years BELOW i A
L ] -
Grade Level Lo 2
* White -0.1 o
3 Years BELOW
Grade Level
Higher SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS Lower

SOURCE: Rich, Motoko, Cox, Amanda and Block, Matthew. “Money, Race and Success: How Your School Compares” in The Upshot,
New York Times April 29, 2016 at https.//www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/04/29/upshot/money-race-and-success-how-your-school-district-
compares.html?action=click&contentCollection=upshot&region=rank&module=package&version=highlights&contentPlacement=1&pgtype=sectionfr
ont&smid=tw-upshotnyt&smtyp=cur& r=2

Center for Urban Education Leadership, University of Illinois at Chicago Page 10


https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/04/29/upshot/money-race-and-success-how-your-school-district-compares.html?action=click&contentCollection=upshot&region=rank&module=package&version=highlights&contentPlacement=1&pgtype=sectionfront&smid=tw-upshotnyt&smtyp=cur&_r=2
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/04/29/upshot/money-race-and-success-how-your-school-district-compares.html?action=click&contentCollection=upshot&region=rank&module=package&version=highlights&contentPlacement=1&pgtype=sectionfront&smid=tw-upshotnyt&smtyp=cur&_r=2
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/04/29/upshot/money-race-and-success-how-your-school-district-compares.html?action=click&contentCollection=upshot&region=rank&module=package&version=highlights&contentPlacement=1&pgtype=sectionfront&smid=tw-upshotnyt&smtyp=cur&_r=2

Upstate/Downstate

Like Figure 1.1, Figure 1.3 tells two large and important stories:

e Within-district differences of achievement and SES are powerfully associated with

race

o On average, white students in most of the districts shown scored at or above grade
level and were in the upper third of the SES continuum.

o Average Latino achievement in most districts was between grade level and two
years below grade level, and average SES was in the middle third of the continuum.

o Average black achievement was between one and two years below grade level, and
average SES was in the lower half of the SES continuum.

e At all points on the SES continuum, achievement differences WITHIN racial groups

vary by as much as three grade equivalents from one district to another.

Drawing on the example of Simi Valley and Charlotte-Mecklenburg:

o Average white achievement in Charlotte-Mecklenburg is 3.0 grade equivalents
higher than it is in Simi Valley.

o Average black achievement is 1.6 grade equivalents higher in Charlotte-Mecklenburg
than it is in Simi Valley.

o Average Latino achievement is 0.9 grade equivalents higher in Charlotte-
Mecklenburg than in Simi Valley.

o Black and Latino achievement is higher in Charlotte-Mecklenburg than in Simi Valley
even though average SES among black and Latino families is higher in Simi Valley.

On one hand, Figure 1.3 illustrates how unsuccessful NCLB was at getting school districts to
break the close association between race, SES and achievement. On the other, it illustrates that
school effectiveness varies a lot across districts with comparable student demographics.

School effectiveness is a deliberately imprecise term that was first introduced by Ronald
Edmunds in the 1970s. An important thing to note about the literature on school effectiveness
is that it fully acknowledges the impact that factors outside of a school’s control have on valued
school outcomes like achievement, attendance and graduation rates. The central premise of
school effectiveness is that factors schools do control can often be utilized more effectively to
blunt the impact of things schools cannot control.

Like race, SES and material resources, school effectiveness can have a powerful impact on
achievement. The good news from the variability described in Figure 1.3 is that improvements
in school effectiveness could reasonably increase achievement in most districts by between
0.75 and 2.0 grade-equivalents. Applied at scale, changes of this magnitude would boost
American achievement from its customary position in the middle of the international pack to
become one of the highest achieving nations in the world’.
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RICHARD F. ELMORE
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Ronald R. Edmonds

1935-1983
teach the children of the poor is probably far more a matter of
politics than of social science and this is as it should be.
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the World's Teachers for
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go
JAMES W. STIGLER
& JAMES HIEBERT

“How many effective schools would you
have to see to be persuaded of the
educability of poor children? If your
answer is more than one, then | submit
that you have reasons of your own for
preferring to believe that pupil
performance derives from family
background instead of school
response to family background.
Whether or not we will ever effectively

“We can, whenever and wherever we choose, successfully teach
all children whose schooling is of interest to us. We already
know more than we need to do that. Whether or not we do it
must finally depend on how we feel about the fact that we
haven't so far.”

student learning and standardized achievement.

Ron Edmonds

Racism...,
Racists

COLOR-BLINT RACISM AND THE PERSISTENCE
OF RACIAL INEQUALITY IN AMERICA

EDUARDO BONILLA-SILVA

How Many Effective Schools Do You Need To See?

Ronald Edmonds’ work on school effectiveness is widely regarded as the first major
challenge to research that concluded schools had little or no independent impact on

In the four decades since Edmonds’ early work, research on school effectiveness,
school leadership development and improvement science has become a sub-field in its
own right. The focus of this field has been to better understand the factors that
challenge school effectiveness as well as the factors that contribute most directly to its
improvement. Increasingly, school leadership programs across the country use texts like
the following to introduce school leaders to this powerful new body of knowledge.

-
w K e AT N

HOW
LEADERS LEARN

Cultivating
Capacities for
School Improvement

GORDON A. DONALDSON, JR.

[earning
to Improve

How America’s Schools Can

Get Better at Getting Better
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SECTION 2
SHIFTS IN SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS UNDER NCLB

Figure 2.1

STATE of ILLINOIS
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The best documented changes that occurred in Illinois
schools under NCLB were demographic and financial. Key
demographic shifts included:

e Declining overall enrollment

e Increasing low-come enrollment

e Declining white enrollment

e Increasing Latino enrollment.

These and other demographic shifts are summarized in
the upper chart of Figure 2.1.

Financial changes have also been well documented.
Schools in Illinois depend more heavily on local revenues
than most other states in the nation. The financial crisis of
2008 and a sluggish statewide economy has exacerbated
funding inequities and produced declines in equalized
assessed valuations that continue to this day in most
districts. In 2016, close to 60% of all Illinois districts (499
of 852) were spending more than they were bringing in®.

Then there’s achievement. Since 2001, the Illinois
State Board of Education has spent around $350 million
on high-stakes testing. But very little of the information
that this investment produced was reported in ways that
parents, educators and policy-makers could rely on®.

In the later years of NCLB, independent reports on
school and district progress turned increasingly to
nationally-normed assessments like the ACT and National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). Locally, many
districts gave up on state tests and diverted local funds to
commercial tests like the NWEA MAP. Others simply did
not have the resources to do that.

Statewide NAEP and ACT trends are summarized in
the bottom portion of Figure 2.1. They show modest gains
over time, with stronger growth in math than in reading.
Throughout the NCLB era, achievement at all levels in
both reading and math stayed very close to national
averages'.
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Getting Underneath the Averages

As useful as averages can be, the power of effective schools research has come from looking

more closely at variability. Simi Valley and Charlotte-Mecklenburg show that the Devil . . . and

the angels . .. live in the details.

In lllinois, publicly-available data are not yet reported in ways that could support a study like

the one described in Section 1. But unlike most states, Illinois has posted de-identified,

student-level files that include detailed data for every one of the million-plus Illinois students

who were tested each year'’. These files make it possible to create full distributions of school,

district and regional data without the fatal distortions that NCLB proficiency levels and other

pre-set filters introduce.

Like the study described in Section 1, the metric used here to assess shifts in school

effectiveness is the intersect between achievement and socio-economic status. In Figure 2.2:

Achievement is measured as the percent of students who scored at or above statewide
medians*? in the year that the test was given (shown on the vertical scale).

SES is estimated using the percent of district enrollment that is eligible for free or
reduced lunch (shown as “Percent low-income enrollment” on the horizontal scale).
Black and blue data points show the intersect of achievement and low-income
enrollment for each of the 709 Illinois districts that reported data for grades 3-8 in both
2001 and 2016.

The “best fit” trend lines that run through each scatter plot show achievement levels
that are most typical of each low-income enroliment level on the horizontal scale.

Each of the charts in Figure 2.2 illustrates a different piece of the school effectiveness story:

The top chart shows the relationship in 2001 between low-income enrollment and
composite reading achievement for grades 3 through 8.

The middle chart shows what that same relationship looked like in 2016. The big,
rightward slide of blue data points down the trend line reflects statewide growth in
average, low-income enrollment from 37% in 2001 to 50% in 2016.

The bottom chart compares the trend lines from the top two charts and removes
individual data points from both years to highlight the comparison as clearly as possible.

In the bottom chart, the blue trend line from 2016 sits above the black trend line from 2001
at every point on the low-income continuum. This indicates that between 2001 and 2016 school

effectiveness in composite reading improved at every point on the low-income continuum.

Bigger spaces between trend lines at the higher and lower ends of the continuum mean that,

on average, school effectiveness in reading improved most in the state’s wealthiest and poorest

districts. School effectiveness charts for composite math look about the same.
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Figure 2.2

STATEWIDE, TYPICAL SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS IN READING IMPROVED AT ALL INCOME LEVELS
Relationship between 3-8 Reading Achievement and Low-Income Enrollment in 709 lllinois Districts
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Typical Shifts in School Effectiveness Varied a Lot from One Region to Another

On average, composite reading and math achievement in grades 3 through 8 showed

modest, statewide gains between 2001 and 2016. This occurred despite a 13-point increase in

average, low-income enrollment and an 11-point drop in white enrollment. Other things being

equal, those changes would typically result in achievement decline. What Figure 2.2 illustrates

is that “other things being equal” was interrupted by statewide gains in school effectiveness at

all points on the low-income continuum. But those gains were not evenly distributed.

The charts on pages 18 through 21 illustrate big differences in how achievement, low-

income enrollment and school effectiveness changed in four lllinois regions under NCLB:

Low-income enrollment in Chicago stayed constant at about 85% but composite reading
and math achievement rose by 14 and 18 points respectively.

In suburban Chicagoland, low-income enrollment rose by an average of 22 points but
gains in school effectiveness in many districts blunted the impact that rise had on
achievement. Average achievement overall declined by 1 point in reading and 3 points
in math.

In northern lllinois, low-income enrollment grew by an average of 19 points. Gains in
school effectiveness reduced the negative impact of this growth, especially in wealthier
districts. But average overall achievement still declined by 1 point in reading and 2
points in math.

In central lllinois, low-income enrollment rose by an average of 21 points. On average,
school effectiveness stayed constant, but average reading achievement fell by 9 points
and average math achievement fell by 6 points.

In southern lllinois, low-income enrollment rose by an average of 16 points. Average
school effectiveness stayed constant, but average reading and math achievement each
dropped by 8 points.

The charts on pages 18 through 21 employ the same scatter plot format used in Figure 2.2

to describe changes in each region:

Charts on the left side of each page show shifts for composite reading in grades 3-8.
Charts on the right side of each page show shifts for composite math in grades 3-8.
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Chicago and Suburban Chicagoland

Figure 2.3
ON AVERAGE, SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS IN CHICAGO AND SUBURBAN CHICAGOLAND
ROSE BY ABOUT 10 POINTS ACROSS THE WHOLE LOW-INCOME CONTINUUM

229 School Districts Located in Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Will Counties

READING MATH

Average Low-Income Enrollment in 2001: 17%
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Northern lllinois

Figure 2.4
ON AVERAGE, SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ROSE IN WEALTHIER DISTRICTS IN NORTHERN ILLINOIS
BUT, IN POORER DISTRICTS, CHANGED LESS IN READING AND NOT AT ALL IN MATH

59 School Districts Located North of Interstate 80 and Outside Suburban Chicagoland

READING MATH

Average Low-Income Enrollment in 2001: 18%
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Central lllinois

Figure 2.5
ON AVERAGE, SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS STAYED
MOSTLY CONSTANT IN CENTRAL ILLINOIS

256 School Districts Located South of Interstate 80 and North of Interstate 70
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Southern lllinois

Figure 2.6
ON AVERAGE, SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS STAYED
MOSTLY CONSTANT IN SOUTHERN ILLINOIS

165 School Districts Located Near or South of Interstate 70
READING MATH

Average Low-Income Enrollment in 2001: 37%
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A clear message from the charts shown on pages 18 through 21 is that districts across the
state have responded in different ways to big jumps in low-income enrollment. And those
differences have produced big changes in regional achievement patterns

In some districts, school effectiveness has stayed fairly constant. In these districts,
achievement fell in predictable ways as low-income levels rose. On average, more of these
districts were located in central and southern lllinois than in northern lllinois and suburban
Chicagoland.

