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Introduction 
  
 
Champaign Unit 4 School District (Unit 4) has long struggled to ensure equal opportunity 
and outcomes for its students.  The district is now majority-minority; African American 
students represent the largest share of its student population and persistently lag behind 
white students on measures of academic achievement, regardless of socioeconomic level. 
District leaders recognize that race and socioeconomic status too often dictate students’ 
educational experience.  
 
In an attempt to diversify its schools and reduce 
involuntary busing, Champaign began a Schools of Choice 
Program in 1998.  This move was partially in response to 
1996 complaints to the U.S. Department of Education’s 
Office of Civil Rights regarding disproportional levels of 
mandatory busing for African American students.  Those 
complaints, which were amended to include additional 
discrimination allegations, later became a law suit, and 
resulted in Unit 4 operating under a consent decree from 2001 to 2009. 
 
The district’s choice program lives on; Unit 4 now strives for socioeconomic balance 
across schools, which allows the district to use federal Title I funds across them. 
Encouraging attendance outside of geographic areas is also intended to help the district 
mitigate the impact of racial and socioeconomic segregation of the city of Champaign.  
 
Despite these efforts, outcomes for white students and students of color still vary 
significantly, an issue of continued concern to district leaders, the American Civil Liberties 
Union, NAACP of Champaign County, and other community leaders and advocates.  
Heading into her final year as superintendent, Dr. Susan Zola initiated a strategic planning 
process – the first in over a decade – to better understand and address continued 
disparities between educational experiences and outcomes for Champaign children and 
youth.   
 
In fall 2019, Unit 4 contracted with FourPoint Education Partners to create a new strategic 
plan that reflects significant input from community and district stakeholders.  The first 
step in the planning process is creating a shared understanding of the current state of the 
district, both its strengths and areas for improvement.  This report summarizes findings of 
that assessment.   

“A lot of our students have a 

great educational experience. 

But for many, particularly 

students of color, that 

experience looks very 

different. We need to get a 

handle on why.” 

- District leader 
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Methodology 
   
The Unit 4 review focused on five domains, which were chosen by senior leaders and 
board leadership based on two criteria:  

1. They represent areas of perceived need/attention  

2. They represent areas that have not been studied through other district reviews 
(e.g., communications, facilities) 

Equity issues manifest themselves in organizational systems and practices.  As such, 
rather than treat equity as a standalone topic, reviewers prioritized equity-related 
considerations for each domain.  This focus is also embedded in the research questions 
(below) that guided inquiry in each area.  

Figure 1. Domains and Research Questions Guiding FourPoint’s Community Engagement 
Process and Needs Assessment 

 Domain Research Questions 

1 School 
Management 

• What are the characteristics and challenges of schools across the district? Of those 

identified as needing to improve? 

• How much autonomy do schools have? Is this well understood by key stakeholders? 

• What is the district’s strategy for school improvement? To what extent is this strategy 

consistent with the district’s goals and theory of action? How effectively does the district 

implement the strategy? 

2 Instructional 
Delivery 

• To what extent are research-based instructional strategies used equitably across 

Champaign Unit 4 classrooms? 

• To what extent are students engaged and challenged?  

• To what extent are student groups equitably experiencing rigorous teaching and learning?  

3 Special 
Populations 

• How and how effectively do schools support students struggling to meet academic 

standards, including students with disabilities and English language learners? 

• To what extent is the district facing any compliance issues? 

• What models are used to ensure that all students meet grade-level standards? Are these 

models culturally appropriate? 

• To what extent do educators and administrators use best practices to support students? 

4 Family & 
Community 
Engagement  

• What do community and family stakeholders see as the district’s greatest strengths and 

challenges?  

• In what ways are community stakeholders engaged with the district, including those from 

traditionally underrepresented racial and ethnic communities? In what ways would they 

like to be?  

• In what ways are families engaged in schools and their children’s learning and 

development, especially families of color? In what ways would they like to be?  

• What are the strengths and challenges of the district’s existing community schools? What 

lessons around family and community engagement from community schools could be 

applied to other schools in the district?  

5 Finance • How are resources currently allocated to schools? Is this process equitable and strategic? 

• What are the district’s current funding priorities?  

• How could resources be distributed more equitably and strategically in support of district 

goals?  



 5 

 
To address the research questions, FourPoint used the following methodologies: 

• Reviewed extant data, including student enrollment, achievement and behavioral 
data, as well as data from human resource and finance systems. 

• Interviewed 24 individual stakeholders, including Unit 4 executive team, cabinet, 
and board members. 

• Conducted focus groups with approximately 85 staff, parents, students, and 
community members, including teachers, principals, special education and English 
learner service providers, parents, business leaders, nonprofit leaders, faith-based 
leaders, and municipal leaders. 

• Conducted 91 walkthroughs of K-12 classrooms in 14 Unit 4 schools using 
FourPoint’s Focused Classroom Walkthrough tool and process. 

• Surveyed school leaders (24 percent completion rate), educators and other 
certified staff (19 percent completion rate), and support staff (7 percent 
completion rate).  

FourPoint analyzed the data from these sources to develop the findings and recommendations 
outlined in the following sections. 
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District Overview 
 
 
Champaign CUSD 4 is a mid-sized school district with just over 10,000 students in 2019. 
The district has 12 elementary schools, three middle schools, two traditional high schools, 
one alternative school, and one early childhood center. 
 

Student Demographics 
 

The district has a racially and ethnically diverse student population, with roughly equal 
portions of African American and white students, each comprising just over a third of the 
student population, and 12 percent English learners.  The student population has 
gradually become more diverse over the past five years, with African American students 
surpassing white students as the largest racial demographic group in 2019. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Enrollment Consolidated Data       Source: Enrollment Consolidated Data 

 
Unit 4 has smaller percentages of white and Hispanic students and more black and Asian 
students compared with the state as a whole.  
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Source: Illinois Report Card 
 

It serves similar percentages of students with disabilities and English learners as the state 
average. 
 

Source: Illinois Report Card               Source: Illinois Report Card 
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Fifty-six percent of all Champaign students are eligible to receive free or reduced-price 
lunch (FRL), a commonly used indicator of poverty.  The majority of black students (84 
percent) and Hispanic students (73 percent) are eligible, while less than a third of white 
students (27 percent) and Asian students (30 percent) are eligible. 
 
 

Source: Enrollment Consolidated Data 

 

Educator Demographics 
 

Champaign employs approximately 765 school-based instructional staff, including 744 
teachers and 21 instructional specialists.  In contrast with its student population, most of 
Champaign’s educators (82 percent) are white.  While black students comprise the largest 
portion of Champaign’s student body, only 8 percent of its teachers are black. 
 
 

Source: Illinois Report Card 
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Student Achievement Findings 
  
 
Unit 4 lags the state in overall academic performance, particularly in English language arts 
(ELA) and particularly for black students.  In school year 2019-20, 32 percent of the 
district’s students were proficient in ELA compared with 38 percent of students 
statewide.  Math performance is closer to the state average; 30 percent of Unit 4’s 
students were proficient compared with 32 percent of Illinois students.  However, 
performance in both ELA and math vary greatly by demographic group.  
 
Champaign’s students from higher-income households achieved proficiency on the Illinois 
Assessment of Readiness (IAR) in ELA at the same rate (53 percent) as similar students 
statewide and in math at an even higher rate (51 percent) than statewide averages (47 
percent).  Yet the district’s students from low-income households achieved proficiency at 
much lower rates than similar students statewide (15 percent compared to 23 percent in 
ELA and 13 percent compared to 17 percent in math).  The achievement gap between 
students from low-income and non-low-income Champaign households was 38 
percentage points in ELA and 39 percentage points in math – compared with 30 percent 
statewide in both subjects. 
 
 

Source: Illinois Report Card 
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Similarly, Champaign’s white students have higher proficiency rates in both ELA (50 
percent) and math (48 percent) compared with white students statewide (for whom the 
average is 48 percent in ELA and 42 percent in math).  Yet proficiency rates for black 
students in Champaign are much lower – by half – than proficiency rates for black 
students statewide.  Only 9 percent of Champaign’s black students are achieving 
proficiency in ELA compared with 18 percent of black students statewide, and only 6 
percent of black students in Champaign are achieving proficiency in math compared with 
12 percent statewide.  With less than 10 percent of black students achieving proficiency 
in either subject, Champaign has a 41 percentage-point gap between black and white 
students in ELA and a 42 percentage-point gap in math. 
 
 
 
 

Source: Illinois Report Card 
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and 8 percentage points in math).  Strikingly, white FRL-eligible students have higher 
achievement rates than black non-FRL-eligible students – by 9 percentage points. 
 
 
 

Source: PARCC-IAR Data 

 

In math, the achievement gap between black and white students is more pronounced at 
the elementary level.  In ELA, a similar gap persists across school levels. 
 

 

Source: PARCC-IAR Data 
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The achievement gap between Hispanic students and white students is smaller but still 
significant.  In ELA, this gap is 26 percent (compared with 22 percent statewide), and in 
math the gap is 29 percent (compared with 21 percent statewide). 
 

 

Source: Illinois Report Card 

 
Looking across elementary schools, those with the highest proportions of white students 
have the highest test scores, and those with the lowest proportions of white students 
have the lowest test scores. The effect is particularly pronounced in math. 
 
 

Sources: Enrollment Consolidated Data, PARCC-IAR Data 
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Similarly, elementary schools with the lowest concentrations of low-income students had 
the highest proportions of students meeting or exceeding the standard, and, conversely, 
the schools with the highest concentrations of FRL-eligible students had the lowest 
proportions of students meeting or exceeding the standard. 
 
 

Sources: Enrollment Consolidated Data, PARCC-IAR Data 

Achievement rates for the district’s students with IEPs are very close to the state average 
– just one point above in ELA and one point below in math.  But because achievement 
levels for Unit 4’s non-IEP students are below the state average, the district has smaller 
achievement gaps between students with and without IEPs in both ELA and math 
compared with the state as a whole. 

 
 

Source: Illinois Report Card 

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

Carri
e Busey

So
uth Si

de

Barks
tall

Botte
nfie

ld

Robeson

Westv
iew

Dr. H
oward

Wasin
gton

Kenwood

 In
t'l 

Prep

Str
atto

n

Garden Hills

% Meeting/Exceeding Standard - Math % FRL

36%

8%

43%

9%

33%

10%

36%

9%

28%
34%

23% 27%

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

No IEP IEP No IEP IEP No IEP IEP No IEP IEP

Champaign Illinois Champaign Illinois

ELA Math

% Proficient Gap

Figure 14. Percentage of Students Meeting/Exceeding IAR-ELA Standard by % FRL, 2019  

Figure 15. District v. State, % Proficient, IAR by IEP Status, 2019  



 14 

 

School Management Findings 
 
 
A theory of action is a leadership team’s set of beliefs for how schools will improve.  At the 
district level, a theory of action impacts and is impacted by a district’s approach to school 
management.  At one end of the continuum – a centrally managed approach – the central office 
controls many inputs required for an excellent education, including hiring of staff, resource 
allocation, curriculum and assessment, and professional development.  At the other end of the 
continuum – a school-based management approach – the central office empowers schools to 
make most decisions related to how an excellent education is delivered to all students.   

Research has found challenges and benefits to both the centrally managed and the school-
based management approach (see Figure 17), and, in reality, most districts fall somewhere 
between the two far ends of the school-management spectrum. 

Figure 16. School Management Approaches: Potential Benefits and Challenges 

School 
Management 
Approach 

Potential Benefits Potential Challenges 

Centrally 
Managed 

• Consistent curriculum and 
educational practices across 
schools 

• Increased accountability for school 
implementation of processes and 
programs 

• Increased ability of central office to 
support specific improvement 
priorities and ensure equity 

• Less emphasis on school 
innovation 

• Reduction in principal autonomy  
• Central office bureaucracy and 

fewer resources directed by 
schools  

School-Based 
Management 

• Greater autonomy for schools to 
drive innovation 

• Reduced need for a large central 
office allows additional resources 
be allocated equitably to schools 

• Accountability for schools based on 
outcomes, not processes 

• Lack of consistency across schools, 
which is especially problematic for 
students who change schools 

• Uneven school quality, which 
relies heavily on the effectiveness 
of principal  

• Delays in school accountability and 
fewer options for central office to 
support school quality 
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Review findings suggest that while Unit 4 has not articulated a theory of action for school 
management, it currently leans closer to a school-based management approach. 
Strengths and challenges related to its current school management practices are 
summarized below. 
 

Strengths 
 

• There is widespread acknowledgement of the need to address achievement gaps.  All 
interview and focus group participants expressed concern about inequitable outcomes, 
and interviews and classroom observations indicate that educators and administrators 
are working hard to address these inequities. 
 

• Within some parameters, all families are able to choose the school their child will 
attend.  As part of its open-choice system, Unit 4 attempts to balance the percentage of 
students from low-income households served across schools while providing families 
with options related to start and end times, programming, and services provided.  While 
the attempt is made, however, there are still some schools with significantly higher 
concentrations of students receiving FRL. 

 
 
 

Sources: Enrollment Consolidated Data 
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The majority of educators (86 percent) and school leaders 77 percent) responding to the 
survey agreed that students use technology in the learning process.1 

 

Challenges 
 

• The district does not have clearly defined “non-negotiables.”  Central office 
administrators pointed to a number of initiatives that all schools are expected to 
implement, including curricular programs, PBIS, restorative justice, therapeutic crisis 
intervention, formative assessments, and the adoption of equity goals.  They also noted, 
however, that there are few if any frameworks for supporting and monitoring these 
initiatives and that there are no consequences for 
schools that fail to do so.  Rather than working on 
shared district non-negotiables (i.e., a small set of 
required initiatives that are fully supported by 
central office), school administrators said that they 
choose which initiatives to implement and do so in a 
way that makes the most sense to them and their 
schools.  Moreover, especially at the elementary 
level, principals indicated that they do not receive 
support in implementing key initiatives beyond, in 
some cases, initial training. 
 

• The district lacks an overarching instructional framework and curricula beyond those 
included with purchased programs.  Two-thirds of both educator and school leaders 
responding to the FourPoint survey indicated that the district has a written curriculum 
for all grades and subjects aligned with district curriculum standards and state 
assessments and that they are familiar with the district curriculum standards.  In focus 
groups, however, administrators indicated that the district’s curricula are those 
provided by purchased textbook and program publishers (for example, the program 
Wonders for elementary English language arts).  Beyond the purchased textbooks and 
programs, there is neither a curriculum framework nor an instructional framework for 
the district as a whole that guides lesson planning and instructional decisions, providing 
a great deal of autonomy to schools and teachers. 

 
Further, only half of educator (51 percent) and school leader survey respondents (56 
percent) reported that the district curriculum reflects high expectations and current 
research regarding effective instructional strategies.  Less than half (44 percent) of 

                                                        
1 Full survey results can be found in Appendix B.  

“There is great variability of 

programming and 

instruction across schools. 

We always hear things last 

minute and there is little 

focus from the central office 

on teaching and learning. 

We are left to sink or swim.” 

 
- Principal 



 17 

educators agreed that a system is in place for monitoring, evaluating, and reviewing the 
curriculum and that classroom, district, and state assessment data are used to identify 
curriculum gaps.  Only half (49 percent) of educators and one-third (33 percent) of 
school leaders agreed that the curriculum is aligned across grade levels.  And most 
educators and school leaders did not agree that the district has articulated a set of 
research-based academic or behavioral strategies and interventions for students. 
 
 

Source: Certified Staff and School Leader Surveys 

 

• Unit 4 lacks a systemic school improvement planning process.  Unit 4’s schoolwide Title I 
schools complete a school improvement plan as required by federal law.  Moreover, the 
principal supervisor overseeing secondary schools requires those schools to develop a 
plan, and all principals in the district are assigned to one of six supervisors.  However, 
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I am familiar with the district curriculum standards.
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School Leaders Teachers

Strongly disagree             Neither Agree nor Disagree            Strongly Agree

Figure 18. Educator and School Leader Survey Data: Curriculum  
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according to school and district leaders, there is not a template or common set of 
expectations for all schools to follow in their planning, and there does not appear to be 
a clear process used across each of the principal supervisors for supporting or 
monitoring implementation of improvement plans.  On surveys, just a quarter of 
educators (23 percent) and school leaders (25 percent) agreed that building input is 
sought in the creation of a districtwide school management program, and only 22 
percent of educator survey respondents and 40 percent of school leader respondents 
agreed that school staff receive extensive support in implementing schoolwide 
management plans. 

 
• By contract, the central office manages a limited number of professional development 

days.  Based on its contract with teachers, Unit 4’s central office manages four half-days 
per year of professional development for teacher while teachers control the other four 
half days.  Although the central office does have other resources to support teachers – 
including content specialists and instructional coaches – the small number of 
professional development days managed by the central office exacerbates the challenge 
of training teachers to implement with fidelity any district-wide non-negotiables.  Just a 
quarter (27 percent) of respondents to the educator survey agreed that they have 
access to an array of high-quality professional development opportunities that are 
differentiated, job embedded, and aligned to the building and/or district improvement 
plan and performance standards. 
 

