OAK PARK and RIVER FOREST HIGH SCHOOL
201 N. Scoville Ave., Oak Park, Illinois 60302

BOARD OF EDUCATION
INSTRUCTION COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING
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I. Call to Order Dr. Ralph H. Lee
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M.  Student Summer Experiences Cindy Milojevic
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Information/Deliberation
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Oak Park and River Forest High School
201 N. Scoville
Qak Park, IL 60302

An Instruction Committee
August 19, 2009

An Instruction Committee meeting was held on Wednesday, August 19, 2009 in the Board Room.
Dr. Ralph H. Lee opened the meeting at 8:20 a.m. Committee members present were Dr. Ralph H.
Lee, Amy McCormack, Terry Finnegan and ex-officio member Dr. Dietra D. Millard. Also present
were: Dr. Attila J. Weninger, Superintendent; Philip M. Prale, Assistant Supermtendent for
Curriculum and Instruction; Amy Hill, Director of Rescarch and Assessment; Nathaniel L. Rouse,
Principal; and Gail Kalmerton, Executive Assistant/ Clerk of the Board.

Visitors inciuded Kay Foran, Community Relations and Communications Coordinator.
James Paul Hunter, FSEC Chair.

Approval of June Instruction Committee Minutes
It was the consensus of the Instruction Committee members to accept the June 18, 2009 minutes of
the meeting by acclimation, as presented.

Discussion and Agreement on Preliminary Rules of Procedure _

Dr. Lee drafted procedures that he hoped the Committee would adopt for conduct at the meetings.
His purpose in drafiing the document was to insure that all Board of Education members would
have equal rights in speaking and voting at the Instruction Committee meeting and he encouraged
all Board of Education members to attend all meetings, Dr. Millard noted that he had codified in a
somewhat different form the discussion that had occurred at the May 2009 Board of Education
meeting.

Discussion continued that the procedures Dr. Lee recommended should be adopted by all of the
Board of Education members for all of the meetings at the regular August Board of Education
meeting. Dr. Millard suggested discussing these procedures with the entire Board of Education at
its retreat on August 24, 2009,

Discussion ensued about adding something to the procedures that would indicate that the
committee would follow Roberts Rules of Order as the guidelines. Dr, Lee felt it would give the
committee chair more authority. It was noted that the attorney had suggested that the Board of
Education delete using Roberts’ Rules of Order as guidelines from its Board of Education Policy,
as they were too cumbersome. No such addition was added to follow Roberts’ Rules because if
the Rules were not followed precisely, someone might be able to challenge a decision on that fact
alone.

A question was raised as to whether a president could remove a committee chair? Policy 20
authorizes the president to appoint the chairs of the committee. Dr. Millard responded should she
want to do that she would state her reasoning.



Ms. McCormack suggested that Board of Education members limit therr questions/comments at
meetings to three minutes per rtem.

Dr. Lee wanted the chair to have the ability to use Roberts Rules of Order to control the
committees when necessary. Mr. Finnegan stated that the only time a three-person committee
would want the Rules to be applied would be when two members agreed and the chair disagreed.
If the chair was in a minority position, then Roberts” Rules of Order would not help the chair.

Report on MSAN National Conference

It was reported that the 1 1" Armual MSAN Conference was held in June in Dearborn Michigan
and that the following participants from OPRFHS attended: Dr. Attila J. Weninger, Amy
McCormack, Nathaniel Rouse, Carolyn Ojikutu, Devon Alexander, Jessica Stovall, Neal
Weisman, Amy Hill, and Phil Prale attended. Excellent contacts were made with other teachers
from other schools. The keynote speakers were Dr. John Diamond of the Harvard Graduate
School of Education who presented his recent research on how race, ethnicity, and social class
intersect with schoot leadership, practices, and policies to shape student educational opportunities
and outcomes and Horacio Sanchez who provided a powerful presentation that examined the
intersection of student socio-emotional learning needs and brain research.

For the second consecutive year, OPRFHS English teacher, Devon Alexander, presented at the
conference. Mr. Alexander’s breakout session was titled Navigating the Roadbiocks: The
Pedagogy of Critical Race Theory for White Educators.

OPRFHS and Evanston Township High Schoo! will co-host the student conference in Evanston, September
23-26, 2009, Mr. Alexander, Ms, Stovall, and OPRFHS students are helping with the coordination.

Mr. Prale reported that he participated in the Research Practitioner’s Conference (RFC) following
the conference. He will participate on a subcommittee to contact every RPC school about the
status of their courageous conversations so that these experiences can be shared with others.

Dr. Weninger noted that the Governing Board had changed its leadership and its focus. He
appreciated Ms. McCormack’s participation in those meetings. The Governing Board wants to
replicate those things that are working in schools needing help, collect that information, and then
share it. Its purpose will be take the good experience of five schools and multiply it fivefold.

Ms. McCormack felt the experience was outstanding. The connections and the ability for her to
ask questions of different board members were invaluable. She too thought the speakers were
outstanding. MSAN is a valuable resource and she supported having Horacio Sanchez speak at
QPRFHS.

1t was decided that the annual conference would now be held every other year because of the
expense to host and to participate. There will probably be more mini conferences for the RPC in
the future. Ms. McCormack noted that there were also conversations about having video
conferences.

