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Oak Park and River Forest High School
201 N. Scoville
Oak Park, IL 60302

An Instruction Commitfee of the Whole Board
August 19, 2008

An Instruction Committee meeting of the Whole Board was held on Thursday, June 19,
2008 in the Board Room. Dr. Millard opened the meeting at 8:31 a.m. Committee
members present were John C. Allen, Jacques A. Conway, Valerie J. Fisher, Dr. Ralph H.
Lee, Dr. Dietra D. Millard, and Sharon Patchak Layman. Also present were: Dr. Attila J.
Weninger, Superintendent; Philip M. Prale, Assistant Superintendent for Cwrriculum and
Instruction; Amy Hill, Director of Research and Assessment; Nathaniel L. Rouse,
Principal; and Gail Kalmerton, Executive Assistance/Clerk of the Board.

Visitors included: Kay Foran, O.P.R.F.H.S. Community Relations and Communications
Coordinator; Janel Bishop, Assistant Principal for Student Health and Safety.

Acceptance of Instruction Committee Minutes of June 19, 2008

It was the consensus of the Instruction Committee members to accept the minutes of the
June Instruction Committee meeting, as presented.

Minority Student Achievement Network (MSAN) Conference

Dr. Weninger and Mr. Prale prepared the following written report:

“The Minority Student Achievement Network held its 10" Annual Conference,
“Designing an Equitable Future: Transforming Innovation Into Practice” in Madison,
Wisconsin from Tuesday, June 24 to Thursday, June 26. The Madison Metropolitan
School District hosted the conference attended by the following representatives from
OPRFHS -~ D200: Dr. Attila J. Weninger, Sharon Patchak-Layman, Nathaniel Rouse,
Linda Cada, Amy Hill, Janel Bishop, Mark Wilson, Bill Grosser, Richard Mertz, Phil
Prale, Devon Alexander, and Suze Ferrier. The conference began on Tuesday, June 24
with two pre-conferences that ran concurrently. The first was titled Focusing on Closing
the Achievement Gap for Latino/a Students which featured a keynote presentation from
Dr. Aida Walqui, Teacher Professional Development Program Director for WestEd. The
second focused on pre-conference on inclusive, collaborative, and culturally responsive
schools and featured a keynote address from Dr. Colleen Capper from UW — Madison on
school leadership that creates integrated and socially just schools.

“Also on Tuesday, the MSAN Governing Board held one of its quarterly, all day
meetings. Reports included a RPC Report, 2008-2009 schedule of meetings, budget
update, data warehouse project, pre-college programs data collection, new MSAN
Member Handbook, and membership update including criteria and application for
membership. Finally and as a result of comments and discussion throughout this past



year, the primary work of this meeting was to develop a strategic plan for MSAN,
moving forward. The group addressed the roles of the Governing Board, the Executive
Committee, the RPC, and the Executive Director. A framework for annual conferences
was developed, and decisions formed regarding job alike conversations, research, and
district mapping/benchmark data collection/cataloguing (a goal but not primary). A sense
of direction and clarity about these topics was fostered at the day’s end, and in October,
the intent is to have these decisions codified and ready for review.

“On Wednesday, June 25, Dr. Madeline Hafner, MSAN Executive Director, and Art
Rainwater, Superintendent of Madison Metropolitan School District and MSAN
Governing Board President, welcomed participants to the main conference. The first
keynote speaker was Dr. Gloria Ladson-Billings who addressed ways for the conference
attendees to move beyond a discussion of the achievement gap to a broader
understanding of an education debt owed to students, families, and communities. On the
second day of the conference, Dr. Ron Ferguson discussed elements worth addressing,
including youth culture, parenting, and school quality, as schools push for excellence and
equity.

“QOver that day and the next, keynote speakers and concurrent sessions focused on
specific issues in literacy and math education, equity and access issues, and inclusion and
disproportionality matters. Our own OPRFHS English teacher, Devon Alexander,
presented a session titled, Idealized vs. Racial Experience of Life. The session was very
well attended and received as Mr. Alexander worked to develop and ratse the awareness
of those in attendance to help them build authentic teacher-student relationships that
reached across racial boundaries. Other sessions focused on promising initiatives from
MSAN member districts including a project developed in collaboration with the Strategic
Education Research Partnership (SERP) Institute on improving the quality of homework
assignments in algebra courses. Dr. John Diamond, current Harvard Associate Professor
and former Research Director for MSAN, presented his research on how students
perceive and encounter racial immequality outside and inside of suburban schools similar to
our own. On Thursday and Friday, June 26-27, the MSAN Research Practitioner’s
Council met to discuss a number of current and future projects in network schools.