• The central office’s organizational structure is not conducive to managing schools 
effectively, making decisions quickly, or holding district administrators accountable.  The 
current organizational structure – and staffing levels – is insufficient for coordinating 
high-leverage initiatives, developing leadership capacity, learning about and helping to 
spread best practices, and holding people accountable for effective implementation and 
deep impact.  Critical roles such as principal supervisors, content coordinators, 
instructional coaches, and education technology coordinators (ETCs) are not clearly 
defined; critical curriculum and instructional support positions related to English learner 
supports, special education, and teaching and learning are siloed and housed in 
different departments.  In addition, the organizational structure, along with a large 
number of central administrators assigned to the superintendent’s cabinet, appears to 
exacerbate decision making and blur lines of administrator responsibility and 
accountability. 

 
• Principals would benefit from leadership development opportunities.  According to 

interviews, school administrators would like coaching and professional development 
focused on building their capacity as instructional leaders.  Less than half (42 percent) of 
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school leader survey respondents agreed that they receive consistent, valuable coaching 
and support from their supervisor, and only 8 percent agreed that they have access to 
an array of high-quality PD opportunities that help them as school leaders. 

 
• Schools tend to be segregated by classroom.  

Stakeholders interviewed for this needs 
assessment indicated – and classroom 
observations confirmed – that Unit 4 schools 
often assign students to classroom by 
perceived ability level and that classroom 
assignments result in segregated classrooms 
along racial lines.  For example, at the high 
school level in the spring of 2019, while 17 
percent of black students took an Advanced 
Placement class, 53 percent of white students 
did.  Similarly, while 39 percent of black 
students took an honors course, 74 percent of 
white students did.  Similar patterns hold, 
according to administrators, with regard to 
access to the Talented and Gifted program. 

  

“In Unit 4, there’s a regular 

academic track and an accelerated 

track that divide the social sectors 

within schools.” 

- Parent 

“I really want to see more kids of 

color in AP classes. A lot of kids 

have potential but they don’t want 

to be the only black student in 

class….and teachers don’t 

recommend them to be there to 

start.” 

- Student 
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Instructional Delivery Findings 
 

To better understand gaps in learning outcomes for Unit 4 students, it is critical to understand 
instructional practices across the district.  In fall 2019, FourPoint observed 91 classrooms in 14 
schools (9 elementary schools, 2 middle schools, 2 high schools, and the early childhood center) 
to create a baseline snapshot of instruction district wide and identify strategies that educators 
are employing to engage all students in high-level thinking and the learning progress across 
settings.2  Data were collected in three categories identified by renowned educational 
researcher Robert Marzano as having a high impact on student achievement: Classroom 
environment, teacher instructional strategy design, and curriculum delivery.3  Non-evaluative in 
nature, these data can be used to identify a possible focus for district improvement and 
professional learning goals.  
 

Strengths 
 

• Champaign classrooms are orderly and well-managed learning environments.  Marzano’s 
“Conditions for Learning” calls classroom environment the foundation for student success4 
necessary for achieving rigor, encouraging social and emotional learning, and enhancing 
instruction.  John Hattie’s meta-analyses of thousands of educational studies reveals 
classroom management as having a 0.52 effect size, reinforcing the impact of classroom 
management on student learning.5  FourPoint observation data reveal that Champaign 
teachers regularly communicate high expectations for student behavior and participation in 
the learning process, resulting in well-managed classrooms (see Figure 19)6:  

o Orderly classroom management was evident at every level of schooling (97 percent 
of observed classrooms).  This is somewhat higher than impressions of principal and 
educator survey respondents: Approximately three-quarters of each agreed that 
educators create learning environments that are orderly, well managed, and 
adaptable to varied learning tasks. 

                                                        
2 Data collected for this needs assessment reflects a “point in time” snapshot of instruction. Markings 
labeled “not observed” should be interpreted as not observed during the time of the classroom 
observation. Schools visited are listed in Appendix A of this report.  
3 Marzano, Robert J. (2003). What Works in Schools: Translating Research into Action. Alexandria, VA: 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
4 Marzano, R. J. The Art and Science of Teaching: A Comprehensive Framework for Effective Instruction. 
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 2007. 
5 Fisher, D., Frey, N., & Hattie, J. (2017). Visible learning for literacy, grades K-12: Implementing the 
practices that work best to accelerate student learning. Thousand Oaks, California: Corwin, a SAGE 
Company 
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o Communicated rituals and routines for student 
behavior and participation in the learning process was 
evident in 98 percent of observed classrooms and 
students were observed following the expected 
behaviors in 100 percent of elementary classrooms and 
91 percent of secondary classrooms.  Principal and 
educator survey respondents largely agreed that 
behavior and participation routines are regularly 
communicated, but only 50 percent of educators 
(compared to 92 percent of principals) agreed that 
students follow expected procedures and routines. 

o Jefferson Middle School demonstrated several artifacts 
of Unit 4’s effort to embed positive behavioral 
interventions and supports (PBIS) in classrooms.  For example, students were 
observed playing JMS PBIS Bingo; anti-bulling definitions and guidance were visible; 
and classroom expectations for how students should be ready, respectful, and 
responsible were posted on classroom walls. 

 

 
 

Figure 19. Classroom Walkthrough Data: Learning Environment  
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• Some schools are effectively ensuring students’ emotional engagement in learning.7  The 
development of self-awareness and self-management skills is necessary to set and achieve 
positive goals and make responsible decisions throughout the learning process.  Creating a 
learning environment for student engagement and high-level thinking requires that 
students believe they can learn and persevere through difficult learning tasks.  A teacher’s 
positive demeanor and communication and modeling of the expected behaviors have a 
strong influence on students’ emotional engagement in learning.  These were evident in 
some Unit 4 schools and classrooms; for example:  

o Positive student-to-teacher interactions were evident in 76 percent of the observed 
classrooms.  However, only 41 percent of educators and 62 percent of school 
leaders responding to the survey agreed that students demonstrate respect for 
educators. 

o Carrie Busey Elementary teachers encouraged effort and persistence and reinforced 
student effort and provided recognition in nearly 85 percent of the observed 
classrooms.  

o Barkstall Elementary classrooms posted positive mindset statements to remind 
students that struggle and mistake-making were part of the learning process and 
that persevering was necessary for learning success.  Moreover, Barkstall students 
were observed practicing mindfulness strategies. 

• Teachers are by and large delivering standards-aligned content, 
and some exemplars for setting, communicating, and providing 
feedback using learning targets are evident.  When teachers 
identify and communicate clear learning targets, they set a 
focus for the learning activity.  Moreover, providing feedback 
specific to learning targets helps students improve their 
performance and solidify their understanding.8  Several 
strengths were evident related to communicating content 
standards, objectives, and learning goals.  

o Teachers delivered lessons with content aligned to the 
Illinois Learning Standards in 88 percent of the observed 
classrooms. 

o In Carrie Busey Elementary and Kenwood Elementary, teachers communicated 
content learning objectives and targets in over 75 percent of the observed 

                                                        
7 Illinois Social Emotional Learning Goal 1. https://www.isbe.net/Pages/Social-Emotional-Learning-
Standards.aspx  
8 Hattie, J. (2009). Visible learning: A synthesis of over 800 meta-analyses relating to achievement. New 
York: Routledge. Updated in 2014.  
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classrooms.  Targets to focus the learning were visible to students in many 
classrooms.  

o Teachers at the International Prep Academy set the learning objective and provided 
immediate, specific feedback in 86 percent of the observed classrooms.   

• Strategies to encourage student participation and address learning styles were used 
regularly (observed in 72 percent of classrooms) though could go deeper to promote 
engagement and high-level thinking.  For example, teachers promoted appropriate physical 
participation by asking students to give a “thumbs-up” to demonstrate that they were 
listening or providing each student instructional resources and materials for the learning 
task.  Teachers promoted cognitive engagement in the learning process by providing each 
student with whiteboards and asking them to demonstrate their thinking by solving a math 
problem, illustrating their ideas, or recording a question response.  

o Cognitive engagement strategies were observed at high levels in Jefferson Middle 
School, Carry Busey Elementary, and Stratton Elementary.  

o Kenwood Elementary students were engaged in discussion structures to ensure 
equity in the students’ voice.  The use of discussion structures or equity sticks were 
not observed in other classrooms.   

o The FourPoint observer noted that some of the same students were called upon 
time and again during whole group discussion.  Though unintentional, this could 
send the message that all students’ thinking is either not valued, expected, or 
potentially correct.  

o Surveyed principals (77 percent) and educators (72 percent) agree that promoting 
student participation and addressing learning styles is an instructional strength.  

 

 

Figure 20. Classroom Walkthrough Data: Best Practice Strategies for Engagement and High-Level Thinking 
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Challenges 
 
• More needs to be done to promote social awareness and interpersonal skills and to 

establish and maintain positive relationships.9  Essential to promoting equity is setting 
norms that promote inclusive and open classrooms, intentionally build trust, and consider 
the perspectives of others.  Classrooms that promote social awareness foster a sense of 
belonging and create safe spaces where students feel comfortable talking about their 
cultural or economic backgrounds, feelings of bias or harassment, and social topics where 
multiple perspectives are common.10  To create this type of environment, students need 
explicit instruction on how to demonstrate respect to each other; share ideas, opinions, and 
values; and disagree considerately.  Unit 4 classroom observations reveal: 

o Some classrooms posted norms to remind students how to demonstrate 
understanding and respect toward others.  Exemplar schools include Barkstall 
Elementary, Carrie Busy Elementary, and Kenwood Elementary.   

o Because few learning tasks were designed to allow students to share their point of 
view or hear the point of view of others, the practice of students demonstrating 
respect for others’ points of few was observed in just 17 percent of classrooms.  On 
the survey, fewer than half (48 percent of educators) and about two-thirds of school 
leaders (69 percent) agreed that students demonstrate respect for others’ points of 
view.  

o Few classroom environments reflected a respect for 
the unique differences of students (observed in 15 
percent of classrooms).  For example, limited 
classrooms offered varied seating options; 
manipulatives; assistive technology; or pictures, 
posters, or instructional resources that reflect student 
ethnic or cultural backgrounds or a dual language, 
print-rich classroom.  Kenwood Elementary could serve 
as a district exemplar in this area; respect for the 
unique differences of students was observed in over 50 
percent of visited classrooms.  

                                                        
9 Illinois Social Emotional Learning Goal 2. https://www.isbe.net/Pages/Social-Emotional-Learning-
Standards.aspx 
10 Pursuing Social and Emotional Development Through a Racial Equity Lens: A Call to Action 
https://assets.aspeninstitute.org/content/uploads/2018/05/Aspen-Institute_Framing-Doc_ 
Call-to-Action.pdf 
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This contradicts educator and principal’s perspectives.  Sixty-nine percent of each 
survey’s respondents agreed or strongly agreed that learning environments reflect 
respect for students’ unique differences.  

 

 

• Similarly, more needs to be done to ensure students’ emotional engagement in learning.11 
While positive student-to-teacher interactions and efforts to develop students’ self-
awareness and management skills were evident in some schools:  
 

                                                        
11 Illinois Social Emotional Learning Goal 1. https://www.isbe.net/Pages/Social-Emotional-Learning-
Standards.aspx 

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Educators create learning environments that are orderly, well-
managed, and adaptable to varied learning tasks.

Educators communicate expectations for student behavior.

Educators communicate expectations for student participation.

Learning environments reflect positive teacher-student interactions.

Learning environments reflect respect for unique differences of
students.

Educators communicate content standards, objectives, and learning
goals for lessons.

Educators differentiate lessons to match student learning needs and
strengths.

Educators activate students’ prior knowledge, academic vocabulary, 
or domain vocabulary.

Educators provide interdisciplinary or real-world instructional
examples.

Educators regularly check for understanding to assess and inform
instruction.

Educators successfully embed technology in their lessons.

Educators use ‘think-aloud’ or other metacognitive strategies.

Educators use strategies to meet students’ diverse language and 
cultural needs.

Educators use strategies to promote student participation and
address learning styles.

Educators use strategies that accelerate learning (e.g., homework,
practice opportunities, or cooperative learning).

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about teaching 
practices in your school.

School Leaders Teachers

Strongly disagree                  Neither Agree nor Disagree                 Strongly Agree 

Figure 21. Educator and Principal Survey Data: Teaching Practices 
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o Only 31 percent of positive student-to-teacher interactions were aimed at 
encouraging effort and persistence in the learning process.  Just over one-third (39 
percent) of educators and one-half (54 percent) of school leaders agreed that 
students demonstrate perseverance in the learning task. 

o Reinforcing students’ efforts and providing recognition was observed in only 26 
percent of classrooms, overall.   

o Little encouragement or re-direction was provided to secondary students who were 
observed to be engaged in off-task behavior.  

o Students found to be struggling with the learning tasks were seen to persevere in 
the learning task in four percent of observed classrooms.  

Figure 22: Classroom Walkthrough Data: Universal Design for Learning Principles 

 

• Learning targets need to be better communicated and used in classrooms.  While there are 
some district exemplars, educators were seen communicating learning objectives/targets 
tied to standards in fewer than half of the observed classrooms (43 percent).  This is fairly 
consistent with principals’ perspectives on this practice (with 31 of survey respondents 
agreeing this was a norm) though inconsistent with educators’ views (73 percent of certified 
staff respondents agreed that educators communicate content standards, objectives, and 
learning goals). 
 
During observations, few classrooms had learning standards or targets posted to visually 
focus the lesson or support students in establishing learning goals.  When a random 
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selection of students was asked by a FourPoint researcher what they were to learn from 
their lesson, most referenced the activity they were completing rather than the knowledge 
or skill that was to be understood or applied.  Teachers in fewer than half of the observed 
classrooms (40 percent) provided immediate, specific feedback on the learning 
objectives/targets.   

 
• Other strategies to encourage student participation and address learning styles were 

observed less frequently.  For example:   

o Differentiation of the lesson to match diverse student learning needs and strengths was 
observed in 41 percent of classrooms.  Higher rates of principals (62 percent of survey 
respondents) and educators (68 percent) indicated that this practice is regularly 
employed.  Opportunities for students to differentiate what they learned via the 
learning product (e.g., unique thoughts and ideas, projects, or illustrations, etc.) was 
observed in 25 percent of classrooms, whereas 85 percent of principal survey 
respondents and 62 percent of educator respondents agreed that this is common 
practice.  

o While checking for understanding to assess and inform instruction was observed in 74 
percent of classrooms, in approximately 30 percent of observed classrooms, teacher 
communication was focused on students’ understanding of the directions or behavior or 
participation expectations rather than their thinking about the content (e.g., 
background knowledge or vocabulary understanding).  

 
• Teachers were observed using strategies that accelerate learning, including the Marzano 

high-yield strategies,12 infrequently (see Figure 23, below).  Further, students were seldom 
empowered to engage with strategies that have been found to have a high effect size for 
increasing achievement.   

o Organized learning in groups (cooperative learning, pairs, or small groups) was seen in 
21 percent of observed classrooms.  Few classrooms utilized Kagan’s structural 
approach to cooperative learning.  However, approximately three-quarters of educators 
(74 percent) and school leaders (77 percent) responding to the survey agreed that 
student participate in group work and/or dialogues about the learning task.  From an 
observational point of view, Kenwood Elementary is an exception: Teachers organized 
student-learning groups in over 50 percent of the observed classrooms.  

                                                        
12 Dean. C, Hubbell. E, Pitler. H, Stone. B.J. Classroom Instruction That Works: Research-Based Strategies 
for Increasing Student Achievement, 2nd Edition. ASCD. Arlington VA.  
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o Teachers were observed using cues, questions, and advance organizers in 26 percent of 
visited classrooms.  Teachers at Carrie Busey Elementary and Bottenfield Elementary 
used this strategy in over 50 percent of observed classrooms.  

o Identifying similarities and differences was observed in 6 percent of the classrooms; 
summarizing or taking notes in 10 percent; and generating and testing hypotheses in 6 
percent.  

o Representing knowledge linguistically and non-linguistically was observed in 46 percent 
of classrooms.  Jefferson Middle School is an exemplar for this strategy.  There, it was 
observed in 89 percent of visited classrooms. 

o Survey findings somewhat contradict walkthrough data, as 78 percent of educator and 
69 percent of principal respondents agreed that educators regularly use strategies to 
accelerate learning.  

Figure 23: Classroom Walkthrough Data: Strategies that Accelerate Learning 

o  
 

• Student engagement in most observed classroom instructional tasks requires low levels of 
cognitive rigor.  Bloom’s Taxonomy classifies the cognitive levels demonstrated by students 
while Webb’s Depth of Knowledge focuses more on the context – scenario, setting, or 
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situation – in which students show their learning.  Together, Bloom’s Taxonomy and Webb’s 
Depth of Knowledge were used to capture the levels of cognitive rigor displayed in 
classrooms and types of instructional tasks used to support students in gaining knowledge, 
reasoning, practicing skills, or creating (see Figures 24 and 25).13  Instructional tasks that 
allow students to interact with learning content at a standards-aligned level of rigor are 
essential for preparing students for the level of rigor embedded within state assessments. 
Practicing a skill at a lower level of rigor than the standard demands may leave students 
under prepared for the summative assessment.  In regards to rigor, observations show:  

o Student learning tasks required low levels of student thinking and depth of knowledge. 
For example:  

§ Student application of knowledge – the third of Bloom’s six levels – was noted in 25 
percent of the observed classroom and student creation – the highest level – in 5 
percent.  

§ In most observed classrooms (57 percent), instructional tasks challenged students at 
the lowest levels of rigor – knowledge and understanding.  