Ms. McCormack, as the Haison to APPLE, took two full pages on notes of 1deas from other
districts to share with this group. She learned of some terrific, concrete ideas at this conference.
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AYP Results

Ms. Hill stated that three weeks ago OPRFHS learned of its AYP status. In reading, comparing
one group to another, more students met or exceeded in every category. However, there were not
enough students in Special Education to satisfy Safe Harbor in reading. Thus, OPRFHS did not
make AYP in reading. In math, a number of subgroups did not make Safe Harbor, i.e., African-
American and Hispanic students. OPRFHS has a small number of Hispanic and multiethnic
student populations. This is the first year that OPRFHS has had a Hispanic subgroup and last year
was the first time it had a Multi-Ethnic subgroup. A subgroup exists when there are more than 45
students I it.

If only cne group does not make AYP, then the entire school does not make AYP. Special
Education and low-income student subgroups did meet and exceed state standards in sufficient
percentages. This puts OPRFHS in year six of not making AYP. At the federal level that means
that the school is in the restructuring status. The Board of Education approved a School
Improvement Plan in June. The school must continue to look at the plan and it must specifically
address AYP deficiencies.

Mr. Finnegan asked if students with disabilities were held to the same standards in the testing
scores. Ms. Hill responded that there were cut scores at every level. To achieve a meets or
exceeds score, whether a Special Education or regular education student, he/she has to meet the
same cut score, a combination of the day 1 (ACT) and day 2 ACT test called WorkKeys and then a
state-produced test in science. Meeting or exceeding in math means the students achieved a 19 or
20 on the ACT test and 2 4 to 5 on the WorkKeys section. Mr. Finnegan asked how many districts
met this category. Ms. Hill was unsure as the information has not been shared with other schools.
There is a state provision that says if the only subgroup not to make AYP is Special Education,
then the school would make AYP.

Dr. Lee found it difficult to get invested in AYP and how it is applied m Illinos; it was not
meaningful fo him. He was more concerned about how OPRFHS met its own standards. How do
the standards that OPRFHS has mesh with the state standards? He did not understand what it
meant to say 75.1% of the students met or exceeded the standards. What are the administration’s
personal figures? Mr. Prale responded that his would be that all students should read at grade level
when they leave the high school. Right now about 75% percent do which means there are
approximately 150-170 students i the 9" grade who do not. If students come in reading below
grade level, they will not accelerate as much as they need to do. There is an assumption that Safe
Harbor is a 10% improvement rate. In reading, most students had a 10% improvement rate that
would reach Safe Harbor. e will give this challenge to the Division Heads and ask them how
they think the program can achieve a 10% improvement rate cach year.

Dr. Weninger agreed with Mr. Prale and stated that there was also a political reality. The problem
with targeting a percentage is that it is not the same students that will have 10% improvement; it
would be a new group of students. He suggested identifying the incoming students not reading at
grade level and improving their scores by 10%. In addition, the standard should be that every
student should be reading at grade level.



Dr. Lee noted that 75.1% of the students met or exceeded standards in reading, which means that
24.9% or 188 students did not, half who are African-American and half who encompass the rest of
the ethnic groups. The 1 1" grade is too late to be concerned about whether a student can read.
The school has to ask where they were in the 9™ and 10% grade and what was being done to help
them earlier.

Ms. Hill concurred with Dr. Lee about focusing on a longitudinal study. The internal standards
have to do with growth. Incoming students who are reading below grade level do make gains, but
not enough to meet or exceed the standards.

Dr. Lee asked if the District could predict which incoming students will make AYP their junior year.
The response was that they had a sense, as the ACT has a predictive model. Dr. Lee asked what the
District needed to do now in order for them to make AYP. Ms. Hill replied that the scores of the
testing given in the 8” grade along with the teacher recommendations and other things are used to
place them in the appropriate courses in reading and math. Approximately 75 students are getting
two courses, Essentials of Reading and Elements of Reading, to accelerate their growth., With the
combination of that and the addition of Learning Support Reading, almost all students reading below
grade level receive support. Ms. Hill also reminded Dr. Lee that parents have the ability to overnide
that recommendation and courses.

Dr. Lee stated that the issue of whether the parents could refuse the school’s recommendation is an
important area for the Board of Edacation to address. Dr. Weninger responded that case law gives
parents the ultimate say so as to what classes their students take. Dr. Lee felt it essential, then, that the
District builds its data system so that it can identify the students who followed the recommendation of
the school versus those students who opted out of those recommendations. He wanted to build an
argument.

Mr. Finnegan wanted to see what steps could be taken with the identified students who were not on
track to make AYP. What can the Board of Education and administration do to talk with these
families and tell them that the chances of their student succeeding will be less if they do not follow
the school’s recommendations based on the current situation. Dr. Lee concurred. Ms. Hill felt that
the school would be able to track students who took reading support. Mr. Rouse stated that the
Outreach Coordinator, Debra Mittleman, is to reach out to parents this year mn the 8 to 9
Connection Program. She logs her contact with the parents and their participation at important
events. At the end of the year the district can market the results of this program. Dr. Millard
encouraged the school to reach out to these students as soon as there is as little as one failure.
Many parents are unaware there is anything wrong with their children. The Board of Education
asked to meet Ms. Mittieman. Mr. Rouse said she will be invited to an Instruction Committee
meeting to inform the Committee about what she does.