“Upcoming MSAN events include the annual Student Conference in Madison,
Wisconsin, September 25-27; RPC and Governing Board meetings on October 24-25.
The 11® Annual MSAN Conference will be held in June, 2009, hosted by the Ann Arbor
and Farmington, Michigan school districts.”

Dr. Weninger spent the majority of his time at the Conference with the governing board.
There has been a big turnover in the last twelve to fourteen months; approximately one-
half of the total group is now new to MSAN. The question continually asked was, what
is MSAN supposed to do for the districts? 1t was decided that its work is now to find a
direction for MSAN. MSAN will be more active in providing services to districts at their
requests. He also noted that a researcher would like to adopt a high school in order to do
research on student achievement.



One of the conference’s focus areas was Latino students. A committee member asked if
there were substantive difference to what is heard more commonly. Ms. Patchak-Layman
attended that particular session and she was unsure there was much difference except for
the language barrier involving Latino students and a set of stereotypes that go along with
language acquisition in being part of the school community, as well as the cultural and
family situation in terms of generational issues. She broadened it to English as a second
language. Students of Latino, Vietnamese, and Polish decent were part of a discussion.
Mostly they discussed the principal of quality teaching for English learners would be the
quality of teaching for any student. When students are learming a second language, much
time is spent on rote activities and language acquisition, instead of rigorous discussions.
Dr, Millard noted that in her job, she finds Asian students are far afield from other
cultures. Mr. Prale noted that one recommendation that came out of the Researcher
Practitioner Council’s meetings was that some Latino families prefer to have
parent/teacher conferences in groups; that is counterintuitive to how the high school does
business. Latino parents are less likely to come to a one-on-one parent/teacher
conference; they prefer a group meeting of three or four families at a time. Ms. Fisher
suggested that they might feel more supported in that type of venue. Dr. Weninger noted
that Lyons Township High School had a 10 percent Latino population and school
personnel went into their homes, in group settings, in the evenings to stress how
important it was for the students to graduate. The Latino family value is to work and not
to go to school. Dr. Millard noted that Korean students work with the parents and still
pull off great grades. She asked how the information demonstrated could be translated
and utilized to the benefit of the students. It is the movement from discussion to
utilization and then to action that is the hard part.

Ms. Patchak-Layman continued that the student workshop focused on those students
going on to college and the challenges that proposed. The Madison School District was
highlighted. Most of the students said 1t was difficult to make the transition to college; it
was only because of one or two high school staff people taking them through the steps of
the process that they were successful. Everyone comes in at different points in terms of
moving on to college and the steps that may be taken as second nature to some are very
difficult for others. More guidance and support is necessary for students in that regard.

Mr. Prale stated that Dr. Weninger had asked the number of OPRFHS participants be
raised to up to 12 persons so that many perspectives from the high school could be at the
table. The advantage of having the conference in Madison was that it kept the travel
expenses low and it was reasonable to send a big team. Dr. Weninger stated that African-
American student achievement has to be addressed, recognizing the challenges of this
community. The District needs to understand what its first point of action should be.

The benefit of having a larger number of people attending the MSAN Conference is to be
able to talk about what they heard. Another important part of the conference was Devon
Alexander’s presentation on student achievement and race. Dr. Lee noted that he had an
article from a Los Angeles newspaper about the achievement gap in a school in which
most of the students were of Latino or Asian heritage. It was an interesting discussion of
that achievement gap, its ramifications, and what attempts were made to deal with it.
While it had nothing to do directly with anything in Oak Park, it was interesting. Dr.



Millard added that the Los Angeles school district has spent significant time dealing with
achievement issues.

Getting back to the MSAN conference, another speaker, Suzanne Donovan of the SERP
Institute, provided an update about a research project that looked at specific homework
assignments to sec which ones improved a student’s skill in algebra. This may beneficial
to OPRFHS. What are useful homework examples that lead to higher outcomes? This
would be a second example of what may come out of membership in MSAN.

Ms. Fisher asked if the District could experiment with parent/teacher conferences, i.e.,
inviting certain parents to a conference and speak generically as to what skills are
necessary without violating confidentiality. Mr. Prale noted that two years ago, they
enlisted case managers of Special Education students and the parental feedback was
good. They liked the idea of clustering taking a 15-minute conference, instead of a six-
minute conference. Ms. Fisher liked the fact that the District was acting on information
garnered from other sites.