§ Data revealed that most student tasks required depth of student understanding at 
Level 1: Recall and Reproduce (33 percent of visited classrooms) and Level 2: Skills 
and Concepts (47 percent), with 18 percent of observed tasks requiring Level 3: 
Strategic Thinking/Reasoning or Level 4: Extended Thinking.   

§ Several school exemplars should be noted.  Student learning tasks that required 
levels of thinking at application or higher were regularly observed at Carrie Busey 
Elementary (80 percent of visited classrooms) and International Prep Academy (85 
percent).  Carrie Busey students engaged in tasks at a Level 3: Strategic 
Thinking/Reasoning depth of knowledge in over 40 percent of observed classrooms.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
13 Armstrong, P. (2017). Bloom’s Taxonomy. Retrieved from https://cft.vanderbilt.edu/guides-sub-
pages/blooms-taxonomy/ 
Francis, E. (2016). What exactly is Depth of Knowledge? Retrieved from 
http://edge.ascd.org/blogpost/what-exactly-is-depth-of-knowledge-hint-its-not-a-wheel 
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Figure 24: Classroom Walkthrough Data: Blooms’ Type of Thinking  

 
 
 
Figure 25: Classroom Walkthrough Data: Webb’s Depth of Thinking  

 
 
• Students experienced limited opportunities to interact with learning tasks designed to 

engage them at high levels of thinking.  Observed student tasks – as with instructional 
practices exhibited by teachers – reflected low levels of rigor (see Figure 25).  The survey 
supported this finding.  For example, only 51 percent of educators and 38 percent of school 
leaders agreed that all students are provided research-based instruction that meets 
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rigorous academic standards.  Similarly only 47 percent of educators and 38 percent of 
school leaders agreed that all students are provided instruction that prepares them to 
demonstrate proficiency or above on state standards.  From the observations, students 
were found: 

o Investigating and solving complex problems in 9 percent of visited classrooms. (Fifty-
four percent of educators and 62 percent of school leaders responding to the survey 
agreed that students investigate and solve problems.) 

o Participating in thinking about thinking (metacognition) in 23 percent of classrooms. 
(Thirty-five percent of educators and 54 percent of school leaders responding to the 
survey agreed that students participate in metacognition.)  

o Participating in group work and dialogue about the learning task in 27 percent of 
visited classrooms.  

o Engaging in active reading, note taking and constructed response tasks in 40 percent 
of the classrooms.  (Fifty-five percent of educators and 38 percent of school leaders 
responding to the survey agreed that students engage in active reading, not taking, 
and/or constructed response tasks.)  This task appears to be the most promising 
practice among elementary schools that could be used to create metacognitive 
processes for districtwide reading improvement.  For example, a close reading 
process could be developed and used to teach all students how to break down a 
complex text – in any content area – to support comprehension.  The AVID program 
Cornell notetaking guide, which was observed in use in several schools, is another 
example of a possible district-wide strategy to support all students, not just those 
enrolled in the AVID program.   

o Using technology in the learning process in 14 percent of visited classrooms.  The 
primary use of technology was for the practice of math facts.  On surveys, 78 
percent of educators and 62 percent of principals indicated that technology is 
successfully embedded into lessons.  

o Participating in non-rigorous tasks in 32 
percent of the classrooms.  For example, 
elementary students were seen coloring, 
cutting, and pasting during mathematics. 
Secondary students were observed being 
asked to copy teacher-generated notes or 
were compliantly listening to teachers 
lecture with no assigned task to 
demonstrate cognitive engagement. 

“Certain teachers only use one 

style of teaching – [they] stand 

and talk and have us read text 

books. We need to have other 

ways to learn besides slide 

shows and busy work.”  
 

- Student 
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FourPoint observed few instructional methods such as the use of debates; simulations; 
or project, problem, or inquiry-based activities in visited Unit 4 classrooms.  

Figure 26: Classroom Walkthrough Data: Student Interactions with the Learning Task  

 
 
Figure 27: Classroom Walkthrough Data: Student Demonstration of Learning  

 
 



 33 

• Students experienced limited opportunities during lessons to demonstrate engagement and 
learning at high levels (see Figure 28).  In visited classrooms, students were observed:  

o Conveying new ideas when writing or speaking in 9 percent.  (However, 72 percent of 
educators and 62 percent of school leaders responding to the survey agreed that 
students convey new ideas through writing or speaking.) 

o  Using academic and domain-specific vocabulary when writing or speaking in 15 percent.  
(Fifty-one percent of educators and 38 percent of school leaders responding to the 
survey agreed that students use academic and domain-specific vocabulary correctly 
when writing or speaking.)  

o Applying learning to real-world context to show conceptual understanding in 34 
percent.  In Carrie Busey, however, this practice was seen in 83 percent of observed 
classrooms.  (Fifty percent of educators and 62 percent of school leaders responding to 
the survey agreed that students apply learning to real-world contexts.) 

o Prompting peer and self-assessment of learning in 29 percent.  Kenwood Elementary 
students demonstrated learning through self- assessment in 75 percent of observed 
classrooms.  (Fifty percent of educators and 46 percent of school leaders responding to 
the survey agreed that students engage in peer and/or self assessment of learning.) 

o In 29 percent of observed classrooms, student demonstration of learning toward the 
lesson learning target was not observed.  (Thirty-six percent of educators and 38 
percent of school leaders responding to the survey agreed that students demonstrate 
responsibility for learning and/or explain why it’s important.) 

• While students were overwhelmingly engaged in lessons, low levels of rigor in instructional 
and learning tasks hinder their knowledge and skill building.  Student engagement was 
observed in 96 percent of the elementary classrooms and 86 percent of secondary 
classrooms, an impressive amount.  Given the low level of rigor of student tasks and few 
opportunities for student demonstration of learning, however, student engagement in most 
of the observed schools can best be described as passive and compliant rather than active 
and focused on knowledge and skill-building needed for college, career, or life success. 
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Special Populations Findings 
 
The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) is specifically designed to expand educational 
opportunities, ensure equitable access, and improve academic outcomes across all student 
subgroups, including student with disabilities and student learning English (English learners or 
ELs).  Further, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI), the Equal Educational 
Opportunities Act of 1974 (EEOA), Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, and Section 504 of 
the Rehabilitation Act require public schools to ensure that English learners participate 
meaningfully and equally in educational programs and that students with disabilities receive an 
appropriate education that is tailored to their individual needs. 
  
Some students’ needs may not be fully addressed using traditional service models and 
resources.  These students may be impacted by one or more of the following:  

• Behavioral, emotional, and/or physical disabilities.  

• Lack of English fluency and immigrant status impacted by interrupted learning, academic 
displacement, higher rates of mobility, chronic absences, and traumas requiring specialized 
instructional interventions. 

• Socioeconomic disadvantage resulting in nutritional, medical, and physical vulnerabilities 
and housing insecurity. 

• Being part of traditionally under-served racial and ethnic minority populations, which are 
often adversely and disproportionately impacted by exclusionary discipline practices, 
juvenile justice involvement, teacher bias, and systemic inequities and disparities that limit 
access and attainment.  Combined with experiences of racism and stereotype threats, these 
practices significantly affect academic achievement and ultimately impact students’ overall 
health and well-being.   

In many districts, it is common for students with even one of these characteristics to be 
disproportionately under-represented in rigorous courses taught by the most effective 
teachers.  As a result, the likelihood that these students will meet high academic standards 
becomes significantly lower than for students without any of these characteristics.  
 
In Unit 4, the rich diversity of the student population creates opportunities to address these 
challenges by providing academic and behavioral interventions and implementing programming 
designed to meet individual student needs and mitigate existing inequities. 
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Strengths 
 
• Stakeholders recognize the need for change to ensure the success of students with 

disabilities, English learners, and students of color.  Board members and district and school 
administrators are invested in understanding root causes for past and continuing challenges 
to achievement and expressed commitment to overcoming those challenges.  For example, 
district administrators shared that they were beginning to apply an equity lens to their work 
and examine the intersection of race, language, disability, trauma, and equity.  Unit 4’s 
Student Services division is becoming more intentional in creating safe schools using 
resiliency programs and alternative programs such as Ready-balanced Regional Safe School 
instead of expulsion.   

 
The vast majority of both educator and school leader survey respondents reported that 
administrators and teachers welcome families and students with complex disabilities and 
needs and with more complex language needs, including students with interrupted formal 
education. 
 
In focus groups, teachers described actively advocating for their students and colleagues 
and voiced their concerns and eagerness to make a difference.  Teachers also shared that 
they are actively attempting to learn, develop, and apply strategies to help students from 
every community and demographic realize their potential.  Parents also indicated that they 
are ready to do what they can to get their children to school daily and to keep them 
engaged in meaningful educational experiences.  Finally, community stakeholders 
expressed wanting to continue and augment their investment in programs that support 
student learning and development in and outside of schools.14 

 
• The district offers two well-regarded dual language programs at the elementary level.  The 

International Prep Academy offers a school-wide Spanish-English Dual Language Program 
for students in grades K-5, and Stratton Academy of the Arts offers a French-English Dual 
Language strand currently to students starting in kindergarten, which will scale to fifth 
grade in the coming years.  Many speak highly of both language programs and suggest 
expanding them to include other languages, grade levels, and sites.   
 

                                                        
14 See Family and Community Engagement section for more information. 
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Challenges  
 

• Many students with disabilities and ELs are not getting access to a high-quality curriculum.  
Educators and school administrators reported that teachers and principals receive little 
support beyond curriculum materials to ensure that instruction for all students – but 
especially for ELs, students with disabilities, and African American students – is rigorous and 
aligned with state standards.  On the survey, while both educators (70 percent) and school 
leaders (77 percent) agreed that students with disabilities receive grade-level instruction for 
the core curriculum (with modifications as necessary), only 57 percent of educators – and 
44 percent of special education teachers – agreed that special education teachers have 
ready access to and use of grade-level core curriculum materials and textbooks.  At the 
same time, 83 percent of school leaders reported that they believed special education 
teachers do have access to and use of these materials.  Classroom observations confirm that 
rigor and application of high-impact instructional strategies can be improved across most 
Unit 4 classrooms.15 

 
While school and classroom autonomy can be beneficial – it can empower principals and 
teachers to take ownership of ensuring all students’ success – school supports and 
accountability are required when students are not succeeding.  Administrators and 
educators participating in interviews and focus groups indicated that they do not have 
adequate curriculum support for helping students who are struggling in “tier one” (whole 
class instruction in a general education classroom) and that schools are left to problem 
solve on their own often without success.  Educator and school leader surveys support this 
finding: Only 34 percent of educators and 54 percent of school leaders agreed that students 
and staff have access to services and specialists necessary to serve students with physical, 
behavioral, or emotional disabilities.  
 
Administrators also noted that, while interventions (such as the Second Step social 
emotional learning curriculum and technology-based programs) do exist, they are 
frequently used ineffectively (or not at all) and that entire groups of students are simply not 
supported in being successful in the general education classroom. 

  
Across every dimension, school leaders survey respondents had a much rosier view of their 
schools’ special education services than did educators survey respondents. 
 

                                                        
15 See Instructional Delivery section for more information 
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During one focus group, a teacher 
emphasized the need to address this lack of 
support as an issue of equity and bias and 
that cultural proficiency is an issue that 
needs to be addressed for teachers to 
meaningfully engage all students in their 
classrooms.  Other teachers shared that they 
believed that students with disabilities could 
receive interventions in the general 
education classrooms, but that in some cases 
educators, administrators, and parents want 
to keep students with “behavior challenges” 
out of the general education classroom. 

“You’re obviously getting on the kid in 

the back of the room who happens to 

be black. I’ve seen a white student and 

black student walk in late to class and 

only the black student gets sent out.  It 

makes you go home with a sick feeling 

but I don’t feel like I can say something. 

A teacher’s never going to admit to 

being racist.” 

- Student 

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

General and special educators regularly collaborate to plan
instruction and assessment for students with disabilities and

monitor their progress.
Students with disabilities receive grade-level instruction for the

core curriculum with accommodations or modifications as
necessary.

Accommodations or modifications for classroom and curriculum-
based assessments mirror those identified on IEPs for Illinois state

testing.

Student IEP goals are designed from multiple sources of student
achievement data to address areas of identified need.

Special education teachers have ready access to and use of grade-
level core curriculum materials and textbooks.

Students and staff have ready access to services and specialists
necessary to serve students with physical, behavioral, or emotional

disabilities.
When students with disabilities transfer into classrooms, teachers
are provided information in a timely manner to support a smooth

transition.

Administrators and teachers welcome families and students with
complex disabilities and needs.

Criteria used to determine student eligibility for special education
services are clearly articulated and widely understood and applied.

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about special 
education services in your school.

School Leaders Teachers

Strongly disagree             Neither Agree nor Disagree            Strongly Agree 

Figure 28: Principal and Educator Survey Data: Special Education Services  
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• Approaches to educating students with disabilities and ELs vary widely across schools, and 

there does not appear to be an understanding of effective practices.  Research suggests that 
students with disabilities and ELs benefit the most when they have as much access as 
possible and appropriate to the general education classroom and core curriculum.  There 
are multiple strategies that well trained and supported teachers can use to ensure the 
success of these students, including co-teaching and the instructional strategies that apply 
the principles of Universal Design for Learning.   
 
Many educators and administrators participating in interviews and focus groups agreed that 
a co-taught inclusion model benefits many students with disabilities and ELs.  They noted, 
however, that use of the model varies widely across classrooms and is often used 
ineffectively with little support or accountability from the central office.  Teachers added 
that they would welcome additional 
support and posited that students would 
be better served if there was an ESL 
instructional coach at each level to build 
capacity in instructional practices to 
support ELs in the general education 
setting.  This would allow for better small 
group instruction using a teaching 
assistant and for support strategies such 
as Sheltered English Instruction and the 
use of assistive technology. 

 
The principles of Universal Design for Learning (UDL) would also help to improve outcomes 
for students with disabilities and ELs in general education classrooms.  In fact, UDL 
principles have been found to help all students succeed because they aim to promote 
student engagement and learning at high levels.16  UDL should serve as a blueprint for 
teacher actions (e.g., creating instructional goals, methods, materials, and assessments) 
that work for everyone – a customized opposed to one-size-fits-all approach.  UDL planning 
results in flexible strategies that can be adjusted to support language and content 
acquisition for ELs, students from low-income households, students of color, and students 
with disabilities.  
 
Unfortunately, Unit 4 teachers were infrequently observed using UDL principles or best 
practice strategies aimed to promote engagement and learning at high levels.  For example,  

                                                        
16 Universal Design for Learning. http://www.cast.org/research/udl 

“If we had an ESL instructional coach to 

push in at each level to grow teacher 

capacity it would encourage people to 

stay- we have to do all this work and see 

no success, and are told we are doing it 

wrong, but not given support with how 

to fix it.” 

 
- Focus Group Participant 
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teachers used strategies to meet students’ diverse language and cultural needs (observed in 
21 percent of classrooms) on a limited basis: 
 
o Language acquisition strategies were seen infrequently.  For example, teachers used 

limited sensory supports and visuals (e.g., real-life objects, manipulatives, illustrations, 
diagrams, drawings, magazines, newspapers, body movements, facial expressions, 
gestures, and hand motions).17  These sensory, graphic, and interactive supports are 
embedded in the World-class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) standards to 
aid language acquisition.  

 
o Activating prior knowledge, academic vocabulary, or domain vocabulary was observed 

in 31 percent of classrooms – though in over 50 percent of classrooms at Centennial 
High School and the International Prep Academy.  On surveys, approximately three 
quarters of educators and half of principals agreed that this practice is in regular use. 

 
o Providing interdisciplinary or real-world instructional examples was observed in 36 

percent of classrooms – and again, in over 50 percent at Centennial and IPA.  Here, too, 
educator and principal perspectives are inconsistent with observation data; sixty-nine 
percent of both surveys’ respondents agreed that interdisciplinary or real-world 
examples are often provided. 

 
• Unit 4’s African American students are disproportionately identified as having a disability. 

Unit 4’s special education program has been cited by the Illinois State Board of Education 
for being out of compliance with the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.  Unit 
4 has been cited by the State for: 
 
o Delays (more than 60 calendar days) for initial evaluations of students who have been 

referred to special education.18 

o Over-representation of African American students in the category of a Specific Learning 
Disability.19 

More generally, as demonstrated in Figure 29, Unit 4’s black students are identified as 
having a disability at significantly higher rates than would be expected: While black students 

                                                        
17 Gay, G. (2000) Culturally Responsive Teaching Theory, Research & Practice 
18 Letter dated November 1, 2018, signed by Heather Caolmese, Executive Director for Special Education, 
Illinois State Board of Education. However, in a letter dated December 14, 2018, Unit 4 noted that the 
reason for the delay for all but one student was that the implicated schools are on a “Balanced Calendar.” 
No additional information—including a response back from ISBE—was provided to FourPoint. 
19 Letter dated December 14, 2018, signed by Heather Caolmese, Executive Director of Special Education, 
ISBE.  Unit 4 does not refute this finding. 
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comprise just over one third (36 percent) of the total student population, they comprise 
almost half (48 percent) of the special education population.  Further, according to a district 
administrator, African American students with an IEP were 3.68 times more likely to be 
suspended than their white counterparts in 2018. 
 
