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Issue: On December 1, the National Center for Educational Statistics released the results of the Trial Urban District Assessment (TUDA) component of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) for 2005. This included district level results for ten large school districts including Los Angeles and San Diego. The attached analysis summarizes the results of the assessment.
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Summary

Based on the 2005 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), approximately 16 percent of children in grade four and 15 percent of children in grade eight attend schools in large urban districts. The 2005 Trial Urban District Assessment (TUDA) was the third time NAEP over-sampled a select group of large districts for the purpose of estimating student performance on the district level. Similar studies with fewer districts were conducted in 2002 and 2003. The cities participating in 2005 were Atlanta, Georgia, Austin, Texas, Boston, Massachusetts, Charlotte, North Carolina, Chicago, Illinois, Cleveland, Ohio, Houston, Texas, Los Angeles, California, New York, New York, San Diego, California, and Washington D.C.  Results are reported for reading and mathematics for grades four and eight.

Overall the results paralleled the findings of the 2005 State NAEP assessment.  

Grade four students average reading scores for all districts were statistically unchanged from 2003. Only one district, Los Angeles, showed a statistically significant increase in grade eight reading average scale score.  

Math scores in grade four were significantly higher in eight of the ten districts that had scores in 2003, including Los Angeles and San Diego. Grade eight mathematics scores were higher in four districts including Los Angeles and San Diego. Scores for all the districts are presented in Tables one and two.

Table 1.  NAEP 2005 Average Reading Scale Score for Large Urban Districts

	Jurisdiction
	Reading Grade 4
	Change 
	Reading Grade 8
	Change

	National
	217*
	1
	260+
	-1

	Large Central Cities
	206
	NA+
	250
	NA+

	Atlanta
	201
	4
	240
	0

	Austin
	217
	-
	257
	-

	Boston
	207
	1
	253
	-1

	Charlotte
	221
	2
	259
	3

	Chicago
	198
	0
	249
	1

	Cleveland
	197
	2
	240
	0

	Houston
	211
	4
	248
	2

	Los Angeles
	196
	2
	239*
	5

	New York
	213
	3
	251
	1

	San Diego
	208
	0
	253
	3

	Washington D.C.
	191
	3
	238
	1


+  Large central cities are a subset of NAEP TUDA. The definition was changed in 2005, so the ata cannot be compared to 2003.

* Statistically significant at the .05 level.

Table 2.  NAEP 2005 Average Math Scale Scores for Large Urban Districts

	Jurisdiction
	Math Grade 4
	Change
	Math Grade 8
	Change

	National
	237*
	3
	278*
	2

	Large Central Cities
	228
	NA
	265
	NA

	Atlanta
	221
	5*
	245
	1

	Austin
	242
	-
	281
	-

	Boston
	 229
	9*
	 270*
	8

	Charlotte
	244
	2
	281
	2

	Chicago
	216
	2
	258
	4

	Cleveland
	 220
	5*
	249
	4

	Houston
	 233
	6*
	 267*
	3

	Los Angeles
	 220
	4*
	 250*
	5

	New York
	 231
	5*
	267
	1

	San Diego
	 232
	6*
	 270*
	6

	Washington D.C.
	 211*
	6
	245
	2


+  Large central cities are a subset of NAEP TUDA. The definition was changed in 2005, so the ata cannot be compared to 2003.

* Statistically significant at the .05 level.

In making comparisons among the district it is very important to consider the large variation in the proportion of English learners in each district and the variation in exclusion rates for English learners among districts. Table 3 presents the data for English language learner exclusion by district for grade 4 reading and mathematics.

Table 3. Percent of English language learner students identified and excluded, NAEP grade 4 reading and mathematics assessments, 2005.

	
	Grade 4 Reading
	Grade 4 Math

	District
	% Ident
	% Exclud
	% Ident.
	% Exclud.

