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Math Main NAEF Scores, 1990-2002

{average scale scores)

11

1950 1952 1946

1950-2002 Change in
Change SO Units

Grade 4 213 220 224 228
Grade 8 263 268 272 275
Grade 12 294 499 304 301

15 AT

12 A3
T A9

As measured by the Nationd! Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), for grades 4, 8, and 12

MAEP data are exprossed as scale scores, ranging from O to 500,




Reading Main NAEP Scores, 1992-2002 Table
(average scale scores) 1.2

1994 1998 2000 2002 1990-2002 Change in
Change S0 Units

Grade 4 217 214 217 217 219 2 O
Grade 8 260 260 264 E 264 4 11
Grade 12 292 287 291 . 287 & ~15
Source: Standard Deviations in 1992 were: Grade 4, 36 points; Grade 8, 35 poinls; Grade 12, 33 poinls

As measurad by the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), for grades 4, 8, and 12.
MAEF data are expressed as scale scores. ranging from O to 500,




How much is a STANDARD DEVIATION?

Average American adult woman’s height:
63.7 inches

0.2 standard deviations taller =
Half an inch (maybe perceptible)

0.5 standard deviations taller =
One and a quarter inches (clear difference in height)

Source: National Center for Health Statistics: http ://www.cd c.gov/nchs/about/major/nhanes/ Anthropometric%20Measures.htm




Converting Z-scores to Percentile Ranks

Z-score Percentile
-1.00 16"
-0.50 31°
-0.20 42"
0.00 50"
0.20 58"
0.50 69"
1.00 84th




State tests show math gains
outpacing gains in reading...

Achievement Momentum Index by subject, 1999-2002

But improvement is

slowing in both subjects. fns
Source: Test data obtained from L
40 states (and the District of

Columbla) that administersd

the same achisvemant test in

consecutive yaars; U5,
Departrment of Education,
Mational Canter for Education
Statistics, Common Cora of
Diata, “State Mondiscal Survey
af Public Elementary,Secondary
Education,” 2000-01




State tests show 4th graders making
greater gains than older students...

Achievement Momentum Index by grade, 19992002

But the progress of 10th
graders has slowed for two
consecutive years.

Sounta: Tast data abtained from
48 states (and the District of
Columbia) that administered

the same achievement test in
consecutive years; ULS.
Cepartment of Education,
Mational Center for Education

Statistics, Common Core of
Drata, “State Mon-fiscal Survey
af Public Elementary, Sacondary
Education,” 2000-01.




Characteristics of Urban, Suburban, and Rural Schools Table

Urban Suburban Rural
“% of Nation’s Students A0 43 27
“% of MNation's Schools 24 a4 42
Mean School Size G663 G55 392
% Free,/Reduced Lunch 57 32 a9
% White ar 66 80
“% Black 33 13 &
% Hispanic 24 15 T
% Aslan L b+ i
% Native American i i i
Per Pupil Expenditure %6676 56,229 5,734
% of Revenue from State 45 44 63

Source: National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES), "Mawigating Resources for Rural Schools: Public
Elementary and Secondary Students, Schools, Pupil/Teacher Ratios, and Finances, by Typa of Locale: 1998
and 1999° (NCES 2001); National Center for Educational Statistics (NMCES), 2002 Comman Core of Data.



Achievement and Socioeconomic Characteristics for Rural Schools
{2002)

Schools Poverty Bace Achievement

u Fres % Mon- Mean
M bssr Lungh white LECore
of Rural b in Rural State in Rural State in Fural
State Schools in State Schools Average Schools Avarage Schools

Arizona 464 27.3 341 43.3 53186 50.3 -0.23*
California 14.4 44.3 48.1 aTi 59.8 0.11*
Colorado 40.1 30.8 1.2 21.5 316 0.20*
Florida 22.8 44.1 47.4 318 47.4 0.16*
Georgia 50.8 47.9 50.0 34.9 47.7 0.10*
Loulslana 46.0 62.6 644,10 408 b2.1 0.05

Massachusetts 211 131 27.0 6.0 23.8 0.28%
Michigan 40.4 3.4 3b6.6 256.5 0.19%
Minnesota 324 17.9 -0.07

North Carolina 66.6 46.1 41.4 0.06

Pennsylvania 40.3 259 20.8 0.16*
South Carolira 54,5 596 . d 48 3 .21+
Texas 31.9 47 .0 ; 016+

Wisconsin 1. N | 251 020
Fsnnre = )

MUTE: AnFona s poserty data are trom 2001, lest scores collected rom each stete's deparimeant of education,

Source: Demaogranhic data rrom the Mational Center tor Educational statisthes [NGES),

FO0Z Carnimicwt Core of Daila




Rural 12th graders graduate from
high schools in large numbers...

Percentage of students

But they are under-
represented among a4
college applicants.

o

Source: Data abtained from the NCES
wabsite “Mavigating Resources
for Rural Schoals®:

hitp:s Sncas.ad o survey s, ruralad

Ad.3

B - Graduating from High School

% Applying to College




Homework Study Conclusions

The typical student, even in high school, does
not spend more than an hour per day on
homework.

The homework load has not changed much
since the 1980s.

Students whose homework increased In the last
decade are are those who previously had no
homework and now have a small amount.

Most parents feel the homework load Is about
right.