Figure 29. Percentage of Unit 4 Special Education Population by Race 
 

 
 
 

 

Source: Illinois Report Card 

 
Perhaps compounding the issue, less than half (47 percent) of educator survey respondents 
agreed that the criteria used to determine student eligibility for special education services 
are clearly articulated and widely understood and applied.  At the same time, more than 
three-quarters of school leaders (77 percent) reported they believe the criteria are clearly 
articulated and understood. 
 
The Response to Intervention (RtI) model is designed to provide targeted, systematic 
interventions to meet individual students’ needs prior to being referred for special 
education services, but both district and school based staff acknowledge that it isn’t being 
implemented with fidelity in most schools.  This finding was supported by the responses of 
both educators and principals to several survey items. 
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Figure 30. Principal and Educator Survey Results: Academic and Behavioral Interventions  

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following 
statements about instructional practices in your school. Educators - 

Strongly 
Agree/ Agree 

School 
Leaders - 
Strongly 

Agree/ Agree 

All students who are struggling to master content are identified and 
provided with additional support. 35% 19% 

Educators regularly use student data to evaluate student progress. 81% 56% 

Educators regularly use student data to plan and differentiate 
instruction. 69% 56% 

Educators regularly use student data to determine interventions. 67% 56% 

Need-based academic interventions are applied with consistency. 32% 19% 

Need-based behavioral interventions are applied with consistency. 26% 19% 
 

As a result, it is likely that many students – and especially black students – who need 
additional supports are not receiving them and are being placed into special education 
unnecessarily.  Unit 4 recognizes this challenge, identifying the lack of a comprehensive 
range of academic and behavioral interventions across all grades and schools as a likely 
cause of black students being disproportionately disciplined and referred to special 
education.20  Unit 4 staff and stakeholders also shared that, beyond interventions, 
administrators and staff’s cultural exposure, understanding, and sensitivity are in some 
cases contributing to overidentification.  Interviewees and focus group participants called 
for training and support for teachers and school 
leaders in culturally responsive education and 
trauma informed practices in order to address 
disproportionality challenges fully and has begun to 
develop a plan to address both contributing factors.21   
 
Similarly, it is likely that ELs are also being referred to 
special education unnecessarily.  Research indicates 
that among the factors that affect over 
representation of ELs is the difficulty teachers have 
with distinguishing students with special education 
needs from those simply struggling with learning 
English as a second language.  This is evident in Unit 

                                                        
20 Undated summary of the Significant Disproportionality Task Force facilitated by ISBE on September 16, 
2019 
21 Champaign Community Unit 4 School District (September 20, 2019). Disproportionality Improvement 
Activities Status Report for the 2018-19 School Year FY20. 

“I need cultural sensitivity 

(training) as a white person; to 

help me with addressing the 

needs of students of color, 

specifically African American 

students.  We have not done the 

work with bias. In some 

buildings, it’s overt racism. In 

some buildings, there’s the right 

intent, but actions don’t match.” 
- Focus Group 

Participant 
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4’s reported lack of bilingual personnel to conduct culturally valid assessments, as well as 
specialists trained to address the language needs and disability simultaneously. 

 
As with special education services, across every dimension, school leaders survey 
respondents had a rosier view of their schools’ programs and instruction for emergent 
bilingual students than educators reported. 

 
Figure 31. Principal and Educator Survey Results: Programs/Instruction for English Learners 

  

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Emergent bilingual students receive grade-level instruction for
the core curriculum.

Emergent bilingual and general education teachers regularly
collaborate to plan instruction and assessments for emergent

bilingual students and monitor their progress.

Appropriate accommodations or modifications for the classroom
assessments are available to emergent bilingual students.

Language development and academic goals are designed to
address areas of identified need from multiple sources of student

achievement data.

Emergent bilingual teachers have ready access and use of grade-
level core curriculum materials and textbooks.

Students and staff have ready access to the services necessary to
serve emergent bilingual students.

Administrators and teachers welcome families and students with
more complex language needs, including students with

interrupted formal education.
Criteria used to determine student eligibility for emergent

bilingual programs are clearly articulate and widely understood
and applied.

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about 
programs and instruction for emergent bilingual students in your school.

School Leaders Teachers
Strongly disagree             Neither Agree nor Disagree            Strongly Agree 
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Family & Community Engagement Findings 
FourPoint’s review of Unit 4’s family and community engagement approaches spanned two 
categories—community schools and other efforts to engage families and community members. 

Community Schools 

For any child and family to be successful, they need access to resources, opportunities, and 
supports that advance their learning and healthy development.  Student achievement gaps  
are largely born from opportunity gaps experienced by children and families in under-resourced 
communities.  Moreover, opportunity gaps are often perpetuated by systemic social barriers 
often based on race and class.  Community schools can help address these barriers; promote 
equity; and – as continued research shows – positively impact educational attainment, 
attendance, academic performance, and other outcomes for students, families, and schools.22   

Community schools are schools that intentionally partner with families and community 
organizations to provide students with well-rounded educational and developmental 
opportunities to support their success.  In its Community Schools Playbook, the Partnership for 
the Future of Learning identified four pillars of community schools:23  

1. Integrated student supports – weaving together targeted social, emotional, physical 
health, and academic opportunities to fully support a student and overcome barriers to 
success. 

2. Expanded and enriched learning time and opportunities – structured afterschool, 
summer, and weekend programs provide academic supports and access to enrichment 
opportunities (music, art, community-based learning).  

3. Active family and community engagement – family members and community partners 
are actively engaged to set and execute a community school vision; parents become 
partners in student learning; families and community members are welcomed to 
participate in or host adult-focused programming and encouraged to share leadership 
on programs or initiatives.  All stakeholders feel welcome, supported, and valued as 
essential partners.  

4. Collaborative leadership and practices – educators, administrators, and site-based 
partners work closely to build a culture of professional learning, collective trust, and 
shared responsibility using structures like site-based leadership teams and learning 
communities.  For initiatives involving multiple schools, collaborative practices and 
systems are also established at the district level.  

                                                        
22 Johnston, W. R., J. Engberg, I. Opper, L. Sontag-Padilla, and L. Xenakis. (2020) What Is the Impact of the New York 
City Community Schools Initiative? https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/RB10107.html. 
23 Partnership for the Future of Learning (2018). Community Schools Playbook.  
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The Partnership also identifies four keys to successful implementation:  

1. A school-based community school director/coordinator 

2. A comprehensive assessment of needs and assets 

3. Site-based problem solving teams focused on clear indicators of success 

4. Stakeholder/partner teams 
 
The following findings take these and other best practices in community school implementation 
into account.   
 

Strengths 
 
• Unit 4 has identified community schools as a 

strategy to close opportunity and achievement gaps 
and address equity issues in schools.  In 2016-17, 
the district named Booker T. Washington, Garden 
Hills, and Stratton Elementary Schools as pilot sites 
and conducted an assessment to identify 
community assets and needs that could be 
addressed through intentional community and 
family partnerships.  Loosely based on the Harlem 
Children Zone model, Champaign’s community 
school strategy reportedly has an early childhood 
focus.  

 
• District staff have established solid relationships with several partners to provide Integrated 

Student Supports in its community schools.  For example, Carle Hospital provides health 
services – including immunizations and school physicals – via mobile clinics throughout 
Champaign, and have intentionally selected sites in close proximity to the district’s three 
community schools.  Carle’s Healthy Beginnings – an intensive home visiting program – has 
an office within Garden Hills and focuses services in its community.  The University of Illinois 
Extension offers programs related to nutrition, financial literacy, and other topics at 
community schools.  The Chamber of Commerce spearheads an iRead*iCount. program, 
bringing volunteers into various Unit 4 schools to support children’s academic development; 
iRead*iCount tutors are leveraged to support afterschool programming in Garden Hills.  

 
 

“Our data tells a story. We have 

to talk about equity and how we 

can meet people where they are 

and start aiming for fair over 

equal. The goal of community 

schools is to provide services and 

resources where there are 

barriers that prevent school and 

life success.”  

- District leader 
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• KidsPlus – a district-operated, fee-based afterschool program – is available at all elementary 
schools and is offered without cost to students at Garden Hills.  According to district 
administrators, eliminating program fees at Garden Hills has more than doubled 
enrollment; district interventionists are also being leveraged to provide academic supports 
to students in that school’s program.  

 
• Parent engagement and support offerings have also been established at community 

schools.  For example, a parent and family learning lab operates out of Stratton on Monday 
evenings.  Lab activities are focused on math, reading, English, or technology with separate 
programming for students and their families.  The United Way funds kindergarten readiness 
camps in community schools to give preschool-aged children exposure to kindergarten 
classrooms and parents school readiness activities that they can do with their children at 
home.  

 
• Unit 4 district leaders have worked to establish structures and routines at central office to 

bring together school-based staff and partners in support of students and community 
school implementation.  At monthly meetings, community partners, district staff, and site-
based staff come together to review data on past programming and identify opportunities 
for additional programming or supports.  

 

Challenges  
 
• There is not a clear vision or sufficient buy in for community schools in Unit 4.  Stakeholders 

not closely involved in the work had a difficult time explaining what makes a community 
school different from others in the district.  School administrators are aware of their 
community school designation but were similarly unclear on what sets them apart – and 
believed that most of the work is currently on hold.   

 
• Community school goals appear to be in addition to – not part of – school improvement 

priorities.  Community schools represent a philosophical shift in how schools operate. 
Rather than providing a set of add-on programs and services, in community schools, all 
stakeholders – educators, school leaders, families, community groups, and residents – forge 
intentional and open partnerships to benefit the whole school community.  Further, 
community school offerings are tightly linked to identified assets and areas of need and the 
school’s improvement plan.  While there are several partners and programs operating in 
schools – and a needs assessment completed in 2017 – current offerings don’t appear to be 
addressing any agreed-upon indicators or outcomes or be linked to community schools’ 
improvement plans.  While the initial needs assessment is important, assets and needs 
should be assessed on an ongoing basis – and addressed through SIPs and site-based 
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community school programming.  Further, ownership for the work is apparently held at the 
district level, rather than within school communities. 

 
• Communities served by community schools appear to be considered through a deficit lens.  

In addition to identifying needs, effective community schools leverage the expertise and 
assets of the school community.  Based on input from community and district stakeholders, 
it appears that some partners view students and families 
in Champaign’s low-income communities through a deficit 
lens.  In some cases, this seems to be fostering a “service” 
mentality (an over-emphasis on the services provided by 
outsiders to needy families and students) and 
undermining a culture of community with shared 
responsibility and diverse assets to support learning and 
youth development.  

 
• Partnership processes and systems are not clearly defined.  Partners largely report that 

principals are their point of entry for establishing programs.  Meanwhile, district staff report 
being stretched thin as they work to keep abreast of partnerships happening across the 
district, build new ones as needed, and manage the logistics of existing programming.  
There is currently no centralized listing or evaluation of programs or services operating in 
community schools or others.  

 
• Roles do not exist to coordinate the site-level work of community schools.  Successful 

community schools build needed infrastructure at the school and district level.  Community 
school experts regularly acknowledge the critical role of a school-based staff member – 
sometimes called a site coordinator or director – who works as part of a school’s leadership 
team to connect, coordinate, and assess community school offerings.   There are currently 
no school-based staff whose role it is to establish or coordinate the work of partners and 
school staff at sites.  The district’s Director of Student, Family, and Community engagement 
oversees community schools work in Champaign and is providing some backbone supports.  
This role is also responsible for coordinating site-based partnerships in three schools in 
addition to overseeing Unit 4’s afterschool program, truancy interventionists, school nurses, 
Title I parent coordinator, community outreach liaison, grants manager, homeless outreach 
liaison, and an administrative team, limiting the amount of time spent supporting 
community schools.  

 
• Similarly, community-driven efforts exist but are not tightly linked to district work.  The 

Chamber of Commerce is spearheading its own community school initiative, also reportedly 
inspired by the Harlem Children’s Zone, called Cradle to Career (C2C).  The United Way 

“There’s too much doing 

things for [the black 

community] and not 

enough doing with.” 

 
- Community 

member 
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serves as the Kindergarten readiness anchor partner and the Chamber as the workforce 
development lead, engaging partners to provide career exploration and readiness 
opportunities for older youth.  With programming operating across Unit 4 schools, C2C 
appears to be discreet and disconnected from the district’s own community school efforts. 

 

Family and Community Engagement 
 
As public institutions, schools operate in service of families and the community.  What’s more, 
families are crucial partners in children and young people’s learning and development, and 
community members and partners also play tremendous roles in supporting schools and 
students through financial resources and programming.  Finally, active participation of families 
and community members is needed to help the district establish and meet goals for closing 
achievement and opportunity gaps.  Discussions with families and community members 
uncovered the following strengths and challenges.  

Strengths 
 
• The Champaign community is active in supporting Unit 4 children and youth. Municipal 

partners are actively engaged in a variety of educational and youth development activities, 
ranging from library programming that provides afterschool options for students to city- 
and county-sponsored youth employment programs.  The city hosts the Champaign 
Community Coalition – a group of approximately 130 partners working on community 
issues, including youth development – and has established formal partnerships with the 
district to co-fund School Resource Officers and a new program that will provide 
wraparound services and supports for 130 students and their families.  Unit 4 also operates 
a community development block grant with the city to fund Operation Hope, a program 
serving approximately 100 high school students through tutoring and mentoring, college 
visits, and opportunities for community service.   

Champaign’s faith-based community is similarly committed and involved.  The Ministerial 
Alliance, representing 21 ordained leaders from the ecumenical community, names 
education as one of its core issues and provides mentoring, recreation, and academic 
enrichment programs.  The Interfaith Alliance of Champaign County and its members are 
also deeply invested in the wellbeing of Champaign students and schools and convene a 
racial justice taskforce that focuses, in part, on education issues.  
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Challenges 

• Stakeholders are concerned that schools aren’t effectively preparing future employees.  
Community and business leaders expressed immediate concerns over one of the 
implications of persistent achievement gaps – a future workforce that lacks essential 
employment skills.  Focus group participants expressed concerns over academic 
achievement rates but also a lack of preparation in 21st century skills (communication, 
critical thinking, collaboration), attendance patterns, and other essential workplace 
behaviors, such as productively handling conflict.  Businesses also hope to see schools 
exposing students to a mix of career options – including in the trades and other professions 
that don’t require a bachelor’s degree.  Carle Health has created an eight-week resource-
intensive training program for new hires focused on building 21st century skills.  While this 
approach is viewed as a best practice, it’s also seen as unlikely to be replicated by other 
employers due to the high cost.  Stakeholders see the reintroduction of technical and trade 
courses in Unit 4 high schools as a step in the right direction.  

• Stakeholders expressed deep concern over a lack of transparency on the part of the district.  
Concerns communicated during focus group meetings included the belief that Unit 4 and its 
board do not openly acknowledge challenges 
(e.g., persistent achievement gaps between 
white and African American students, tracking 
and segregation within schools, etc.); resist 
admitting that they don’t yet have a solution; 
and do not actively and openly involve the 
Champaign community in solving for them, 
including during public board meetings.   

According to some community stakeholders, the 
district has a “blind spot” when it comes to 
authentically engaging the community at both 
district and school levels, as evidenced by a 
recent proposal to swap campuses of two 
schools and the community’s subsequent 
reaction.  To these stakeholders, this incident 
demonstrated an inability or unwillingness for the district 
and schools to understand the ways that institutionalized 
racism is perpetuated by the system and its impact on 
the community and students.  

“The district is overwhelmed by its 

challenges and doesn’t know how to 

solve for them. It’s been spinning for 

20-25 years but trying to tell the 

community that it has everything 

under control.”  

- Community member 

“It feels like there’s an unwillingness 

to listen or respond honestly. When 

you do get a response, answers are 

vague.” 

- Community member 

“It’s one thing to be at the 

table. It’s another thing to 

be listened to.”  

- Community member 
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• Stakeholders cited the need for radical change to shore up opportunity and outcome 
disparities, but remain skeptical.  There is a consistent and vocal concern that the board, 
district, and its schools have lower expectations for students of color and are not fully 
invested in their success.  Several community members have taken on informal and formal 
advocacy roles to “give voice to the voiceless.”  Multiple stakeholders talked about 
challenges related to school and district staff and leaders not reflecting the diversity of the 
student populations – and that this difference manifests itself in a lack of understanding, 
investment, and support for students of color.  There is also a recognition that forces of 
systemic racism are at play in the district – and the community at large.  For example, 
segregated housing patterns prevent Champaign residents of different races and income 
levels from living near and building relationships with one another.  Rather than have 
opportunities to work together to improve schools, focus group participants suggested that 
white and black families are often pitted against one another, further perpetuating 
challenges.   

Stakeholders acknowledged that the Champaign community must embrace its current 
identity – one that is more racially and economically diverse population than the past – and 
a different model of schooling with equity at its core.  While extra community supports are 
welcomed and needed, there are things the district can and should do, according to those 
participating in focus groups.  Specific ideas included:  

o Placing its strongest teachers where there’s the greatest need. 

o Ensuring high expectations for all students. 

o Making early childhood learning and development opportunities available in 
struggling schools. 

o Ensuring that educators are positive and 
supportive of students, which requires 
widespread and deep capacity building in 
cultural competence, implicit bias, trauma-
informed practice, and restorative justice 
practices.  

o Leveraging the success of the International 
Prep Academy to create schools that value 
and respect multiple cultures.  

o Better preparing teachers to differentiate 
their curriculum to meet the diverse needs of students. 

o Reducing class sizes in schools with higher proportions of students need more 
support catching up to grade-level learning levels.  

