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Data

» We use the NAEP to make state proficiency comparable across states
and over time.

* In the future, the biennial NAEP release for states will be accompanied by
district-level trends.

» 43 states

» States missing because of low participation in state tests (AK, NY, CO, OR, DC (math))
or only two proficiency categories reported (NM)
or students taking out-of-grade tests (VA for math)
or missing district-level one or two years (WV (reading), AR(reading), ME, MT, VT)

» Math and Reading
* By race/ethnicity, economic status, gender

« 8,719 school districts (~35 million students, ~100 million test scores)
« 79% of US total grade 3-8 enroliment



Although No State Improved in Both Math and Reading on the NAEP, the Education Recovery Scorecard Highlights
the Work of Over 100 Districts Performing Above Pre-Pandemic Levels in Both Math and Reading

READ THE FULL REPORT READ THE PRESS RELEASE

Explore:

— District Success Stories

— List of Recovered Districts in Math and Reading

Click here for state press releases and district level data.

A collaboration of:

2 The Educational Opportunity Project = a| Center for Education Policy Research
% _ at Stanford University 2/ HARVARD UNIVERSITY Stanford g_e_Q-Q




Grade Levels (Relative to 2019)

National Test Score Trends, 2003-2024, Grades 3-8

Math Reading
0.25 -

0.00

-0.25

-0.50

-0.75

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2022 2024 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2022 2024



Between-District Gaps Grew (esp. in Math)

Top-Bottom Decile Gap Change Percentage
(Grade Levels) (Grade Levels) Change
District Demographic
Characteristic 2019 2024 2019-24 2019-24
Math
~ [Lowvs Hoh % FRPL o./1 4.10 0.59 11%
Low vs High % Black 1.68 1.96 0.28 17%
Lowvs High % Hispanic  1.16 1.33 0.17 14%
Reading
~ LowvsHigh% FRPL 3.70 3.90 0.21 6%
Low vs High % Black 1.41 1.48 0.07 5%
Lowvs High % Hispanic ~ 1.38 1.44 0.06 &%

The math gap
between the
lowest and
highest poverty
districts grew
from 3.7 grade
levels to 4.1
grades levels
from 2019-2024,
an 11% increase.




Between-District Gaps Grew (esp. in Math)

Top-Bottom Decile Gap Change Percentage
(Grade Levels) (Grade Levels) Change
District Demographic
Characteristic 2019 2024 2019-24 2019-24
Math
~ Lowvs High% FRPL 3.71 4.10 0.39 11%
Low vs High % Black 1.68 1.96 0.28 17%
Lowvs High % Hispanic  1.16 1.33 0.17 14%
Reading
~ LowvsHigh% FRPL 3.70 3.90 0.21 6%
Low vs High % Black 1.41 1.48 0.07 5%
Lowvs High % Hispanic ~ 1.38 1.44 0.06 &%

The math gap
between the
districts with the
lowest and
highest
proportions of
Black students
grew from 1.7
grade levels to
2.0 grades levels
from 2019-2024,
an 17%
increase.




Gender Gaps Emerged in Math

Change Percentage

Gap (Grade Levels) (Grade Levels) Change
Within-District Gap 2019 2024 2019-2024 2019-24
Math The average
. - A within-district
ipiirindT G S S =i o
e - Black ap ' ' ' y was 0 in 2019 (girls
Female - Male Gap 0.02 -0.28 -0.30 math skills); girls
Reading math skills have
~ Nonpoor -Poor G 1.81 1.79 -0.02 1% |fallen much more
Whio. Black Gep | 205 206 0.00 G  |thanboys: by 2024,
e - Black Lap ' ' ' ° girls were 0.3 grade
Female - Male Gap 0.92 0.82 -0.10 -11% math




educationrecoveryscorecard.org

Click on a highlighted state below for more information.