In other districts, growth in school effectiveness blunted the impact of rising low-income
enrollment. In these districts, achievement was stable, dropped only a little or even improved
as low-income enrollment grew. On average, more of these districts were located in northern
Illinois and suburban Chicagoland than in central and southern lllinois.

Fiscal Resources and Per Pupil Instructional Spending across Regions

Deep analysis of the relationship between school funding and school effectiveness is
beyond the scope of this report. But regional differences in school effectiveness that are
reported on pages 18-21 correspond pretty closely with regional differences in local property
values and per pupil spending for instruction. These differences are illustrated in Figures 2.7
and 2.8 below.

Equalized assessed valuation (EAV) is the measure used by the lllinois State Board of
Education to represent taxable property values in local school districts. Figure 2.7 compares
per pupil EAV in suburban Chicagoland districts with per pupil EAV in northern, central and
southern lllinois districts in 2001 and 2016. It does that by separating districts in each region
into three groups:

e Datareported under the green masthead represent the 25% of districts in each region
with the lowest incidence of low-income enrollment.

e Data reported under the tan masthead represent the 50% of districts in each region
with low-income enrollment that is closest to the regional median.

e Data reported under the yellow masthead represent the 25% of districts in each region
with the highest incidence of low-income enroliment.

The percentages shown in Figure 2.7 compare median EAV in northern, central and
southern lllinois districts with the median EAV of comparable districts in suburban Chicagoland.
For example, in 2001, the median EAV in northern lllinois districts with low-incidence of low-
income enrollment (green masthead) was about 44% of the median EAV in comparable
suburban Chicagoland districts. In central lllinois, the median EAV was 38% of suburban
Chicagoland, and in southern lllinois the median EAV was 28% of suburban Chicagoland. By
2016, those figures changed to 49%, 36% and 32% respectively.
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The overall story of Figure 2.7 is that median EAV in all three groups of suburban
Chicagoland districts is substantially higher than comparable districts in other regions, but that
differences get less pronounced as the incidence of low-income enrollment rises.

FIGURE 2.7
Equalized Assessed Valuation is Much Higher in Suburban Chicagoland than Other Regions

Equalized Assessed Valuation by Region and by Incidence of Low-Income Enrollment

Districts with Suburban Morthern Central southern
Lowest Incidence of Low-Income Enrollments Chir.aguland linois Ilinois Hlinois
Per Pupil Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) for
Median District in Group $230,240 $101,307 587,812 $63,995
2001 E lized As d valuati C d with
qualize SESSE aluation Comparea wi
Median District in Suburban Chicagoland Group 44% 38% 28%
Per Pupil Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) for
Median District in Group $423,391 205,733 5154,278 $133,599
2016
Equalized Assessed Valuation Compared with
Median District in Suburban Chicagoland Group 49% 36% 32%
Districts with Suburban MNorthern Central Southern
Middle Range of Low-Income Enrollments Chicagnland Ilinois Ilinois linois
Per Pupil Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) for
Median District in Group $169,520 586,503 $75,116 546,599
2001 d d d h
Equalized Assessed Valuation Compared wit 0
Median District in Suburban Chicagoland Group 51% M% Z?A
Per Pupil Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) for
4
Median District in Group 5266,850 5142,097 5132,672 581,788
2016
Equalized Assessed Valuation Compared with o
Median District in Suburban Chicagoland Group 53% 50% 31/6
Districts with Suburban MNorthern Central Southern
HiEhest Incidence of Low-Income Enrollments Chicaguland Ilinois Ilinois Hlinois
Per Pupil Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) for
Median District in Group $87,562 $67,824 $60,210 $40,750
2001 lized d d h
Equalized Assessed valuation Compared wit o
Median District in Suburban Chicagoland Group ??% Eg% 4?/6
Per Pupil Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) for
Median District in Group $129,769 $97.111 $100,882 $79,048
2016
Equalized Assessed Valuation Compared with o
Median District in Suburban Chicagoland Group ?5% ?B% 61/6

Figure 2.8 uses the same format as Figure 2.7 to compare per pupil spending for instruction
across regions in 2001 and 2016. Figure 2.8 tells two important stories:

e The first story is that differences in instructional spending between suburban
Chicagoland and other regions are not as large as differences in EAV. This reflects
provisions in the state funding formula that support districts with lower EAV at higher
rates than districts with higher EAV.
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e The second story is that, compared with suburban Chicagoland, per pupil spending for

instruction in most northern, central and southern lllinois districts was less equitable in
2016 than it was in 2001. For example, in the 25% of districts in each region with the
highest incidence of low-income enrollment (yellow masthead), per pupil spending was
about the same as suburban Chicagoland in 2001, but was 8 to 17 percentage points
below parity in 2016. Among the 50% of districts in each region with mid-level
incidence of low-income enrollment (tan masthead), northern, central and southern
Illinois were all at 91% of parity in 2001. By 2016, however, these figures fell to 82%,
76% and 70% respectively. Only those districts with low-incidence of low-income
enrollment maintained their parity levels from 2001 or, in the case of northern Illinois,
increased parity by seven percentage points.

FIGURE 2.8

Differences in Per Pupil Spending between Suburban Chicagoland and Other Regions Grew

between 2001 and 2016 except in Districts with Lower Incidence of Low-Income Enroliment

Per Pupil Spending for Instruction by Region and by Incidence of Low-Income Enrollment

Districts with Suburban Morthern Central Southern
Lowest Incidence of Low-Income Enrollments Chicagoland linois linois Ilinois
Per Pupil Instructional Spending
{Median District in Group) $4,478 $3,514 $3,470 $3,337
1 ] ] d d h
Per Pupil Instructional Spending Compared witl o o o
Median District in Suburban Chicagoland Group ?8"‘6 ??/6 75‘/0
Per Pupil Instructicnal Spending
{Median District in Group) $7.147 $6,041 $5,580 $5,296
2016
Per Pupil Instructional Spending Compared with o, o, o,
Median District in Suburban Chicageland Group 85’6 ?8/6 ?4/6
Districts with Suburban Morthern Central Southern
Middle Range of Low-Income Enrollments Chicagoland linois linois lllinois
Per Pupil Instructicnal Spending
{Median District in Group) 4,036 $3,680 $3,066 $3,667
2001
Per Pupil Instructional Spending Compared with o o o
Median District in Suburban Chicagoland Group 91% 91% 91%
Per Pupil Instructional Spending
{Median District in Group) $7,500 $6,136 $5,723 $5,224
2016
Per Pupil Instructional Spending Compared with o, o, o,
Median District in Suburban Chicagoland Group 82’5 ?6,’6 ?0/’6
Districts with Suburban Morthern Central Southern
Highest Incidence of Low-Income Enrollments Chicagoland Illinois lllinois lllinois
Per Pupil Instructional Spending
{Median District in Group) $3,820 $3,900 $3,893 $3,876
2001
Per Pupil Instructional Spending Compared with o o o
Median District in Suburban Chicageland Group 102"6 102”3 101"’6
Per Pupil Instructional Spending
{Median District in Group) $6,400 $6,026 $5,425 $5,640
2016
Per Pupil Instructional Spending Compared with o o o
Median District in Suburban Chicagoland Group 94% 85% 88%
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The resource and spending stories told by Figures 2.7 and 2.8 match up closely with regional
shifts in school effectiveness that are described on pages 18 through 21. While that
correspondence does not prove that the one caused the other, it raises powerful questions
about the relationship between district resources and a district’s capacity to improve school
effectiveness.

Resources do not determine school outcomes, but they do influence them in important
ways. One way we know this is that the state’s wealthiest communities spend up to $20,000
per student annually, above and beyond the statewide median, to support their own local
schools™2.

For more than half a century, a core premise of Title 1 and other supplemental support
programs has been that, on average, more resources are needed to support successful learning
among students from low-income households than for students from more advantaged
circumstances. Figure 2.9 illustrates a difficult challenge that lllinois now confronts in this
regard.

FIGURE 2.9

Within Regions, Per Pupil Spending for Instruction is Roughly the Same Regardless of a

District’s Low-Income Enrollment Level . . . but EAV Varies Dramatically

Per Pupil EAV and Spending for Instruction by Region and by Incidence of Low-Income Enrollment

Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) Per-Pupil Instructional Spending
Low-Income Suburban | Northem | Central | Southem Low-Income Suburban | Northem | Central | Southem
Enrollment Group Chicagoland|  IWinois | Iinois | Nlinois Enrollment Group Chicagoland | llinois | linois |  Ilinois
Lowest Incidence B0 | 101307 | &7id 63993 Lovest Incidence Un 3l Hn ERH)
Middle Range 165320 | 86503 73116 4659 Midde Range 40% 3680 3666 367
2001 Highest Incidence inel | 67eM 60310 40750 2001 Highest Incidence EhAl 3500 39 376
Middle Range Group Compared with Middle Range Group Compared with
Lowest Incidence Group 74% 85% 85% 73% Lowest Incidence Group 90% 105% 105% 110%
Highest Incidence Group Compared with Highest Incidence Group Compared with
Lawest Incidence Groug 38% 67% 69% 54% Lowest Incidence Group 35% 11 1% 112% 116%
Low-Income Suburban | Northem | Central | Southem Low-Income Suburban | Northem | Central | Southem
Enrollment Group Chicagoland|  IWinois | Iinois | Mlinois Enrallment Group Chicagoland |  linois | linois |  Ilinais
Lowest Incidence Q| | 1AW | 1 Lowest Incidence T4 | 5380 5%
Middle Range 660 | uNST | 13%R | BT Midde Range 7500 13 il M
2016 Hiet ncidene o | omn | wosm | ms | | 2016 Highstcidece Mo | o | w5 | s
Middle Range Group Compared with Middle Range Group Compared with
Lowest Incidence Group 63% 69% 35% 51% Lowest Incidence Group 105% 102% 103% 99%
Highest Incidence Group Compared with Highest Incidence Group Compared with
Liowest Incidence Group 31% 47% 65% 59% Lowest Incidence Group 90% 10[}% 97% Iﬂﬁ%
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Charts on the left side of Figure 2.9 show median EAV levels in 2001 and 2016 for each of
the four lllinois regions and for each of the three low-income incidence levels in each region.
Charts on the right side of Figure 2.9 use the same format to report median per pupil spending
for instruction.

Percentages at the base of each chart compare districts with mid-range and high-incidence
of low-income enrollments with low-incidence districts in their own region. For example, in
suburban Chicagoland, the median EAV for districts in the middle range of low-income
enrollments was 74% of the median EAV for low-incidence districts in 2001. The median EAV
for high-incidence districts was only 38% of the median EAV for low-incidence districts.

There are two important things to notice in Figure 2.9. First, charts on the left side show
that median EAV declines across all regions as the incidence of low-income enrollment
increases. This means that districts with the greatest need for additional school resources are
least able to generate those resources from their local tax base. In most districts, this situation
intensified during the 15 years between 2001 and 2016.

A second thing to notice is that, within each region, per pupil spending in districts with
moderate to high levels of low-income enrollment is not much different than spending in
districts with fewer low-income enrollments. How Illinois will be able to confront this problem
without reducing its longstanding dependence on local property taxes is a matter that the state
has so far been unable to resolve.