“The International Prep 

Academy model requires 

you to honor both 

languages equally or it 

doesn’t work. How can we 

similarly create schools that 

equitably honor multiple 

cultures?” 

- Community member 
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o Providing summer learning experiences or year-round schooling. 

o Providing appropriate wraparound supports (mental health, social workers, etc.).  

o Investing in positive behavioral interventions and supports for students and related 
teacher training and staff roles instead of School Resource Officers. 

According to focus group participants, many of Unit 4’s issues have plagued the district and 
its schools for decades and have often been discussed at various forums, including in a long-
established education equity committee.  Stakeholders shared both a sense of urgency for 
developing a plan that will help the district and its partners move forward together and a 
lack of confidence that one will effectively be developed and executed by the district.   
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Finance Findings 
 
Effective use of resources involves strategic budgeting so that each and every dollar can have 
its maximum impact and is aligned with goals and strategies to drive improvement.  This 
happens through a variety of decisions both large and small involving the school board, central 
office leaders, principals, and other building staff.  In reality, every decision a district makes – 
from offering a new elective, to adding another teacher, to professional development offerings 
– is a resource-allocation exercise.  Resource allocation is also a key indicator of equity: By 
tracking resources back to each school building, district leaders gain a clear picture of alignment 
between needs and resources.24  Finally, transparency is a hallmark of effective use of 
resources.  Transparency starts with clear district policies and procedures for developing a 
budget and allocating resources across school and students.  It also includes sharing 
information on resource decisions both internally and externally so that all stakeholders 
understand how decisions are made and why. 
 

Strengths 
 
• Unit 4 predominantly relies on local funding, which has, to date, provided the district with 

sufficient resources to cover costs of a growing 
student population.  The district’s budget is made 
up of an unusually high percentage of local funds 
and unusually low percentages of state and 
federal funds.  In Illinois, the structure of the 
state education funding formula relies heavily on 
local funding. According to the Illinois state 
report card, on average 66 percent of education 
funds come from local sources.  In Champaign, 
by contrast, 76 percent of education funds come 
from local sources.  

 
The state funding formula drives significantly 
more resources to lower-income jurisdictions.  
As a relatively affluent district, this means Unit 4 
receives a small share of its funding from the state.  Additional data from the state report 
card show that only 16 percent of Champaign’s funding comes from state sources compared 
with the state average of 27 percent.  Limited funding from the state means that cost 

                                                        
24 Data for the finance analysis is based on FY19 information. The analysis requires a full year of expenditure data 
making FY 2019 the last complete year.  
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Figure 32. Illinois Average School 
District Revenue, FY2018 

Source: Illinois Report Card 
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increases, like those from an increasing student population, must be covered either by 
increased local funds or by reallocating resources from other areas of the education budget.  
To date, local funding sources have provided the district with additional resources sufficient 
to cover escalating costs from a growing student population.   

 

 
• Several factors point to Champaign being a well-resourced district.   

o Champaign raises sufficient funds 
from its local tax base to meet 90 
percent of the state’s funding 
target, which identifies a funding 
level sufficient to cover the costs 
of an adequate education for all 
district students.  In Champaign, 
the target is $120 million.   

o Per-pupil expenditures in Unit 4 
– $14,367 (FY2018-19) – are four 
percent higher than state 
average of $13,784.25   

 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
25 https://www.fcps.edu/sites/default/files/media/pdf/FY19-WABE-Guide.pdf 
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o While the district reportedly has difficulty finding qualified candidates for some types of 
positions and some difficulty retaining staff at its highest-need schools, it is offering the 
highest starting pay for teachers among nearby districts. 
 
Figure 37. Bachelor’s Beginning Salary 

 

Source: Illinois State Board of Education Teacher Salary Study 

 
The district is closer to the middle of the pack in average teacher pay, but it also leads or 
matches its peers in district-paid benefits. 
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Figure 38. Average Teacher Salary 
 

Source: Illinois State Board of Education Teacher Salary Study 

 

Figure 39. Student-to-Staff Ratios 

  

Pupil/Teacher Ratio Certified Staff Ratio Admin Student Ratio 

ES Students/ 
Teachers 

HS Students/ 
Teachers 

Students/ Certified 
Teachers 

Students/ 
Administrators 

District 17:1 16:1 9:1 147:1 
State 18:1 19:1 10:1 173:1 

 Source: Illinois Report Card 
 

o Compared with state averages, Champaign has lower student-to-staff ratios.  This is 
particularly noticeable at the high school level, where Unit 4 has a 16:1 ratio compared 
with 19:1 for the state.  The pattern also holds when considering certified staff and 
administrative staff.  In both cases, but most notably for administrators, the district has 
a much lower ratio of staff to students.  

 
• Unit 4 is looking for additional ways to devolve authority for budget decisions to principals.  

For many districts, supporting principal autonomy, including through the budget process, is 
an important part of their transformation strategy.  Unit 4 is working to build principal 
autonomy in several ways, including allowing principals autonomy for hiring decisions. 

 
• Overall, the district is doing a good job pushing additional resources to higher-need schools.   

When it comes to site-based staff costs, which comprise the majority of site-based per-pupil 
spending, the district spends, on average, roughly 12 percent more per pupil on staff 
salaries at its highest-need schools compared with its lowest-need schools.  

 

o Looking across the schools, there is not a lot of variation in per-pupil spending with the 
notable exception of Novak Academy.  Novak—a small, alternative high school program 
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for students in grades 10 through 12—spends more than twice as much on staff costs 
per student compared with the district’s second-highest-spending school and three 
times as much as its lowest-spending school.  Because Novak is a specialty school, with 
costs far exceeding per-student spending in all others, it has been excluded from 
school-spending comparisons other than the one below. 

 

Figure 40: Site-Based Staff Salaries Per Student 

 

Source: Employees by Location (HR data) 

 

o Interestingly, there is not a lot of variation in salary spending per student across school 
levels.  It is often the case that middle and high school teachers earn higher salaries, 
driving up the per-pupil salary expenditures in upper-level schools. 

 
Figure 41: Site-Based Staff Salaries Per Student 

 

Source: Employees by Location (HR data) 
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o When school are sorted into quartiles according to the percentage of students 
receiving free and reduced price meals, the additional resources allocated to higher-
needs schools become more apparent.  The district’s highest-need schools (top FRL 
quartile) receive roughly 12 percent more staff salary dollars per pupil compared 
with its lowest-need schools (bottom FRL quartile).  

 
Figure 42: Site-Based Staff Costs Per Student by FRL Eligible Quartile 

 

Source: Employees by Location (HR data) 

 
• An analysis of district staffing shows that higher-need schools benefit from more staff per 

student – including both additional administrative and instructional staff.  
 

o On a per-pupil basis, the district spends far more on site-based administrators at its 
highest-need elementary schools compared with its lowest-need elementary schools.  
The pattern persists at the middle school level, but does not hold in high schools. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

$5,730 $5,883 $5,929 
$6,418 

$0

$1,000

$2,000

$3,000

$4,000

$5,000

$6,000

$7,000

$8,000

Ca
rr

ie
 B

us
ey

So
ut

h 
Si

de

Ba
rk

st
al

l

Bo
tt

en
fie

ld

Ce
nt

ra
l

Ro
be

so
n

W
es

tv
ie

w

Ed
iso

n

Dr
. H

ow
ar

d

Ce
nt

en
ni

al

W
as

hi
ng

to
n

Ke
nw

oo
d

Je
ffe

rs
on

Fr
an

kl
in

In
t'l

 P
re

p

St
ra

tt
on

Ga
rd

en
 H

ill
s

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4

Staff Costs per Student  Quartile Avg. Staff Costs/Student



 57 

Figure 43: Total Site-Based Administration Costs Per Student by % FRL Eligible 

Source: Employees by Location (HR data) 
 
o Higher per-student administrator costs at high-need schools are driven largely by 

additional administrator positions; high-needs schools have more administrators than 
lower-needs schools.  
 

Figure 44: Students Per Administrator by % FRL Eligible 

 
 

Source: Employees by Location (HR data) 

 
o The same holds true for instructional staff-to-student ratios; higher needs schools have 

more staff positions compared with lower-needs schools. 
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  Figure 45: Students Per Instructional Staff Member by % FRL Eligible 

Source: Employees by Location (HR data) 

 

Challenges 
 
• There is a need for greater transparency in the budget process.  It is not easy for 

stakeholders outside of central office to gather information about the current budget via 
public channels.  Information on how the budget is constructed, including how resources 
are allocated to schools and students, is also not readily available.  Many districts include 
detailed information about the budget, budget processes, and how resources are deployed 
across schools on their websites. 

 
In addition, the budget process does not encourage participation and input from families 
and the community.  Some districts hold training sessions for family and community 
members to understand the budget process and promote participation.  Unit 4 staff and 
stakeholders, however, reported very little input from stakeholders during the budget 
process.   

 
• Unit 4 principals currently have limited autonomy over their budgets.  Position allocation 

decisions, which comprise the majority of school-based expenditures, are made in large part 
at the central office.  After positions are assigned, principals have about 1 to 3 percent of 
their budgets to manage themselves.  Each principal submits a budget sheet to the district 
with their plan for how they will spend their resources.  Any changes are negotiated 
between the building and district staff. 
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School building budgets, over which principals have autonomy, are determined by a 
weighted student formula.  The formula allocates a base amount for each student plus 
additional per-student funds based on student counts for special student groups (i.e., 
gifted/honors, students with disabilities, students eligible for free and reduced-price lunch, 
and English learners).  Total funds for building budgets comprise roughly 1 percent of the 
district’s budget. 

 
 Figure 46: Weighted Student Formula for School Building Budgets 

Building Level 
Base 

funding per 
student 

Athletics 
funding per 

student 

Add’l weight for 
FRL-eligible 

students 

Add’l weight for 
SWDs, ELs, Students 

in Gifted/Honors 
Elementary $85 -- .5 .25 
Middle $95 $27 .5 .25 
High $122 $57 .5 .25 

 Source: FY2019 Building Budget 

 

• While the district has made a strong and concerted effort to push more resources to high-
need schools in the form of additional staff positions, those positions are often filled by less-
experienced instructional staff.  

 
o The district’s newest instructional staff members are concentrated in its highest-need 

schools. 
 
Figure 47: Average Time in District – Instructional Staff by % FRL Eligible 

 

Source: Employees by Location (HR data) 
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o Less experienced staff generally receive lower salaries which, in turn, yield lower per-
pupil staff costs than if the positions were held by more senior teachers.  So while the 
district’s higher-need schools have additional positions, their per-pupil spending on staff 
may not be much different from schools with fewer, but more experienced, highly paid 
staff.  The combination of more, but lower-paid staff results in somewhat more even 
financial resource distribution across schools than school staffing levels might suggest. 

 

The following graph shows how low instructional staff-to-student ratios coupled with 
higher concentrations of newer instructional staff results in per-student instructional 
salary spending that is relatively even across schools – with only somewhat higher 
instructional spending (~ 9 percent more) at the highest quartile, based on FRL-eligibility 
rates, compared with the lowest quartile. 
 
Figure 48: Site-Based Instructional Salaries Per Student by FRL Quartile 

 

Source: Employees by Location (HR data) 
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• Surprisingly, while the district enjoys a relatively low student-to-staff ratio, class sizes are 
the same or larger than in other districts across the state.  The following graphic shows that 
for every grade from K to 8, Unit 4 class sizes are the same as or larger than the state 
average.  At the high school level, Unit 4 class sizes are only slightly lower than the state 
average.  The most likely explanation for this is that that district is investing in instructional 
staff positions above and beyond classroom teachers – instructional coaches, reading 
specialists, etc. – rather than in additional classroom teachers.  This is a trade off to smaller 
classes, which are generally 
shown to make a difference 
both at the elementary level 
and for high school remedial 
courses.    
Data on expenditures for 
support staff confirm this 
finding: Champaign spends 
38.5 percent of its funds on 
support staff compared with 
the state average of 28.9 
percent.  
 

 

Finally, the district is contending with on-going space shortages in many buildings.  Limited 
space may make it difficult to add additional classrooms and teachers and thus reduce class 
sizes.  
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Figure 49. Average Class Size, 2019 

Source: Illinois Report Card 
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• The district does not use a formal written funding or position-allocation formula to 
distribute most site-based resources.  While the district’s current process has resulted in a 
fairly equitable distribution of site-based spending, development of a formal, written 
allocation formula is advisable to comply with new ESSA regulations; improve transparency; 
and ensure that policies and procedures can be carried out and passed on to new staff 
during inevitable staff transitions. 

 
o School districts typically allocate resources to 

schools in one of two ways: 

1) Using a weighted student-based funding 
formula to allocate funds to schools. 

2) Allocating resources to schools in the form of 
positions.  

Like many mid-sized school districts, Unit 4 
distributes most of its site-based resources to 
schools in the form of staff allocations.  The 
district is unusual, however, in that it does not 
use a formal written allocation formula to deploy 
staff to schools.  Instead, staff are distributed by the Human Resources Department in 
collaboration with the Superintendent, using a process and set of practices developed 
by the district over time. 

 
o The allocation process varies by school level. 

§ At the elementary level, positions are based on the number of teachers and staff 
members per grade level. Most elementary schools in the district are similar in size, 
with three classes for each grade level, although a few schools have four at each 
level, and some have a “bubble” class (i.e., an additional class at one grade level that 
moves up a grade level each year along with its “bubble” of students). 

§ The middle schools, also similar in size, receive allocations based on the number of 
students and the number of physical rooms available for classes. 

§ At the high school level, where the district’s two traditional high schools are also 
similar in size, the department uses general guidelines based on class sizes. 

 
o Historically, any additional position allocation requests are handled on a case-by-case 

basis.  Principals meet with the Executive Director of Human Resources twice each year 
to discuss current staffing needs.  HR then confers with the Superintendent to discuss all 

Figure 52. Site-Based Expenses, FY19 
Budget 

Source: FY 2019 Budget 

88%

12%
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requests, and together they decide which requests to approve based on cross-district 
needs and priorities.   

 
o The district’s staff allocation practices have allowed Unit 4 to be nimble in responding to 

school and student needs.  For example, the district ran an internal audit that 
determined students could be better served by revising instructional coach allocation 
practices, which formerly gave each school an equal number of coaches.  District leaders 
were able to redistribute instructional coaches to provide newer teachers – who tend to 
be concentrated at higher-need schools – with more coaching support without needing 
to revise a formal position allocation formula. 
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Recommendations 
 
 

School Management 
 
1) Define the district’s theory of action for school management. 
 

Although there is no correct position on the continuum, research finds that successful 
districts are purposeful in identifying their placement on it and then make decisions related 
to central office organizational structure and staffing, systems, use of resources, and school 
improvement strategies that are consistent with their selected approach.26  Figure 53 
outlines the key areas of emphasis that should be taken for each. 

 
Figure 53. Ideal Points of Emphasis for School Management Approaches 

School Management 
Approach 

Areas of Central Office Emphasis to Ensure Outstanding Student 
Performance 

Centrally Managed • Determine school needs, and then allocate resources and assign 
staff equitably to ensure that students receive the support they 
need to be successful. 

• Create a guaranteed and viable curriculum and ensure effective 
delivery through analysis of formative and summative assessment 
data and school and classroom observations. 

• Build capacity of educators by providing high-quality professional 
development and coaching for a select number of district 
initiatives. 

• Provide additional resources, support, and — if necessary —
interventions to underachieving schools. 

• Administer all operations, including purchasing, human resources, 
maintenance, and information technology. 

School-Based 
Management 

• Allocate dollars to schools based on student population and 
demographics and allow schools to hire staff and purchase 
resources based on schools’ perceptions of their own needs. 

• Assess the quality of schools through analysis of student outcomes, 
and intervene in underperforming schools. 

                                                        
26 Childress, S., R. Elmore, A. Grossman, and C. King (January 31, 2007). Note on the PELP Coherence 
Framework. Public Education Leadership Project at Harvard University.  
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• Facilitate sharing of information about best practices across 
schools. 

• Build capacity of educators by helping schools to attain professional 
development and coaching from central office or a vendor. 

• Administer some operations, depending on school and community 
preferences and cost-saving opportunities. 

 
While these factors do not require Unit 4 to select a school-based management approach, 
they certainly suggest that Unit 4 would benefit from considering an approach that offers 
schools significant autonomy.  Establishing this approach should be done in coordination 
with principals and very explicitly answer the following questions: 

• What non-negotiables must all schools implement?  

o For any non-negotiable identified, the central office – in collaboration with schools 
– should clearly define it, describe what full implementation looks like and when it 
should be achieved, provide technical assistance, and monitor implementation and 
impact.  

o Non-negotiables might include school improvement planning and coaching, 
implementation of curriculum and/or formative assessments, programs (e.g., MTSS 
and/or a particular approach to Tier II interventions), instructional strategies or 
approaches (e.g., requiring all teachers to post the learning objective of each 
lesson), or structural considerations (e.g., school leadership teams, PLCs, inquiry 
teams that focus on struggling students, data teams).   

o FourPoint recommends for strong consideration the following non-negotiables, 
which are consistent with a school-based management approach: 

§ Students in all schools will take common assessments (so schools and the 
central office can learn which schools are having success and which are 
struggling)  

§ All schools will have a high-functioning leadership team that develops a high-
quality improvement plan 

§ All schools will implement with fidelity a well defined approach to Response to 
Intervention 

§ All schools will have some type of data team (or PLC) that regularly assesses 
progress, identifies struggling students, and helps teachers use data to inform 
instruction and tiered supports.   

o FourPoint also recommends that Unit 4 develop and implement a consistent 
approach to principal coaching and supervision.  This approach should provide 
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more intensive supports for new principals and those struggling to meet 
improvement plan goals. 

