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Introduction

Report Objectives and Design

State Education Indicators with a Focus on Title | is
designed to provide: 1) consistent, reliable indicators
to allow analysis of trends for each state over time, 2)
high data quality to provide comparability from state to
state, and 3) accessible indicator formats for increased
uses by a variety of audiences. The report is based on
two-page profiles that report the same indicators for
each state.

Guide to State Indicator Profiles

The state profiles that follow are key measures of the
quality of K-12 public education in each state. The
profiles in this report focus on the status of each
indicator as of the 1999-2000 school year, and also
include data for a baseline year to provide analysis of
trends over time. The data sources section provides
more detailed information and explanations for the
indicators. It is important to note that the data was
collected for this report before the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001 was enacted. As a result, the state data
reflect Title | requirements under the 1994 legislation.
The indicators in each state profile are organized in
five categories:

School and Teacher Demographics

The indicators in this category provide a statewide
picture of characteristics of the public K-12 school
system, including schools, teachers and finances. The
statistics for each state on number of school districts,
public schools by grade level, number of charter
schools, number of teachers reported by FTEs (full-time
equivalents), and public school enrollment are primarily
based on data from the Common Core of Data surveys
conducted by the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) from the state departments of
education.

Student Demographics

An important aspect of the assessment and evaluation
for Title | is the disaggregation of student achievement
results by student characteristics, particularly race/
ethnicity, poverty, disabilities, English proficiency, and
migrant status. This section of the profile provides
readers a picture of the size of these student
populations in each state. The bar graph showing
counts of public schools by percent of students eligible
for the free lunch program (i.e., students from families
below the poverty level) is useful for reviewing the
disaggregated student achievement results reported
on the second page of each profile.

Statewide Accountability Information

The information on state accountability systems was
compiled from several sources: annual updates
collected by CCSSO with each state education agency
(Winter 2002), review of state Internet web sites, and
print reports. The information provides comparable
information on the status of state accountability
systems and the relationship to Title | accountability
(in cases where States had not yet developed a unitary
accountability system, a requirement in the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001). Definitions of the five
indicators on state accountability are:

o Statewide Goal for Schools on Student Assessment:
As of 2002, 35 states have established a goal, such
as percentage of students in a school that will
attain the state-defined proficient level on state
student assessments in specific subjects (see
assessment name and state definition of “profi-
cient” on second page of each profile).

e Expected School Improvement on Assessment:
30 states have set a target for amount of improve-

ment in student achievement scores for the school
by a certain time period (e.g., annually).

e Indicators for School Accountability: 50 states have
defined one or more indicators that are used in the
statewide accountability system or Title | system.

e Title | AYP Target for Schools: 50 states have
measures of adequate yearly progress (AYP), as
required under Title I. Schools that do not meet
their AYP targets for 2 years are identified for
improvement. In 18 states the AYP target for school
improvement is based on the statewide account-
ability system, and the report lists “same” for this
indicator. If it is different, the Title | target is
described. (Statewide AYP measures were required
under the 1994 Elementary and Secondary
Education Act reauthorization.)

Title | Schools

To offer a focus on Title |, the report includes several
specific indicators of Title | programs. These include
the number of Title | schools (including schools offering
“targeted assistance” to low-income children and
schools with high rates of low-income children that use
Title | funds to support “schoolwide programs”), the
number and percent of Title | schools meeting AYP
goals, and the number and percent of Title | schools
identified for school improvement. In addition, the
report includes the Title | funding allocation per state.
States report the data on Title | programs in the State
Consolidated Performance Report submitted on an
annual basis to the U.S. Department of Education.

National Assessment of Educational Progress
State-level results on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP), which are comparable
state by state, are reported in the lower right corner of
the left page of each state’s profile. NAEP proficiency
definitions are available in Appendix C.



Student Achievement

The name of the state assessment and state definitions
of proficient are included at the top of the right page of
each state profile. State assessment aggregate scores
were obtained from the Consolidated Performance
Report (Section B) submitted by states to the U.S.
Department of Education.

Each state determines its state test, how levels are set
and defined, and the grade at which students are
tested. Thus, student achievement scores are not
directly comparable state to state. Student results for a
state, e.g., percent meeting the state’s “proficient”
level, can be compared with the same state'’s
performance in the prior year. Definitions of state
proficiency levels, when not listed in the profile, are
available in Appendix A.