* %k %k k %k %k k 3k

Regional trends are useful because they offer broad clues about what might be happening
at the school and district level. The section that follows draws on data from two representative
districts . . . one from suburban Chicagoland, the other from central lllinois . . . to illustrate how
regional changes in low-income enrollment and school effectiveness were reflected in district-
level outcomes

To get a more detailed picture of district-level impact, this study also generated separate
reports for each of the 55 LUDA districts. These reports are all available on-line at
http://www.urbanedleadership.org/.
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SECTION 3
A TALE OF TWO DISTRICTS

Suburban Chicagoland District Central lllinois District
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This section highlights two districts where shifts in school effectiveness were broadly
representative of their regions:

e The first district is located in suburban Chicagoland. In this district, low-income
enrollment rose by 24 points, white enrollment dropped by 25 points and Latino
enrollment increased by 17 points between 2001 and 2016.

e The second district is located in central lllinois. In this district, low-income enrollment
rose by 29 points and white enrollment dropped by 8 points between 2001 and 2016.

The orange diamonds in Figures 3.1 and 3.2 show that in 2001, math achievement in both
districts was about the same . .. 54% versus 56%. Each district was also right on the trend line
for districts with similar low-income enrollment in their regions. Finally, the diagonal dots
below each scatter plot show that achievement in both districts was very close to the middle of
the 2001 scoring range for all 55 LUDA districts.

In 2016, both districts continued to stay very close to their regional trend lines. But
achievement in the suburban Chicagoland district held at 54% while achievement in the central
[llinois district fell from 56% to 42%. That moved the suburban Chicagoland district well above
a declining LUDA median while the central lllinois district slipped a little below it.
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Figure 3.1
IN THIS SUBURBAN CHICAGOLAND DISTRICT, GROWTH IN SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS KEPT A
24-POINT RISE IN LOW-INCOME ENROLLMENT FROM DEPRESSING MATH ACHIEVEMENT

Composite 3-8 Math Achievement and Low-income Enrollment in 256 Suburban Chicagoland Districts

2001 2016
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Figure 3.2
IN THIS CENTRAL ILLINOIS DISTRICT, LIMITED GROWTH IN SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS ALLOWED
MATH ACHIEVEMENT TO DECLINE AS LOW-INCOME ENROLLMENT INCREASED BY 29 POINTS

Composite 3-8 Math Achievement and Low-income Enrollment in 165 Central lllinois Districts

2001 2016
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Impact on Third Grade and Future District Achievement

Figures 3.1 and 3.2 show that shifts in school effectiveness had a powerful impact on
composite achievement at grades 3 through 8 in each of the districts shown. But an even more
critical indicator of future achievement is the impact those shifts had on outcomes in grade
three.

In 2012, the Anne E. Casey Foundation released a study called Double Jeopardy (see excerpt
below). It updated a long line of prior research on the close association between reading
proficiency at the end of third grade and academic success in later years. The core findings of
Double Jeopardy were that students who read proficiently by the end of third grade:

® are four times more likely to graduate from high school than students who don’t;

® are seven times more likely to graduate from high school than students who have lived
in poverty for at least one year and are not reading proficiently by the end of third
grade;

® are nine time more likely to graduate from high school than students from poor families
who live in neighborhoods with high concentrations of poverty and who are not reading
proficiently by the end of third grade.

The charts in Figure 3.3 illustrate what happened to third grade reading and math
achievement in the same two districts that were described in Figures 3.1 and 3.2. In the
suburban Chicagoland district, average achievement saw a small decline in both reading and
math between 2001 and 2016. Students scoring below grade level increased from 35% to 42%
in reading and from 32% to 37% in math. But in the central Illinois district, third grade declines
were much more pronounced. There, students scoring below grade level increased from 30%
to 48% in reading and from 27% to 51% in math.

Figure 3.3 uses grade equivalencies based on statewide scoring distributions** to report
how full ranges of achievement in each district changed during the NCLB era. Each colored
band shows the percent of students who scored at different points on the achievement range:

e Pink and tan bands show students who scored one or more years below grade level.

e Green bands show students who scored at grade level.

e Blue and purple bands show students who scored one or more years above grade level.
For each district, the numbers at the top of each chart compare how average 3" grade
achievement in 2016 compared with average 3" grade achievement at the beginning of NCLB:

e Inthe suburban Chicagoland district, average achievement in 2016 was about 2 months

behind the 2001 reading average, and about 1 month behind the 2001 math average.

e In the central lllinois district, average achievement in 2016 was about 8 months behind
the 2004 reading average, and more than a year behind the 2004 math average.
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Figure 3.3
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Standardized achievement is a lagging indicator of student learning and school
effectiveness. Third grade outcomes don’t just reflect the learning that students do in third
grade. They reflect student learning across the entire primary program from PK through grade
3. When sustained growth in achievement starts to occur in third grade, it is almost always a
lagging indicator of important work that began four or five years earlier in prior grades.

Growth in third grade achievement also raises the floor for all subsequent grade levels. In
the same way that sustained growth in grade 3 reflects growth in the entire primary program,
sustained growth at higher grade levels is always at least partly due to good work that occurred
in prior gradesls.

But the opposite is also true. Without significant intervention, declines in third grade
achievement are a harbinger of lower achievement and declining high school graduation rates
for many years to come.
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THE ANNIE E. CASEY FOUNDATION

Double Jeopardy

How Third-Grade Reading Skills and Poverty Influence High School Graduation
Annie E. Casey Foundation (2012)

“Educatorsand researchers have long recognized the importance of mastering reading by the end of
third grade. Students who foil to reach this critical milestone often falter in the later grades and drop out
before earning a high school diploma. Now, researchers have confirmed this link in the first national
study to colculate high school graduation rates for children at different reading skill levels and with
different poverty rates.

“Results of a longitudinal study of nearly 4,000 students find that those who do not reod proficiently
by third grade are four times mare likely to leave school without o diploma than proficient readers. For
the waorst readers, those who could not master even the basic skills by third grade, the rate is nearly six
times greater. While these struggling readers account for about a third of the students, they represent
more than three-fifths of those who eventually drop out or fail to graduate on time.

“What's more, the study shows that poverty has a powerful influence on graduation rates. The
combined effect of reading poorly and living in poverty puts these children in double jeapardy.

¢ About 16 percent of children who are not reading proficiently by the end of third grade do not
groduate from high school on time, a rate four times greater than that for proficient readers

¢  For children who were poor for at least a year and were not reading proficiently, the proportion
failing to graduate rose to 26 percent

»  For children who were poor, lived in neighborhoods of concentrated poverty and not reading
praoficiently, the proportion jumpedto 35 percent

Overall 22 percent of children who lived in poverty do not groduate from high school, compared
to 6 percent of those who have never been poor. The figure rises to 32 percent for students
spending mare than half of their childhood in poverty.

¢ Evenamong poor children who were proficient readers in third grade, 11 percent still did not
finish high school. That comparesto 3 percent of subpar third-grade readerswho have never
been poor.

¢ About 31 percent of poor African-American students and 33 percent of poor Hispanic students
who did not hit the third-grade proficiency mark foiled fo groduate. These ratesare greater than
those for White students with poor reading skills. But the racial and ethnic graduation gaps
disappear when students master reading by the end of third grade and are not living in poverty.”

http://www.aecf.org/resources/double-jeopardy/
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SECTION 4
ECONOMIC DISTRESS IS AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY DISRUPTER

During the early years of NCLB, “low-income school” was mostly code for an urban school
that served high concentrations of non-white students. But big jumps in low-income
enrollment in communities that are still predominantly white have changed this situation in a
fundamental way.

In 2001, over 50% of all low-income students in lllinois lived in Chicago; about 90% of those
students were black or Latino. Outside of Chicago, less than 20% of public school students
came from low-income households. Of those students a little over 50% were black or Latino™®.

By 2016, 44% of all students attending public schools outside of Chicago came from low-
income households. In these schools, eligibility for free or reduced lunch jumped dramatically
in all three major racial groups:

e From 49% to 76% among black students;
e From 46% to 70% among Latino students;
e From 13% to 29% among white students®’.

In all but the wealthiest of Illinois communities, schools have been deeply challenged by
these shifts. Failing fundamental improvements in school effectiveness, higher concentrations
of low-income enrollment have been accompanied by steep declines in achievement.

The data in Section 2 make it clear that rising concentrations of low-income households
have depressed achievement more consistently in predominantly white communities in central
and southern lllinois than in other parts of the state. A hopeful message for these communities
is that shifts in school effectiveness offer a powerful way to fight back. Few things deliver that
message more clearly than the progress that was made under NCLB in the City of Chicago.

Figure 4.1 compares a few key demographics from the City of Chicago with similar data
from the central lllinois district that was briefly described in Section 3:

e In the central lllinois district under NCLB,
o overall enrollment of students in grades 3-8 hovered within 50 students of 1,500;
o low-income enrollment rose from 28% to 57%;
o white enrollment declined from 95% to 87%;
o other demographic markers were mostly stable.
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e In Chicago under NCLB,
o overall enrollment of students in grades 3-8 fell by close to 20% from around
210,000 to around 170,000;
low-income enrollment stayed flat at around 85%;
black enrollment dropped from 52% to 39%;
Latino enrollment rose from 35% to 46%;

© O O O

other demographic markers were mostly stable.

Figure 4.1
Central lllinois District CHICAGO
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Figures 4.2 and 4.3 illustrate changes in composite 3-8 reading and math achievement that
occurred in both districts between 2001 and 2016. For the most part, changes in Chicago were
the mirror image of changes that occurred in the sample district from central lllinois district.

Figure 4.2—Composite Reading at Grades 3-8
Central lllinois District CHICAGO
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Figure 4.3—Composite Math at Grades 3-8

Central lllinois District CHICAGO
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For this or any other district comparison, the caveat is that every district is unique. In this
case, the differences between a relatively small, mostly white agricultural district in central
Illinois and the third largest district in the nation are almost too numerous to count. But a few
differences are important to highlight when it comes to student achievement.

At the beginning of the NCLB era, underachievement in Chicago schools had already been
under a national microscope for close to a decade and a half . .. starting with the day in 1987
when Secretary of Education William Bennett called Chicago schools “worst in the nation.” By
January 2002, the district was well into its second decade of high-profile reform, including five
years of high-stakes accountability based mostly on standardized test scores.

By contrast, the sample district from central Illinois entered NCLB with reading and math
achievement that was averaging a little better than national norms. For most districts achieving
at this level, early accountability reports under NCLB offered little cause for concern. It wasn’t
until 2010 that NCLB required more than 75% of students in multiple sub-groups to meet lllinois
proficiency benchmarks. Only then did mid-range and higher-achieving districts begin to have
problems meeting NCLB’s Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) requirements. Those problems
accelerated in 2011 when the AYP bar moved to 85%, and again in 2012 when the bar was
raised to 92.5%.

For most lllinois districts, a bigger problem than making AYP was that the state test reports
they received for grades 3 through 8 were badly misaligned and wildly misleading®. The
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districts that were most severely impacted by this problem were smaller, less wealthy ones that
relied on state reports for all or most of their standardized test information.

There were two especially egregious problems with state assessment reports at grades 3-8.
The first was that official communications were never very clear about what “meeting rigorous
state standards” meant in relation to state and national norms. Many people knew that Illinois’
bar was set pretty low. But most did not imagine that “low” meant two years below grade
level®. This lured many otherwise well-informed educators, parents and policy makers into
thinking that their districts were doing pretty well when achievement at higher levels was
actually in decline.

A second, related problem was that “exceed standards” benchmarks were set so high that
the space in between “meet” and “exceed” was typically three or more grade equivalents. This
meant that test results for grades 3 through 8 had little practical value for most educators:

e “Academic warning” and “below standards” reported the percent of students who
scored two or more years below state and national norms.

e “Meet standards” reported the percent of students who scored somewhere between
two years below grade level and two years above grade level.

o “Exceed standards” reported the percent of students who scored two or more years
above state and national norms.