• Are there are any non-negotiables that some schools must do and not others (i.e., 
differentiated autonomy)?  If so, what are they and how are schools identified for 
participation? 

• Assuming relatively few non-negotiables, how will the central office ensure that the 
system is learning about and spreading effective practices, and how are schools held 
accountable for improvement? 

Once these questions are clearly answered, the district can develop a formal theory of 
action, which should be communicated to all stakeholders.  

 
2) Define school improvement expectations.  
 

Unit 4’s new theory of action should lead to a common approach to school improvement 
and a systemic approach to principal coaching and supervision.  FourPoint recommends that 
one or two senior administrators (with little or no other responsibilities) take responsibility 
for coaching and supervising all principals and that these administrators’ job description 
clearly define what they and the principals will be held accountable for (in the sample 
organizational structure in Figure 54, the administrator would manage the school leadership 
department). Performance of schools, principals, and the principal supervisor(s) should be 
monitored regularly based on implementation of any non-negotiable(s), implementation of 
school improvement plans, benchmark and state assessment results, student and teacher 
attendance, and school environment measures.  

 
3) Align the central office’s organizational structure and systems with the new theory of action 

and approach to school improvement. 
 

A clear management approach and theory of action should guide the restructuring of Unit 
4’s central office.  Assuming that a school-based management approach is selected, some of 
central office’s current capacity should be pushed into the schools.  For example, if schools 
are granted authority for implementation of curriculum and academic programs, the 
positions currently held by central office content coordinators, instructional coaches, 
Reading Recovery specialists, and education technology coordinators (ETCs) can be moved 
to schools, and school leadership teams can determine what staffing they need and how to 
use them.  At the same time, a school-based management approach is most effective when 
the central office has the capacity to monitor school performance and help schools use data 
effectively.  For this reason, Unit 4 might consider creating a position that leads this work.  
Figure 54 offers a potential organizational structure that meets four goals: 
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1. Consolidates the curriculum and instruction function into one area and the school 

coaching and supervision function into another. 

2. Moves some curriculum and instructional capacity out of the central office and provides 
schools with additional positions to use as they choose to meet their school 
improvement goals. 

3. Builds capacity related to using data to monitor and improve performance. 

4. Restructures the cabinet to streamline decision making and cross-department 
collaboration. 

 
In addition to organizational structure, achieving systemic coherence requires that the 
district align systems, resources, and culture with the new theory of action (assumed to be 
towards the school-based management end of the spectrum).  Doing so suggests that, in 
addition to recommendations already provided, the district consider: 

• Engaging principals regularly and authentically in most district decisions. 

• Providing resources to schools and empowering leadership teams to determine their 
staffing based on their school improvement plans. 

• Developing a systemic approach to building the capacity of current principals and to 
building a principal pipeline. 

• Removing principals who are not able or willing to be instructional leaders from their 
schools. 

• Creating additional leadership development opportunities by, for example, creating a 
teacher leader career path. 

• Stabilizing the staffing in schools that serve large percentages of low-income and 
minority students by, for example, providing incentives (e.g., additional planning time, 
bonus pay) and additional supports (e.g., coaches, social workers). 

 



Figure 54. Potential Organizational Structure for Unit 4’s Central Office 
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Instructional Delivery 
 

1) Develop or adapt an instructional framework to include Universal Design for Learning (UDL) 
principles to support equitable and excellent learning for all students.  

 
The framework should become a standard practice used in all district schools to achieve 

instructional excellence. Further: 

• The framework should include a multi-tiered system of support for academic 

(curriculum, programs, instructional strategies, and assessments), behavior (PBIS 

currently used by the district), and social emotional development guided by the Illinois 

Standards for Social Emotional Learning.    

• Research-based best practice strategies should be narrowed to focus on improved 

instruction of African American students and students with disabilities.  Instructional 

teams should use school data – academic and demographic – to identify differentiated 

strategies to meet their population’s needs.  For example, a school may select one or 

two strategies to support phonemic awareness; strategy selection may look different at 

each school level.  

• Provide job-embedded professional learning opportunities to support educators’ 

understanding and implementation of the selected strategies. Work with each school 

to develop a plan to provide training and tools to support implementation (e.g., 

checklists or lesson planning tools, etc.).  Ensure that schools have collaboration time 

to build individual and collective capacity as they embed strategies into the units and 

lessons.  

• Use an electronic classroom observation tool and developed observation process to 

monitor the implementation of the strategies and identify teachers who need 

additional professional learning support. The instructional rounds process can also be 

used to support individual and collective learning of the observers (e.g., principals, 

teachers, professional learning leaders, and curriculum coordinators). The process 

should include:  

o Observer training that provides practice opportunities to identify the “look for” 

and “listen for” practices associated with the selected strategies. 

o A protocol for calibration to support accurate data collection.  

o A process and timeline for review of classroom observation data.  

o Clear articulation to teachers and principals regarding the purpose of classroom 

observation (professional learning vs. teacher evaluation).  

o A process to provide teachers feedback on the observed practices. 
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• Identify assessments (formative and summative) that will be used to measure the 

impact of teacher use of the selected strategies on student learning. Use a variety of 

formative and summative assessments.  

2) Create a district guide for equitable instructional planning that can be used by Unit 4 

teachers when designing units and planning lessons for daily instruction.  

 

The tool should be broad and flexible, giving teachers autonomy to select strategies based 

upon the unique needs of students.  A critical part of promoting equity and diversity in the 

classroom is purposeful planning.  Planning should consider:   

 

• District-approved texts that can be used to explore topics about multiculturalism and 

poverty.  Consider texts that explore alternate opinions or view history from a new 

perspective that may not be present in mainstream text, as well texts written by authors 

who represent the community demographics. 

• Strategies to support classroom discourse that allows the teacher to facilitate, rather 

than lead, a group discussion.  Identify open-ended questions or essential questions that 

can be used to guide the discussion and challenge ideas.  Create opportunities for 

students to participate in discussions in which they listen to each other actively and 

challenge opinions respectfully.  Many strategies for discourse align well with the Illinois 

learning standards for ELA, mathematics, science, and social studies.  For example, 

understanding the perspective of others is an important literacy competency.  

• Strategies for differentiation.  An important part of equity is educational access. When 

planning, consider how to differentiate the lessons for various learners and learning 

styles. This includes multiple levels of text, differentiating the way students show 

mastery, and varying the ways topics are presented.   

• Strategies to ensure cognitive participation that engages all students throughout the 

learning process.  For example, some students are very vocal, while others are quiet.  

Plan ways to keep all students active and engaged in learning so all student ideas are 

shared and represented.  Equity trackers such as tally sheets can be created to collect 

and analyze data to know who is participating the most and the least.  This data can be 

used to understand patterns of participation with respect to race, gender, language or 

origin, learning ability, or income level.  Discussion structures can be used to promote 

student voice.  Well-designed discussions shift the talk ratio and the cognitive load from 

the teacher to students and then from student to student.  
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3) Build the instructional leadership capacity of school principals. 

 

Success with the new theory of action requires that principals – working collaboratively with 

their leadership teams – are able to lead instructional and school improvement processes.  

While this does not require all principals to be instructional experts, it does require them to 

lead their teams in defining a vision and approach to improvement, establishing and 

maintaining high expectations for student learning and behavior (with particular attention 

given to African American students) and instructional quality, ensuring teachers have the 

support they need to implement the school’s vision and approach for improvement, 

building collaborative structures, monitoring the improvement process, and making 

adjustments as necessary.  In short, principals will need to lead systematic continuous 

improvement processes comprising of “Plan-Do-Study-Act” cycles. 

 

4) Reduce the racial disparities in honors and advanced placement (AP) classes. 

 
This is an area in which other schools and districts have struggled.  Strategies to consider 

would be: 

 

• Implement with fidelity research-based approaches to teaching reading in the early 

grades (prek-3). 

• Assess curricula and instructional approaches to ensure multi-cultural 

representation and differentiation. 

• Encourage minority students with strong grades and/or test scores (e.g., PSAT) to 

enroll in honors and AP classes. 

• Pilot an “Honors for All” class in the middle and high schools.   

• Develop or expand a support class (such as AVID) devoted to helping students – 

especially low-income and minority students – succeed in advanced course work 

through tutoring, writing assistance, organization, and planning assistance. 

• Consider other criteria for identifying talented and gifted (TAG) students.  For 

example, students in the top 10 percent of their grade (as measured by grades, test 

scores, and teacher recommendation) could be enrolled in TAG. 
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Special Populations 
 

1) Clearly define the district’s co-teaching model and ensure effective implementation. 

 

The district must commit to ensuring that students are being educated in their least 

restrictive environment.  This commitment means that students with disabilities and English 

Learners are taught in general education classrooms with appropriate supports.  Co-

teaching is one such support that merits prioritization since it allows most students to be 

successful in tier one instruction when implemented well.  To be implemented well, 

however, schools will need support from the central office which includes a clear definition 

of the model to be used, clear expectations for and monitoring of its use, and assistance 

with providing the requisite professional development and coaching to teachers, 

instructional coaches, and principals. 

 

2) Ensure students with disabilities and ELs have access to and success with a high-quality 

curriculum aligned to state standards. 

 

For teachers and administrators to ensure access to a guaranteed and viable curriculum for 

students with disabilities and ELs, there must be a curriculum in place.  While a district 

curriculum can take many forms and allow for significant flexibility for schools and teachers, 

Unit 4 should provide at least a grade-by-grade outline of standards that should be 

addressed along with clear learning targets grouped in a reasonable timeline.  Finally, 

schools should receive guidance related to accommodations and scaffolds, use of Universal 

Design for Learning practices, co-teaching suggestions, and interventions to ensure that 

educators are equipped to ensure the success of all their students. 

 

3) Consider making effective implementation of a well-defined approach to Multi-Tiered 

Systems of Support as one of the district’s non-negotiables. 

 

An effective MTSS approach is beneficial to all learners who – for whatever reason – 

struggle to master the curriculum during whole group instruction.  Because it takes a 

systematic approach to assessing students’ academic strengths and challenges and 

targeting academic and behavioral interventions as needed, MTSS is also a critical strategy 

for ensuring that students get the help they need before they are referred to special 

education.  Consequently, Unit 4 should consider requiring all schools to implement a 

clearly defined model to MTSS after receiving guidance, training, and support.  If MTSS does 

become a non-negotiable, the central office should support principals and their leadership 

teams in implementing and monitoring the model.  
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4) Ensure consistent application of processes for identifying students with disabilities. 

 

Unit 4 serves a student population representing a number of languages and cultures, and 

experiencing a variety of trauma including war and other types of violence, poverty, and 

dislocation.  Developing and implementing a special education referral and identification 

process that can distinguish between, for example, a student’s lack of English fluency and a 

learning disability, is critical for ensuring that the student receives the support that he or 

she needs.  Similarly, distinguishing between a behavioral challenge resulting from trauma 

and a learning or emotional disability is just as critical. 

 

5) Help schools prioritize professional development and coaching needs for teachers related to 

supporting students with disabilities, English learners, and students of color. 

 

Teachers and administrators expressed a need for support in a number of areas that would 

potentially improve outcomes for students with disabilities, English learners, and students 

of color.  These areas include instructional strategies, RtI, cultural competency, implicit bias, 

restorative justice, social emotional learning, trauma informed care, and co-teaching.  As 

the district clearly defines its theory of action for school management, it must align its 

support for schools and teachers by being very clear what types of professional 

development and coaching the central office is responsible for and what types schools are 

responsible for.  Then, the central office – most likely through the chief of leadership – 

should work with principals and leadership teams to set priorities for educator learning, 

establish processes and routines for training and coaching, and support implementation 

monitoring.  Deep implementation of a couple of high-leverage strategies should take 

precedence over trying to address all areas of need. 

 

6) Conduct an in-depth analysis of how and why African American students are 

disproportionately being disciplined and identified with a disability. 

 

The central office should identify schools that are disproportionately referring and 

identifying African American students to special education and that are disproportionately 

suspending or expelling African American students.  With this subset of schools, Unit 4 

should address the following questions: 

 

• What percentage of African American students with an IEP has an actual disability? 

• What interventions were attempted prior to these students being referred to special 

education? 
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• What are the processes that are used to refer students to special education? To what 

extent can these processes be standardized across schools and aligned with best 

practices? 

• What processes are being used to set IEP goals for students identified with one or more 

disability? To what extent can these processes be standardized across schools and 

aligned with best practices? 

• How are educators assessing student progress towards their IEP goals? To what extent 

can these processes be standardized across schools and aligned with best practices? 

• Under what circumstances are most African American students being disciplined (office 

referral, suspension, expulsion)?   

• What practice or set of practices would help teachers manage the circumstances that 

most frequently result in disciplining of African American students? 

 

Community Schools and Family & Community Engagement 
 

1) Establish a vision for Unit 4 community schools.   

Districts across the country have developed community school models and approaches over 

the past few decades.  Unit 4 can leverage those – and resources developed through 

national experts like the Partnership for the Future of Learning, Coalition for Community 

Schools, Children’s Aid Society, and others – to create a vision for its community schools.  

This includes answering questions like:  

• What does it mean to be a community school in Champaign?  What happens differently 

in community schools? During the school day, after school, and during summer months?   

• What routines do community schools employ (e.g., annual asset and needs assessments, 

ties to school improvement plans, site-based coordination meetings)?  

• What’s the role of educators, principals, district staff, partners, families, and residents in 

executing a community school strategy? Who is responsible for what and what supports 

do they need?  

• How will student and family supports and opportunities be identified, selected, 

assessed? In what cadence?  
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2) Reassess which schools are community schools.   

 

Given their slow implementation start and limited school-level buy in, the district may wish 

to reconsider the schools that have a community schools designation, even if just to make a 

refreshed case for the three currently identified:   

 

• Why is it important for these schools to implement a community school approach?   

• How have they been identified? Are those indicators still valid?  

• Is there appropriate buy in from school leaders and staff?  Community interest?   

• Are appropriate district resources available to implement a full-scale community school 

model in multiple schools?   

Some districts have employed an application process, requiring schools to demonstrate 

their commitment to fully adopting a community school approach as part of their 

improvement strategy. 

 

3) Consider a tiered approach to community schools.   

 

Several districts with a history and tradition of community schools – including Baltimore, 

Hartford, and Tulsa – have differentiated their approaches based on school factors.  In this 

model, schools are assigned to various tiers based on established criteria.  Tier one schools 

may receive a standard set of services (e.g., implicit bias and restorative justice training for 

staff, school social workers, etc.), tier two another layer (e.g., parent liaisons, mental health 

services), while tier three schools become the focus of community school work, with 

dedicated school-based staff, committed leadership, a focus on collaborative practices, etc.  

 

4) Revisit the 2017 needs assessment and adjust for each identified community school.  

 

In addition to validating/updating needs, identify and seek ways to capitalize on existing 

assets of the community served by the school, such as local knowledge, cultural knowledge 

and competency, and knowledge of other languages. The Dual Language Academy can 

provide a model for this type of work.  

 

5) Dedicate and coordinate resources to support community schools.   

 

Implementing an effective community school strategy requires a significant amount of 

effort and coordination – an infrastructure.  In early phases, infrastructure and partnerships 

need to be established and new skills and capacities built across the school, community, and 
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district.  Many districts seek out technical assistance to help accelerate their learning and 

get key systems and processes in place.  Decisions need to be made about how the work 

will be funded in the short and longer term.  This includes:  

 

• District-level resources: For districts operating more than one community school, district 

staff typically provide leadership to the initiative overall, taking the lead on developing 

an overarching community school approach; setting up partnership agreements and 

coordinating and communicating with partners to build buy in; establishing sound 

policies to guide and grow community schools; providing technical assistance and 

professional development support to site-base teams; developing a results framework, 

data and tracking systems, and an evaluation approach; and developing financing 

strategies.  Depending on the number and maturity of community schools, this may fall 

to one full-time staff member, these responsibilities may be shared across a tightly 

coordinated team, or they can be shared with a trusted partner.  

• School-level resources: At the school level, the community school coordinator is 

essential and typically represents the largest share of a community school investment.  

Best practice, tied to demonstrated outcomes, calls for a full-time coordinator at each 

building. 

 

Other costs related to operating a school outside of regular hours and technical assistance 

supports should also be considered.   

 

Champaign’s municipal and nonprofit leaders are already interested and investing in 

resources and supports for schools.  A more structured approach for community schools 

would allow partners to better align and consolidate their efforts for the greatest impact. 

 

6) Create an equity-focused strategic plan, as well as structures and culture around improved 

communication, data sharing, and problem solving with families, community members, and 

partners.  

 

Unit 4 can leverage its upcoming strategic planning 

process to authentically engage school and 

community stakeholders in developing a plan for 

its future – one that is focused on ending 

persistent opportunity and achievement gaps for 

its students of color.  Beyond planning, Unit 4 leaders and staff have an opportunity to shift 

the relationship between the district and community from a posture of defensiveness to 

partnership, working alongside families, community members, and partners to enact plan 

strategies and do what it takes to effectively address opportunity gaps for students.  This 

“Someone has to have the 

courage to say “no more.” 