Discussion of Board Role in Grant Applications

Dr. Weninger asked the question, “What role does the Board of Education have in the
writing, reviewing, and submission of grants?” The District administration felt its job
was to find and apply for grants. He saw the administration’s role as informing the Board
of Education and affirming its support of the administration’s efforts in student
achievement. The Board of Education’s rofe is to put in place a process by which it
would encourage the administration in its work. He asked if hiring a grant writer would
be appropriate. He asked if the Board of Education wanted to approve the grants first.

Dr. Millard was concerned that four administrators had spent an hour with Ms. Patchak-
Layman regarding the SIP Grant. Dr. Millard questioned whether that was the best use of
the administrator’s time. Ms. Patchak-Layman had originally asked only to read the
grant, noting that it had already been submitted to the ISBE as she finds the reading of
grants to be very helpful in crystallizing the school’s focus... This grant was based on the
School Improvement Plan, which the Board of Education had accepted. Dr. Millard
acknowledged that many Board of Education members have been in the role of writing
grants and for them to see the grant for informational purposes could be helpful. She was
concerned about how much time and energy was being spent by the administration on
requests from Board of Education members.

Dr. Weninger noted that the meeting the administration had with Ms. Patchak-Layman
was a good exchange of ideas and an explanation of other things within the grant. Ms.
Patchak-Layman expressed concern to Ms. Witham about the position of the African-
American Qutreach Coordinator being included in both the grant and the budget. It had
been due diligence on the administration’s part in case there was a question raised at a
board meeting. Ms. Patchak-ILayman reiterated that she had only wanted a copy of the
grant and had not wanted to meet initially.



Ms. Patchak-Layman had questioned something not already approved, the African-
American Outreach Coordinator, as also being part of the high school’s budget; she had
only wanted to read the document. Dr. Lee felt nothing wrong with a Board of Education
member reading a grant proposal and nothing that pointed to a Board of Education
member’s desire to approve it. He felt there was the interpretation that Ms. Sharon
Patchak-Layman wanted to approve it. Her request to read the document did not sound
improper or interfering to Dr. Lee.

Ms. Fisher was concerned about Ms. Patchak-Layman, when she was a District 97 Board
of Education member, contacting the State of [llinois regarding the grant District 97 had
been given to bailout the cost overrun of construction at the two junior highs; some
members of District 97°s Board of Education had been distraught at her action. Ms.
Fisher was concerned that her purpose in reading the OPRFHS grant was related to some
type of action. Ms. Fisher was confused as to why Ms. Patchak-Layman had not spoken
with the other members of the District 97 board before contacting the State of Illinois.
Ms. Patchak-Tayman stated that the grant application that she questioned for school
improvement funds was dated March 28, 1998. Following up with that, she spoke with
the school construction team and the state group that certified whether District 97 would
be on the list for the school construction money. There were two conversations in March
regarding that grant. At the time, she was not on the Board of Education. When the
additional money was approved, she did not believe there was ay further contact with the
State of {llinois. Ms. Fisher was under the impression that what Ms. Patchak-Layman
had conveyed to the state was that disapproval should be forthcoming. Ms. Fisher could
not speak to Ms. Patchak-Layman’s comments, but noted that she had a track record of
doing more than just seeking information. Ms. Patchak-Layman stated that she spoke
with the legislature and the ISBE as one would talk about the job as a Board of Education
member. She had not believed the incorporating of middle schools was a good move for
District 97. The $17 million bailout came before the first shovel went into the round.
Ms. Patchak-Layman continued that grant applications should show the amount of money
and what is a good use of time. s it a one-time event? Will it be expanded in the future?

Dr. Millard asked if it were the Board of Education’s job to oversee and manage grants,
Dr. Weninger stated that this grant is a highly competitive grant and the administration
did not want to risk the grant not being approved because of the potential of someone
contacting the ISBE without having adequate information. It was the administrative due
diligence to protect the work. In hindsight, the administration was right to address Ms.
Patchak Layman’s concerns.