	Atlanta
	1
	1
	2
	#

	Austin
	27
	14
	25
	5

	Boston
	14
	4
	15
	3

	Charlotte
	9
	2
	10
	1

	Chicago
	17
	4
	18
	2

	Cleveland
	5
	2
	4
	1

	Houston
	36
	19
	35
	4

	Los Angeles
	56
	5
	54
	4

	New York
	12
	5
	12
	3

	San Diego
	36
	4
	36
	3

	Washington D.C.
	6
	1
	5
	1


#  Estimate rounds to zero.

The proportion of English learners identified in the TUDA districts in grade four ranges from one percent in Atlanta to 56 percent in Los Angeles. The rate of exclusion of English learners shows a high degree of variation for reading as compared to mathematics. For grade four reading, the exclusion practices in Austin and Houston result in approximately 50 percent of English learners being excluded from the assessment. In comparison, about ten percent of the English learners were excluded from the assessment in San Diego and Los Angeles.

To better approximate a fair comparison, statistical tests were conducted comparing the TUDA districts based on the scores of students that were not English learners. The results may be discussed in terms of a target district and the relative standing of all the other districts. The average score of a given district may be significantly lower, not significantly different from, or significantly higher than the target district. Table 4 reports the relative standing of districts when Los Angeles and San Diego are selected as the target districts for comparing the performance of students that were not English learners.

Table 4. Difference in average scale score between districts for students that are not English learners. Grade four and eight Reading Assessments, NAEP 2005. 

	Target District and Subject
	Districts w/Average Significantly Lower
	Districts w/Average No Different
	District w/Average Significantly Higher

	San Diego

Grade 4 Reading
	Atlanta

Boston 

Chicago

Cleveland

D.C.

Los Angeles


	Austin

Charlotte

Houston

New York
	

	San Diego 

Grade 8 Reading
	Atlanta

Boston 

Chicago

Cleveland

D.C.

Los Angeles
	Austin

Charlotte

Houston

New York
	

	Los Angeles
Grade 4 Reading
	Atlanta

Chicago

Cleveland

D.C.

	Boston 

Houston

New York
	Austin

Charlotte

San Diego

	Los Angeles

Grade 8 Reading
	Atlanta

Cleveland

D.C.


	Boston 

Chicago

Houston

New York
	Austin

Charlotte

San Diego


Results by Ethnicity for San Diego and Los Angeles

In reviewing results by ethnicity it is important to keep in mind the size of the various ethnic sub-groups. Table 5 shows the ethnic makeup of the reading samples for grades four and eight in both districts.  

Table 5. Percentage of students by ethnicity in the grade four and grade eight 2005 NAEP reading assessments for San Diego and Los Angeles. 

	
	Percent of students in each group

	
	White
	Black
	Hispanic
	Asian

	San Diego Grade 4
	22 
	12
	47
	18

	San Diego Grade 8
	25
	13
	44
	17

	Los Angeles Grade 4
	9
	10
	74
	7

	Los Angeles Grade 8 
	10
	11
	72
	7


Results by ethnic group for San Diego and Los Angeles are presented in Tables 6 and 7. Please note when comparing sub-group scores that large changes in scale scores are required for the smaller sub-groups in order to be statistically significant. This is because there is greater variability in these scores.  

This is particularly true in Los Angeles, where a gain of 12 points in the average reading score for grade four white students was insufficient to be statistically significant. In grade four mathematics, Los Angeles Hispanic students’ five point gain is significant, while a six point gain by white students is not.

In San Diego none of the NAEP reporting sub-groups showed a significant change in reading scores from 2003. In grade four mathematics San Diego’s white, Hispanic and Asian students scored significantly higher than in 2003. For grade eight mathematics, only the white and Hispanic sub-groups showed significant improvement. 

Table 6. Average 2005 NAEP reading and mathematics scores for San Diego by ethnicity.

	San Diego
	White
	Black
	Hispanic
	Asian

	
	Avg.
	Chg.
	Avg.
	Chg.
	Avg.
	Chg.
	Avg.
	Chg.

	Grade 4 Reading
	226
	-5
	198
	-2
	196
	1
	222
	0

	Grade 8 Reading
	273
	4
	242
	6
	241
	3
	265
	5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 4 Math
	249*
	6
	221
	5
	222*
	6
	245*
	7

	Grade 8 Math
	292*
	8
	253
	1
	258*
	10
	282
	4


* Statistically significant at the .05 level.