 

- Community member 
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will no doubt involve having difficult and open conversations in schools, the district, and the 

community about race and equity, and changing decision-making practices and policies at 

district, school and classroom levels to make them more inclusive and partnership focused.  

Unit 4 would also benefit from shifting the focus of existing committees and collaborative 

bodies to be more action-oriented and engagement focused, streamlining and augmenting 

them where necessary.  

 

7) Proactively engage families and communities that have been most disenfranchised.  
 
Unit 4 should prioritize engaging African American families and community members.   

The first step in establishing effective family-school-community partnerships is building 

relationships of trust and respect between homes and schools, which often requires 

unpacking and addressing impediments to families being able to easily engage in their 

children’s school and educational experiences.  

 
8) Strengthen partnerships with local higher education institutions. 
 

The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign was often referenced as an untapped 

resource for Unit 4.  While some connections exist between individual departments and 

schools, the upcoming planning process offers an opportunity to reevaluate and recharge 

the partnership at a systems level.  Parkland College was also oft-cited as a valuable district 

partner, with several shared programs already in place.  Objectives for the improved 

partnerships with both could include evaluating school and district programs; tapping 

resources and expertise on implicit bias and social and racial justice; helping to develop 

teacher and principal pipelines; recruiting teachers and staff of color; and expanding 

summer learning programs for students. 

 
9) Aggressively recruit and develop school staff who reflect the diversity of students. 
 

For example, the district could consider building a pipeline program for teaching assistants 

and/or high school students.  Human resources staff shared that they make early offers to 

qualified candidates of color for often-sought positions.  This is a practice that should be 

continued and increased where possible. 

 

Finance 
 
1) Create a written process for allocating resources to schools.  Unit 4’s position 

allocation practices have provided flexibility to be nimble in responding to school and 

student needs.  Yet, a formal written allocation formula is advisable for several 

reasons: 
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• New ESSA supplement, not supplant guidelines that recently went into effect 

require all districts to provide an allocation methodology that lays out how they 

distribute their non-Title dollars to schools. 

• Written policies and procedures would promote transparency, making it easier for 

staff, the school board, families, and the community to understand how resources 

are being deployed. 

• The district’s current allocation practices rely heavily on institutional knowledge. 

As a result, changes in administrative personnel could compromise the ability of 

the district to implement current policies with fidelity.  Formal, written formulas 

and guidelines would help mitigate this risk.  

 

2) Consider shifting to a student-weighted funding formula for schools and giving 

principals more authority over staffing, programming, and use of resources. 

 
Despite the district’s efforts to assign students to schools in a way that minimizes big 

differences in student populations with regard to income levels, Unit 4 schools serve very 

different student populations by income, race, ethnicity, language fluency, and ability.  Every 

student grouping requires a different set of resources to ensure success.  One approach to 

ensuring equitable allocation of resources to schools is “student weighted funding,” which 

assigns a weight to students based on various classifications.  For example, a student with a 

profound learning disability would receive a higher weight than a student without a disability.  

Students qualifying for free lunch would receive a higher weight than students who do not 

receive free lunch.  Schools’ budgets are then determined by adding the number of students 

and their assigned weights and multiplying by a base amount.  If desired, the district could 

create a weighting scheme that mimics its current allocation process or it could use the 

opportunity to further align resources to goals by developing weights that drive resources to 

support stated priorities. 

 

In addition to allocating resources to schools based on their student populations, principals 

should have greater say in how the resources are spent if Unit 4 defines its theory of action as 

recommended above.  This theory of action would establish clarity about the division of 

responsibilities between schools and the central office.  As principals are being granted greater 

authority over the instructional and school improvement processes, they should also have 

greater authority over the use of the resources to implement these processes effectively.  For 

example, principals and their leadership teams should be able to decide during their school 

improvement planning process whether to implement Reading Recovery or to use those 

resources to hire instructional coaches, social workers, or other staff. 
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Appendix A: Schools Participating in Classroom Observations 
 
 

1. Champaign Early Childhood Center 
2. Barkstall Elementary 
3. Booker T. Washington Elementary 
4. Bottenfield Elementary 
5. Carrie Busey Elementary 
6. Dr. Howard Elementary 
7. International Preparatory Academy 
8. Kenwood Elementary 
9. Stratton Elementary 
10. Westview Elementary 
11. Edison Middle School 
12. Jefferson Middle School  
13. Centennial High School 
14. Central High School 
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Appendix B: Full Survey Results 
 

 
Educator Survey 
 

Who Took the Survey? 

 

Survey Respondents - Educators 

 Count Percent 

Completed the survey 176 71% 
Partially completed the survey 17 7% 
Did not complete the survey 54 22% 
Total 247 100% 

 

The 54 respondents answered only the personal questions and stopped responding to the survey 

when the school and district questions began. These respondents have been excluded from the 

survey analysis. 

 

What grade level(s) do you currently teach? (not mutually exclusive) 

 Count Percent 

Pre-K 10 4% 
Early Childhood (K-1) 36 14% 
Primary (2-3) 42 16% 
Intermediate (4-6) 67 26% 
Middle School (7-8) 37 14% 
High School (9-12) 57 22% 
N/A 12 5% 

 

School Level Category (mutually exclusive categories) 

 Count Percent 

Pre-K 8 4% 
Elementary 59 31% 
Middle 20 10% 
High 52 27% 
Multiple 42 22% 
N/A 12 6% 
Total 193 100% 
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Current Position 

 Count Percent 

English Language (EL) Teacher 7 4% 
Regular Education Classroom Teacher - Core Subjects  

(ELA, Math, Science, and/or Social Studies) 57 30% 
Regular Education Classroom Teacher - Elective(s) 18 9% 
Regular Education Classroom Teacher - Elementary Education 53 27% 
Special Education Teacher 25 13% 
Student Service Provider (e.g., Coordinator, Counselor, Social 

Worker,  

Psychologist, Speech Language Specialist) 28 15% 
No response 5 3% 
Total 193 100% 

 

School Type 

 Count Percent 

Early Childhood Center 7 4% 
Elementary 79 41% 
Middle 43 22% 
High 54 28% 
Alternative Education 2 1% 
Multiple or All Schools 6 3% 
Other (please specify) 2 1% 
Total 193 100% 

 

 

School and District Questions - Educators 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about the district’s 

curriculum. 

  

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Disagree/ 

Strongly 

Disagree Total 

Total 

Respon-

dents 

Champaign has a written curriculum for all grades 

and subjects that is aligned with district 

curriculum standards and state assessments. 62% 17% 21% 100% 193 

I am familiar with the district curriculum 

standards. 71% 16% 13% 100% 193 
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The district curriculum reflects high expectations 

and current research regarding effective 

instructional strategies. 51% 26% 23% 100% 193 

A system is in place for monitoring, evaluating, 

and reviewing the curriculum. 44% 26% 30% 100% 193 

Classroom, district, and state assessment data are 

used to identify curriculum gaps. 44% 26% 30% 100% 192 

The curriculum provides access to a common 

academic core for all students. 55% 23% 22% 100% 193 

The curriculum is aligned across grade levels. 49% 21% 30% 100% 193 

I have opportunities to discuss the curriculum 

with my peers and administrators. 52% 17% 32% 100% 193 

Champaign has articulated a set of research-

based academic instructional strategies and 

interventions for students. 40% 22% 37% 100% 193 

Champaign has articulated a set of research-

based behavioral strategies and interventions for 

students. 31% 20% 49% 100% 193 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about instructional 

practices in your school. 

  

Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree Total 

Total 
Respon-

dents 

Educators have high expectations for all students. 72% 12% 16% 100% 193 

Educators provide diverse learners equitable 

opportunities to learn. 66% 14% 20% 100% 192 

All students are provided research-based 

instruction that meets rigorous academic 

standards. 51% 19% 30% 100% 193 

All students are provided instruction that 

prepares them to demonstrate proficiency or 

above on state assessments. 47% 20% 33% 100% 193 

All students who are struggling to master content 

are identified and provided with additional 

support. 35% 12% 52% 100% 193 

Educators regularly use student data to evaluate 

student progress. 81% 10% 9% 100% 193 

Educators regularly use student data to plan and 

differentiate instruction. 69% 16% 15% 100% 192 

Educators regularly use student data to 

determine interventions. 67% 17% 16% 100% 193 
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Need-based academic interventions are applied 

with consistency. 32% 19% 49% 100% 193 

Need-based behavioral interventions are applied 

with consistency. 26% 15% 59% 100% 193 

School or district leaders facilitate, monitor, and 

coach the continuous improvement of 

instruction. 39% 24% 36% 100% 193 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about teaching 

practices in your school. 

 

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Disagree/ 

Strongly 

Disagree Total 

Total 

Respon-

dents 

Educators create learning environments that are 

orderly, well-managed, and adaptable to varied 

learning tasks. 74% 18% 8% 100% 193 

Educators communicate expectations for student 

behavior. 85% 9% 6% 100% 193 

Educators communicate expectations for student 

participation. 81% 13% 6% 100% 193 

Educators encourage effort and persistence. 87% 9% 5% 100% 193 

Learning environments reflect positive teacher-

student interactions. 73% 19% 8% 100% 193 

Learning environments reflect respect for unique 

differences of students. 69% 15% 16% 100% 193 

Educators communicate content standards, 

objectives, and learning goals for lessons. 73% 17% 10% 100% 193 

Educators differentiate lessons to match student 

learning needs and strengths. 67% 18% 15% 100% 193 

Educators activate students’ prior knowledge, 

academic vocabulary, or domain vocabulary. 74% 21% 5% 100% 193 

Educators provide interdisciplinary or real-world 

instructional examples. 69% 19% 12% 100% 193 

Educators regularly check for understanding to 

assess and inform instruction. 82% 12% 6% 100% 193 

Educators successfully embed technology in their 

lessons. 78% 15% 7% 100% 193 

Educators use ‘think-aloud’ or other metacognitive 

strategies. 71% 23% 6% 100% 192 
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Educators use strategies to meet students’ diverse 

language and cultural needs. 59% 19% 22% 100% 192 

Educators use strategies to promote student 

participation and address learning styles. 72% 17% 10% 100% 192 

Educators use strategies that accelerate learning 

(e.g., homework, practice opportunities, or 

cooperative learning). 78% 11% 11% 100% 193 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about learning 

practices in your school. 

  

Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree Total 

Total 
Respon-

dents 

Student follow expected procedures and routines. 50% 20% 30% 100% 193 

Students demonstrate positive student-to-student 

interactions. 54% 24% 22% 100% 192 

Students demonstrate respect for educators. 41% 24% 35% 100% 193 

Students demonstrate perseverance in the learning 

task. 39% 28% 33% 100% 193 

Students demonstrate respect for others' points of 

view. 48% 30% 22% 100% 193 

Students ask questions and answer higher-level 

questions. 50% 31% 19% 100% 193 

Students investigate and solve problems. 54% 33% 13% 100% 193 

Students engage in active reading, note taking, 

and/or constructed response tasks. 55% 25% 20% 100% 191 

Students participate in group work and/or 

dialogues about the learning task. 74% 16% 10% 100% 193 

Students participate in individual reflection. 49% 32% 20% 100% 193 

Students participate in thinking about thinking 

related to the learning task (metacognition). 35% 36% 30% 100% 193 

Students use technology in the learning process. 86% 10% 4% 100% 193 

Student work is differentiated and includes 

multiple activities, materials, and/or products and 

assignments. 62% 20% 18% 100% 193 

Students convey new ideas through writing or 

speaking. 72% 19% 8% 100% 192 

Students use academic and domain-specific 

vocabulary correctly when writing or speaking. 51% 30% 19% 100% 192 

Students apply learning to real-world contexts. 50% 29% 21% 100% 191 
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Students demonstrate responsibility for learning 

and/or explain why it’s important. 36% 28% 36% 100% 193 

Students answer questions and/or engage in 

discussions that demonstrate learning. 72% 21% 7% 100% 193 

Students engage in peer and/or self assessment of 

learning. 50% 32% 18% 100% 193 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about special 

education services in your school. 

  

Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree Total 

Total 
Respon-

dents 

General and special educators regularly collaborate 

to plan instruction and assessment for students 

with disabilities and monitor their progress. 45% 22% 34% 100% 176 

Students with disabilities receive grade-level 

instruction for the core curriculum with 

accommodations or modifications as necessary. 70% 15% 15% 100% 176 

Accommodations or modifications for classroom 

and curriculum-based assessments mirror those 

identified on IEPs for Illinois state testing. 70% 18% 12% 100% 176 

Student IEP goals are designed from multiple 

sources of student achievement data to address 

areas of identified need. 64% 26% 10% 100% 175 

Special education teachers have ready access to 

and use of grade-level core curriculum materials 

and textbooks. 57% 24% 19% 100% 175 

Students and staff have ready access to services 

and specialists necessary to serve students with 

physical, behavioral, or emotional disabilities. 34% 23% 44% 100% 176 

When students with disabilities transfer into 

classrooms, teachers are provided information in a 

timely manner to support a smooth transition. 41% 25% 34% 100% 176 

Administrators and teachers welcome families and 

students with complex disabilities and needs. 80% 13% 7% 100% 176 

Criteria used to determine student eligibility for 

special education services are clearly articulated 

and widely understood and applied. 47% 25% 29% 100% 175 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about programs 

and instruction for emergent bilingual students in your school. 

  

Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree Total 

Total 
Respon-

dents 

Emergent bilingual students receive grade-level 

instruction for the core curriculum. 64% 24% 13% 100% 176 

Emergent bilingual and general education teachers 

regularly collaborate to plan instruction and 

assessments for emergent bilingual students and 

monitor their progress. 30% 34% 37% 100% 176 

Appropriate accommodations or modifications for 

the classroom assessments are available to 

emergent bilingual students. 43% 32% 25% 100% 176 

Language development and academic goals are 

designed to address areas of identified need from 

multiple sources of student achievement data. 45% 41% 14% 100% 176 

Emergent bilingual teachers have ready access and 

use of grade-level core curriculum materials and 

textbooks. 50% 31% 18% 100% 175 

Students and staff have ready access to the 

services necessary to serve emergent bilingual 

students. 40% 33% 27% 100% 176 

Administrators and teachers welcome families and 

students with more complex language needs, 

including students with interrupted formal 

education. 76% 17% 7% 100% 176 

Criteria used to determine student eligibility 

for emergent bilingual programs are clearly 

articulate and widely understood and applied. 45% 32% 23% 100% 174 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about student 

services and supports in your school. 

  

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

Neither 

Agree nor 

Disagree 

Disagree/ 

Strongly 

Disagree N/A Total 

Total 

Respon-

dents 

I have access to an array of high-quality 

professional development opportunities from 

Student Services. 23% 24% 48% 5% 100% 170 
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Student Services provides follow-up support 

and coaching for relevant professional 

development. 23% 29% 43% 5% 100% 170 

I receive timely responses to requests for 

assistance from Student Services. 43% 28% 21% 9% 100% 170 

I receive high-quality support from Student 

Services specialists. 36% 32% 25% 7% 100% 169 

School staff have ready access to and use 

behavioral supports provided by Student 

Services. 26% 31% 39% 4% 100% 170 

Student Services collaborates with school staff 

to facilitate school-wide behavioral support. 31% 24% 42% 4% 100% 170 

Building input is sought in the creation of a 

district-wide school management program. 23% 25% 48% 4% 100% 170 

School staff receive extensive support in 

implementing school-wide management 

programs. 22% 24% 51% 4% 100% 170 

When a student violates the code of conduct 

there is a clear understanding of what happens 

next. 19% 15% 62% 3% 100% 170 

A system is in place for supporting due process 

procedures. 39% 38% 20% 4% 100% 170 

There is a clear process for supporting building 

leaders who are struggling with a student with 

severe behavioral issues. 15% 21% 60% 4% 100% 170 

School staff welcome families whose students 

have complex behavioral and social emotional 

needs. 62% 23% 14% 1% 100% 170 

Professional development provided on 

culturally responsive education has resulted in 

improved school climate. 27% 29% 41% 3% 100% 170 

Professional development provided on 

culturally responsive education has resulted in 

increased student achievement. 17% 35% 44% 4% 100% 170 

Note: For the purposes of this survey, Student Services is the Student Services Department at the Windsor 

Administration Center and student service providers are school-based staff, e.g., coordinators, counselors, social 

workers, psychologists, speech language specialists. 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about professional 

development opportunities in the district. 

  

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Disagree/ 

Strongly 

Disagree N/A Total 

Total 

Respon-

dents 

I have access to an array of high-quality PD 

opportunities that are differentiated, job 

embedded, and aligned to the building and/or 

district improvement plan and performance 

standards. 27% 19% 54% 1% 100% 169 

PD opportunities are determined through an 

analysis of classroom, district, and state 

assessment data. 19% 35% 45% 1% 100% 170 

FOR TEACHERS: I have regular access to high-

quality instructional leaders (e.g., instructional 

facilitators, curriculum specialists, department 

head, etc.) that help me deliver instruction 

effectively. 38% 22% 32% 9% 100% 168 

I regularly collaborate with other teachers/my 

peers to jointly plan and exchange feedback on 

our practice. 74% 9% 14% 3% 100% 167 

FOR TEACHERS: I have had the opportunity to 

both observe other teachers and be observed 

to improve my instructional practice. 28% 16% 47% 8% 100% 165 

Special education teachers are included in the 

same PD as general education teachers. 67% 14% 14% 5% 100% 168 

Emergent bilingual teachers are included in the 

same PD as general education teachers. 62% 19% 12% 7% 100% 168 

The district and/or my school collect feedback 

about the quality of professional development. 76% 11% 12% 1% 100% 169 

The effectiveness of staff development is 

measured by the level of classroom application 

and the impact of those practices on student 

learning. 22% 30% 45% 3% 100% 168 

Champaign provides opportunities to take on 

differentiated leadership opportunities within 

my classroom, school, or district. 45% 32% 23% 1% 100% 170 
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School Leader Survey 
 

Who Took the Survey? 