States reported student achievement results for the
1999-2000 school year for mathematics and reading/
language arts at three grade levels, as specified by
Title | requirements prior to the program’s
reauthorization in 2002: Elementary—grade 3, 4 or 5;
Middle—grade 6, 7, 8 or 9; and High—grade 10, 11, or
12. State Education Indlicators provides disaggregated
assessment results for states reporting by schools with
Title | programs, school percent of students from low
income families, limited English proficient students,
and migrant students. The availability of results by
other student characteristics are listed in the Student
Achievement by Category table on page xii.

The “student achievement trend” at the bottom of the
right page of each profile shows a histogram with the
percent of students in different school categories that
meet or exceed the state definition of “proficient.”
Histograms are displayed for four states with 1996-97
as their baseline year for analysis, and six states with
1995-96 as their baseline year. In order for a trend to
be reported for multiple years, a state must

disaggregate by school poverty level, use the same
assessment tool and keep the same definition of
proficient. Changes in these assessment
characteristics disqualify a state from having a trend
analysis. In the bottom right corner of the right page
are reported two measures of student outcomes from
secondary schools—the high school dropout rate
(based on annual percent of grade 9-12 students
leaving school or “event rate”) and the postsecondary
enrollment rate (percent of high school graduates
enrolled in any postsecondary education institution in
the fall of the following school year).

Progress of State
Standards and Assessments

This report tracks the progress of state Title |
programs, and particularly the development and use of
state standards and assessments in state
accountability. A goal of the annual report is to chart
the progress of states in developing state
accountability systems based on state content
standards and aligned state assessment programs.

Title I'is the largest single grant program of the U.S.
Department of Education. For over 30 years, it has
earmarked funds for states to provide additional
educational support for the neediest children in all 50
states and the outlying territories. Twenty-seven
percent of schools with more than 75 percent of their
students living in poverty receive some level of Title |
funds. Schools with greater than 50 percent poverty
were eligible (prior to the 2001 reauthorization) to
become a “schoolwide” program which allows funds to
be distributed throughout the entire school. Effective
in 2002-2003, schools with greater than 40 percent
poverty may operate schoolwide programs. Targeted

assistance programs channel funds directly to the
neediest students.

The 1994 reauthorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) required states to
monitor the progress of schools in improving the
achievement of low-income students, and also required
alignment of student achievement tests with state
standards for learning that apply to all students. The
No Child Left Behind Act, which reauthorized ESEA in
2001, strengthens these requirements and adds a
requirement for testing of all students in grades 3-8
and one grade in the 10-12 grade span, by 2005-2006.
The individual state profiles and trends in assessment
results in the State Education Indicators report are
useful for initial determinations of educational
improvements that may be related to Title | programs.
The 50-state matrix on pages x-xi displays key
indicators of state progress in developing
accountability systems for Title I.

1. Content Standards

As of Spring 2002, 49 states plus the District of
Columbia and Puerto Rico had completed and
implemented content standards for K-12 education
in the core academic subjects of English/language
arts and mathematics, and 46 states had completed
and implemented standards for science and social
studies/history. The No Child Left Behind Act
requires that all states have content standards in
mathematics and English/language arts and in
science by the 2005-2006 school year.

2.State Assessment Results reported by Proficiency
Levels
For the 1999-2000 school year, 42 states plus the
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico reported state
assessment results using three or more proficiency




levels that were defined by the state. The matrix on
the Standards and Assessments page identifies the
name of each assessment instrument and the year
in which the proficiency levels were set by the state.

. State Achievement Results Disaggregated

A key feature of the 1994 reauthorization was a
provision that assessment results be disaggregated
by characteristics of schools and students. This
requirement is retained in the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001. The purpose of disaggregated results
and reporting is to increase the possibility that
educators and policymakers will analyze and
improve the progress of learning through focusing
on the students that are most in need of assistance.
Under NCLB requirements, states are required by
2002-03 to disaggregate and report state assess-
ment results by school and by students with families
in poverty, student race/ethnicity, gender, and
student status as disabled, limited-English profi-
cient, and migratory. For the 1999-2000 school year,
40 states plus the District of Columbia and Puerto
Rico reported assessment results using one or more
disaggregated categories.

. Assessment Trends Analysis

As of 1999-2000, 9 states had reported at least two
years of assessment results using consistent
assessments, levels, and grades; and 5 states
reported three or more years of results that could
be analyzed as trends.