Without fairly sophisticated analysis, it was impossible to know what was happening inside
that very wide range called “meeting standards.” At the school and district level, average
achievement could move up or down by a full grade level or more and still not change the
percent of students who met or exceeded standards.

Looking for More Detailed Analysis of Problems with

Statewide Test Reportage under NCLB?

Ustan School Leadarship Program

Spring 2016

Something’s Wrong with
Illinois Test Results

June 2009

http://evanstonroundtable.com/ftp/Zavitkovsky%20Report.pdf http://urbanedleadership.org/taking-stock.pdf
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There is no direct evidence that any of the issues described above had any impact on
achievement in the sample central lllinois district that is featured in this report. What is clear is
that reporting systems that promised to provide high-quality, standards-based information to
educators, parents and policy makers fell way short of their promise under NCLB. At best,
failure to keep districts well informed about how they were doing wasted millions of dollars
annually. At worst, this failure kept many districts from monitoring their own progress in
meaningful ways and intervening appropriately when achievement showed signs of decline.

Whatever it was that led to achievement declines in the sample district from central Illinois,
and to sustained growth in Chicago, the net effect was that average achievement in both
districts was close to identical in 2016. Figure 4.4 shows that a little over 40% of students in
each district scored at or above statewide medians in 2016 . . . just short of the 2016 median
for all LUDA districts.

Figure 4.4
Confronting the Challenges of Big, Low-Income Enrollment Takes

Time, Good Information, Persistence and Political Will

LIMITED PRIOR EXPERIENCE WITH LARGE, LOW-INCOME ENROLLMENT CONTRIBUTED TO
BIG ACHIEVEMENT DROPS IN THIS MOSTLY WHITE DISTRICT IN CENTRAL ILLINOIS

SHIFTING DEMOGRAPHICS AND YEARS OF EFFORT TO INCREASE SCHOOL AND DISTRICT EFFECTIVENESS
CONTRIBUTED TO BIG GAINS IN MOSTLY LOW-INCOME, MOSTLY NON-WHITE CHICAGO

Composite 3-8 Reading Composite 3-8 Math

Percent of Students Scoring At or Above Statewide Medians

2001 Canirel Bunols Central lllinois

District

District

.J.
42/41%

Achievement Compared with 54 Other LUDA Districts
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Underneath the Averages of Achievement Growth in Chicago

Under NCLB, some of Chicago’s achievement growth was simply a result of changing
demographics. On average, for example, the percentage students in grades 3-8 who score at or
above statewide medians is currently about 12 points higher among Latino students than it is
among black students®®. Between 2001 and 2016, Latino enrollment in Chicago increased by 11
points and black enrollment decreased by 13 points. The net effect was a rise in overall
achievement that just reflected changes in who was being tested. This does nothing to
diminish Chicago’s gains; it simply helps explain an important part of them.

A key feature of achievement growth in Chicago was that it was equally strong across the
full range of attainment levels. The three charts in Figure 4.5 show how 4™ grade math scores
changed over time at the 25" 50" and 75" percentile of NAEP scoring distributions for Chicago
and the State of lllinois. Chicago changes are shown in blue. Changes for the State of lllinois
(including Chicago) are shown in green®.

Figure 4.5

Changes over Time in Scale Scores for 4" Grade NAEP Math at the
25"‘, 50" and 75" Percentile of Chicago and State of lllinois Scoring Distributions

25th Percentile S0th Percentie T5th Prcentie
i} 5 5 -
5 i " M@I
% o 15 5
H].IIIIIIIIlIlIlPI[EE[IIE.I*IQIFIIIIIII ﬁ] .III"" |||P|rgf2=#lﬂlﬁllllllll ﬂ].IIIIIIlr?lililllnltlz:t?lllII III;
v [ ar AU n 215 Vo bl U g [dkbnllaay
i w P om ! w
) wo W
E - ! LR Y 1:
g A 3 [l ﬁ m
LY non 15
L Iy 8
W W m- u m-
¢ 4 s it { Bisi
Z z - IIIIIIIIII"_"“"“III Z IIIIIII_IIIIIIII!""""“III
i e foral U3 n 2005 - [20%le for 2l US T 2015)
5 6 -
- m-
1% i -
N g——— L] -
2008 1008 2007 108 2001 OIS 205 103 008 2007 305 2001 203 s 208 S T 209 2001 2013 2015
Al ligis = Kl inos == Alloois
WON MM OHH B
e DB BB B BL L GHEBHRNE
b | f P FF S - | F ¥ K F -ty K ¥ F Y
¢ ; _ OB MMM MM
ey P B DB MW MWW B W R

*Significantly lower than 2015 (p=<0.05)

SOURCE: https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/naepdata/dataset.aspx

Figure 4.5 tells at least two important stories. The first is that Chicago gains were equally
strong at all three attainment levels. This belies the folk wisdom that holds growth at lower
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attainment levels is somehow easier to obtain than growth at higher levels. In Chicago, the
evidence suggests that the opposite was true. Scale scores at the 25t percentile rose by 14
points between 2003 and 2015. At the 50t percentile, they rose by 18 points. At the 75t
percentile, they rose by 22 points.

A second, more ominous story from Figure 4.5 is that the health of statewide NAEP scores
under NCLB has been far more dependent on growth in Chicago than most of us might have
imagined. Chicago’s blue-line scores account for about 20% of the green-line scores for the
state as a whole which include Chicago. In recent years, at all three attainment levels, the main
development that kept flattening statewide scores from outright decline was steep and
continuing growth in Chicago.

Achievement Results that Control for Race and Family Income Combined

Growth in achievement is always worth celebrating and declines are always a cause for
concern. But school effectiveness is the only part of growth or decline that schools and districts
can actually control. An important question to ask about any achievement change is, “What is
this telling us about changes in school effectiveness?”

A key shortcoming of reporting practices under NCLB is that they typically failed to account
for the combined impact of race, family income and other demographic factors that have well-
documented relationships with achievement. For example, meaningful comparisons of two
Latino populations quickly fall apart if Latino Group A is 75% low-income and 50% English
language learners and Latino Group B is 10% low-income and 5% English language learners.

In Chicago under NCLB, there were big jumps in Latino enrollment, big declines in black
enrollment and increasing gentrification in many Chicago neighborhoods. So how much of
Chicago’s growth was simply due to changing demographics? Figure 4.6 takes a first run at
answering that question by breaking down 3" grade reading achievement into sub-groups that
control simultaneously for race and family income. To preserve comparability within and
across test populations, students temporarily identified as English Language Learners (ELL) have
been removed from the mix:

e Charts on the left side of Figure 4.6 show achievement in Chicago. Charts on the right
show achievement in the rest of Illinois excluding Chicago.

e Charts at the top of Figure 4.6 show achievement for students who were eligible for free
or reduced lunch. Charts at the bottom show achievement for students who were not
eligible for free or reduced lunch.

e Purple lines represent black students, tan lines represent Latino students and blue lines
represent white students.
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e Charts for grades 3-8 in both reading and math™® follow similar patterns to those shown

in Figure 4.6.

Charts at the top of Figure 4.6 show that school effectiveness in 3" grade reading moved
steadily upward in Chicago among low-income, white and Latino students but was mostly flat in

the rest of Illinois. Since 2012, school effectiveness among black third graders from low-income
households flattened in Chicago and slowly declined in the rest of Illinois.

Charts at the bottom of Figure 4.6 show that, in Chicago, school effectiveness continued to
rise among black, Latino and white third graders from middle and upper income households. In
the rest of lllinois, school effectiveness with comparable groups of Latino and white students

flattened at substantially lower attainment levels than Chicago, and slowly declined with
comparable groups of black students.

Figure 4.6

Percent of Non-ELL Students Scoring
At or Above Statewide Medians in Third Grade Reading: 2001-2016
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Section 5

SOME PROMISING OPPORTUNITIES TO SUPPORT SCALED
IMPROVEMENTS IN SCHOOL AND DISTRICT EFFECTIVENESS

Fifteen years after No Child Behind was signed into law, race and family income still predict
standardized test scores with remarkable accuracy in most school districts. But unlike fifteen
years ago, the connections between low-income enrollment and lower achievement are now
being enacted with the same depressing regularity in predominantly white communities as they
have for years in low-income communities of color. When it comes to academic achievement,
the clear message of this report is that economic distress is an equal opportunity disrupter.

Another, more hopeful message is that growth in school effectiveness in some communities
is blunting, and in some cases reversing, declines that are typically associated with race and
family income. Large scale gains in school effectiveness in Chicago and suburban Chicagoland,
and more isolated gains in individual districts across the state, offer good evidence that
demographics are not the only important influence on student learning outcomes.

No Child Left Behind
NCLB Title 1

“The purpose of this title is to ensure that all
children have a fair, equal, and significant
opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and
reach, at aminimum, proficiency on challenging
state academic achievement standards and state
academic assessments ., "

A key lesson from America’s experiment with No Child Left Behind is that state and federal
policy have not been effective in strengthening school effectiveness at scale. In the end, school
effectiveness is a local challenge that cannot be successfully confronted without local
determination, local ingenuity and local leadership.

But statewide policies create the conditions in which schools and districts operate. Those
conditions influence the likelihood that improvements in school effectiveness will or won’t gain
traction at the local level. We end this report by recommending three shifts in state policy that
would boost the odds for growing school effectiveness at scale in every region of the state.
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RECOMMENDATION 1
COMMIT TO MORE USEFUL AND RESPONSIBLE TEST REPORTAGE

In 2011, the University of Chicago’s Consortium on Chicago School Research reviewed two
decades of student-level data to assess the progress of school reform in Chicago®’. A key

|II

finding of that study was that most publicly reported data were “simply not useful” for gauging

actual progress in student achievement.

Chicago has not only been at the forefront of school reform policies but has also been ahead of
most of the rest of the country in collecting data tracking student and school performance. Yet,
even with a heavy emphasis on data use and accountability indicators, the publicly reported
statistics that are used by CPS and other school districts to gauge progress are simply not useful
for measuring trends over time. . . . As there is a greater push at both the state and federal level
to use data to judge student and school progress, we must ensure that the statistics that are used
are comparable over time. Otherwise, future decisions about school reform will be based on
flawed statistics and a poor understanding of where progress has been made.

Trends in Chicago’s Schools across Three Eras of Reform, Luppescu et.al. al. (2011) p.8

Statewide reporting practices for grades 3-8 under NCLB had an even bigger problem. At a
cost of close to $350 million, lllinois test reports systematically misrepresented what state
standards actually called for, and under-reported what tests actually assessed?’. Worse yet,
they created an alternate universe of diagnostic information that tacitly endorsed rote learning
and left parents, educators and policy makers in the dark about what was actually going on”*.
Statewide reporting practices share much of the responsibility, but none of the accountability,
for the failings of the era.

In the early days of NCLB, the National Research Council (NRC) published a report called
Assessment in Support of Instruction and Learning: Bridging the Gap between Large-Scale and
Classroom Assessment®*. This report:

e highlighted big differences in what local and large scale assessments are able to do;

e described the limitations of both local and large scale assessments, and underscored the
need to integrate their results to support improved teaching and learning;

e outlined promising ways to use both local and large scale assessments to support deep
improvements in school effectiveness.

The report’s recommendations were almost universally ignored. On their face, they
seemed too complicated and too labor-intensive to help lower-achieving schools and districts
make the big and immediate gains that high-stakes accountability required.

What looked like a better bet were commercial “interim” assessments that claimed to do
standards-based diagnostics more quickly and more completely than classroom teachers could.
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In lllinois, the logic for adopting commercial interim assessments got even stronger in 2010
when hard measures of achievement growth became a required part of teacher and principal
evaluations®.

