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Purpose
 Analysis of the NAEP TUDA and jurisdiction effects on 

performance over time while adjusting for relevant 

background variables

Dogan, E., Bandeira de Mello, V., Lewis, S., Simon, C., Uzzell, R., Horwitz, A. & 

Casserly, M. (2011). Addendum to pieces of the puzzle recent 

performance trends in urban districts:  A closer look at 2009 NAEP 

TUDA results. Retrieved from the Council of the Great City Schools 

website:http://www.cgcs.org/cms/lib/DC00001581/Centricity/domain/35

/publication%20docs/Pieces%20of%20the%20Puzzle_Addendum.pdf

 Background variables:

◦Race/ethnicity

◦Special education status

◦English language learner status

◦Free- or reduced-price lunch eligibility

◦Parental Education (Grade 8 only)

◦Literacy Materials (computer, 

newspapers, magazines, more than 25 

books in the home, internet access

http://www.cgcs.org/cms/lib/DC00001581/Centricity/domain/35/publication docs/Pieces of the Puzzle_Addendum.pdf


POVERTY CONTEXT



Income Eligibility Guidelines
Source: United States Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service. (2016, March). Child and 

Nutrition Programs: Income Eligibility Guidelines. Federal Register 81(56), 15501- 15503.



Percentage of Households by Income Level
Source: United States Census Bureau, 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates.

Less than 

$10,000

$10,000 to 

$14,999

$15,000 to 

$24,999

$25,000 to 

$34,999

$35,000 to 

$49,999

Total Percent of 

Families

Detroit City School District 21.7 10.2 16.9 12.7 13.6 75.1

Cleveland Municipal School District 20.5 10.6 17.1 12.5 13.5 74.2

Fresno Unified School District 11.5 9.4 16.0 13.4 14.5 64.8

Milwaukee School District 12.2 8.7 15.1 12.9 14.5 63.4

Philadelphia City School District 14.2 7.9 13.0 11.6 13.6 60.3

Fort Worth Independent School District 9.9 7.1 13.3 12.2 14.0 56.5

Baltimore City Public Schools 13.1 7.5 11.6 11.1 13.0 56.3

Dallas Independent School District 9.6 6.5 13.1 12.2 14.9 56.3

Dade County School District 10.6 6.8 13.3 11.1 14.1 55.9

Guilford County Schools 8.1 5.8 12.3 12.2 15.0 53.4

Shelby County School District 9.7 6.2 12.7 11.1 13.2 52.9

Houston Independent School District 9.1 6.4 12.8 10.8 13.3 52.4

Duval County School District 8.7 5.6 10.9 11.6 15.1 51.9

Albuquerque Public Schools 9.1 5.8 12.3 11.2 13.4 51.8

Atlanta City School District 12.8 6.3 11.1 9.4 12.0 51.6

Jefferson County School District 8.5 6.0 11.3 10.8 14.6 51.2

Chicago Public School District 299 11.1 5.9 11.6 10.0 12.4 51.0

Los Angeles Unified School District 7.9 6.9 12.0 10.5 12.8 50.1

Hillsborough County School District 7.7 5.4 11.3 10.6 14.3 49.3

Clark County School District 6.7 4.6 10.4 11.4 15.2 48.3

New York City 10.4 6.1 10.5 8.9 11.4 47.3

Denver County School District 1 8.4 5.2 9.6 10.1 13.4 46.7

Boston School District 12.0 7.3 9.3 7.2 10.2 46.0

Austin Independent School District 7.9 4.5 9.3 9.6 13.6 44.9

Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools 6.4 4.4 9.4 10.3 13.7 44.2