Mr. Allen did not object to the administrators spending an hour of their time to address a
Board of Education concern. He, himself, has spent a full day with Jack Lanenga touring
the building. He did object to the BOE spending 45-minutes on this discussion. Dr. Lee
concurred. He called this an overreaction based on a pessimistic view of what could go
wrong because of Ms. Patchak-Layman’s reading of the grant. That was a prejudgment
that might have had some validity based on things that might have happened in the past,
but a risk that must be taken. He believed the discussion should not be on how to prevent
problems with Board of Education members but to deal with them as they arise. He did



not believe that Ms. Patchak-Layman had caused a problem and was being judged
unfairly based on what they thought she might have done as opposed to what she actually
had done. She had asked to read a grant.

Dr. Weninger summarized the conversation:
1) The administration will continue to seek grants.
2) If an individual Board of Education member has questions, the administration
will provide the answers.
3) Ifan individual Board of Education member requests to read a grant, it will be
provided to him/her.

Dr. Lee asked what the Board of Education member’s responsibility is if he/she reads a
proposal and feels the administration is doing something inappropriate or illegal. In his
opinion, the Board of Education should bring the concerns to the school board itself. Ifa
problem is seen, it should be dealt with here at the table versus the agency to which the
application is being submitted. The Board of Education member has a legal right to do
anything it wants, but the Board of Education member also has an ethical obligation. Mr.
Allen stated that the Board of Education does not have the right to develop a Board of
Education member’s concern before bringing it to the whole Board of Education. In this
situation, Ms, Patchak-Layman had a concern and she should not have been mmpeded.
Ms. Fisher concurred, a Board of Education member has an ethical obligation to bring
his/her concern to the District before going to an outside agency and that is the critical
piece that should be taken seriously. Ms. Patchak Layman concurred, minus the ISBE and
the Attorney General’s Office, as it deals with the Freedom of Information Act and the
Open Meetings Act, which she uses as resources.

Framework for Discipline reports

Ms. Bishop provided the following written report:

“At the June 2008 Board of Education meeting, it requested an annual discipline report
that is consistent from year to year and more meaningful; one that connect discipline and
achievement more clearly. The Board of Education requested a new framework such that
the report would disaggregate discipline data ditferently and more completely than what
had been provided previously.

“Ms. Bishop inciuded sample data tables disaggregated per the following:

¢ Number of In-School Suspensions and Out-of-School Suspensions for each class
infractions;

¢ Comparison statistics for suspensions for current and previous semester/year;

e Statistics for detentions and ASD’s with current and previous semester/year
comparison

¢ Expulsion statistics with previous semester/year comparison,

s Number of students referred to PSS Team



¢ Discipline statistics of those students referred to PSS before referral and after
interventions implemented by PSS Teams;

¢ Number of students who are referred to other intervention programs such as
FREE and MUREE, resource manager referrals, substance abuse counselor
referrals, group counseling, etc., and their discipline statistics before these
interventions and afterward,

o Discipline statistics for transfer students, and

¢ Recidivism

She asked the Instruction Committee members for their input.

Dr. Lee felt that sixteen (16) categories was too much information; he did not want
information as to whether it was illegal or controlled. Mr. Conway disagreed. He felt
that information was necessary, because without that breakdown there would be too
many unanswered questions. This information is not complicated and is necessary for a
full understanding of what is happening within the building. Dr. Lee then suggested
having a report with two sections, one that breaks things down into one category, and one
section that breaks down the information into 16 categories.

Dr. Weninger suggested that Ms. Bishop and her office would prepare annual discipline
reports in a consistent manner year to year in front of this detailed data, and that an
executive summary of that data in terms of trends, increases, and decreases from the
previous year, and what will be done in the future. Dr. Lee stated that would be helpful.

Ms. Patchak-Layman wanted the following:

1) Breakdown of Class II infractions, as well as three and four.

2) Amount of time spent outside of class in the process, from referral to
completion of consequence.

3) Are they Special Education students? This information will help to determine

the future program.

4) The number of days attached to ISS and OSS because that is class and what
the school does for those students along with the number of students being
referred to Ombudsman and HARBOR. Were they being recommended for
those placements before they get to expulsion? Is the reason for fewer
expulsions because the District found those eight students before they got to
that point and gave them the services of Harbor and Ombudsman? Ms.
Bishop responded that some are, but it is a case-by-case. Mr. Prale noted that
students also choose to remain at Harbor because they have had success there.
Dr. Lee disagreed with having imformation on an individual student.

It was the consensus of the Committee members to put the first nine weeks of statistics
into the report and present it to the Board of Education for review in order for them to be
able to see a real example. The number of Class II infractions would be separated on a
different page.