Years later, there is still no compelling evidence that commercial assessment systems are
helping teachers move the needle on achievement®®. Nevertheless, schools and districts across
the state continue to spend millions of dollars and thousands of instructional hours each year in
hopes that they will. Figure 4.6 illustrates how ineffectual this investment has been for virtually
all student populations outside of Chicago, and for most of the low-income black students in
Chicago who make up over 35% of total district enroliment.

State and local leaders can’t turn back the clock or return lost time and money. But big
improvements in large-scale test design, and recent increases in the flexibility of federal law,
offer a once-in-a generation opportunity to fulfill the original promise of standards-based
assessment. To do that, our leaders need to:

e STOP pretending that deep improvements in formative assessment can be finessed by
sidestepping teachers and outsourcing the work to external testing organizations;

e STOP reporting standardized test results in ways that misrepresent what tests actually
assess;

e STOP using standardized tests to reinforce a culture of grading and sorting that has
long been a fixture of assessment practice in American schools®’;

e START making standardized tests part of the solution by reporting item-level results in
ways that help teachers improve the depth and quality of their own assessment
practiceszs.

RECOMMENDATION 2
FOLLOW THROUGH ON EARLY ADVANCES IN LEADERSHIP PREPARATION AND SUPPORT

Organizing Schools for Improvement (2010)? is a foundational text in the literature on
school effectiveness. Based on two decades of research deep inside Chicago schools, it
identifies five essential supports that consistently sponsor odds-breaking achievement gains
across a wide range of schools and student populations. Those supports are:

e Effective leaders

e Supportive environment
e Involved families

e Ambitious instruction

e Collaborative teachers.
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Schools that rate highly on three or more of the five essential supports are 10 times more
likely to achieve at high levels than schools that rate poorly on three or more supports. Charles
Payne, author of So Much Reform, So Little Change (2008) offers a more pointed description of
how the five essentials work. He says, “Effective leaders plus any other two”>° make a school
10 times more likely to be highly effective.

During No Child Left Behind, lllinois received national recognition for its policies on school
leader preparation and development. The Education Commission of the States, the University
Council on Educational Administration, and the Wallace Foundation all pointed to the rigor and
comprehensiveness of Illinois policy as a model for other states®'. Chicago has also been
repeatedly recognized for its aggressive implementation of state leadership development
policy by Education Week, New York Times and more recently by the George W. Bush
Institute’s Alliance for Educational Leadership.

To build on this momentum, a state-wide group of stakeholders representing districts,
higher education, Illinois teacher and leader professional associations and others came
together in 2015 as the lllinois School Leader Advisory Council (ISLAC, 2016). Supported by
Wallace Foundation and McCormick Foundation funding, this group invested the better part of
a year in its work. Co-author Steve Tozer co-chaired ISLAC’s work along with LUDA Executive
Director, Diane Rutledge. Co-author Paul Zavitkovsky was also an ISLAC contributor.

The ISLAC Final Report begins by pointing out that, “The single most important district
decision made with respect to student learning outcomes may be the choice of school
principals32.” The National Governor’s Association helps explain why:

Indeed, the success of efforts to raise educational attainment school-wide hinges on school principals.
Principals who are well prepared and empowered by their districts to lead can, through their roles as
instructional leaders and human capital managers, ensure that all the teachers and student in their
schools benefit from new educational standards. In that way, principals can be viewed as multipliers
of good practice—when principal are effective in leading implementation, they influence every person
in the school. Governors and other state policymakers can achieve deeper, wide-scale improvement in
the effectiveness of teachers by investing in the knowledge and skills of principals33.

While it is clear that lllinois has received considerable recognition for its policies, the ISLAC
stakeholders emphasized that strong policy is just the first step:

While Illinois has been recognized as a pioneering state in its focus on school leader preparation, there
is still much more work to do. A key message of this report is that policy implementation requires
even more attention than policy formation, and that implementation needs to be reworked and
refined over time to be successful. Three decades of high-profile school reform that has not
accomplished its goals make it clear that new ways of thinking about professional learning are
needed—in higher education and in school districts—to improve the quality of student and adult
learning in schools. Deep reform of the way we prepare and support school leaders is one of the most
promising examples we have of this new thinking“.
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While this is not the place to review all of the ISLAC recommendations, it is worthwhile to
revisit the key elements of the vision put forward in the ISLAC report:

Illinois will prepare and support school leaders through effective programs that are:

e Designed to improve a wide range of student learning outcomes in schools through high
quality school leadership;

e Highly selective in admissions;

e Committed to strong school-based learning as an essential component to leadership
development;

e Designed, implemented, and assessed in partnership with school districts in service of
accomplishing all of the above;

e Sustainable through state, regional and local support, including financial support that
supports robust field-based supervision and assessment of candidates;

e Networked for continuous improvement and collective impact statewide; and,

e Increasingly regarded nationwide as a model for how principal preparation and
development can become a more effective lever for improving student learning
outcomes in schools™>.

The ISLAC Final Report outlined how such a vision can be achieved in practice in lllinois.
Broadly speaking, ISLAC recommends:

1. increasing state agency leadership for improving principal preparation (ISBE and IBHE);
establishing state-wide networks and communities of practice for meeting the needs of
rural, suburban, and urban lllinois;

3. increasing state and local commitment to extensive, school-based learning as a part of
the required training for every new principal.

We endorse these recommendations here. We also encourage all readers of this report to
consult the ISLAC Final Report at https://news.illinoisstate.edu/2016/03/illinois-school-leadership-
advisory-council-islac-final-report-released/

The ISLAC Final Report concludes by illustrating how cost-effective the investment in
improved preparation and support for school leaders actually is. At a 10% turnover rate, only
about 400 new principals per year need to be prepared and supported by the 26 programs
throughout lllinois that are currently approved to train school leaders. Making the same per-
capita investment in clinical supervision for this group that we currently make for student
teachers would be a small investment. But the potential for extraordinary outcomes is very
high.

No Child Left Behind legislation made no provisions for the preparation and support of new
principals. Yet Chicago’s work in this area clearly contributed to the remarkable progress the
city was able to make under NCLB. Now, the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) offers direct
federal support for Illinois to scale up implementation of its nationally-recognized policies for
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preparing and developing school leaders. Stepping up and taking full advantage of this
legislation will make it possible to spread the benefits of improved leadership development to
every district in the state.

We conclude this recommendation with one final observation from the ISLAC Final Report:

As our expectations for schools rise, our expectations for school leaders have risen; if we expect more

from school leaders, then our expectations for the programs that prepare and develop them must be
elevated as well*®.”

RECOMMENDATION 3

RISE TO THE STATE CONSTITUTION’S CHALLENGE TO SUPPORT
“THE EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF ALL PERSON’S TO THE LIMIT OF THEIR CAPACITES”

Jimmie Aycock is a former 5-term representative in the Texas state legislature. A life-long
Republican, much of Aycock’s reputation as a legislator and Chair of the House Public Education
Committee was based on his unsuccessful effort to create a more equitable school funding
formula. He shared this observation with his colleagues when he left the legislature in 2015:

We think in terms of black kids and brown kids and white kids. We think of poor kids

and rich kids, kids from small districts and kids from larger districts. And we each
come here representing our subset of kids, and that's how the process works.

Then he asked,
What will it take to fix school finance?
His answer,
It'll take a common view of [the state's] 5.2 million children without dividing them
into sub—group537.
The spirit of Aycock’s advice was not much different from the spirit that led Ronald
Edmonds to observe in the late 1970s that,
We can, whenever and wherever we choose, successfully teach all children whose schooling

is of interest to us. We already know more than we need to do that. Whether or not we do
that must finally depend on how we feel about the fact that we haven’t so far.

One clear indicator of whose schooling is of interest to us is the way we raise and distribute
money for public schools. In most American states, equitable funding of schools has been
problematic at best®’. But even by that low bar, lllinois still ranks 50" of 50 in its commitment
to equitable school fundingsg, The harsh truth is that Illinois has been less committed than any
other state in the nation to making everyone’s children everyone’s priority.

More equitable funding of lllinois schools is just one piece of a complicated school
improvement puzzle. In the same way that gains in school effectiveness cannot fully
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compensate for deep inequities in the wider culture, more equitable funding will not resolve all,
or even most, of the disparities that are described in this report. But if funding were
unimportant, the state’s wealthiest communities would not be spending up to $20,000 per
student more than the statewide median to support their own local schools.

What equitable funding communicates is a collective belief that everyone benefits from
educating everyone else’s children well. Absent that belief, and the commitment to support it,
the chances of making scaled improvements in student learning and school effectiveness, in
Illinois or any other state, are severely and unnecessarily limited.

It is important to recognize that funding inequities do not just damage children and youth.
They also burden taxpayers with hundreds of millions of dollars in future costs for long-term
health care, social services and, in the worst case, imprisonment of under-educated and under-
employed adults®.

Better assessment practices and improved leadership development are already improving
school effectiveness in many districts. Supporting these powerful levers with more equitable
funding is an essential next step toward offering all of lllinois’ children the education they
deserve ... and that all of us need them to have.
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10.

ENDNOTES

Three of the earliest studies to offer empirical support for Edmonds’ claim that school effects
influence achievement were published in 1974 by Lezotte, Edmonds and Ratner, and in both 1976
and 1977 by Brookover, Lezotte and others. Those studies are: Remedy for School Failure to
Equitably Deliver Basic School Skills (1974), Elementary School Climate and School Achievement
(1976) and Changes in School Characteristics Coincident with Changes in Student Achievement
(1977).

In December 2004, a disgruntled American soldier challenged Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld
to explain why his unit had to rummage through trash heaps for scrap metal they could use to
strengthen the armor of their old Humvees. Rumsfeld famously responded, “You go to war with the
army you have . . . not the army you might want or wish to have at a later time.” In 2001, the “army
we had” for revolutionizing large-scale assessment design was big banks of norm-referenced test
items and close to a century of experience building tests that compared students with each other
rather than to mastery of specific content standards. It was mostly these resources that the testing
industry relied on to build large scale, “standards-based” assessments. The result was that most of
what came to be called standards-based testing under NCLB was actually just conventional, norm-
referenced testing dressed up in standards-based clothing

Colman, J. S., Campbell, E. Q., Hobson, McPartland, J., Mood, A. M., Weinfeld, F. D., and York, R. L.
(1966) Equality of Educational Opportunity. Washington, DC: U.S. Office of Education, National
Center for Educational Statistics

Reardon, S.F., Kalogrides, D. and Shores, K. (2017). The Geography of Racial/Ethnic Test Score Gaps
(CEPA Working Paper No. 16-10). Retrieved from Stanford Center for Education Policy Analysis
http://cepa.stanford.edu/wp16-10

The webpage for the Simi Valley Unified School District is: http://www.simi.k12.ca.us/

The webpage for Charlotte-Mecklenburg Public Schools is:
http://www.cms.k12.nc.us/Pages/default.aspx

For example, in their classic article on formative assessment called “Inside the Black Box” (Kappan,
80:2, 1998), Paul Black and Dylan Wiliam estimated that average growth of 1.5 grade levels (0.75
standard deviations) would move the United Kingdom from the middle of the scoring range on the

Third International Math and Science Study (TIMSS) into the top 5 of all 41 participating nations.
See: “Districts’ deficit spending a concern,” Chicago Tribune, March 17, 2016

For more detailed analysis of how deeply flawed Illinois test reportage was under NCLB, see,
Zavitkovsky, P. Roarty, D. and Swanson, J. (2016) Taking Stock: Achievement in lllinois under NCLB.
Chicago: Urban Education Leadership Program, University of lllinois at Chicago available at
http://urbanedleadership.org/taking-stock.pdf

Most lllinois achievement results were within the confidence range of national averages on the

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) throughout the NCLB era. For more details, see
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/statecomparisons/

Center for Urban Education Leadership, University of Illinois at Chicago Page 49


http://cepa.stanford.edu/wp16-10
http://www.simi.k12.ca.us/
http://www.cms.k12.nc.us/Pages/default.aspx
http://urbanedleadership.org/taking-stock.pdf
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/statecomparisons/

Upstate/Downstate

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Files containing de-identified, student-level demographic and scoring information for all lllinois
public school students from 2006 onward are available online at ftp://ftp.isbe.net/SchoolReportCard/

Between 2006 and 2014, median scale scores for both reading and math on the lllinois Standards
Achievement Test (ISAT) rose moderately at all grade levels tested statewide. Average, 8-year
increases were 1 scale point in composite 3-8 reading and 3 scale points in composite 3-8 math.
This means it was slightly harder to score at or above the statewide median in 2014 than it was in
2006. Shifts in ISAT reading and math medians closely matched comparable changes in NAEP
medians at grades 4 and 8.

