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Big changes occurred in student achievement, student demographics and district resources between
2001 and 2016 in the State of IllinoiEhis report summarizes key changes at grades three through
eight inUrbana ad compares them with changes that occurred in central lllinnisthe state as

a whole between 2001 and 2016
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Changes in Demographics and Achievement in Urbath&6

Standardized /Achievemenand SecieEconomicsSiatusrare

CleselycGanneete thimbostrAmerncanSehooltbistricts

The scatter plot on paget2lls twobig storiesabout American public schools:

1 There is a powerful connection between standardized achievement and measofescioceconomic statugSES)

Whereaverage SES high, even the lowesichieving districts score closetiwo grade levels highethan the highest
achieving districts wheraverage SES low.

1 At most points on the SES continuum, there is diface of2 to 3 grade equivalentbetween the highest and lowest
achieving districts

Since average SES is more or less the same at each point on the SES continuum, something other than SES has got to be
causing the differences.

Each point on the scadt plotrepresents one of over three thousasdhool district from a recent study of achievement, so€io
economic status and race in American schbol§he vertical axis shows average achievement scores for gregirer® 2009
through 2013 (shown in gr&dequivalents). The horizontal axis shows the average socioeconomic status of families in each district.

The pointlabeled Urbana 116hows the intersect between average achievement and average-sooimomic status ithe district
between 2009 and 2013During those years

1 Achievement in Urbana 1Masslightly below averagéor districts withsimilarmeasures of socteconomic status
1 Socio-economic status itUrbana 116 was close to the natiorsalerageand achievement was 0.5 grade equivalents below
the average foall school districtmationwide

*Reardon, S.F., Kalogrides, D., & Shores, L. (2017) The Geography of Racial/Ethnic Test Score Gaps (CEPA Workind BPapgetNevdd from Stanforc
Center for Education Policy Analysisttp://cepa.stanford.edu/wp1610
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Changes in Demographics and Achievement in Urbath&6

Relationship between Average District Achievement and the Average SBcimnomic Status of
{ 0 dzR Sy { & QUrleahaYl26and dver 3,00§0ther U.S. Public School District20092013

3 Years ABOVI CIOl2NE Ay Of dzRéasure bfy
Grade Level sociceconomicstatusinclude:
2 Years ABOVE T Family income
Grade Level f Percent of parents with a college degre
1 Percent of single parents
1Year ABOVE 1 Percent foodstamp eligibility
Grade Level 1 Percent unemployed
AT
GRADEEVEL Uegan116
1YearBELOW
Grade Level
2YeasBELOW
Grade Level
3 YeasBELOW
Grade Level
Higher SECINOMIC STATUS Lower
SOURCE wAOKSE azid212= /2ES !'YFEYRFE FyYR . f201=% al ilKSheopshos ReyFeérkTimed Aprd 29} 2@ Réarthoh(58an &

Coz YIFIf2aINARSaAT 5SYSGONI | yROUKYNIDA T S¥ &tyithhs DM Gn &b chnfinrhblive/dR18/04/29ipshwtim éhéydcefand succesdiow-your-school
districtcompares.html?action=click&contentCollection=upshot&region=rank&module=package&version=highlights&contentPlacement=keptiorfesnt&smid=twupshotnyt&smtyp=cur& r=2
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Changes in Demographics and Achievement in Urbath&6

In Most AmeficansSeheoab bistictStandardizedrAchievemerdnd
SedieEconomicsStaitisarel Glosely sAssactatedhwititdRace

The scatter plot on page 4 beldllustrates how unsuccessful most districts have been at breakingltse association between
race, SES and achievement in American sch@ulsit also illustratesthat school effectiveness. .what schools and districtdo to
improve their impact. . .varies a lotacross districts with similar demograpsic The good news on page 4hiat improvementsin
school effectivenessould reaonablyincrease achievemerih most districtdoy between0.75and 2.0gradeequivalents.

The circles on page 4 describe averaghievement ancéverage SES @il U.S. school districts that have at least 100 white, 100
Latino and 100 black studentseach ofgrades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and &reencircles represent thélackpopulation in each disict. Blue
circles represent Latino populations apohk circles representvhite populations Larger circle sizegflect groups with larger
enroliments; smaller circle sizes den@mups with smaller enrollments.