Adjournment
Dr. Millard moved to adjourn the Instruction Committee meeting 9:45 a.m. on Wednesday, August
19, 2009; seconded by Ms. McCormack. All ayes. Meeting adjourned.



TO: Board of Education

FROM: Amy Hill

DATE: September 10, 2009

RE: Standardized Test Results
BACKGROUND

This report summarizes results of ACT and SAT tests for the OPRF Class of 2009 and results of the
PSAE test for the current senior class. The report compares our students’ results to those of their peers
across the state and nation and thus provides a context for understanding how our students have
performed. Longitudinal analysis also allows comparisons of OPRF cohort groups to one another over
time as well as the growth of the Class of 2009 from their EXPLORE scores to their ACT scores.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The average ACT composite score for the OPRFHS Class of 2009 continues our history of
outperforming national and state averages by 2-3 scale points (Table 1). This patiern holds true when
data are disaggregated by race and gender, as well, thon gh the point differentials are more varied
among the subgroups. Compared to the Class of 2008, this year’s average composite is up .3, from
23.5 to 23.8. Disaggregating average scores by race and ethnicity reveals scale score gaps of up to nine
points between White and African American students and smaller gaps between White students and
other students of color, with Asian students outscoring White students in Math (Table 2). OPRF
students are more likely than their peers across the state and nation to achieve the College Readiness
Benchmarks in each subject area. In the Class of 2009, 39.3% of our students, inclading Special
Education students, scored at or above all four benchmarks, compared to 22% of students in Illinois
and 23% of students across the nation (Table 4; note that the state and national figures do not include
Special Education students). Overall, the trend appears to be that greater proportions of our aggregate
group are achieving the benchmark in science, which appears to lead to a greater percent meeting all
four benchmarks (Table 6).

For the Class of 2009, analysis of matched EXPLORE and ACT scores for 634 students indicates that
the greatest gains in each subject area were made by students achieving EXPLORE scores of 20 or
better on a 25-point scale—in other words, students at the top of the scoring range demonstrated the
greatest growth (Tables 7-10). In three of the four subject areas, students in the lowest scoring range
demonstrated growth equal to or better than some students with higher EXPLORE scores. When the
data for growth are disaggregated by race/ethnicity, Asian students’ scores increased the most in all
four subject areas. African American students’ scores had the least increase (Tables 11-14).

For the seventh consecutive year, the combined average SAT scores for OPRF students in Critical
Reading and Math are above 1200, and for the fourth year in a row, the average score in writing is
above 600, compared to national averages of roughly 1020 and 497, respectively (Table 15). Average
SAT scores among OPRF students over the past nine years suggest a moderate upward trend in both
Critical Reading and Math, compared to relatively flat performance at the national level (Tables 17-
18). Average SAT writing scores among OPRF students are up slightly from last year, mirroring the
state trend(Table 19). It is worth noting that fewer students have opted to take the SAT in the past two
years than in prior years; a drop occurred between 2007, when 279 students took the test, and 2008,
when 206 students took the test.



Summary of Standardized Test Resuits
September 2009

PSAE scores for the Class of 2010 represent higher achievement in reading for students in the
aggregate and for all racial/ethnic subgroups compared to the Class of 2009 (Table 20). 73.3% of
OPRF students met or exceeded standards in reading, compared to 67.4% last year. Among the
subgroups, Hispanic students had the largest increase in the propostion of students meeting or
exceeding standards, from 45.3 % last year to 64.8 % this year. There was also an increase in the
proportion of African American students meeting and exceeding standards in reading, from 32.2 % last
year to 41 % this year. Free and Reduced Lunch students also scored hi gher as a group than their
counterparts last year (from 29.3% to 33.6%), while a lower proportion of Special Education students
met/exceeded standards this year compared to last (33.7% vs. 37.6%, respectively). Note that despite
the apparent decline, OPRF Special Education students’ performance in reading this year represents a
meets/exceeds percentage that is double the state percentage for IEP students.

In Math, aggregate student performance was slightly lower this year compared to last (down .8% in the
proportion of students meeting or exceeding standards) but remained within the narrow range of
student math performance over the past nine years (Table 21 and Table 26). Girls, White students, and
African American students had higher proportions of meets/exceeds scores compared to last year,
while most other subgroups’ proportions of meets/exceeds scores were lower compared to last year
(Tables 26 and 27). In science, results were also mixed: girls, White students, African Americans, and
Hispanic students posted higher rates of meets/exceeds compared to last year; boys, Special Education,
Free and Reduced Lunch, Asian, and Multiracial student groups met and exceeded standards at lower
rates than last year (Tables 26 and 27).