educationrecoveryscorecard.org

District Fact Sheets

Statewide Data DOWNLOAD

Search for a district

Search by district name or ID

Quabbin - 2500001 DOWNLOAD
Spencer E Brookfield - 2500002 DOWNLOAD
Southwick Tolland Granville Regional School District - 2500013 DOWNLOAD
Up Island Regional - 2500043 DOWNLOAD
Manchester Essex Regional - 2500067 DOWNLOAD
Ayer Shirley School District - 2500542 DOWNLOAD
Monomoy Regional School District - 2500544 DOWNLOAD
Abington - 2501650 DOWNLOAD
Acton Boxborough - 2501710 DOWNLOAD
Acushnet - 2501740 DOWNLOAD
Adams Cheshire - 2501780 DOWNLOAD
Agawam - 2501800 DOWNLOAD
Amesbury - 2501860 DOWNLOAD
Andover - 2501950 DOWNLOAD
Arlington - 2501980 DOWNLOAD
Ashburnham Westminster - 2502040 DOWNLOAD
Ashland - 2502100 DOWNLOAD

Athol Royalston - 2502160 DOWNLOAD




Lexington, MA

Math Performance, Grades 3-8, 2009-2024
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Reading Performance, Grades 3-8, 2009-2024
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Lynn, MA

Math Performance, Grades 3-8, 2009-2024
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Reading Performance, Grades 3-8, 2009-2024
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High Income Districts 4 x More Likely to

Rarnvar
Change in Math Achievement 2019-2024
by Percent FRPL in Massachusetts Districts
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Source: Education Recovery Scorecard, by Harvard CEPR and Stanford SEDA. For details on the methodology see https://edopportunity.org/methods.



High Income Districts 4 x More Likely to

Rernvar
Change in Reading Achievement 2019-2024
by Percent FRPL in Massachusetts Districts
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Source: Education Recovery Scorecard, by Harvard CEPR and Stanford SEDA. For details on the methodology see https://edopportunity.org/methods.




Change in Math Achievement 2019-2024
by Percent FRPL in CGCS Districts
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Change in Reading Achievement (Grade Levels)

Change in Reading Achievement 2019-2024
by Percent FRPL in CGCS Districts
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Widespread Rise in Absenteeism Slowed

Recovery (Especially in Higher Poverty Districts)
Change in Absenteeism by District Poverty

Chronic Absenteeism Rate (%) Implied Absence Rate (%)
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Districts with Similar Poverty Rates Received Different Amounts of
Aid
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Federal Pandemic Relief Boosted Recovery in High Poverty
Districts

Math Achievement Change (SDs)
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Struggling Readers Continue Decline

4th Grade Reading 8th Grade Reading
NCLBA ESSA NCLBA ESSA
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Pivoting from Pandemic Recovery to Long-Term Reform

1.

2.

States and districts should double down on academic catch up
efforts previously funded by federal relief.

Mayors, employers and other community leaders should join
schools in tackling student absenteeism.

Teachers must inform parents when their child is not at grade
level.

We must learn what’s working (and what is not) in the recent
literacy reforms/cell phone bans.



National Chronic Absence Crisis

US Chronic Absence Rates K- 12 / The number of

35% chronically absent

o 30% 28% students grew
: from 8.1 to 14.7
25% million in 2022. It
still affected 13.4
20% 16% 16% million in 2023.
15% v Emerging 2024
f data shows some
10% decrease but still
5o elevated.
0%

2018 2019 2022 2023

Source: US Department of Education, Ed Facts

Attendance
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Chronically absent students are from all backgrounds.
But some groups are more affected.

Chart |. Chronic Absence Rates By Student Population
in SY 2021-22 & SY 2022-23

44.5%

Pacific Islander 47.8%

44.0%

American Indian/ Native 46.8%

5%

I

Students with Disabilities 41.2%

Black 35.8%

39.9%
32.8%

Hispanic 36.8%
32.5%

English Learners 36.2%

29.4%

Multi-racial 31.7%

27.8%

Overall 30.1%

21.3%

White 23.8%

14.7%

Asian 15.0%

0.