Like the scatter plot on page 2, tluge tellstwo important stories

1 Within-district differences of achievement an8ESre powerfully associated with raceOn average, white students in most
of the districts shown scored at or above grade level and were in the upper third of the SESwWwDNt 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. Average black achievement was between one and two years below grade level, and S&ESrages in
the lowest half of the SES continuum

1 At all points on the SES continuum, achievement differen®eE HINracial groups vary by as much as three grade
equivalents from one district to another Page 4ighlightstwo districts where average SE$ fdack, Latino and white
students is roughly similar, but where achievement in each group is much higher in one district than it is in the other:

o Average white achievement in Charloftéecklenburg iS8.0 grade equivalents higher than it is in Simi ®Aall

0 Average black achievementls grade equivalents higher, and average Latino achievemén®grade equivalents
higherin CharlotteMecklenburg, even thougaverage SES among black and Latino fanmliesver there than in Simi
Valley

These data already control for race and SES. The differences they highlight are measthesldaffectiveness.
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Changes in Demographics and Achievement in Urbath&6

Achievement, Scio-Economic Statuand Race
In a Broad Sampling df.S. Public School Districts

3 Years ABOVI CharlotteMeckIlenburg, NC

Grade Level Average Achievement O Black

Above/Below Grade Level

2 Years ABOVE T Black -0.9 _

Grade Level {l Latino -0.6 O Latino

1 White +2.9
1Year ABOVE . .
Grade Level White/non-Latino
AT
GRADHEEVEL
1 YearBELOW Simi Vallgy, Cp
de L | Average Achievement

Grade Leve Above/Below Grade Leve
2YeasBELOW | Black i:

Grade Level Ttatno -1,

9 white -0.1 o

3 YeasBELOW

Grade Level

Higher SECIONOMIC STATUS Lower

SOURCE wAOKZ az2ii2122 /2EZ !'YIYRI IyR .£t2012Z al (iKShedpstos RevTeérkTimes Aprd 29) Xl R¢artinO
{SIty Cox YIFIf2aINARSES 5SYSHNI IR yJAKR NIBRS3a%L hivh<SDy@h M dsdintBic Shaite G cAvay 2016/0dR BupsBoifmonarhcéadd-sutcess

how-your-schooldistrict-compares.html?action=click&contentCollection=upshot&region=rank&module=package&version=highlights&contentPlacemmie2ggugionfront&smid=tw
upshotnyt&smtyp=cur& r=2
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Changes in Demographics and Achievement in Urbath&6

Changesrimbemographics, knrolmenidandiructional Resaurees

Between 2001 and 2016, leimcome enrollmenin Urbanaincrease by31points from40% to 71% White enrollment declinedy
23 points. Black enroliment increased by 5 points whikgino and multracial enrollmensg eachincreased by @oints. On average,
low-income enrollmentcrosdllinoisincreased by 13 points from 37% to 50%. White enrollment dropped Ippihts, and Laino
enrolimentrose byll points. Average per-pupil spending on instructioroseby 59%in Urbanaandby 74% statewide.