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

We will continue to track and report our students’ standardized test performance in the context of state
and national test results, as that analysis provides one important perspective for evaluating the relative
strength of our students’ academic preparation. Equally or perhaps more important is the longitudinal
cohort analysis represented here by the data in Tables 7-14. As with other data sets reported to the
Board of Education, the growth approach reveals outcome differentials that are predictable by race.
Without further analysis, it is difficult to know whether the differences in test score growth represent
qualitatively different learning changes for students in the cohort. The data indicate a need for a deeper
inquiry into the possible causes of these test score growth differences. We need to identify and develop
a thorough understanding of those factors occurring within the OPRFHS experience-—e.g. course
taking patterns, attendance and discipline patterns, honors course enrollments, co-curricular
participation—that correlate with student outcomes that differ by race.
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SUMMARY OF ACT RESULTS, CLASS OF 2009°

Table 1
Local, State, and National Averages

24
20
16
12

O o

ENGLISH MATH READING SCIENCE
% LOCAL (N=750) 3 w2 | s 25
@LOCAL(N=655)* | 238 230 | 2 T han
|4 STATE (N=143,791) 205 | 207 208 | 207

(@ NATIONAL (N=1,480,469)%, 206 | 21 24 | 08 |

*Data do not include scores for students who tested with accommodations,

Table 2
Average OPRF ACT Scores, Disaggregated by Ethnicity, Economic
Background, and Accommaodations
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Table 3

Percent of Students Achieving ACT College Readiness Benchmarks, Class of 2009
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*Data do not include scores for students who tested with accommodations.
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LONGITUDINAL ACT ANALYSIS

Table 5
Composite Scores, 2001-2009
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*Data do not include scores for stedents who tested with accommodations.

Table &
Six-Year Trends: Percent of OPRF Students Meeting College Readiness
Benchmarks
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GROWTH ANALYSIS, CLASS OF 2009
MATCHED EXPLORE AND ACT SCORES

Table 7
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GROWTH ANALYSIS, CLASS OF 2009
MATCHED EXPLORE AND ACT SCORES

Table 11 Table 12
Average Growth in English, Average Growth in Math, Disaggregated
Disaggregated by Race by Race
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SUMMARY OF SAT | RESULTS, CLASS OF 2009

Table 15
SAT Score Comparisons: Local, State, and National
Averages, Class of 2009
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Table 16

Average OPRF SAT Scores, Disaggregated by
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LONGITUDINAL SAT ANALYSIS

Table 17
Average Critical Reading Scores, 2001-2009
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Table 19
Average Writing Scores, 2006-2009*
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*The Writing test was introduced in 2006.
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: 'l'h.¥J i ét t ‘ Ah . :.E ..ti . :Qs:AE ' Pt 3 . Score Ranges by Subjsct
basires student schisverment elate 1 t linga lovats | Perormance Level Deccriptions

. Learning Standards for reading, mathematics, science,

;. and writing, The PEAE comprises the ACT Plus Writing,

» WorkKeyse tesis in reading and mathematics, and 2
sionce tost developad by the lllincis State Board of

* Education with assistance frorn Hinols teachers.

! The table 1o the right gives briet descriptions of the four

- pedermance levals and the score range for each subject
- al each peformance level. The tables below show your
¢ district's perlormance in comparigon to the pedformance

; of studenis throughout the stata,

© Rasulls for derrographic groups are listed by subject
" starting on page 2 of this repoit,

Reading

Mathematics | Sclence ! Writing

CMEETE Sheclar Wik ciemmsu-aiespmﬂcm! kw-v!@cfge 0]

STANDARDS. | ehdlls in he subjuel. Studenis effectively apw

et L knawlmfge andd skﬁis%usoivepro?ﬁm& RN
BELOW | Stident work demonsiratos basic knipwisdge andsds | .. S R

STANDARDS . 1inthe subject Howsver, because of i gapsin feaming, - | 135~ 154 | 186- 155 { 138157 | 131165
Livel 23 : students apply knowledge and skilis in imited ways. : o . [ ;

- ACADEMIC . | Student work demonstrafes fimiled khowledgs and skms R

WARNING Firithe subject. Because of major daps in iearmng, |

(Leve B isﬁsdenls apply khoMedge end skifts inaffactively,

Studenfs seoning st the EXCEEDS STANDARES porformance levef will raceive 2 Prarne Si‘.a!e Ad:revsment Award,

Pereent of Student Scores by Subject at Each Per!armance Level Average PSAF and Component Test Scores
Nul;:fber e ADF.,MI c : BELE&W Score Average Scores
Studene | VARNING s“g;&m}mﬁs Hanges Distriet State
scores |3 (Level 1) 1 (tevat) PSAE Beading 155555 Teb TET
; ACT Reading 1-36 24 fas)
READING Disiriet 5 . WorkKeys Reading for Information <3, 37 5 £
Isirie 758 . 21.1% 44.8% 28.8% PSAE ihathematics ¥
Siate | 133,202 969 34.6% 4508 1i.8% R Mot vt 1 =
Workileys Appliad Mathematios <3, 3-7 5 5
MATHEMATICS Diswict 760 7.5% 24.2% 47.9% 20,14 PBAE Science 120-200 164 157
State 123,398 11.6% 3185 42.7% 9.4% ACT Science 136 72 i 0
18BE-Developed Sviente 100 73 : 76
Life S}ciancg:t 40100 75 71
SCIENCE szt 7a0 6.4% 20.9% 47.4% 21.39 Physipal Sciences 40100 72 63
Stata 133,349 8.9% 407 40.2% 16.2% Earth and Space Sciences 40-100 70 [
Science, Tevhnology & Society 40-106 74 73
WRITING District R 22.5% 57.3% | 16.7% Py 120-200 s 1%
Blate 133,700 G.0% 7.2 51.7% .14 ACT Wﬂﬁng o4n 7 ".