 

Survey Respondents – School Leaders 

 Count Percent 

Completed the survey 13 65% 

Partially completed the survey 3 15% 
Did not complete the survey 4 20% 
Total 20 100% 

 

The 4 respondents answered only the personal questions and stopped responding to the survey 

when the school and district questions began. These respondents have been excluded from the 

survey analysis. 

 

How many years have you held a school administrator position in Champaign? 

  Count Percent 

Less than 1 year 2 13% 
1-2 2 13% 
3-5 5 31% 
6-10 5 31% 
More than 10 2 13% 
Total 16 100% 

 

How many years have you held your current position? 

  Count Percent 

Less than 1 year 3 19% 
1-2 5 31% 
3-5 5 31% 
6-10 2 13% 
More than 10 1 6% 
Total 16 100% 

 

School Type 
  Count Percent 

Early Childhood Center 2 13% 
Elementary 9 56% 
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Middle 1 6% 
High 2 13% 
Central 2 13% 
Total 16 100% 

 

Were you an assistant principal, associate principal, or dean prior to becoming a principal? 
  Count Percent 

Yes 7 44% 
No 2 13% 
Not applicable 7 44% 
Total 16 100% 

 

School and District Questions - School Leaders 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about the district’s 

curriculum. 

  

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Disagree/ 

Strongly 

Disagree Total 

Total 

Respon-

dents 

Champaign has a written curriculum for all grades 

and subjects that is aligned with district curriculum 

standards and state assessments. 69% 13% 19% 100% 16 

I am familiar with the district curriculum standards. 75% 13% 13% 100% 16 

The district curriculum reflects high expectations and 

current research regarding effective instructional 

strategies. 56% 19% 25% 100% 16 

A system is in place for monitoring, evaluating, and 

reviewing the curriculum. 63% 6% 31% 100% 16 

Classroom, district and state assessment data are 

used to identify curriculum gaps. 38% 6% 56% 100% 16 

The curriculum provides access to a common 

academic core for all students. 63% 25% 13% 100% 16 

The curriculum is aligned across grade levels. 33% 27% 40% 100% 15 

I have opportunities to discuss the curriculum with 

teachers in my school. 73% 20% 7% 100% 15 

Champaign has articulated a set of research-based 

academic instructional strategies and interventions 

for students. 27% 13% 60% 100% 15 

Champaign has articulated a set of research-based 

behavioral strategies and interventions for students. 20% 33% 47% 100% 15 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about instructional 

practices in your school. 

  

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Disagree/ 

Strongly 

Disagree Total 

Total 

Respon-

dents 

Educators have high expectations for all students. 63% 6% 31% 

100

% 16 

Educators provide diverse learners equitable 

opportunities to learn. 50% 25% 25% 

100

% 16 

All students are provided research-based instruction 

that meets rigorous academic standards. 38% 31% 31% 

100

% 16 

All students are provided instruction that prepares 

them to demonstrate proficiency or above on state 

assessments. 38% 38% 25% 

100

% 16 

All students who are struggling to master content are 

identified and provided with additional support. 19% 13% 69% 

100

% 16 

Educators regularly use student data to evaluate 

student progress. 56% 19% 25% 

100

% 16 

Educators regularly use student data to plan and 

differentiate instruction. 56% 19% 25% 

100

% 16 

Educators regularly use student data to determine 

interventions. 56% 19% 25% 

100

% 16 

Need-based academic interventions are applied with 

consistency. 19% 38% 44% 

100

% 16 

Need-based behavioral interventions are applied 

with consistency. 19% 31% 50% 

100

% 16 

School or district leaders facilitate, monitor, and 

coach the continuous improvement of instruction. 38% 25% 38% 

100

% 16 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about teaching 

practices in your school. 

  

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Disagree/ 

Strongly 

Disagree Total 

Total 

Respon-

dents 

Educators create learning environments that are 

orderly, well-managed, and adaptable to varied 

learning tasks. 77% 15% 8% 100% 13 

Educators communicate expectations for student 

behavior. 92% 0% 8% 100% 13 

Educators communicate expectations for student 

participation. 85% 8% 8% 100% 13 

Learning environments reflect positive teacher-

student interactions. 77% 8% 15% 100% 13 

Learning environments reflect respect for unique 

differences of students. 69% 8% 23% 100% 13 

Educators communicate content standards, 

objectives, and learning goals for lessons. 31% 62% 8% 100% 13 

Educators differentiate lessons to match student 

learning needs and strengths. 62% 23% 15% 100% 13 

Educators activate students’ prior knowledge, 

academic vocabulary, or domain vocabulary. 54% 31% 15% 100% 13 

Educators provide interdisciplinary or real-world 

instructional examples. 69% 15% 15% 100% 13 

Educators regularly check for understanding to 

assess and inform instruction. 62% 23% 15% 100% 13 

Educators successfully embed technology in their 

lessons. 62% 31% 8% 100% 13 

Educators use 'think-aloud' or other metacognitive 

strategies. 62% 23% 15% 100% 13 

Educators use strategies to meet students’ diverse 

language and cultural needs. 62% 23% 15% 100% 13 

Educators use strategies to promote student 

participation and address learning styles. 77% 8% 15% 100% 13 

Educators use strategies that accelerate learning 

(e.g., homework, practice opportunities, or 

cooperative learning). 69% 23% 8% 100% 13 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about learning 

practices in your school. 

  

Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree Total 

Total 
Respon-

dents 

Students follow expected procedures and routines. 92% 0% 8% 100% 13 

Students demonstrate positive student-to-student 

interactions. 77% 23% 0% 100% 13 

Students demonstrate respect for educators. 62% 31% 8% 100% 13 

Students demonstrate perseverance in the learning 

task. 54% 31% 15% 100% 13 

Students demonstrate respect for others' points of 

view. 69% 23% 8% 100% 13 

Students ask questions and answer higher-level 

questions. 31% 46% 23% 100% 13 

Students investigate and solve problems. 62% 15% 23% 100% 13 

Students engage in active reading, note taking, 

and/or constructed response tasks. 38% 38% 23% 100% 13 

Students participate in group work and/or dialogues 

about the learning task. 77% 15% 8% 100% 13 

Students participate in individual reflection. 62% 15% 23% 100% 13 

Students participate in thinking about thinking 

related to the learning task (metacognition). 54% 31% 15% 100% 13 

Students use technology in the learning process. 77% 23% 0% 100% 13 

Student work is differentiated and includes multiple 

activities, materials, and/or products and 

assignments. 85% 0% 15% 100% 13 

Students convey new ideas through writing or 

speaking. 62% 31% 8% 100% 13 

Students use academic and domain-specific 

vocabulary correctly when writing or speaking. 38% 54% 8% 100% 13 

Students apply learning to real-world contexts. 62% 23% 15% 100% 13 

Students demonstrate responsibility for learning 

and/or explain why it’s important. 38% 46% 15% 100% 13 

Students answer questions and/or engage in 

discussions that demonstrate learning. 77% 23% 0% 100% 13 

Students engage in peer and/or self assessment of 

learning. 46% 46% 8% 100% 13 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about special 

education services in your school. 

  

Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree Total 

Total 
Respon-

dents 

General and special educators regularly collaborate 

to plan instruction and assessment for students with 

disabilities and monitor their progress. 54% 15% 31% 100% 13 

Students with disabilities receive grade-level 

instruction for the core curriculum with 

accommodations or modifications as necessary. 77% 15% 8% 100% 13 

Accommodations or modifications for classroom and 

curriculum-based assessments mirror those 

identified on IEPs for Illinois state testing. 92% 8% 0% 100% 13 

Student IEP goals are designed from multiple sources 

of student achievement data to address areas of 

identified need. 92% 8% 0% 100% 13 

Special education teachers have ready access to and 

use of grade-level core curriculum materials and 

textbooks. 83% 0% 17% 100% 12 

Students and staff have ready access to services and 

specialists necessary to serve students with physical, 

behavioral, or emotional disabilities. 54% 23% 23% 100% 13 

When students with disabilities transfer into 

classrooms, teachers are provided information in a 

timely manner to support a smooth transition. 69% 31% 0% 100% 13 

Administrators and teachers welcome families and 

students with more complex disabilities and needs. 92% 0% 8% 100% 13 

Criteria used to determine student eligibility for 

special education services are clearly articulated and 

widely understood and applied. 77% 8% 15% 100% 13 
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about programs 

and instruction for emergent bilingual students in your school. 

  

Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Disagree
/ 

Strongly 
Disagree Total 

Total 
Respon-

dents 

Emergent bilingual students receive grade-level 

instruction for the core curriculum. 85% 15% 0% 100% 13 

Emergent bilingual and general education teachers 

regularly collaborate to plan instruction and 

assessment for emergent bilingual students and 

monitor their progress. 62% 23% 15% 100% 13 

Appropriate accommodations or modifications for 

classroom assessments are available to emergent 

bilingual students. 62% 23% 15% 100% 13 

Language development and academic goals are 

designed to address areas of identified need from 

multiple sources of student achievement data. 69% 31% 0% 100% 13 

Emergent bilingual teachers have ready access and 

use of grade-level core curriculum materials and 

textbooks. 69% 8% 23% 100% 13 

Students and staff have ready access to services 

necessary to serve emergent bilingual students. 58% 25% 17% 100% 12 

Administrators and teachers welcome families and 

students with more complex language needs, 

including students with interrupted formal 

education. 85% 8% 8% 100% 13 

Criteria used to determine student eligibility 

for emergent bilingual programs are clearly 

articulated and widely understood and applied. 62% 0% 38% 100% 13 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about student 

support services in your school. 

  

Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree N/A Total 

Total 
Respon-

dents 

My staff has access to an array of high-quality 

professional development opportunities from 

student service providers. 17% 42% 25% 17% 100% 12 

Student Services provides follow-up support for 

relevant professional development topics. 17% 33% 25% 25% 100% 12 
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I receive timely responses to requests for 

assistance from Student Services. 42% 33% 25% 0% 100% 12 

I receive high-quality support from Student 

Services specialists. 50% 25% 8% 17% 100% 12 

School staff have ready access to and use 

behavioral supports provided by Student 

Services. 33% 25% 25% 17% 100% 12 

Student service providers collaborate with 

school staff to facilitate school-wide behavioral 

support. 42% 17% 25% 17% 100% 12 

Building input is sought in the creation of a 

district-wide school management program. 25% 17% 50% 8% 100% 12 

School staff receive extensive support in 

school-wide management programs. 42% 25% 25% 8% 100% 12 

When a student violates the code of conduct, 

there is a clear understanding of what happens 

next. 58% 17% 17% 8% 100% 12 

A system is in place for supporting due process 

procedures. 67% 17% 17% 0% 100% 12 

There is a clear process for supporting building 

leaders who are struggling with a student with 

severe behavioral issues. 17% 33% 50% 0% 100% 12 

School staff welcome families whose students 

have complex behavioral and social emotional 

needs. 58% 25% 17% 0% 100% 12 

The professional development provided 

on culturally responsive education has resulted 

in an improved school climate. 33% 8% 58% 0% 100% 12 

The professional development provided 

on culturally responsive education has provided 

additional strategies to be used in classrooms. 25% 25% 50% 0% 100% 12 

The professional development provided 

on culturally responsive education has resulted 

in increased student achievement. 17% 25% 58% 0% 100% 12 

When students transfer into a building, 

teachers and administrators are provided 

information in a timely manner in support of a 

smooth transition. 17% 25% 50% 8% 100% 12 

Alternative Education student placements and 

student reassignments are managed 

effectively. 25% 50% 17% 8% 100% 12 

School leaders are able to provide input on 

student reassignments. 33% 17% 33% 17% 100% 12 
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Note: For the purposes of this survey, Student Services is the Student Services Department at the Windsor 

Administration Center and student service providers are school-based staff, e.g., coordinators, counselors, social 

workers, psychologists, speech language specialists. 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about professional 

development (PD) opportunities in the district. 

  

Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree N/A Total 

Total 
Respon-

dents 
I have access to an array of high-quality PD 

opportunities that help me improve as a school 

leader. 8% 42% 50% 0% 100% 12 

My teachers have access to an array of high-

quality PD opportunities that are differentiated, 

job-embedded, and aligned to the building 

and/or district improvement plan and 

performance standards. 42% 33% 25% 0% 100% 12 

I have autonomy to design a building PD plan 

for my staff. 58% 8% 17% 17% 100% 12 

I receive consistent, valuable coaching and 

support from my supervisor. 42% 33% 25% 0% 100% 12 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 

  

Strongly 
Agree/ 
Agree 

Neither 
Agree 

nor 
Disagree 

Disagree/ 
Strongly 
Disagree Total 

Total 
Respon-

dents 

I work in a comfortable and open work 

environment. 67% 25% 8% 100% 12 

I have a clear understanding of the district's 

improvement strategy. 33% 25% 42% 100% 12 

I am able to align my work to that strategy. 50% 33% 17% 100% 12 

I am allowed to make decisions that affect my job. 75% 17% 8% 100% 12 

My supervisor and colleagues treat me with 

respect. 75% 17% 8% 100% 12 

I trust my supervisor. 75% 8% 17% 100% 12 

I trust the current district leadership. 25% 50% 25% 100% 12 

My colleagues and I work well as a team. 83% 8% 8% 100% 12 

I would recommend employment at Champaign 

Schools. 50% 42% 8% 100% 12 
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Support Staff Survey 
 

Who Took the Survey? 

 

Survey Respondents – Support Staff 

 Count Percent 

Completed the survey 46 90% 
Partially completed the survey 1 2% 
Did not complete the survey 4 8% 
Total 51 100% 

 

The 4 respondents answered only the personal questions and then stopped responding the 

survey. These respondents have been excluded from the survey analysis. 

 

How many years have you worked in Champaign Unit 4? 

  Count Percent 

Less than 1 year 6 13% 
1-2 5 11% 
3-5 15 32% 
6-10 6 13% 
More than 10 15 32% 
Total 47 100% 

 

How many years have you held your current position? 
  Count Percent 

Less than 1 year 6 13% 
1-2 9 19% 
3-5 15 32% 
6-10 6 13% 
More than 10 11 23% 
Total 47 100% 

 

Please identify your current position. 

  Count Percent 

Secretary 13 28% 
Teacher's Aide 6 13% 
Mentor/Volunteer Coordinator 5 11% 
Paraprofessional 4 9% 
Data/Technology 4 9% 
Hall Monitor 3 6% 
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Other Support Staff 3 6% 
Nurse 2 4% 
Accounting 2 4% 
Library Clerk 2 4% 
Food Service Provider 1 2% 
Community Outreach 1 2% 
Interpreter 1 2% 
Total 47 100% 

 

School Type 
  Count Percent 

Early Childhood Center 7 15% 
Elementary 10 21% 
Middle 6 13% 
High 12 26% 
Alternative Education 1 2% 
Community Center 1 2% 
Multiple 1 2% 
Central 2 4% 
N/A 7 15% 
Total 47 100% 

 

School and District Questions – Support Staff 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about teaching and 

learning practices in your school. 

  

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Disagree/ 

Strongly 

Disagree Total 

Total 

Respon-

dents 

Educators create learning environments that 

are orderly, well-managed, and adaptable to 

varied learning tasks. 64% 23% 13% 100% 47 

Educators communicate expectations for 

student behavior. 74% 13% 13% 100% 46 

Learning environments reflect positive teacher-

student interactions. 67% 26% 7% 100% 46 

Learning environments reflect respect for 

unique differences of students. 62% 29% 9% 100% 45 

Student follow expected procedures and 

routines. 33% 28% 39% 100% 46 
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Students demonstrate positive student-to-

student interactions. 42% 40% 18% 100% 45 

Students demonstrate respect for educators. 28% 30% 41% 100% 46 

Students demonstrate respect for other school 

staff. 29% 33% 38% 100% 45 

 

Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about your role. 

  

Strongly 

Agree/ 

Agree 

Neither 

Agree 

nor 

Disagree 

Disagree/ 

Strongly 

Disagree Total 

Total 

Respon-

dents 

My job responsibilities are clear. 67% 15% 17% 100% 46 

I have access to high-quality professional 

development opportunities. 34% 26% 40% 100% 47 

I receive consistent, valuable coaching and 

support from my supervisor. 57% 13% 30% 100% 47 

I work in a comfortable and open work 

environment. 74% 11% 15% 100% 47 

I am allowed to make decisions that affect my 

job. 68% 15% 17% 100% 47 

My supervisor and colleagues treat me with 

respect. 77% 11% 13% 100% 47 

I trust my supervisor. 70% 13% 17% 100% 47 

I trust the current district leadership. 36% 36% 29% 100% 45 

My colleagues and I work well as a team. 84% 9% 7% 100% 45 

I would recommend employment at Champaign 

Schools. 64% 23% 13% 100% 47 

 

 

 