UrbanaDistrict 116 All lllinois ntructional oxvenditure
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2001|2002 2003/ 2004|2005/ 2006 2007|2008 2009|2010|2011 2012 2013|2014/ 2015 2016 2001|2002/ 2003|2004 2005 2006|2007| 2008|2009 2010|2011 2012/ 2013|2014/ 20152016
% Low Income| 40 | 40 | 44 |47 |52 | 55 | 59 | 60 61 63 66 67 | 68 | 70 | 73 | 71 %lowlincome 37 | 38 |38 | 39 | 40 | 40 41 | 41 43 | 45 48 | 49 | 50 | 52 | 54 | 50 2008 6,/41 | 5808
%Mobility |22 |22 27 28 22|25 23|21 20 21 21 18| 20|20 19 20 %Mobilty |17 |17 16 |17 |16 |16 15 15 14 |13 13|13 13|12 12 12
=% White 50 |57 |55 |52 | 50 | 50 48 | 45 | 44 | 43 | 42| 40 | 40 | 39 | 37 | 36 =% White 60 |59 | 50 | 58 |57 | 56 55|54 53|53 51|51 51|50 49 49 2009 1139 | 6,03
=% Black 3133 33 37|33 34 353434 34 35|37 35|35 36 36 =% Black 2121 21 212020 2019 19|19 18|18 18|18 18 17
=% Latino 33 3|4 4 /5/6|6 7 8|1 10 1l n =0% Latino 1516 17 |18 |18 |19 19 | 20 21|21 | 23| 24 | 24| 25|25 | 26 2010 1481 | 6483
==%Multi-racial| 0 | 0 | 0 0 | 6| 6 5|8 9 9 7|7 8|9|9 9 e=%Multiacial 3 | 4 4 4 |1 |2 2|3 3 3|3 3|3|3 3 3
001 | 788 | 6113
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‘Urhana 2032 | 2018 | 1987 | 1910 | 1860 | 1657 | 1689 | 1742 | 1807 | 1843 | 1797 | 1853 | 1939 | 1918 | linois 957,935 963,885 958,301 | 949,642 942,833 937,228 928,200| 922,014 923,403 |921,372(918,383 | 916,108 908,156 898,930 2016 T,g"-” ?le
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Changes in Demographics and Achievement in Urbath&6

Thereiisaas Strong connection:hetween
Low-Income incoliments:andStandardized iAehievement Seores

Composite Math Achievement and Lémcome Enrolimentfor Grades 3 through 8 in Urbamad OtherCentral lllinois SchodDistricts

Central lllinois School Districts 2001 Central Illinois School Districts 2016
Average Low-Income Enrollments: 22% Low-Income Enrollments: 43%

é 100 4 Average Percent Scoring At/Above Statewide Median: 55% é 100 - Average Percent Scoring At/Above Statewide Median: 49%
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Percent Eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch Percent Eligible for Free or Reduced Lunch

Blue pointsin the charts abovehowmath achievement and lovincome enrollment informatiorior each ofthe 256 school districts
that are located between80 and 170 in central lllinoisThe vertical scale shows the percent of students who scored at or above
state-wide medians (50 percentile and above The horizontal scale shathe percent of studentgligible for free or reduced
lunchin each district The geen lines show achievement levels that are ntygicalof eachfree or reduced lunclevel.

In 2001, mostcentrallllinois school districts had low income enrolimetitat were lower than UrbaraQ 40% The 8% ofUrbam
studentswho scored at or above stateide math mediarsin 2001was7 points belowthe All lllinois average batbout the same as
districts withsimilarlow-income enrollments

By 2016Jow-income enrolimentsose byan average of 2 pointsin central lllinois and Bpoints in Urbana Students scoring at or
above statewide math medians dropped to 30% Urbana This was 8 pointsbelow2001and 19 pointsbelowthe 2016 average
for all central lllinois districtslt was alsaa little lower than average foridtricts with comparable lovincome enroliments
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Changes in Demographics and Achievement in Urbath&6

ChangesriiCompositerAbievement imUrbanall6: 2001-2016

The charts below shoehanges irachievementangesfor students in grades-8 between 2001 and 2016 Wrbana 116 Green
bands show the portion aftudents who scoredt or around grade levél Pink and tan bands show students who scored one or
more yearselow gade levet. Blue and purple bands shostudents vho scorecone ormore yearsabovegradelevel* and were
academically on track for college readinasshe end of grade 11Changes irthe averageachievemenof all students in grades
three through eight areshown at the top of each chart.

Reading

15-Year Change in Average Reading Achievement in Grades 3-8
Between 2001 and 2016, average achievement for students in grades 3-8 was:

Down 1.03 Grade Equivalentsor -10 school Months

15%
11%

6%

7%
17%

11%
18% 15%
13% 179%
26%

43%
2001

2016

O>2Years ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 28+
Stanine B-9 [89-99 %ile]

[>2Years ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 24+
Stanine 7 [77-88 %ile]

1 Year ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 21+
Stanine 6 [60-76 %ile]

CJAT or AROUND
GRADE LEVEL
Stanine 5
[40-59 %ile]