Concerning behavioral contracts, the administration decided to have a behavior
agreement and the District will have to inform parents of the new format and what that
means, Mr. Conway asked for a template to be included in the Code of Conduct. He also
asked the difference between agreement and contract. The agreement will outline
behavior expectations. It is an understanding of what the school is going to do. A
contract implies two parties of equal standing voluntarily agreeing to certain situations.
The Behavior Contract will list the follow up actions to be taken to help the students be
successful.

It will also be possible to distinguish between athletic and co curricular infractions. In
addition, while it will be possible to keep track of the PSS Team interventions, Dr.
Weninger did not feel it appropriate to look at those stats, as that is an internal function,

Mr. Allen appreciated the work that had been put into this.

Miscellaneous

Committee members were informed that when talking about achievement gap issues, they
should be discussed in this Committee setting but if in the discussion of whatever aspect
was being discussed, it may roll into another committee setting.

Ms. Patchak-Layman asked if for the opportunity to talk further about the goals at a

future Instruction Committee meeting. There was consensus to have this discussion at
the September Instruction Committee meeting.

Adjournment

The Instruction Committee adjourned at 10:22 a.m.
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Summary of Standardized Test Results
September 2008

SUMMARY OF ACT RESULTS, CLASS OF 2008"

Local, State, and National Average Scores

25
24
23
22
21
20
19
18

English Math Reading Science Composite

{2 LOCAL (N = 725) 23.6 23.3 23.8 22.9 23.5
# STATE (N = 143,734) 204 20.7 20.6 205 20.7
% NATIONAL (N = 1,421,941) 20.6 21 21.4 20.8 21.1

ACT Composite Scores, 2001-2008

25

24

23

22

21

20

19

18
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 I 2006 2007 2008

i ] OCA 236 22.6 22.9 22.9 23.2 23.7 23.8 23.5
i State 21.6 20.1 20.2 20.3 20.3 20.5 20.5 20.7
~National 21 20.8 20.8 20.9 20.9 211 21.2 211

! Data do not include scores for students who tested with accommodations. Data drawn from ACT High School Profile Report for the
OPRFHS graduating class of 2008.
2



Summary of Standardized Test Results
September 2008

Average ACT Scores Disaggregated by Race/Ethnicity

29.0
27.0
25.0
23.0
210
19.0
17.0
15.0

African Other/No
Al {N = 725) White (N =365) | American (N= | Asian (N =23} Hispanic{N=31)| Response {N
162) 144)

= English 23.6 25.9 18.0 23.9 23.2 0

@ Math 23.3 25.3 18.3 27.1 21.9 235
Reading 23.8 25.9 18.1 % 24.7 23.1 24.8
# Science 22.9 24.7 18.4 | 24.3 21.8 23.5
# Composite 235 256 18.3 25.0 22,6 24.1

Average ACT Scores Disaggregated by Gender

3.0
28.0
26.0
24.0
220
200 }—
18.0 ¢+
16.0 i
14.0 -
12.0 -
10.0

Missihg (N =‘22)
26.8
255
27.7
25.7
26.5

Girls (N = 353)
# English 22.9
B Math 23.7

23.5
23.2
@ Composite 23.5




Summary of Standardized Test Results
September 2008

College Readiness: Percent of Students Meeting ACT
Benchmarks, Class of 2008

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

African Hispanic (N = Testing
White {N = 365) | American (N = | Asian (N =23) P 31) Accomodations
162) (N = 85}

B English (18) 80 92 51 71 74 44
& Math (22) 58 73 22 78 48 18
Reading (21} 67 &0 31 70 61 38
s Science (24) 45 59 10 52 29 15
' Al Areas 39 52 9 78 29 13

| Aggregate (N =
' 725}

Five Year Trends: Percent of OPRF Students
Meeting College Readiness Benchmarks

80
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

English i Mat ] Reading | Science ) : ~ All 4
1 2004 78 58 64 36 : 2
= 2005 78 59 64 41 f 37
2006 81 ' 58 70 43 39
8 2007 81 61 69 47 ; 42

# 2008 80 58 67 s 39




Summary of Standardized Test Results

September 2008

ACT SCORES: FIVE-YEAR TRENDS, 2004-2008

716

Local 652 737 769 725
State 132,525 135,967 137,399 140,483 143,734
National 1,171,460 86,251 1,206,455 1,300,599 1.421,941