Table 7. Average 2005 NAEP reading and mathematics scores for Los Angeles by ethnicity.

	Los Angeles
	White
	Black
	Hispanic
	Asian

	
	Avg.
	Chg.
	Avg.
	Chg.
	Avg.
	Chg.
	Avg.
	Chg.

	Grade 4 Reading
	229
	12
	187
	0
	190
	1
	223
	5

	Grade 8 Reading
	261
	-5
	234
	1
	235*
	7
	262
	7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 4 Math
	247
	6
	209
	NA+
	216*
	5
	246
	5

	Grade 8 Math
	280
	3
	239
	5
	245*
	5
	291*
	16


* Statistically significant at the .05 level.

+ Variability of statistic exceeds acceptable limit for reporting.

The reading scores for the grade four NAEP sub-groups in Los Angeles were statistically unchanged from 2003 to 2005. Grade eight Hispanic students’ average reading score increased significantly from 2003 to 2005. 

The average scale scores in mathematics for grade four students in all ethnic groups in Los Angeles were higher than in 2003. However, only scores of Hispanic students showed a statistically significant increase. For Grade eight mathematics Los Angeles’ Hispanic students scores increased significantly as did those of Asian students. The gain by Asian students was particularly large (16 points). 

Results by English Learner Status

Table 8. San Diego 2005 NAEP average scale scores and score changes by English learner status.

	San Diego
	English Learner
	Not English Learner

	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 4 Reading
	188
	2
	218
	0

	Grade 8 Reading
	219
	-1
	262
	5

	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 4 Math
	217*
	6
	240*
	7

	Grade 8 Math
	236
	1
	278
	6


* Statistically significant at the .05 level.

Table 9. Los Angeles 2005 NAEP average scale scores and score changes by English learner status.

	Los Angeles
	English Learner
	Not English Learner

	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 4 Reading
	182
	-1
	211
	5

	Grade 8 Reading
	213*
	8
	252
	4

	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 4 Math
	210
	3
	232
	6

	Grade 8 Math
	225
	2
	263*
	8


* Statistically significant at the .05 level.

Gaps and Changes in Gaps

Overall, performance gaps among white and black and white and Hispanic students are quite large in both districts for all grades and subjects assessed. Note L.A. has district level scores in reading going back to 2002. 

The white-black gaps In San Diego changed from 2003 to 2005 as follows:

· Grade 4 Reading: The gap narrowed by 7 points from 35 to 28.

· Grade 8 Reading: The gap narrowed by 2 points from 33 to 31.

· Grade 4 Math: The gap widened by 1 point from 27 to 28.

· Grade 8 Math: The gap widened by 7 points from 32 to 39.

The white-Hispanic gaps in San Diego changed from 2003 to 2005 as follows:

· Grade 4 Reading: The gap narrowed by 6 points from 36 to 30.

· Grade 8 Reading: The gap widened by 1 point from 31 to 32.

· Grade 4 Math: The gap was unchanged at 27 points.

· Grade 8 Math: The gap narrowed by 2 points from 36 to 34.

In Los Angeles the gaps in scores between white and black students have changed as follows:

· Grade 4 Reading: The gap increased by 5 points from 37 in 2002 to 42 in 2005.

· Grade 8 Reading: The gap decreased by 1 point from 28 in 2002 to 27 in 2005.

· Grade 4 Math: The gap is 38 points; no estimate was given in 2003.

· Grade 8 Math: The gap narrowed by two points from 43 in 2003 to 41 points in 2005.

The white-Hispanic gaps in Los Angeles changed as follows:

· Grade 4 Reading: The gap widened by 1 point from 38 points in 2002 to 39 points in 2005.

· Grade 8 Reading: The gap narrowed by 8 points from 34 points in 2002 to 26 points in 2005.

· Grade 4 Math: The gap increased by one point from 30 in 2003 to 31 in 2005. 

· Grade 8 Math: The gap narrowed by 2 points from 37 to 35.
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