For more information on district-by-district differences in per pupil funding in Illinois, see:
http://rebootillinois.com/2016/05/05/these-25-illinois-school-districts-spent-the-most-and-least-
per-pupil-in-2015/57153/

All of lllinois’ statewide accountability exams have generated near-normal, bell-curve distributions.

“Standards-based” proficiency levels under NCLB were based on cut scores that were placed more
or less arbitrarily at different locations on those distributions. By contrast, results reported in grade
equivalents use stanine ranges (half-standard deviation units) to standardize the boundaries of
proficiency ranges. This creates a more statistically defensible way of reporting proficiency levels
than those used in lllinois throughout most of the NCLB era.

In 2003, Anthony Bryk used value-added analysis to show that highly-touted and deeply politicized
gains in standardized test scores that occurred in Chicago between 1996 and 2001 were mostly an
artifact of growth that occurred between 1990 and 1995. The full text of Bryk’s study, called “School
Reform Chicago Style” can be found in Peterson, Paul E. and West, Martin R. (Eds.). (2003). No Child
Left Behind? Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution https://www.brookings.edu/book/no-child-left-
behind/

These estimates are based on the demographics of all students tested statewide in grades 3,5 and 8
in 2001

For comparability with 2001, these estimates are based on the demographics of all students tested
statewide in grades 3, 5 and 8 in 2016

Early in the NCLB era, Andrew Ho, now Professor of Education at the Harvard Graduate School of

Education, warned that proficiency benchmarks fatally distort standardized measures of academic
progress. In “The Problem with ‘Proficiency’: Limitations of Statistics and Policy under No Child Left
Behind,” Ho wrote, “The limitations are unpredictable, dramatic, and difficult to correct in the
absence of other data. Interpretation of these depictions generally leads to incorrect or incomplete
inferences about distributional change.” The full text of “The Problem with Proficiency” is available
at: http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.3102/0013189X08323842. In a 2007 report called The
Proficiency Illusion, Cronin, Dahlen, Adkins, and Kingsbury found that cut scores for meeting Illinois

math standards in grades 3-8 were all set at the 20" percentile or below compared with national
norms. The 20" percentile is a little below the conventional statistical boundary for scores that are
2 or more years below grade level. The full text of The Proficiency lllusion is available at:

https://edexcellence.net/publications/theproficiencyillusion.html. In a 2010, co-author Paul Zavitkovsky
demonstrated that so-called “standard strands” that are widely used to report skill-based diagnostic
information to teachers and parents consistently co-vary with one another and have no meaningful
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diagnostic value (see http://ierc.education/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Compendium 2010.pdf).

In 2012, Zavitkovsky showed identical results in an examination of standard strands (sometimes
called “power standards”) that purported to provide diagnostic information from standardized tests
in the ACT/EPAS sequence for 8", 9" and 10" graders (see http://ierc.education/wp-
content/uploads/2014/09/Compendium 2012.pdf). Findings from both studies are summarized in
Section 8 “Morphing Standards into Skills” of Zavitkovsky, P., Roarty, D. and Swanson, J. (2016)
Taking Stock: Achievement in Illinois under NCLB at http://www.urbanedleadership.org/

In 2016, 42% of Latino students in Chicago scored at or above statewide medians for composite
reading and math in grades 3-8; the comparable percentage of black students who scored at or
above statewide medians in 2016 was 30%.

Comparable graphics that describe changes in reading and math achievement over time in the
elementary and middle grades are posted at http://www.urbanedleadership.org/

The full contents of this report are available at:
http://consortium.uchicago.edu/sites/default/files/publications/Trends CPS Full Report.pdf
Contrary to stereotype, higher scale scores on standardized tests have at least as much to do with

the depth and breadth of student thinking as they do with the volume of discrete skills and concepts

that students have mastered. Some of the earliest evidence for this claim during the NCLB era is
presented in a 2001 study by the Chicago Consortium on School Research called, Authentic
Intellectual Work and Standardized Tests: Conflict or Co-Existence. This study is available online at:
http://consortium.uchicago.edu/sites/default/files/publications/p0a02.pdf. Additional evidence can be
found in Section 7 of UIC’s (2016) Taking Stock study titled, “What Do Standardized Tests Actually
Measure?” available online at http://www.urbanedleadership.org/.

Tests like the ISAT and ACT were well equipped to measure instructional impact on general
knowledge, but poorly designed to return standard-specific information to teachers and parents.

” u

Test makers finessed this problem by inventing “standard strands,” “content strands” and “power
standards” that purported to measure mastery of specific standards. They did that knowing full well
that standardized test items almost always measure more than one standard at a time, and are less
about specific skills than about students’ ability to size up and work through different kinds of
academic complexity.

The full contents of this report are available at: https://www.nap.edu/catalog/10802/assessment-in-

support-of-instruction-and-learning-bridging-the-gap

For more information about lllinois’s Performance Evaluation Reform Act (PERA) see:
http://www.iasb.com/law/PERAoverview.pdf?v=0117

Three independent studies of disappointing results associated the use of interim assessments are

available at: http://www.air.org/resource/impact-measures-academic-progress-map-program-student-

reading-achievement, http://blogs.edweek.org/edweek/inside-school-

research/2014/04/large study suggests that inte.html and

https://consortium.uchicago.edu/publications/high-school-future-act-preparation-too-much-too-late
See, for example, Guskey, Thomas R. (2015) On Your Mark. Bloomington: Solution Tree Press, and

Brookhart, Susan M. (2010) How to Assess Higher-Order Thinking in Your Classroom. Alexandria:
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
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The late Grant Wiggins, co-author of Understanding by Design, was a strong advocate for using
released test items to help deepen teacher understanding of what standardized tests actually

assess. He also asserted that the weakest link by far in the assessments we do is the depth and
quality of local, classroom assessments. For a fuller description of Wiggins’ views, see “Why We
Should Stop Bashing State Tests” available online at http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational-

leadership/mar10/vol67/num06/Why-We-Should-Stop-Bashing-State-Tests.aspx. Additional discussion of

chronic weaknesses in local assessment practices can be found in the works of Guskey (2015) and
Brookhart (2010) that are cited in endnote 26.

Bryk, A. S., Sebring P. B, Allensworth, E., Luppescu, S., and Easton, J. Q. (2010). Organizing Schools
for Improvement: Lessons from Chicago. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Payne, Charles M. (2008). So Much Reform, So Little Change: The Persistence of Failure in Urban
Schools. Cambridge: Harvard Education Press.

See, for example, Manna, P. (2015). Developing Excellent Principals to Advance Teaching and
Learning: Considerations for State Policy. New York: Wallace Foundation www.wallacefoundation.org
and Anderson, E. and Reynolds, A.L. (2016). A Policymaker’s Guide to Research-Based Policy for
Principal Preparation Program Approval and Licensure. University Council for Educational
Administration (UCEA).

Illinois School Leadership Advisory Council. (2016). ISLAC Final Report. Center for the Study of
Educational Policy, Illinois State University. Tozer, S. & Rutledge, D., Chairs. Normal, IL.
https://news.illinoisstate.edu/2016/03/illinois-school-leadership-advisory-council-islac-final-report-released/
Rowland, C. Improving Educational Outcomes: How State Policy Can Support School Principals as

Instructional Leaders (Washington, D.C.: National Governors Association Center for Best Practices,
June 25, 2015). p. 3 https://www.nga.org/files/live/sites/NGA/files/pdf/2015/1506SupportingPrincipals.pdf
Op. cit. lllinois School Leadership Advisory Council, p. 22

Ibid. p. 26

Ibid. p. 20

For more on Aycock’s story and fuller discussion of school funding in America, see the National

Public Radio series on school funding http://www.npr.org/series/473636949/schoolmoney
See: http://www.chicagotribune.com/ct-sta-kadner-sudies-st-0327-20150326-column.html
Belfield, C.R. and Levin, H.M. (2007) The Price We Pay: Economic and Social Consequences of

Inadequate Education. Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution.
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APPENDIX A
Relationships between Equalized Assessed Valuation,

Instructional Spending and School Effectiveness
Chicago and Suburban Chicagoland
VS.

Northern lllinois

Equalized assessed valuation (EAV) is the measure used by the lllinois State Board of
Education to represent taxable property values in local school districts. Per pupil spending for
instruction includes expenditures that directly support instruction but excludes other costs of
district operations.

While deep analysis of the relationship between school funding and school effectiveness is
beyond the scope of this report, regional shifts in school effectiveness during the NCLB era
correspond quite closely with regional shifts in local property values and per pupil spending for
instruction.

The two pages that follow summarize shifts in school effectiveness, EAV and per pupil
instructional spending in suburban Chicagoland, and compare them with similar shifts in
northern lllinois

e Trends in school effectiveness between 2001 and 2016:
o On average, school effectiveness in Chicago and suburban Chicagoland increased by
about 10 points across the entire low-income continuum.
o On average, school effectiveness in northern lllinois rose in wealthier districts but
remained unchanged at the lower end of the low-income continuum.
e Trends in per pupil EAV between 2001 and 2016:
o Substantial dollar growth in both suburban Chicagoland and northern lllinois
e The percent of parity between northern lllinois and suburban Chicagoland stayed
roughly constant across the full low-income continuum.
e Trends in per pupil instructional spending between 2001 and 2016:
o Substantial dollar growth in both suburban Chicagoland and northern lllinois
o The percent of parity between northern lllinois and suburban Chicagoland districts:
e increased in districts with low-incidence of low-income enroliments
e decreased in districts with mid-range and high incidence of low-income
enrollment.
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Upstate/Downstate

On Average, Chicago and Suburban Chicagoland Districts Had
Big, Upward Shifts in School Effectiveness at All Points on the
Low-income Continuum between 2001 and 2016

w0 — 2016 Trend line

)01 Trend line
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15-Year Shifts in Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) Per Pupil and
Per Pupil Spending for Instruction in Suburban Chicagoland: 2001 to 2016

Districts with Low Incidence, Mid-Range and High Incidence of Low-Income Enroliment

Equalized Assessed Valuation Per Pupil

Loww Middle High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 | S230,240 $169,520 S87,.562
2016 | S5423,391 $266,350 $129,769

Instruction Spending Per Pupil

Loww Middle High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 S4.478 54,036 53,820
2016 S7,.147 S7.500 S6,400
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Upstate/Downstate

Between 2001 and 2016, School Effectiveness in
Northern lllinois Rose in Wealthier Districts but Stayed
Constant in Most Districts at the Lower End of the Low-Income Continuum
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Percent of EAV Parity with Suburban Chicagoland Was Roughly Constant under NCLB;

Percent of Instructional Spending Parity Declined under NCLB except in Wealthier Districts

Districts with Low Incidence, Mid-Range and High Incidence of Low-Income Enrollment
Equalized Assessed Valuation Per Pupil

Laovwr riddile High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 S101,. 307 SE6,503 L657,.824
4956 51%6 TTo
2016 S205, 733 S5142,097 So7, 111
A49%6 53%6 F5%6
Instruction Spending Per Pupil
Lo Middle High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 $3,514 53,680 53,900
T8% 91% 102%6
2016 S6,041 $6, 186 S$6,026
85% 82% 94%6
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Upstate/Downstate

The remaining pages of Appendix A summarize shifts in achievement
and demographics in each of the 9 northern lllinois districts that are
members of the Large Unit District Association.