Local 22.8 233 23.2 23.6 23.6
State 19.7 19.9 20.2 20.2 204
National 20.4 20.4 20.6 20.7 206

Local 227 23.1 22.7 23.7 23.3
State 20.2 202 20.3 204 20.7
National 20.7 20.7 20.8 21 21

Local

23.8

State

20.6

Local 22.0 22.4 22.2 229 22.9
State 20.2 204 20.4 204 20.5
Naticnal 20.9 209 20.9 20.9 20.8




Summary of Standardized Test Results

September 2008

SUMMARY OF SAT | RESULTS, CLASS OF 2008

SAT Score Comparisons: Local, State, and
National Averages, Class of 2008

640
620
600
580
560
540
520
500
480
460
440
420
400

Mean Score

Critical Reading

Math

Writing

Local

620

622

601

State

583

801

578

O National

502

515

494

Average OPRF SAT Scores, Disaggregated by

640
630
620
610
600
590
580
570
560

Gender

Critical Reading

Math

Writing

m Male (N = 105}

623

629

589

% Female (N=101)

617

615

614

Total (N = 206}

620

622

601




Summary of Standardized Test Results

September 2008

Average SAT Scores, Disaggregated by
Race/Ethnicity

700

650

600

550

500 -
Critical Reading Math Writing
# Asian, Asian-American, Pacific
islander (N = 12) 615 658 608
 # African-American {N = 14) 554 574 548
% White (N = 152) 625 627 605
# Other Hi ic, Latino, or Lati
er |span-|c atino, or Latin 68 c88 618
American (N = 6}
% No Response (N = 14) 654 616 626

SAT | SCORES: FIVE-YEAR COMPARISON, 2004-2008

650
630
610
580
570
550
530
510
450
470
450

Average Critical Reading Scores

AT

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

i CR LOCAN

597

617

607

618

620

=ffes CR State

585

594

591

594

583

=i CR Nation

508

508

503

502

502




Summary of Standardized Test Resuits
September 2008

SAT 1 SCORES: FIVE-YEAR COMPARISON, 2004-2008

Average Mathematics Scores

650
630
610
550
570
550
530
510
490
470
450

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
s | A 603 620 612 620 622
wifffen State 597 606 609 611 601
518 520 502 515 515

Average Writing Scores, 2006-2007

650
630
610 o S U
598G
576
556
530
510
490
470
450

@
@

2006 2007 2008
e | 03 612 602 6501
sl State 586 588 578
s Nation 497 494 494

% Writing was introduced in 2000.
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PRAIRIE STATE ACHIEVEMENT EXAMINATION (PSAE}

The following tables show the percentages of student scores in each of four performance levels. These levels ware
established with the help of Illinois educaters who teach the grade levels and learning areas tested. Due to rounding, the sum
of the percentages in the four performance levals may not always equal 100,

ievel 1 - Academic Waming - Student work demonsirates limited knowledge and skills in the subject. Because of major gaps in learning, students apply
knowledge and skills ineffectively.

Level 2 -~ Below Standards - Student work demonsirates basic knowledge and skills in the subject. However, because of gaps in leaming, students
apply knowledge and skills in limited ways,

Level 3 - Meets Standards - Student work demonstrates proficient knowledge and skills in the subject. Students effectively apply knowledge and skilis
to solve problems.

Level 4 -- Exceeds Standards - Student work demonsirates advanced knowledge and skills in the subject. Students creatively apply knowledge and skills
to solve problems and evaluate the resulis.