The soorgs of afl studends tested with the PSAE are included in this report, regardiase of the date thay

aprofled in e disteict,

e fo rounding, percaris may not sum o 101,

10



Summary of Standardized Test Results
Sepiember 2009

PSAE RESULTS, CLASS OF 2010

Tables 20 and 21
Performance by Subject and Demographic Group

READING o District State
All Studenis

Female 4.8% 18.5% 45 .8% 31.0% 6.3% 34 8% 47 .1% 12.1%
Male 6.5% 23.7% 43.9% 25.8% 10.6% 34.8% 42 .8% 1i.8%
Amesrican Indian or Alaskan Native 6.8% 32.7% 50.2% 10.4%
Aslan/Pacific Islander 0.0% 30.0% 35.0% 35.0% 5.0% 26.3% 48.7% 20.0%
Black or African American 12.5%) 46.5%| 35.0% 6.0%] 16.9%| 55.1% 26.0% 2.0%
Hispanic 13.0% 22.2% 44 4% 20.4% 14.7% AB. 9% 32.9% 31.6%
White 2.0% 9.4% 46 .4% 40.1% 5.0% 26.5% 52.5% 15.8%
Multiracial/Ethnic 5.3% 18.4% &60.5% 15.8% 6.4% 32.4% 47 6% 13.6%
Low income 16.4% 51.0% 28.8% 4.8% 16.3% 50.5% 30.2% 3.0%
Non-Low Income 4.1% 16.4% 47 4% 32.1% 4.8% 27.3Y% 51.9% 16.0%
LEP - -- - -- 45 3% 46 .6% 7.9% 0.72%
Non-LEP ' 5.7% 21.0% 44 8% 28.4% 7.6% 34.4% 45.8% 12.2%
EP 32.7% 33.7% 23.5% 10.2% 40.4% 472 8% 14.7% 2. 1%
Mon-ik=P 1.7% 18.2% 48.0% 31.1% 4.5% 33.6% 48 . 7% 13.1%
Migram‘ 38.9% 33.3% 27.8% 0.0%
Non-Migrant 5.7% 21.1% 44 9% 28.4% 8.4% 34 .6% 45.0% 11.9%

Dhistrict Etaie

MATHEMATICS — -
All Studenis .8% . 47.9% A% 11. 37 .4% 42.2% 9. 4%
Faemale 7.9% 21.4% 52.5% 18.2% 10.8% 40.2% 41.8% 7.3%
Male 7.6% 27 .0% 43.3% 22.0% 11.2% 34.5% 42.7% 11.6%
American Indian or Alaskan Native 9.6% 42.6% 30.4% 8.4%
Asian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 10.0% 60.0% 0.0% 3.7% 20.5% 50.1% 25.7%
Black or African American 19.9% 47.3% 30.8% Z2.0%F 26.9%| 54.5% 18.0% 0.6%
Hispanic 12.7% 32.7% 40.0% 14.5% 17.1% 51.3% 28.7% 1.9%
White i 2.2% 12.6% 55.8% 29.4% 5.9% 30.6% 5}.0% 12.4%
Multiracial/Ethnic 5.3% 34.72% 5G.0% 10.5% 9.6% 38.4% 43.5% 8.58%
Low Income 25.7% 51.4% 21.9% 1.0% 21.6% K2.1% 24 .B% 1.5%
Noti-Low Income 4.8% i9.8% 2.1% 23.2% §.1% 30.5% h0. 3% 13.1%
LER -~ -- - -- 37.6% 44 TF% 15.5% 2.2%
Non-LEP ’ ¥.8% 24.1% 47 . 9% 20.2% i0.4% 37.2% 42 .8% 9.6%
ER 37 . 4% 42 .4% 19.2% 1.0% £6.7% 41.2% 10.9% 1.2%
Non-EP 3.3% 21.5% 52.72% 23.0% 6.6% 36.9% 46.1% 10.4%
iigrant ) 30.6% 61.1% 8.3% 0.0%
Non-rv!igrant 7.8% 24.,2% 47 .9% 20.1% 11.0% 37.4% 42. 7% 9.4%

Dashes {--) indicale thers are from 1 1o 8 scores in this demographic group. No resulis are reported to protact the privacy of these students.
Blanks indioate thers are no scores in this demographic group. .
Due fo rounding, percenis may not surm o 100,

e - e Mt maaea am aame o
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Sumimary of Standardized Test Resulis
September 2009

PSAE RESULTS, CLASS OF 2010

Tables 22 and 23
Performance by Subject and Demographic Group {continued)

SCIENCE District - B Siate
All Students . 24.9% 47,

Female 6.6% 23.7% 53.0% 16.6¥% &.5% 44 4% 35.8%

Male 6.3% 26.0% 41.7% 26.0% 9.,2% 36.8% 40.8%
American Indian or Alaskan Native 8.0%  39.4%| 42.8%
Asian/Pacific islander 0.0%| 25.0% 50.0%{ 25.0% 3.8%] 28.4%1 47.1%