Sample State Trends Analysis

The following is an example of trend analysis in student
achievement using data from North Carolina’s assess-
ment program. This sample examines the extent of
gains in language arts/reading and mathematics from
1997 to 2000 using consistent data from four years of
assessment results, based on the same test with
results reported by proficiency levels and disaggregated
by school poverty level.

End of Grade Test—Grade 4

Reading Level 3 and higher

1997 2000 Gain
All Students 68% 2% 4%
Students in High Poverty — 49% 54% 5%
Schools

Math Level 3 and higher

1997 2000 Gain
All Students 75%  85% 10%
Students in High Poverty ~ 57%  73% 16%
Schools

Test—CRT; levels set in 1992

North Carolina Level 3: Students performing at this
level consistently demonstrate mastery of grade level
subject matter and skills and are well prepared for the
next grade level.

In both Reading and Mathematics, a disparity in
achievement is evident between schools with few low-
income students and schools with many low-income
students. For example, the average school has 85
percent of students above Level 3 in mathematics,
while high-poverty schools have 73 percent above this
level. Mathematics results have improved significantly

since 1997 in high-poverty schools—a gain of 16
percentage points on Math Level 3 (i.e., proficient).
Improvement in reading in high-poverty schools is also
above the rate of improvement for all students.

Across all North Carolina elementary schools, nearly
three-quarters of students are at or above the
expected levels of performance in mathematics and
reading. In schools with high concentrations of low-
income children, over 70 percent of students are
proficient in math and 54 percent of students are
proficient in reading.

North Carolina's accountability system and levels have
been in place since 1992. A small percentage of
students were excluded from testing in grade 4
reading and math due to exemptions for disabilities
and English proficiency.

The progress of North Carolina students in mathemat-
ics as measured on NAEP is consistent with the
progress of students on the state assessment during
the period 1996 to 2000. For example, the percentage
of low-income fourth grade students at or above the
basic mathematics level on NAEP improved 16
percentage points over four years from 1996 to 2000
(from The Nation's Report Card: State Mathematics
2000, Report for North Carolina, U.S. Department of
Education, Office of Educational Research and
Improvement, 2001). Mathematics gains in high
poverty schools—those with at least 75% of students
eligible for Title | assistance—on the state assessment
showed a similar 16 percentage points gain at Level 3
from 1997 to 2000.



Uses of State Indicators

This report comes at an important time for states,
schools, and students. Standards and assessments are
at the center of education reform in the states and are a
central focus of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).
Schools are working with Title | programs to develop
new approaches to education for low-income and at-risk
students. An important goal of these efforts is to close
the gap in educational opportunity and student learning
between poor and wealthier students. For anyone
tracking information about student achievement in the
states, State Education Indicators with a Focus on Title |
can be a useful tool on several fronts:

Policy Information: This is the only published report that
summarizes state assessment results by state using a
common format and a consistent method of reporting
scores over time. As states have met the Federal Title |
requirements for reporting on student achievement, and
prepare to meet the NCLB requirements, this report
provides a central resource for examining trends in
improvement of scores and reviewing differences in
progress by student characteristics, such as school
poverty level. The report also allows state policymakers
to see the status of key indicators for comparable states
in size, budget, and region. National policymakers have
a convenient source for state-by-state statistics,
outcomes, programs, and demographics, as well as
national totals for comparison.

Data: The report has provided five years of consistent,
reliable data on a range of indicators at the state level.
The outcome is a convenient and comprehensive data
source for research and analysis of achievement and
other outcomes not only in relation to state program
characteristics, such as per pupil expenditures and
student:teacher ratio, but also to state demographic
context characteristics, such as poverty level and
parents’ education. The on-line version of this
publication allows for even further analysis: CCSSO is
developing an electronic database that will provide
users with the opportunity to access data by state or by
variable to construct graphs or tables using additional
statistical measures and policy variables.

Monitoring Accountability Systems: As states
developed statewide accountability systems that went
beyond the requirements for Title | under the 1994
ESEA law, State Education Indicators has tracked key
information on the differences in definitions of
accountability, types of indicators reported, and school
and district objectives for improvement. Now, the NCLB
Act requires that all states have accountability
reporting for each school and district. In this and
subsequent editions, State Education Indicators will
continue to provide a snapshot of the state's
development of accountability systems, focusing on key
system characteristics such as adequate yearly
progress (AYP) starting points, performance levels,
objectives for improvement, additional indicators, and
percent of students assessed.