01 Year BELOW
Grade Level
Stanine 4
[23-39%ile]

[=>2Years BELOW
Grade Level
Stanine 1-3
[0-22 %ile]

r

15-Year Change in Average Math Achievement in Grades 3-8

Between 2001 and 2016, average achievement for students in grades 3-8 was:

O>2Years ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 28+
Stanine B-9[89-99 %ile]

0>2Y¥ears ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 24+
Stanine 7 [77-88 %ile]

01 Year ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 21+
Stanine 6 [60-76 3ile]

[ AT or ARDUND
GRADE LEVEL
Stanine 5
[40-59 %ile]

[ 1 Year BELOW
Grade Level
Stanine 4
[23-39 %ile]

[>2Y¥ears BELOW
Grade Level
Stanine 1-3
[0-22 %ile]

DOWN 0.91 Grade Equivalents or -9 school Months
12%
12%
6%
16% ZEE
9%
18% 15%
17% 19%
26%
43%
2001
2016

!Achievement bandand grade equivalentare based on thatanine andpercentile rank ofndividualstudentscalescores o state-wide scoring distributios(see chart legends)
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Changes in Demographics and Achievement in Urbath&6

ChangesrnmAihrd Grade:Achievementirbanall6: 20012016

Third grade achievement iscamulativemeasure ostudent learning andhstructional effectivenes®r grades PK through 3For
schoot and districtsize groupsit is also a reliable predictor of future achievement in middle school and high school.

The charts below indicate that averatierd grade achievemerdistrict-wide declined byabout 7 school monthsn reading and
about 5 school months mathbetween2001 and 2016. Students scoring at or above grade level (gbd@nand purplédands)
dropped from57%to 41% inreading androm 59%to 46% inmath. Students who weracademicallyn trackfor an ACT score of
21 or higher at the end of eleventh graddue and purple bands) declined fro42% t026% inreadingand from 4% to %% in

math.

15-Year Change in Average Reading Achievement in Grade 3
Between 2001 and 2016, average achievement for students in grade 3 was:

O=>2Years ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 28+
Stanine B-9[89-99 %ile]

O>2Years ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 24+
Stanine 7 [77-88 %ile]

01 Year ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 21+
Stanine 6 [60-76 3%ile]

AT or AROUND
GRADE LEVEL
Stanine 5
[40-59 %ile]

01 Year BELOW
Grade Level
Stanine 4
[23-39%ile]

[>2 Years BELOW
Grade Level
Stanine 1-3
[0-22 %ile]

Down 0.69 GradeEquivalents or -7  School Months

14%
10% 6%
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18% 15%
15% 15%
13%

20%
30%

40%
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15-Year Change in Average Math Achievement in Grade 3

r

Between 2001 and 2016, average achievement for students in grade 3 was:

[0>2 Years ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 28+
Stanine 8-9 [89-99 %ile]

O=2Years ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 24+
Stanine 7 [77-88 %ile]

1 Year ABOVE
Grade Level
On Track for ACT 21+
Stanine 6 [60-76 3%ile]

CJAT or ARODUND
GRADE LEVEL
Stanine 5
[40-59 %ile]

01 Year BELOW
Grade Level
Stanine 4
[23-39%ile]

CO=2Years BELOW
Grade Level
Stanine 1-3
[0-22 %ile]

DOWN 0.50 Grade Equivalents or -5  School Months

8%
15% 6%

9%
18% 11%
18% 20%
13% 10%
28%
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2001
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Changes in Demographics and Achievement in Urbath&6

Increasesin bevincome bnnolimenisibayvedRosedia ddeep Ghallenge to
Instructional Effectivenessinivast«CentraliHbinoisrSehooitbistricts

Thebottom right quadrants in theharts below show that achievement in central lllinethool districtoften declined compared
with statewide norms when lovincome enrollments increased. But the upper right quadiaftoth charts shows that this trenc
did not happen everywhere. The opposite occurred in about 20%eadthierdistricts(chart on left)and in about 14% of
districtswith higher rates of free or reduced lunch eligibility in 2@0hart on right) Theyellowdiamonds in both charts are
largeunit (LUDA) districtsThe orangediamond in the chart on theghtisUrbana 116

Changes in Composite Math Achievement and-lm@me Enroliments at Grades 3 through &ibana and Othe€entral lllinois Districts:
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