2
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WO ri(s GRADUATES www.attendanceworks.org
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Reducing chronic absence must begin in kindergarten (ideally preschool)

Chronic Absence by Grade 2024 & 2023

== Estimated National Chronic Absenteeism 2024 == Estimated National Chronic Absenteeism 2023

40.00%
a5 S2o8%
L 30.05% e 36.54%
” 27.47%
o ) 32.09%
30.56%
2022%  20.33%
20.00% 23.89%
20.31% 21.13%
18.56%  18.68%  18.89%
10.00%
0.00%
K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
Grade

Note:These estimates are based upon data from 14 states (CO, CT, DE, GA, HI, IL, IN, IA, MI, ME, NE, OH, OR,WA)
representing around 17% of the K-12 public school population.

Attendance
©

29



2"! Graders who were never chronically absent were more likely to able to read on
grade level than students with patterns of chronic absence.

105
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R 100
d 9 94.6ttt
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Absent Absent in Absent in Absent in Absent in
(n=4,073) Pre-K Pre-K and K Pre-K, K, and Pre-K, K, 1st,
(n=1,381) (n=423) 1st Grade and 2nd Grade
(n=255) (n=306)
Note: **Indicates that scores are significantly different from scores of students who are never chronically absent, at p<.001 level. + In the DIBELS 6th Edition Assessment and
Scoring Guide (Good & Kaminksi, 2002), these are labeled as “Some Risk,” indicating the need for additional intervention and “At Risk,” indicating the need for substantial
in(ervegntions. . . ¢ ) . ¢ CCSR
Ehrlich, Stacy B., et al. University of Chicago, 2014, pp. |-64,
’ Attendance Preschool Attendance in Chicago Public Schools Relationship with Outcomes and Reasons for Absence.

\ NG www.attendanceworks.org




Students who are chronically
absent in preschool are five times
more likely to be chronically
absent in second grade.

Source: Erlich, Stacey et al, Preschool Attendance in Chicago Public Schools: Relationships with Learning Outcomes and Reasons for
Absences, May 2014, https://consortium.uchicago.edu/publications/preschool-attendance-chicago-public-schools-relationships-learning-outcomes-and-reaso-0



https://consortium.uchicago.edu/publications/preschool-attendance-chicago-public-schools-relationships-learning-outcomes-and-reaso-0

Chronic absence is

especially challenging for
low-income children

v Poor children are 4x more likely to be chronically absent in K than their highest

income peers.

v Children in poverty are more likely to lack basic health and safety supports (health
care, transportation, stable housing, food, clothes, etc.) that ensure a child is more likely

to get to school.

v The adverse impact of absenteeism on literacy development is 75% greater for these

children than for their middle-class peers.

Sources: M. Romero and Y.S. Lee, A National Portrait of Chronic Absenteeism in the Early Grades, The National Center for Children In Poverty, Columbia
University, October 2007; Ready, Douglas D., Socioeconomic Disadvantage, School Attendance, and Early Cognitive Development, The Differential Effects of
School Exposure, Sociology of Education, October 2010

Attendance
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https://academiccommons.columbia.edu/doi/10.7916/D89C7650
https://academiccommons.columbia.edu/doi/10.7916/D89C7650
https://www.attendanceworks.org/school-attendance-and-early-cognitive-development-the-differential-effects-of-school-exposure/
https://www.attendanceworks.org/school-attendance-and-early-cognitive-development-the-differential-effects-of-school-exposure/

Attendance

When multiple students miss
school, the impact ripples

©

missing
student

s
STUDENTS workING TN GROUP

In SY 2022-23
6 1% of schools
had a chronic
absence rate of
20%+
versus
28% prior to the
pandemic
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The vast majority of schools experienced high chronic absence.
The largest increase has occurred among elementary schools.