San Diego City Unified School District 6.3 4.9 9.0 8.5 12.2 40.9

District of Columbia Public Schools 10.2 4.2 7.4 6.7 9.6 38.1

Hawaii Department of Education 5.7 3.4 7.3 7.3 11.6 35.3



NAEP PROFICIENCY LEVEL 

COMPARISON BETWEEN 

LOW INCOME PUBLIC, 

CHARTER AND PRIVATE 

SCHOOL STUDENTS



2015 NAEP Proficiency Level Comparison Between 

Low Income Public, Charter and Private School 

Students

FRPL below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced

Large city 74 30.9 46.4 20.7 2.0

Charter school - Large city 71 31.1 48.9 18.5 1.5

National public 55 27.9 47.7 22.3 2.2

Charter school - National public 56 30.1 48.3 20.2 1.5

National private

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

P
e
rc

e
n
t 

o
f 
S
tu

d
e
n
ts

Math Grade 4 Low Income Students, 2015



2013 NAEP Proficiency Level Comparison Between 

Low Income Public, Charter and Private School 

Students

FRPL below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced

Large city 73 30.7 46.1 20.9 2.2

Charter school - Large city 81 29.2 47.1 21.3 2.5

National public 54 27.0 47.4 23.4 2.3

Charter school - National public 63 29.2 46.5 21.9 2.4

National private 10 39.7 44.2 14.6 1.5
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2015 NAEP Proficiency Level Comparison Between 

Low Income Public, Charter and Private School 

Students

FRPL below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced

Large city 71 46 37 14 3

Charter school - Large city 71 42 41 15 2

National public 50 39.5 41.0 16.9 2.7

Charter school - National public 52 42 40 15 2

National private
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2013 NAEP Proficiency Level Comparison Between 

Low Income Public, Charter and Private School 

Students

FRPL below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced

Large city 68 43.4 38.8 15.2 2.6

Charter school - Large city 65 42.9 38.7 15.9 2.6

National public 50 39.5 41.0 16.9 2.7

Charter school - National public 59 40.0 41.1 16.6 2.3

National private 8 42.7 36.7 18.1 2.5
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2015 NAEP Proficiency Level Comparison Between 

Low Income Public, Charter and Private School 

Students

FRPL below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced

Large city 73.0 48.9 32.6 15.9 2.5

Charter - Large city 69.0 47.2 34.4 16.1 2.3

National public 55.0 44.4 34.3 18.3 3.0

Charter - National public 56.0 45.0 35.4 17.0 2.6

National private
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2013 NAEP Proficiency Level Comparison Between 

Low Income Public, Charter and Private School 

Students

FRPL below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced

Large city 73 51.6 32.0 14.3 2.1

Charter - Large city 81 50.4 33.1 14.7 1.8

National public 54 46.6 33.8 16.9 2.7

Charter - National public 60 46.9 33.3 17.0 2.7

National private 10 41.0 35.1 19.8 4.1
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2015 NAEP Proficiency Level Comparison Between 

Low Income Public, Charter and Private School 

Students

FRPL below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced

Large city 70 39.8 42.8 16.5 1.0

Charter - Large city 71 36.7 45.1 17.1 1.0

National public 52 35.8 44.4 18.8 1.0

Charter - National public 59 33.1 45.8 20.0 1.1

National private
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2013 NAEP Proficiency Level Comparison Between 

Low Income Public, Charter and Private School 

Students

FRPL below Basic at Basic at Proficient at Advanced

Large city 69 39.2 44.0 16.0 0.8

Charter - Large city 63 38.5 44.6 16.0 0.8

National public 49 34.1 45.7 19.1 1.0

Charter - National public 57 36.0 45.5 17.4 1.1

National private 8 30.2 40.4 26.9 2.5
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DISTRICT EFFECTS ON 

THE NATIONAL 

ASSESSMENT OF 

EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS 

OVER TIME, BASED ON 

RELEVANT BACKGROUND 

VARIABLES



District Effects on the National Assessment of Educational 

Progress Over Time, Based on Relevant Background Variables
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* Note. District effect is the difference between destrict mean and expected district mean.
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District Effects on the National Assessment of Educational 

Progress Over Time, Based on Relevant Background Variables
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District Effects on the National Assessment of Educational 

Progress Over Time, Based on Relevant Background Variables
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District Effects on the National Assessment of Educational 

Progress Over Time, Based on Relevant Background Variables
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Public vs. Non-Public/Private Effects on the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress Over Time, Based 

on Relevant Background Variables
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Large City vs. Non-Public/Private Effects on the 

National Assessment of Educational Progress Over 

Time, Based on Relevant Background Variables
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Large City vs Non-Large City Effects on the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress Over Time, Based 

on Relevant Background Variables
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Questions and Answers