Northern
Illinois

Central
Illinois

LUDA Districts Regions for this Report
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Achievement and Demographics in the

9 Member Districts of the Large Unit District Association in

NORTHERN ILLINOIS

e Belvidere 100
e DeKalba2s

¢ Freeportids
e Harlem122

e Oswego308

e Rockford 205
e Sterling5

e Sycamore 427
e Yorkville 115
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Freeport District 145
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Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes

2001 through 2016

Freeport District 145
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Oswego District 308
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Oswego CUSD 308
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Sterling District 5
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Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Sterling District 5
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Yorkville District 115
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Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016
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APPENDIX B
Relationships between Equalized Assessed Valuation,

Instructional Spending and School Effectiveness
Chicago and Suburban Chicagoland
VS.

Central lllinois

Equalized assessed valuation (EAV) is the measure used by the lllinois State Board of
Education to represent taxable property values in local school districts. Per pupil spending for
instruction includes expenditures that directly support instruction but excludes other costs of
district operations.

While deep analysis of the relationship between school funding and school effectiveness is
beyond the scope of this report, regional shifts in school effectiveness during the NCLB era
correspond quite closely with regional shifts in local property values and per pupil spending for
instruction.

The two pages that follow summarize shifts in school effectiveness, EAV and per pupil
instructional spending in suburban Chicagoland, and compare them with similar shifts in central
Illinois

e Trends in school effectiveness between 2001 and 2016:
o On average, school effectiveness in Chicago and suburban Chicagoland increased by
about 10 points across the entire low-income continuum.
o On average, school effectiveness in central lllinois remained unchanged across the
entire low-income continuum.
e Trends in per pupil EAV between 2001 and 2016:
o Substantial dollar growth in both suburban Chicagoland and central lllinois
o Percent of parity between central lllinois and suburban Chicagoland districts:
e stayed constant in districts with low incidence of low-income enrollments
e increased in districts with mid-to-high incidence of low-income enroliments.
e Trends in per pupil instructional spending between 2001 and 2016:
o Substantial dollar growth in both suburban Chicagoland and central lllinois
o Percent of parity between central lllinois and suburban Chicagoland districts:
e stayed constant in districts with low incidence of low-income enrollments
e decreased in districts with mid-to-high incidence of low-income enrollments
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On Average, Chicago and Suburban Chicagoland Districts Had
Big, Upward Shifts in School Effectiveness at All Points on the
Low-income Continuum between 2001 and 2016

H- — 2016 Trend line

)01 Trend line

AT/ABOVE
STATEWIDE MEDIAN
£ 3

o

-] * & w [ = 1x
PERCENT LOW -SWCOME ENBOULMENT

15-Year Shifts in Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) Per Pupil and
Per Pupil Spending for Instruction in Suburban Chicagoland: 2001 to 2016

Districts with Low Incidence, Mid-Range and High Incidence of Low-Income Enroliment

Equalized Assessed Valuation Per Pupil

Lo Middle High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 | S$230,240 5169,520 S$87,562
2016 | S5423.391 $266,850 $129,769

Instruction Spending Per Pupil

Loww Middle High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 S . ATH 54,036 $3,820
2016 $7,147 $7,.500 $6,400
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On Average, School Effectiveness in
Central lllinois Districts Stayed Constant at All Points on the
Low-Income Continuum between 2001 and 2016

= — 2016 Trend line

2001 Trend line
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Percent of EAV Parity with Suburban Chicagoland Increased under NCLB;

Percent of Instructional Spending Parity Declined under NCLB

Districts with Low Incidence, Mid-Range and High Incidence of Low-Income Enrollment
Equalized Assessed Valuation Per Pupil

Lo mliddle High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 SE7F.e812 S7S5,. 116 SE0,.3 L0
38%6 4.9%46 69%
2016 $154,278 S132,672 S100, 882
36%6 50%% 78%6
Instruction Spending Per Pupil
Laovwr MMiddle High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 S3,. 470 53,893 S3,.876
TT7% 91% 102%:
2016 55,580 55,425 55,640
T8%% Te% 85%
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The remaining pages of Appendix B summarize shifts in achievement
and demographics in each of the 17 central lllinois districts that are
members of the Large Unit District Association.

Northern
llinois

Central
{llinojs

LUDA Districts Regions for this Report
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Shifts in Achievement and Demographics in the

17 Member Districts of the Large Unit District Association in

CENTRAL ILLINOIS

e Ball-Chatham 5

e Bloomington87
e Champaigna

e Danville118

e Decatur 61

e Dunlap 323

* Galesburg 205

e Jacksonville 117
e Kankakee 111

e Mattoon2

e Mclean County 5
e Moline-CoalVvalley40
e PeorialSo

e Quincy172

e Rock Island 41

e Springfield 186

e Urbanaillé6
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Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Ball-Chatham District 5
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Ball-Chatham District 5
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Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Champaign 4 All lllinois
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Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Decatur District 61
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Decatur District 61
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Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8

Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Galesburg District 205
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Percant of
Al FE-12 Enrollment

Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Galesburg District 205
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Kankakee District 111 All lllinois
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

McLean County District 5
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Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

McLean County District 5
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Rock Island District 41 All llinois
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Urbana District 116
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Urbana District 116

All lllinois
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Upstate/Downstate

APPENDIX C
Relationships between Equalized Assessed Valuation,

Instructional Spending and School Effectiveness
Chicago and Suburban Chicagoland

VS.

Southern lllinois

Equalized assessed valuation (EAV) is the measure used by the lllinois State Board of
Education to represent taxable property values in local school districts. Per pupil spending for
instruction includes expenditures that directly support instruction but excludes other costs of
district operations.

While deep analysis of the relationship between school funding and school effectiveness is
beyond the scope of this report, regional shifts in school effectiveness during the NCLB era
correspond quite closely with regional shifts in local property values and per pupil spending for
instruction.

The two pages that follow summarize shifts in school effectiveness, EAV and per pupil
instructional spending in suburban Chicagoland, and compare them with similar shifts in
southern lllinois.

e Trends in school effectiveness between 2001 and 2016:

o On average, school effectiveness in Chicago and suburban Chicagoland increased by
about 10 points across the entire low-income continuum.

o On average, school effectiveness in southern Illinois rose modestly in wealthier and
poorer districts but remained unchanged at most districts in the middle of the low-
income continuum.

e Trends in per pupil EAV between 2001 and 2016:

o Substantial dollar growth in both suburban Chicagoland and southern Illinois

o The percent of parity between southern lllinois and suburban Chicagoland stayed
roughly constant in most districts but rose from 41% to 67% in districts with high
incidence of low-income enrollment.

e Trends in per pupil instructional spending between 2001 and 2016:

o Substantial dollar growth in both suburban Chicagoland and southern Illinois

o The percent of parity between southern lllinois and suburban Chicagoland districts:
e Stayed constant in districts with low-incidence of low-income enrollments
e decreased In districts with mid-range and high incidence of low-income

enroliment.
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On Average, Chicago and Suburban Chicagoland Districts Had
Big, Upward Shifts in School Effectiveness at All Points on the
Low-income Continuum between 2001 and 2016

H- ] — 2016 Trend line
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15-Year Shifts in Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) Per Pupil and
Per Pupil Spending for Instruction in Suburban Chicagoland: 2001 to 2016

Districts with Low Incidence, Mid-Range and High Incidence of Low-Income Enroliment

Equalized Assessed Valuation Per Pupil

Loww Middle High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 | $230,240 S169,520 S$87.562
2016 | S5423,391 $266,850 $129,769
Instruction Spending Per Pupil
Loww Middle High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 54,478 54,036 $3,820
2016 S7,14a7 S7,.500 $6, 200
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Upstate/Downstate

Between 2001 and 2016, School Effectiveness in Southern lllinois
Rose in the Wealthiest and Poorest Districts but Stayed Constant in
Most Districts in the Middle of the Low-Income Continuum

100 — 2016 Trend line

s 2001 Trend line

75

50

PERCENT AT/ABOVE
STATEWIDE MEDIAN

25

Percent of EAV Parity with Suburban Chicagoland Was Roughly Constant under NCLB;

Percent of Instructional Spending Parity Declined under NCLB except in Wealthier Districts

a0 &0
PERCENT LOW-INCOME ENROLLMENT

a0 100

Districts with Low Incidence, Mid-Range and High Incidence of Low-Income Enroliment

Equalized Assessed Valuation Per Pupil

Lo Middle High
Incidence Range= Incidence
2001 S63,995 546,599 SAD, TSSO
28%%6 2F %% QT 2o
2016 S133,.599 SE1,.7as S79,.048
32%6 31°%6 61%6
Instruction Spending Per Pupil
Loww Middle High
Incidence Range Incidence
2001 S3,.337 53,666 53,876
75% 91% 101%
2016 55,296 55,723 S5, 6440
TAa%s T6% 88%c
Center for Urban Education Leadership, University of Illinois at Chicago Page 96



Upstate/Downstate

The remaining pages of Appendix C summarize shifts in achievement
and demographics in each of the 6 southern lllinois districts that are
members of the Large Unit District Association.

Northern
Illinois

Central
llinois

LUDA Districts Regions for this Report
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Achievement and Demographics in the

6 Member Districts of the Large Unit District Association in

SOUTHERN ILLINOIS

SOUTHERN ILLINOIS (6)

« Alton11

* Cahokia 187

* Collinsville 10

« East 5t. Louis 189
+ Effingham40

« Marion2
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Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Alton District 11

READING MATH
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Alton District 11
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Collinsville District 10
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Collinsville District 10
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Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Effingham District 40
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Effingham District 40
97

92

40
34

Porcontof
AN PE-1Z Eneclmant

E—
2001 2002|2003 2004 2005 2005 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011|2012 I013 2013 2015 2016

W Low Incone 34_3?_35.2’ 3T W"ﬂﬁ* W_ﬁ_ﬂ.'ﬂlq ﬂ'_ﬂ

% Mobality 'IT_'I.'i_H_'Ii 1= li_u_ﬁ_n 'IZ_:I."_H_'I.'I_R 'Il_i
= White 97 97 97 &7 9 09 95 95 95 95 W 93 9 93 2 R
— Lating 1_2_1.112_2_1.2 1_!_1.!.! 3_!
— AN 1_1_1_[]1_1_1_[ ]_1_1_1_] 1_1
_—%Wlﬂ-mlllﬂ_ﬂ_u_ﬂ 1 I_l_l_l 1_3_2_]_5 3_3

.
Enrollment in Grades 3-8

1500
=
= 1400
g
£ ow _:Bm_—-—\
i 1200 1186”1210
E um '
=

1000

Center for Urban Education Leadership, University of Illinois at Chicago

:m 004 | 2003 2000 2007 | 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 mu.mm.m.mm:
Hflr‘ﬁll‘l‘l_llm BIT_HIN Lﬁﬁ_ll?ﬁ_]zii_llﬂ_lm J.Ilﬁ_llBﬁ 1159_1153_]1&_].210_

Marion District 2

H

£

5% 55

cC =

sw

ES

=

.