Biack or African American 16.4%F 506.2% 31.8% 1.6% 21.3%0 61.4% 16.5%

Hispanic 12.7% 32.7% 41.8% 12.7% 15.1% 57.3% 25.6%
White 1.8% 12.3% 53.6% 32.3% 4.5% 32.1% 49 5%
Multiracial/Ethnic 2.6%) 26.3%| 63.2% 7.5% 7.5%F  39.B%| 43.2%

Low Income 24 8% 81 .4% 20.0% 3.8% 18.0% h8.2% 22.1%
Non-Low Income 3.5% 20.6% 51.8% 24.1% 4.6% 32.5% - 48.7%

LEP - -- -- -~ 36.5% h5.4% 7.6%
Non-LEP 6.5% 24 .8% a7 . 8% 21.4% 8.2% 40, 3% 41.0%

P 31.3%] 45.5% 19.24% 4 0% 40.1% 46.1% 12.1%

Non-lEP 2.7% 21.8% L1.6% 23.9% 5.0% 40.0% 43.8%

Migrant 33.3%] 61.1%]  5.6%
Noanigrant 6.4%) 24.9%7 A47.8%| 21.3% 8.9%; 40.6%F 40.3%

District State

WRITING W ;
All Students 3. 22.5%| 57.3% 6.04] 37.2%] 51.7% 5. 0%
lFamale 2.3% 16.1% 58.5% 23.1% 3.5% 33.6% 56.4% 6.5%
Male 4.7% 28.9% 56.1% 10.3% 8.6% 40 .9% 46.5% 3.6%
American Indian or Alaskan Native 7.9%1  39.3%] 48.0% 4.8%
AsianfPacific islander 0.0% 5.0% 70.0% 25.0% 2.2% 22.3% £63.3% 12.2%
Black or African American 7.8% 54.3% 35,6% 2, 4% 12.5% 57.5% 29.6% 0.5%
Hispanic T.1% 19.6% 62.5% 10.7% 8.2% 53.6% 37.1% 1.1%
White 1.3% 9.3% &65.5% 23.9% 4.1% 29.0% 60.1% 6.8%
Muttiracial/Ethnic 2.5%1 22.5%1 67.5%7 12.5% 5.0% 34.1%] 55.1%  5.7%
Low Income 12.%4] 52.7% 34 .5% 0.0% 11.4%) 865.3% 32.5% 0.8%
MNon-Low Income 2.0% 17.5% 61.1% 19.5% 3.5% 28.8% 6G.5% 7.1%
LEP -- -- -- - 26, 4% 62.1% 11.4% 8.1%
Non-LEP 3.4% 22.6% 87.3% 16.7% 5.6% 36.7% Ge.4% 5.2%
IeP 21.4%) 46.6% 29.1% 2.9% 31.9% 53.2% 14.3% 0.6%
Non-IEP 0.7% 18.8% 61.6% 18.8% 2.8% 35.2% 56.3% 5.7%
Migrant 39.4% 45.5%] 15.2% 0.0%
Non-Migran’t 3.5% 22.5% &57.3% 16.7% 6.0% 37.2% 51.7% 5.1%

Dashes (] indicats there are from 1 to 8 scores in this demographic group. No results are reported to protect the privacy of these students.
Blanks ingicate there are no scoras in this demographic group. )
Due to rounding, percenis may not sum fo 100,
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Summeary of Standardized Test Results
September 2009

PSAE LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS

Table 24
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Reading, 2001-2009

Disaggregated by Gender, Accommodations, and Economic Status

90 . I , N U

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

2001 | 2002 | 2003 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2008 |

B e e e e
75 72 719 | 714 | 786 | 75 |
| 79 | 737 | 786 | 743 | 813 | 779
ool Males 71 | 705 | 661 | 684 | 714 | 75
e Students with IEPs 2o | 34

67.4
63.8 |
66
40 289 | 347 @ 382 | 407 | 31 | 358 | 376 &

4 | 353 | 367 304 | 474 | 373 | 294 | 293

Table 25
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Reading, 2001-2009
Disaggregated by Race/Ethnicity

TOO st
90

80
70
60
50
40
30
20

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 | 2007 2008 2009

msdme AYP Target ” T 40 40 475 475 55 | 625 70
ol White 88 | 835 | 843 | 858 . 859 | 86 & 8.3 844 | 885
Black a1 | 423 | 419 | asg | 525 | 461 | 309 | 322 | 41

e Hispanic | 67 | 592 | 715 | 650 | 618 | 758 | 572 ac3 | eas
wwtibomes Asian/Pacific islander! &5 81 824 60 857 61.9 75 63.4 70

 Multiracial/ethnic* & | 769 718 | 726 | 763 |
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Summary of Standardized Test Resulis
September 2009

PSAE LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS

Table 26
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Math, 2001-2009
Disaggregated by Gender, Accommodations, and Economic Status

70
60
50
40
30
20 ‘
0 | ; BUR _— | ;
2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 & 2007 = 2008 | 2009 |
m®wAYPTarget I 40 40"'“475 475 | 55 . 625 | 70
’mﬁmmr 67 70 597 69 658 718“ 67.7 | 686 55
Femalesw S | 693 | 718 | 656 | 572 U711 674 | 665 | 707
“w%mméles 69.8 | 67.8 | 724 | 643 | 726 | 68 | 705 | €53
‘ ' 18 | 222 265 | 342 | 297 | 353 | 35 287 . 202 2
30 | 235 | 408 | 179 245 306 | 214 | 304 | 229