State Education Indicators with a Focus on Title | can
serve to provide convenient snapshots for policymakers,
educators, business leaders, parents, and anyone in a
state working toward increasing the achievement of all
students. In addition, when considered in context with
other factors, it can be a barometer of the success of
statewide efforts to meet the goal of federal and state
legislation and policies, which work together with the
aim of ensuring that all children receive a high quality
education. As states work to meet the requirements of
No Child Left Behind, later editions of State Education
Indlicators will be a useful tool in judging states’
success.

vii
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United States’

School and Teacher Demographics Student Demographics Statewide Accountability Information
Number of districts 14,979 Race/ethnicity 1999-00 Statewide Goal for Schools on State Assessment
(CCD, 1999-00) American Indian/Alaskan Natives 1.2% 35 States have established a goal
Asian/Pacific Islander 4.0 Expected School Improvement on Assessment
. Black 16.8 30 States have set a target
Number of public schools (cco, 1999-00) e ’ . .
) ) ) Hispanic 17.0 Indicators for School Accountability
Elementary ~ Middle High  Combined  Other (CCD, K12) White 61.0 50 States are using one or more indicators
52,800 15,863 17,344 3,803 1311 Title | Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Target for Schools
1999-00 18 States are using the same goal as the state
Number of charter schools 1,575 Students with disabilities 11.3% Number of Schools Meeting Title | AYP Goal
(CCD, 1999-00) 0587 K12 34,432 (76%)
Number of FTE teachers in stat 1999-00 % e e e e o o e o o s e o s e e e s e e et e e e
umbero €achers In state (cco, 1999-00 Limited English proficient 4,343,985 Title | Schools
Elementary  Middle High ~ Combined Other (ED INCBE, K-12)
' Title I enrollment 1999-00
1,303,256 ' 535,971 1 718,484 ' 72,690 27,920
B ' ' ' ' 1998-99 K—6 10,884,937
Migrant 783,867 7-12 3,524,690
(OME, K-12) (D) Pre-K 310,995
. High school 1998-99 - Targeted
Public school 1999-00 drgpout rate 4.8% Race/ethnicity Schoolwide ~ Assistance
enrollment K-8 32,770,397 (CCD, event) o7 American Indian/Alaskan Natives 226,985 61,193
(o) 9-12 13,390,582 Asian/Pacific Islander 272,930 160,602
(8y state deintion) Pre-K 612,771 Postsecondary enrollment 1998-99 Black 3,128,222 595973
(IPEDS, High school grads enrolled in college) 730/0 HiSpaniC 2,928,1 57 1,136, 166
(ED, K-12) White 3,007,885 1,777,778
Title I allocation $8,332,159,036
Sources of funding L (Includes Basic, Concentration, and LEA grants, Capital Expenditures, Even Start,
District average All'schools by percent of students ellglble Migrant Education, and Neglected & Delinquent, ED, 1999-00)
(CCD, 1998-99) to participate in the Free Lunch Program®
Local (ccp, 1393-00) NAEP National Results
< 43.6% 349
0-34% 37,203 Grade4 Grade 8
35-49% 12’707 Reading, 1998:
State — Federal Proficient level and above 29% 30%
48.9% 7.2% 50— 74% - 14,974 Basic level and above 60% 71%
\__ Intermediate
0.3% 75-100% 11,918 Math, 2000:
Proficient level and above 24% 26%
" Interpret with caution, 16,281 schools did not report Basic level and above 66% 64%
*Totals include 50 states, plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.
FOR MORE INFORMATION, REFER TO SOURCES, PAGE 106 ix




Standards & Assessments

Table 1: State Progress toward Development of Accountability System

State
Content Assessment Achievement Trends
Standards Results By Levels Disaggregated* Analysis
Complete 2000: Achievement Proficiency By sch.% poverty, Years of

STATE Core subjects reported for 1999-00 levels/year set stud. LEP, Disability consistent data
Alabama M, E/LA, SSt Stanford 9 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Alaska M, S, E/LA California Achievement Test 1998 Poverty, LEP, Dis. 2
Arizona M, S, E/LA, SSt AIMS 1999

Arkansas M, S, LA, H/SSt. Arkansas Benchmark Exam 1999

California M, S, E/LA, H/SSt. Stanford 9 LEP

Colorado M, S, H, LA, Geog. Student Assessment Program 1997 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Connecticut M, S, E/LA, SSt CMT/CAPT 1994 Poverty, LEP, Dis. 6
Delaware M, S, E/LA, SSt Student Testing Program 1998 LEP, Dis.