rade 11 - All

Reading Mathematics Scisnce
Levels 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
District 70 255 434 240 83 e 4349 24.7 6.6 25.2 412 270
State 10.1 366 42.9 104 1A 358 422 10.8 35 39.3 404 0.8
rade 11 - Gender .
Reading Mathematics Science
Levels E] 2 3 4 1 ] 3 4 1 2 3 4
Male
District 758 26,3 416 244 8.6 208 428 276 72 244 365 315
State 12.4 6.3 411 10.1 1.0 335 428 12.7 10.0 35.7 ap.7 137
Female  petrict 63 249 | 452 236 78 | 255 | 443 216 6.0 26,0 45.0 219
State 78 6.8 4.6 10.7 1.2 38.2 417 89 8y 429 40.2 80
Reading Mathematics Scienge
Levels 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
White
District 35 12.4 499 45 30 13.1 50.1 338 2.1 128 47, 380
State 8.0 78.3 50.8 13.8 6.0 289 50.1 134 52 313 430 145
Black
District 8.4 14 273 49 20,8 47.5 2658 4.9 16.4 54.1 23.0 6.6
State 202 549 233 16 215 518 195 14 213 60 4 17.3 1
Hispanic
District 24 524 30 143 7.1 357 452 1.9 95 424 333 143
State 18.4 507 283 28 175 497 30.3 23 16.5 55.9 253 23
Asian/Pagific Isiander
District 33 333 87 267 0.0 10.0 487 433 00 13.3 633 233
State 5.3 298 47.3 166 37 18.9 449.0 285 44 254 0.1 202
Native American
District
Stata 23 408 48 89 1.7 40,1 40,5 78 12.5 38.5 39.7 9.3
MultiracialiEthnic
Disirict 5.8 17.6 808 118 1.8 176 51,0 196 24 178 514 &g
State 8.0 376 43.3 111 141 388 424 89 2.4 41 404 (Y
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Reading Mathematics Science
Levels 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
kP District 243 376 %57 109 6.6 4.7 257 30 *58 6 208 5.9
State 380 432 18.7 24 424 4.3 120 13 443 4232 113 1
NonlBP  pctrict 42 257 460 26.1 18 ¥i4 468 281 20 934 44 301
State 6.7 35.8 .1 14 7.3 49 460 11 52 390 440 118

Grade 11 - Economically Disadvantag

Reading Mathematics Science
{evels 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4

FreefReduced Price Lunch

District 183 54.3 250 43 19.6 50,0 26,1 43 16.3 57.6 228 33

State 196 52.0 262 23 223 503 255 1.9 194 574 217 19
Not Eligible

District 57 215 460 263 6.7 193 46.4 278 53 205 438 30.3

State 6.3 304 456 13.7 6.6 30.1 490 143 55 322 48,0 143

ILLINOIS ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT (IAA)

The illinois Alternate Assessment (IAA) is administered to students with disabiliies whose individuatized Education Programs
(IEPs) indicate that participation in the ISAT or PSAE would not be appropriate. The table below presents the percentages of
student scores in each of four performance levels,

Level 1 - Entry - Students do not demonstrate knowledpe and skills in ¢he subject through Links to the Illineis Learning Standards.

Level 7 —Foundational- Students demensirate emerging knowiedge and skilis in the subject as linked to the Hiinois Learning Standards. Students exhibit an
ability to reproduce knowledge and skilis.

Level 3 — Satisfactory -  Students demonstrate basic knowledge and skilis in the subject through links to the Ellinois Learning Standards. Students ¢xhibit an
ability to associate their knowledge and skills.

Level 4 -- Mastery - Students demonstrate linowledge and skills in the subject through Hnks to the Ellinois Learning Standards, Students exhibit the ability
to apply their knowledge and skills,

rade 11 - All

Reading Mathematics Science
Levels 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
District 100 0.0 50,0 406 106 0.0 20,0 700 0.0 10.0 40.0 50,0
State 118 18.1 264 457 144 138 406 312 105 128 313 458
Reading Mathematics Science
Levels 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Male
District
State 118 158 7648 448 146 145 405 30.3 10.8 123 28.0 485
Famale
District
State 12.2 150 258 472 14.1 127 40,7 326 0.2 138 360 414

o



Summary of Standardized Test Results
September 2008

PSAE FIVE-YEAR COMPARSION

Percent Meets/Exceeds in Reading, 2004-2008

100
90
20
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
O ' e
All . . . A51a’n‘/Pac Multiraci | Students Free/Red
) Females | Males White Black | Hispanic ific . . uced
Juniors , al/ethnic | with 1EPS

| Istander Lunch

w2004 714 74.3 68.4 85.8 44.8 65.9 60 o 38.2 30.4

g 2005 76.6 813 ¢ 711 85.9 52.5 61.8 85.7 82 a0.7 47.4

i 2006 75 77.9 75 86 46.1 75.8 61.9 76.9 31 37.3

w2007 66.5 70 63.4 81.3 30.9 57.2 75 71.8 35.8 294

#2008 69.8 70.8 68.2 84.8 34.7 459 70.3 75.5 41.7 32.6

Percent Meets/Exceeds in Math, 2004-2008

100
a0
80
70
60
50 S
40
30
20 =
10 -
Adl . . . A5|a‘n'/Pac Multiraci | Students Free/Red
i Females | Males White Biack | Hispanic ific ) ) uced
luniors al/ethnic | with [EPs
Istander : Lunch
# 2004 b9 65.6 72.4 85.2 + 385 59.1 68 0 34.2 17.9
#2005 65.8 67.2 64.3 804 | 27.8 58.8 81 64 29.7 24.6
@20060 71.8 | 711 72.6 85.3 33.2 72.7 20.9 74.3 35.3 30.6
22007 677 | 674 68 84.1 29.9 | 607 82.2 58.9 35 21.4
& 20087 70.6 68.8 71.9 84.8 341 | 54 92.6 71.4 34.3 32.6
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Summary of Standardized Test Results