Table 27
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Math, 2001-2009
Disaggregated by Race/Ethnicity

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
| 2001 2002 2003 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 = 2009 |
& = AYP Target ' : 40 40 475 475 | 55 | 625 . 70 |
W%M«White 83 | 823 844 | 852 | 804 353 841 835 = 852 k
25 329 341 | 385 278 332 | 209 | 317 | 328
56 629 607 | 591 @ 588 727 60.7 | 57.1
64 | 905 | 765 | 68 | 81 . 809 | 8.2 | 60

64 | 743 | 589 | 706 | 605 |
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Summary of Standardized Test Resulis
September 2009

PSAE LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS

Table 28
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Science, 2001-2009
Disaggregated by Gender, Accommaodations, and Fconomic Status

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10
2001 2002 . 2003 | 2004 = 2005 2008 2{309
- All Students 0 702 | 617 | 679 e85 682 | 687
Females 66 | 687 70 | 642 | 701 67.9 | 696
wite Males 73 | 702 658 715 666 684 | 677
m@msmdentswnh IEPs . 26 | 20 286 | 303 | 275 27.7 232
mFree/ReducedLunch- 27 . 235 | 367 | 25 | 264 261 238 |

Table 29
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Science, 2001-2009 Disaggregated by
Race/Ethnicity

2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 éuzom 2008 | 2000

E'gwmsa' 832 851 828 851 824 | 851 | 859

| 3034 ETIE AR AT AR RE AE

'@stpamc o 55 481 | 613 | 591 | 58.8 | 697 | 64.3 7. 6 @ 545
~é=psian/Pacificislander 72 | 762 | 64.7 | 56 | 857 | 667 78.6 86 6”“”- 75
e R e e ST
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Oak Park and River Forest High School
District 200

201 North Scoville Avenue & Oak Park, IL 60302-2296

TO: Board of Education
FROM: Phil Prale

DATE: September 4, 2009

RE: GPA and WGPA report
BACKGROUND

When OPRFHS District leadership first began discussing disparities or gaps that appeared in student
data when that data was disaggregated by race, one of the data sets used most frequently was student
grade point average (GPA) and weighted grade point average (WGPA). The data presented in this
report is at the request of current Board and administrative leadership who wanted to revisit GPA and
WGPA,

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Attached to this report are a series of charts detailing GPA and WGPA for the graduating classes of
2009 - 2012. The information reflects a snapshot of June 2009 and includes senior students who
graduated in June 2009 and current sophomore, junior and sentor students. Students enrolled in off-
campus programs and the TEAM programs have not been included in this information, however
students who participate in all other Special Education programs are included in this data.

A preliminary review of the available information suggests the following:

s The disaggregated data show patterns similar to patterns exhibited in the last several years.

¢ Disparities of as much as 1.0 in GPA and 1.3 in WGPA appear between the data collected on
white students and the data collected on African American students.

¢ Disparities among the data are smaller and less significant when drawn from other
disaggregated groups than the data from white students and African American students.

¢ Data on female students tend to show higher GPA and WGPA than the data shown on male
students in similar disaggregated groups. '

A discussion regarding grading practices and policy, in effect the inputs for the grades which result in
the GPA and WGPA distribution and the lack of substantial change in those distributions, is a
consideration for the Board and administration. The most recent discussion was held five years ago
and no changes were made to the existing system.

RECOMMENDATIONS (OR FUTURE DIRECTIONS)

Discussions regarding gaps that appear in student outcome data are useful and should continue as
they move school faculty and staff to improve administrative and classroom practices.
Administration and faculty should continue to report on and evaluate current targeted programs,
academic and student service support programs, and consider changes to grading, course enrollment,
and curriculum policies. This report should be issued regularly or as requested by the Board of
Education or District administrative leadership.



Oak Park and River Forest High School

District 200
201 North Scoville Avenue o Oak Park, IL 60302-2296

Table 1.
Summary of Mean GPA and WGPA as of June 2009 for all OPRFHS Students.
GRAD YEAR 2009 2010 2011 2012

GPA | WGPA | N GPA | WGPA | N GPA | WGPA | N GPA | WGPA | N

2.73 3.06 | 766 2.76 3.01 816 | 2.74 292 1745 2841 294 | 634
Mean GPA for all 2961 students in this table — 2.77
Mean WGPA for all 2961 students in this table - 2,98
Table 2.
Mean GPA and WGPA as of June 2009 by Gender,
GRAD YEAR 2609 2014¢ 2011 2012

GPA | WGPA | N GPA | WGPA | N GPA | WGPA | N GPA { WGPA I N
Female 2.87 3.26 | 378 2.96 326 395|292 313 [ 367 3.08 3.19 | 282
Male 2.39 2.87 | 388 | 2.58 277 1421 2.58 2.71 378 | 2.66 274 | 352
Mean GPA for all 1422 females in this table — 2.93
Mean WGPA for all 1422 females in this table — 3.21
Mean GPA for all 1539 males in this table — 2.60
Mean WGPA for all 1539 males in this table — 2.77
Table 3.
Mean GPA and WGPA as of June 2009 by Ethnic Code.