Recommendations

e Take anti-homework articles with a grain
of salt.

e Follow the PTA guidelines on homework.
e Understand that homework varies.

e |f a homework problem exists, solutions
should come from parents and teachers, not
policy interventions.



Charter School Achievement Table
{scores expressed as adjusted z-scores, N=569) 3 1

2002002
2000 2001 2002 Z-stomn Gain

* p« 06, two-tailed test of z-score =0

MNOTE: /-scores adjusted for poverty and racial composition., Standard error in parentheses,




Number of Failing Charter Schools
{July 2003)

Charter Schools All Public Schools

schools MNumber Percent Bchools MNumber Percent
in Study Failing Failing in State Failing Failing

Arizona [ ! g 11.2% 1.489 346 23.2%
Califomnia 132 B9 52.2% 8,238 3,715 45.1%
Colorado 81 i 2.0% 1,516 BG 5. 7%
Florida ) 0 0.0% 2,616 10 0.3%
Massachusetts 26 ) 34.6% 1,858 209 11.2%
Michigan 11.7% 3,612 1 3.4%

Minnesota 33.3% 1,968 266 13.4%
Pennsylvania T8.1% 3,172 40.3%
Texas & 12.6% G894 14.5%
Wisconsin 2 11.1% 2,066 72 3.6%

Total 140 24.6% 33,329 7,103 21.3%

MOTE: Each state has its own criteria, based on individual state tests_for determining whether or not 3
schood is failing,

mounge: Data compulad mem respective state | :':.'|i|'l.""|'l'll.!"'| of Education webhsites,

This table was fllll"':'.'l|::.' presented in lom Loveless, “Charter =chodl Achievem2nt and scoountabil |':|' "R
Faul Petersan and Martin West (eds, ), No Child Left Behindy The Politics and Practice of docouniability
Washington, DG Brookings Institutian Press, (forthcoming)




Characteristics of California Conversion Charter Schools

California Regular
Conversion Charters Start-up Charters Public Schools

{N=66) {N=6&) (N=6.623)

Enrollment (median) 633 234 669
Poverty ! 42%

White

Black

Hispan e

Aslan

Urban

Suburban

Rural

MNOTE: Mean entallments: Comersion = T46, Start-up = 487, CA Regular Public School = 837




Callfornla Charter School Achlevement Table

34

{scores expressed as adjusted z-scores)

2000-2002
2000 Z-score Gain

Regular Public Schools 0.00 0.00
(N=6.623) (.01} (.01}

All Charters =0.08 ~0.02
(N=132) (.07 (.086)

Conversion Charters 024+ -0.04
(N=G&) {08} (.07

Start-up Charters =0.39* -0.01
(N=G&) (.11} (.08)

* p = .05 twotailed test of z-score =0

NOTE: Conversion charter scores are statistically significantly different (p < .05) from start-up charter
scores in all yvears. Z-scores adjusted for poverty and racial competition. Standard errorin parentheses.




Callfornla Charter School Achlevement
{scores expressed as unadjusted national percentile ranks)

3-5

2000-2002
2000 2001 2002 MPR Gain

Regular Public Schools 49.2 51.2 52.7 +3.5
(N=G.623) (0.2} (0.2) (02) (0.1)

All Charters 46.5 48.9 al.1 +3.6
(N=132) (1.7} (1.7} (1.7} (0.9]

Conversion Charters 46.3 48.6 H0.2 +3.9
(N=6E) (2.5) (2.5) (2.4) (1.3}

Start-up Charters 46.7 49.1 20.0 +3.3
(N=66) (2.3) (2.3] (2.3) (1.3)

MOTE: SAT-2 scores used to measure achievement. Standard errcr in parentheses.




Characteristics of EMO Charter Schools Table
(2002) 3.6

MNon-EMO Regular Public School
(N=4T9) (N=25,614)

Enrollment (median) 248 T 1

Poverty : 42%
White h Y
Black

Hispanic

15% 15%

NOTE: Mean enrollments are: EMO = 507, Non-EMO = 369, Regular Pubdic School




EMO Charter Achievement

[scores exprassed as adjusted z-scores) 3 ?

2000- 2002
2000 Z-score Gain

Regular Public Schools 0.01 0.00
(N=25,614) {.01) (.01)

All Charters -0.53* .25
(N=563) (.08) (-04)

EMO Charter =1.00* +0.41*
(N=5910) (.10} (-08)

Non-EMO Charter <0.44* +0.18*
(N=4T79) {.D6) (.05)

* p= 00, wotalled test of 2-800re = ()

MOTE: £-scores adjusted for poverty and racial composition, Standard errar in parentheseas,




2003 BROWN CENTER REPORT
CONCLUSIONS

National achievement is rising, but at a slower pace than recently.
Gains in math exceed those in reading. Younger students are showing
more improvement than older students.

Test scores indicate that rural schools are doing better than the average
school. Despite this fact, rural students are applying to college at a lower
rate when compared to urban and suburban students.

Students are not overburdened with homework, and the homework load
has not changed much in the past twenty years. Most parents are satisfied
with the current level of homework.

Expertise may contribute to a charter school’s academic achievement.

In California, conversion charters perform as well as start-up charters,
despite serving a greater proportion of urban, poor, and non-white
children. Nationally, charters managed by EMOs have made significantly
greater gains than non-EMO charter schools.
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