September 2008

Percent Meets/Exceeds in Science, 2004-2008

100
90
&0
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0 ' :
Al . o asan/Pal el Students| ol R
. Females | Males | White Black !Hispanic; cific L duced
Juniors al/ethnic with IEPs

Islander Lunch

#2004 £7.9 64.2 715 85.1 36.9 581 56 0 30.3 25

#2005 685 70.1 66.6 82.8 29.7 58.8 85.7 72 27.5 26.4

#2006 69.7 67 72.3 85.1 275 69.7 66.7 69.2 34.1 18.7

2007 68 68.9 67.3 82.4 34 64.3 78.6 66.7 36.7 25.3

#2008, 69.9 68.7 70.2 82.6 311 48.6 8.2 73.5 26.5 26.2
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2008 ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS (AYP) INFORMATION.

o . . Has this district heen identified for District Improvement according to the |
ls this district making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP)? | No AYP specifications of the fedleral No Child Left Behind Act? Yes
fs this district making AYP in Reading? No 2008-08 Federal Improvement Status - District Improvement Year 2
is this district making AYP in Mathematics? No 2008-09 State Improvement Status l Academic Watch Status Year 1
Percent Tested on Perceni Meeting/Exceeding Standards ” Other Indicators
State Tests
Readia;;- Mathematics Read“fﬁg Méthemaiics A.ttéﬁdéncg Rate GraduatmnRate _
Safe Safe
% Met Ya Met % | Harbor { Wiet % | Harbor | Met %o Met o Met
AYP AYP Target™| AYP Target ™| AYP AYP % AYP
State AYP 95.0 L oespb o e2sp b st T | ooe] 750 |
Minimum Target . : Lk g . :
All 992 | Yes 992 | Yes 89.8] ) Yes 706 Yes 943 | Yes
White 4891 VYes G891 VYes 84.8 Yes 84.8 Yes
Black 160.0 Yes 100.0 Yes 347 38.8 No 341 378 No 879
Hispanic
Asian/Pacific
Islander
Native American
Muitiracial o8.t] Yes 98.1| Yes 755 Yes 714 Yes
jEthnic
LEP
Students with
Disabilities 9761 Yes 8761 Yes 417 440 Yas 343 425 No 782
Economically 990 | Yes 95.0 | Yes 326 413 No 328 308 Yes 839
Disadvantaged

Four Conditions Are Required For Making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP):

1. At [east 95% tested in reading and mathematics for every student group. If the current year participation rate is less than 95%, this condition may
he met i the average of the current and preceding year rates is at least 95%, or if the average of the current and two preceding years is af feast 95%.
Only actual participation rates are printed. If the participation rate printed is less than 95% and yet this school makes AYP, it means that the 95%
condition was met by averaging.

2. At least 62.5% meetinglexceeding standards in reading and mathematics for every group. For any group with less than 62.5% meetinglexceeding
standards, a 95% confidence interval was applied. Subgroups may meet this condition through Safe Harhor provisions.™

3. For schools not making AYP solely because the IEP group fails to have 62.5% meeting/excesding standards, 14% may be added to this variable in
accordance with the federal 2% flexibility provision.

4. At jeast 30% attendance rate for non-high schools and at least 75% graduation rate for high schools.

* Includes only students enrolled as of 05/01/2007,

** Gafe Harbor Targets of 62.5% or above are not printed.

*Subgroups with fewer than 45 students are nof reported. Safe Harbor only applies to subgroups of 45 or more. In order for Safe Harbor to apply, a
subgroup must decrease by 10% the percentage of scores that did not meet standards from the previous year plus meet the other indicators

{attendance rate for non-high schools and graduation rate for high schools) for the subgroup. For subgroups that de not meet their Safe Harbor
Targets, a 75% confidence interval is applied. Safe Harbor allows schools an alternate method to meet subgroup minimum targets on achievement,

Ry