2 31

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2003 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Flewincome 31 29 31 32 34 3 35 35 3@ 43 4 47 S0 51 54 55
% Mahility I I8 N 17 M 19 M 19 XN 1B I I7T 17T 15 W 17
m—, Whille 41 51 60 B BF B4 B4 A5 B4 B4 B3 B2 BS B E2 @D
w— Black 7 B B 9 B q 5 9 0 v 9 g B 9 B a
e Lating 1 1 1 1 2 x 2 z 2 3 g g 3 3 3 3
i Multi-racial 0 1) 1) i} 1 z 2 2z 3 3 L] L] 3 -] B 7
.
Enrollment in Grades 3-8

il
z
§ 1876
H
= 1800 4 M
£ 722 y
z 1709
z

1600

|03 | 0V 2005 2006 2007 208 | 2003|2010 2011 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2018
Msran 1722 | 1763 1795 1759 1751 1816 | 1615 1709 | 1730 1717 | 1799 1777 | 1804 1876

All lllincis

o O
;i 5049
£ o037
S —, T
15—

*|2001/2082 2003 2004 2005 2005 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

*mlml_y_ﬁﬁwlw W‘l_‘“ Qﬁ“wﬂﬂ_ﬂm
% Maoshi ity _'IT_].J' 1&17.10 16 15_151‘ u_la:l.a 131!_1: n
=¥, White 60 59 5 58|57 56 5 |54 53 53 51 51 51 50| 49 &
i, Bl ch _ll_illlu.m IIM_IE il m_mlx 13]3_1.3 m
p—3; LAKIND _15_15 17 13_1.8 19 ].‘l_ll] 21 !l_um !‘25_15 %
_—%Mﬂﬁ-ﬂ‘ﬂ_a_ﬂl*'_] 13_333_3]33_33
.

Enroliment in Grades 3-8

AF0000
o
£ 957,938
£ waom-
=
i
5 w0
2 9I2.014
S auom
k3 &68,530
m[m I naE 0M o Hoe 0R nos Hos o w1 e Iy M s e
AN VA D67, 16 865,305 063,301 ) A2 LR3I 957,25 20200 921014 82346 920,312 6% 163 41606 O 155 #8000
t
§ 60
= : ___-"'-'-—__
ik 50
EE 49
w
g 37
S
%

" 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2305 2007 2008 2009 010/2011 2012 2013 2014 2915 006

Wlowincome| 37 |38 35 39 0 A0 £ N 43 4 |46 W S0 52 5 5
WMebllity |17 47 16 17 16 16 15 15 14 13 13 B 13 12 12 u
ek Whitt 60 50 % 58 57 56 % 54 5 5 51 51 5 50 &8 49
i Black N M n|W W W BB BB BB LT
wiilsfino |35 16 17 B |1B 19 15 30 L X 13 ¥ M 15 235 B
wMaltacsl| 3 4 4 4|1 2 2 3 % 3|83 3 3 i 3 3

Foumber of Students

Enrollment in Grades 3-8

A0 000
457,936

0

430000 1
922,014
430,000 1
B48, 530

80000

A MH | DE | BN XN OHE | B | D0 N D0 | XD NN DK | N
A Wik 057,836 861305 59 2irk | Duin 60 4 LE3D 07, 2 0200 | DL $13A483 1300 008 06 BB 09,155 B0

Page 104



Upstate/Downstate

Center for Urban Education Leadership, University of Illinois at Chicago Page 105



Upstate/Downstate

APPENDIX D

On Average, Chicago and Suburban Chicagoland Districts Had
Big, Upward Shifts in School Effectiveness at All Points on the
Low-income Continuum between 2001 and 2016

-] — 2016 Trend line

— 2001 Trend line

4

AT/AROVI
STATEWIDE MEDIAN
£

¥

-] >3 - - = -
PERCENT LOW -SWCOME ENBOLULNENT

15-Year Shifts in Equalized Assessed Valuation (EAV) Per Pupil and
Per Pupil Spending for Instruction in Suburban Chicagoland: 2001 to 2016

Districts with Low Incidence, Mid-Range and High Incidence of Low-Income Enrollment

Equalized Assessed Valuation Per Pupil

Lovwr Middle High
Incidence Range Incidemnce
2001 S230, 290 S169, 520 S87.562

2016 S5423,391

S266,850

5129, 769

Instruction Spending Per Pupil

Lo Middle High
Incidence Rangs Incidence
2001 L ATE 54, 036 L3 =220
2016 S7.1AT SF.S00 S6, L0
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The remaining pages of Appendix D summarize shifts in achievement
and demographics in Chicago and the 22 suburban Chicagoland
districts that are members of the Large Unit District Association.
Suburban Chicagoland includes districts in DuPage, Kane, Lake,
McHenry, suburban Cook and Will counties.

Northern
Ilinois

Central

lilinos:

LUDA Districts Regions for this Report
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Shifts in Achievement and Demographics in the

23 Member Districts of the Large Unit District Association in

Suburban Chicagoland

¢ Aurora East 131

¢ Aurora West129

¢ Barrington 220

¢ Batavia 101

¢ Central 301 (Burlington)

* Chicago 299

¢ Crete-Monee 201V

¢ CUSD 200 (Wheaton)

¢ CUSD 300 (Algonquin)

¢  Elmhurst 205

* Geneva3ong

¢ Huntley158

¢ Indian Prairie 204 (Aurora)
¢ Kaneland 302 (Maple Park)
¢ Lake Zurich 95

¢ Naperville 203

¢ Plainfield 202

¢ Round Lake 116

¢ St. Charles 303

* U-46 (Elgin)

* ValleyView 365U (Romeoville)
¢  Waukegan 60

¢  Woodstock 200
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Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Aurora East District 131
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Aurora East 131
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Barrington District 220

READING MATH
....... ] .-----D'l
L Bangon et - . Bi!r;!i;lglun
2% o™ 2% e
o -
In2016 Tn = In 2016 76
gannni® o ."L"l
R et
lllll P ."."""l ol ||ﬂlll"'.".
---------
Batavia District 101
READING MATH
N0t g, 20
".uD'"'"" II.--IDI..
27% .I||l"'"l"""“""" . 23% Iull.ul"'"l ...... -
..lﬂ""l .lD.".
Chicago

Chicago

29 |n 2016 299 In 2016 70% .

2% il
L '
Inlll.... |l|'l|l|Dl..
. al M Batavia
41’{' 0 Batavia 41% |lllI 101
IIII.I.... ll...
lllll‘ |l"lI u lll|I'DIllI
n

""I'". Chicago Illll". Chicago

' 299 o s
i’ !

Center for Urban Education Leadership, University of Illinois at Chicago Page 111



Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Barrington District 220
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

Central District 301 (Burlington)
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Geneva District 304
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016

Lake Zurich 95

B

H
=
k]
E =
E§-
g
z
£
]
- e ———————
2001 2002(3003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2)08| 2009| 2010(2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016/
% Low Income 3 1_1_!_!_5_5_5_6_8_91{!11 12_15_11_
2 Mability 55_5_5_5_5_5_5_4_4_434!_3_!_
e WL a3 nslsnaemummuu 83 82 m_al_m_
p— LERIO Iﬂ_ _1_5 5_5_6_5_6_5??9_7_9_
% Asian 3 Ly 4 L] 4 5 5 5 & ] ] 7 7 7 B 8
s Iulti-recial D_Il_ll_l_l_l_!_l_!_2212_1_2_
Enroliment in Grades 3-8
3400
32&0'3]..5

Mumber of Stedents
1
=

20O+

2003 2004 2005
Lake funch| 3145 3035 FIEG FA31

Parcentof
Al PE-12 Fra il nt

% Low Income;, 1 |
* Mability

=%, White
== Black
=% Latifng
(=% Asian

Mamilber ol Siudents

0
00

[maperaile goa7 8877 | B7S4 | B6S2 @516 6388 | 2

\\

2685 )
ﬂ 25m|

2508 2005 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 2014 | 2015 | 2018

2007 2008
ZHES ZRAD  27OE  26B5 1649 1634 2637 | 2547 1506 ES10

Naperville District 203

i \
_ 65

12

| 2001 2002 2003|2004 2005 2005|2007 2008 2009|2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
3 10

s

B
5
5

Zeades
B RRERE
ot
R
e

T
a3
2
5
12

HMEICE -]
Ewwde

EIMEIE
e
Mt
pEE L
DO
HEwg s
CEIBCISE

RO EE AR
nrollment in Grades 3-8
8347
\8132
M\-ﬁrsyﬂ

09 | 2010 | 2011 2002
EL | B132 | BO45 7058

m

2003 2004 2005 | 2008 2007 2008 20 2013 ZDM_NB_MIH-.

7934 7792 | 7519 | 7399

All lllinois

%9

Paicental

Al PE-12 Enrclmant

"~ |200u[2002 2003 2004 2005 2005 2007 2008 2009 2010/2011 2012 2003 2014 1015 2015

Wlowincoms 37 3B 3B 33 A 4 41 41 43 &5 48 @ N0 3 OB W0
% Mok lity @1 o’ W W 1% 13 ¥ 1B 13 13 1B 1R non
—, White 60 59 5 58 57 56 55 3 53 5 51 51 51 50 49 &
et Black 1 21 M 1 N XN XN 19 1M 19 1B 18 18 1B 18 17
p—; Lating (15 |16 17 18 |18 19 19 |20 21 21 23 M M 5 5 B
s, Wl racial | 3 q 4 4 1 2 2 L] 3 3 L] 3 3 L] 3 3
Enrollment in Grades 3-8

AP0, 000

-

H 957,936

£ esqm0

=

Z

S 9anm

! 922,014

= @06 |

z 858,530
000 o on | wm [ a2 | s | e | min | son | som | i | an | mm | oa
AN 867,085 §63A05 965, BirL | Db 64D 00 L3 09,208 08 200 020014 841 031,372 118 16E S6A06 008165 B8 030
t
§ <60
= e
Tk 50
EE 49
= |
= 37
e

—

" 2001[2002 2003 2004 2005 2005 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 V13 2014 2015 016

Wlowincome 37 | 38 | 33 39 |90 40 4l (4l 43 5 48 M B R MW B
% Wobility AR SR AR AR AR AR AR IR SR -AE-AN IR AR IR AR
=%, Whitn 6} |59 5% 58 57 56 5 5 53 5 51 51 5 50 @ &
=% Black (4N HN oA N W W 131w 118 1B 1B 1B BT
", Lating |15 % 17 1B |18 19 19 0 2 2|23 M M B B
_—%Wlﬁ-mﬂ_a_!l!_] T 1|8 3|83 |3 % 8 3 3% 8
Enrollment in Grades 3-8

470,000

£ 457,936

E w000t

&

S 93000 |

X 922,014

T 0000 |

z 898,530
000 +

Mol | M s | 20 | 2009 | 008 | M0V | A0 | 31| R | min | A | M | a1

AN Waiale|B6 7,8 56 86 205 969,301 |40, 6.0 D1 633 01228 20,200 RLOM 13A0 021,302 60 163 81 GA0E 908,156 695,000

Center for Urban Education Leadership, University of Illinois at Chicago

Page 124



Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts

READING

In 2001

T e

et
]
Chicago
299

In 2016

41+

Chicago
299

READING

27%  yuuens! 0

" Elgin
Ul U-46
Chicago

299

Center for Urban Education Leadership, University of Illinois at Chicago

St. Charles District 303

s

L}
§t. Charlas
303

g
Chicago

289

68 %
1k
TLLLLY
n" .H
o™ st Charles
n
ML
(1]

U-46 (Elgin)

23.%--I """" -

Chicago
299

23?’" ..... II"""l

MATH
In 2001 T .
In 2016 73%
LLL} .H.....
R
l...--!jlll".
MATH
In 2001 .
48% . . .lll| "
ID.... "
In 2016
485
41% ".D...l'
ETLLLC
Page 127



Upstate/Downstate

Demographic Changes
2001 through 2016
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Upstate/Downstate

Shifts in Percent of Students in Grades 3-8
Scoring At/Above Statewide Medians in LUDA Districts
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