Elementary Schools Middle Schools High Schools

2017-18| 202122 |2022-23 | 2017-18| 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2017-18| 2021-22 | 2022-23 | 2017-18 | 2021-22 | 2022-23 |

3,550

Number of schools with 30% or more
students chronically absent

19828 15714 1353 6430 5154 6433 11778 10339 12493 39890 3297

Number of schools with 20% or more

students chronically absent s

31362 2879 3640 10541 9591 10474 16126 15271 24912 60,379 55984

For more information, see: https://www.attendanceworks.org/rising-tide-of-chronic-absence-challenges-schools/

[
© . Attendance RYON!
Q " WOIKS GRADUATES www.attendanceworks.org



https://www.attendanceworks.org/rising-tide-of-chronic-absence-challenges-schools/

Schools serving more students and families struggling with poverty are most
affected by extreme and high levels of chronic absence.
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Chart 1 - SY 22-23 School Chronic Absence Levels by Concentration of Poverty* Chart 2 - SY 17-18 School Chronic Absence Levels by Concentration of Poverty*
*Definedas percent of students eligiblefor free-or reduced-pricemeals *Defined as percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price meals
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https://www.attendanceworks.org/rising-tide-of-chronic-absence-challenges-schools/

The key to reducing chronic absence is to find and
address what causes students to miss school

*Chronic and acute illness «Struggling academically *Lack of challenging, *Absences are only a

* Family responsibilities or and/or behaviorally culturally responsive problem if they are
home situation *Unwelcoming school instruction unexcused

*Trauma climate *Bored *Missing 2 days per

*Poor transportation *Social and peer challenges *No meaningful relationships month doesn’t affect

*Housing and food insecurity * Anxiety to adu!ts in _the school learning

*Inequitable access to *Biased disciplinary and (especially given staff *Lose track and
needed services (including suspension practices shortages) ' uI;\derestlmate TOTAL
health) *Undiagnosed disability *Lack of enrichment apsences

«System involvement and/or lack of disability RERIENIIEES *Assume students must

*Lack of predictable accommodations *Lack of academic and stay home ffO'h any

. i symptom of illness

schedules for learning *Caregivers have/had be'haworal support ymp

«Lack of access to negative educational *Failure to earn credits * Attendance only
technology experiences *Need to work conflicts with matters in the older

grades

. L being in high school
Community violence «Suspensions don’t

count as absence

https://www.attendanceworks.org/chronic-absence/addressing-chronic-absence/3-tiers-of-intervention/root-causes/

Attendance
©


https://www.attendanceworks.org/chronic-absence/addressing-chronic-absence/3-tiers-of-intervention/root-causes/

High levels of absence reflect an erosion in positive conditions for learning

Physical and Emotional
Health and Safety

o>

Adult and -
Student Well-Being Belonging,
and Emotional Connection,
Competence ' and Support

- N

Academic Challenge

and Engagement Relationships are Essential

to Positive Conditions
for Learning

l
Attendance -
WO rks © ﬁ_AIB www.attendanceworks.org




Multi-tiered support systems

that begin with prevention
are essential

Tier 3
Students missing 20 percent or more Intensive
Intervention

Tier 2

Students missing 10 to 19 percent .
g P Early Intervention

All students and families Tier |
Universal Prevention

All students and Foundational Supports

families That Promote Positive Conditions for Learning

& Attendance https://www.attendanceworks.org/chronic-absence/addressing-chronic-absence/3-tiers-of-intervention/

S 0 www.attendanceworks.org
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https://www.attendanceworks.org/chronic-absence/addressing-chronic-absence/3-tiers-of-intervention/

Upcoming GLR Learning Tuesdays Webinars:

DECODING NAEP

Decoding NAEP: Different Contexts, Different Results?
Tuesday, February 25, 3:00—4:30 pm ET/12-1:30 p.m. PT

PARTNER WEBINARS
For-profit Child Care: Implications, Challenges and Opportunities
Tuesday, March 4, 3:00-4:30 pm ET/12-1:30 p.m. PT

DECODING NAEP

Decoding NAEP: Parents
Tuesday, March 11, 3:00—4:30 pm ET/12-1:30 p.m. PT

DECODING NAEP

Decoding NAEP: The Perspectives of State Chiefs
Tuesday, March 18, 3:00-4:30 pm ET/12-1:30 p.m. PT

Join us!

GLR
Learning
Tuesdays