GRAD YEAR 2609 2010 2011 2012
GPA | WGPA I N GPA | WGPA I N GPA | WGPA | N GPA | WGPA | N

White (1) 3.08 3,55 1427 3.06 340 4681 307 331 4311 3.22 335 1393
Adrican Am. (2) | 2.04 212 32221 215 222 12371 218 223 121371 2.11 2.13 169
Native Am. {3) 2.52 2.53 4 | 319 3,50 2 1 2.55 2.55 2 1.3 1.3 1
Asian/Paclsl. (4) | 3.23 3.69 28 | 3.26 3.55 21 1321 3.38 15 | 307 317 17
Hispanic {5) 2.52 2.74 a5 | 2.75 3.01 45 1 2.46 2.53 36 | 2.50 2.55 25
Multi-Racial (6) | 2.63 2.96 30 | 2.63 2.81 43 § 2.46 2.57 48 | 2.35 2.40 29

Mean GPA for all 1719 white students in this table — 3.11
Mean WGPA for all 1719 white students in this table - 3.40
Mean GPA for all 841 African American students in: this table - 2.12
Mean WGPA for all 841 African American students in this table — 2,18
Mean GPA for all 9 Native American students in this table — 2.54
Mean WGPA for all 9 Native American students in this table — 2.61

Mean GPA for all 81 Asian/Pacific Islander students in this table — 3.20

Mean WGPA for all 81 Asian/Pacific Islander students in this table — 3,49
Mean GPA for all 141 Hispanic students in this table - 2.58
Mean WGPA for all 141 Hispanic students in this table — 2.74
Mean GPA for all 170 Multi-Racial students in this table — 2.53
Mean WGPA for all 170 Multi-Racial students in this table — 2.72




Oak Park and River Forest High School

District 200

201 North Scoville Avenue ¢ Oak Park, IL 60302-2296

Table 4.
Mean GPA and WGPA as of June 2009 by Gender and Ethnic Code.
GRAD YEAR 2009 2010 2011 2012

GPA | WGPA I N i GPA| WGPA | N |GPA|WGPA | N | GPA | WGPA | N
White Fem. (1) 326 | 381 210 325 364 |218] 328 | 357 |2157340 ] 355 {185
White Male (1) 290 0 330 2171290 319 |250] 286 | 3.05 (216306 317 1208
Afren, Am, F(2) | 2.11 2,19 1108 237 248 (1171232 240 105|233 | 236 67
Afrecn Am.M(2)| 198 | 206 (114|193 197 [120]12.04 | 207 1108|1971 1.99 |102
NativeAm, F.(3) | 2.42 | 2.43 2 [ 338 399 1 0 0
NativeAm. M(3) | 2.61 2.62 2 3 3 1 | 255] 255 P 1.3 1.3 1
Asian/Pl F.(4) | 335} 386 16 | 3.27 36 i3 1303] 319 8 | 3141 3.26 9
Asian/PL M. {4} | 3.07 | 346 12 | 325 | 347 8 | 341 3.61 7 | 298¢ 308 8
Hispanic F. (3) | 2.63 1 2.96 15 | 310 | 346 23 12531 263 18 | 3.0 3.12 )
Hispanic M. (5) | 245 1 2.58 20 | 237 | 2.53 22 1 239 245 18 12341 237 19
MultiRacial F(6) | 2.79 1 3.16 27 1 296 | 326 23 12350 ] 2.6l 21 | 246 1 251 15
MultiRacial{6) 246 1 272 23 1 225 230 20 1 243 254 | 27 | 2231 228 14

Mean GPA for all 828 white female students in this table — 3.29

Mean WGPA for all 828 white female students i this table — 3.64

Mean GPA for all 891 white male students in this table - 2.93

Mean WGPA for all 891 white male students in this table - 3.19

Mean GPA for all 397 African American female students in this table — 2.28

Mean WGPA for all 397 African American female students 1n this table

2.36

Mean GPA for all 444 African American male students in this table — 1,98
Mean WGPA for all 444 African American male students in this table — 2.02

Mean GPA for all 3 Native American female students in this table — 2.74

Mean WGPA for all 3 Native American female students in this table — 2.95
Mean GPA for all 6 Native American male students in this table — 2.44

Mean WGPA for all 6 Native American maile students in this table — 2.44

Mean GPA for all 46 Asian/Pacific Islander female students in this table — 3.23

Mean WGPA for all 46 Asian/Pacific Islander female students in this table — 3.56

Mean GPA for all 35 Asian/Pacific Islander male students in this table - 3.14
Mean WGPA for all 35Asian/Pacific Islander male students in this tabie — 3,39

Mean GPA for all 62 Hispanic female students in this table — 2.81

Mean WGPA for all 62 Hispanic female students in this table - 3.06
Mean GPA for all 79 Hispanic male students in this table — 2.39

Mean WGPA for all 79 Hispanic male students in this table — 2.49

Mean GPA for all 86 Multi-Racial female students in this table — 2.70

Mean WGPA for all 86 Multi-Racial female students in this table — 2.94

Mean GPA for all 84 Multi-Racial male students in this table — 2.36
Mean WGPA for all 86 Multi-Racial male studenis in this table — 2.49