District of Columbia M, E/LA Stanford 9 1998 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Florida M, S, LA, SSt Comprehensive Achievement Test 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Georgia M, S, E/LA, SSt GC-RCT, HS Graduation Test 1999 LEP

Hawaii M, S, E/LA, SSt Stanford 9 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Idaho M, S, LA, SSt ITBS and TAP Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Illinois M, S, E/LA, SSt Standards Achievement Test 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis. 2
Indiana M, E/LA, SSt ISTEP* 1997 Poverty 2
lowa IBST 1997

Kansas M, S, E/LA, SSt Math/Reading Assessment 1998 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Kentucky M, S, SSt, Reading/Writing Core Content Test 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Louisiana M, S, E/LA, SSt LEAP/Graduation Exit Exam 1998 LEP, Dis.

Maine M, S, E/LA, SSt Maine Educational Assessment 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Maryland M, S, E/LA, SSt MSPAP 1993 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Massachusetts M, S, E, H/SSt MCAS 1998 LEP, Dis.

Michigan M, S, E/LA, SSt MEAP Essential Skills 1996 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Minnesota M, S, LA, SSt Comp. Assess./Basic Stand. Test 1998 Poverty, LEP

Mississippi M, S, SSt, LA CTBS-5 LEP, Dis.

Missouri M, S, LA, SSt MAP/MMAT 1999 LEP, Dis.

Montana M, S, E/LA Multiple NRT's 1997 Poverty

Nebraska M, S, SSt, Reading/Writ. Multiple Assessment Tools 1999 Poverty

Nevada M, S, E/LA, SSt Terra Nova, Form A 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

New Hampshire M, S, E/LA, SSt Edu. Improvement & Assess. 1994 LEP

KEY: M = Mathematics
S = Science
E/LA = English/Language Arts

Social Studies

X SSt




State

Content Assessment Achievement Trends

Standards Results By Levels Disaggregated* Analysis
Complete 2000: Achievement Proficiency By sch. % poverty, Years of

STATE Core subjects reported for 1999-00 levels/year set stud. LEP, Disability consistent data

New Jersey M, S, LA, SSt New Jersey Proficiency Test 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

New Mexico M, S, LA, SSt New Mexico Achievement Assess. 1998

New York M, S, E/LA, SSt Preliminary Comp. Test/Regents Exam 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

North Carolina M, S, E/LA End of Grade/Course Test 1992 Poverty, LEP, Dis. 6

North Dakota M, S, E/LA CTBS-5 Poverty, LEP

Ohio M, S, LA, SSt Ohio Proficiency Test 1999 Poverty, LEP

Oklahoma M, S, SSt Core Content Test 1998

Oregon M, S E H Oregon Statewide Assess., Rev. 1998

Pennsylvania M, E/LA System of Student Assessment 1997 LEP, Dis.

Puerto Rico M, E/LA PPCE 1997 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Rhode Island M, S, E/LA New Standards Reference Exam 1998

South Carolina M, S, E/LA, SSt PACT 1999 LEP, Dis.

South Dakota M, S, LA, SSt Stanford 9

Tennessee M, S, E, SSt TCAP

Texas M, S, E/LA, SSt TAAS 1995 Poverty, LEP, Dis. 5

Utah M, S, E, SSt Utah End of Level Test/Stanford-9 1995 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Vermont M, S, LA, H/SSt New Standards Reference Exam 1996 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Virginia M, S, E, H/SSt Standards of Learning 1998 LEP, Dis.

Washington M, S, SSt, LA WASL 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

West Virginia M, S, SSt West Virginia Test

Wisconsin M, S, E/LA, SSt Knowledge & Concept Exam LEP, Dis.

Wyoming M, S, LA, SSt WyCAS 1999 Poverty, LEP, Dis.

Nation (50 states plus

DC and Puerto Rico) 51 M, E/LA 4 42 (1 or more indicators) 5 (3+yrs.)

State Content Standards

State Assessment Results for 1999-00; By Levels

Achievement Disaggregated; Trends Analysis
Key:  M=Math, S=Science, E=English, LA=Language Arts, SSt=Social Studies Key:
Source: Key State Education Policies on K-12 Education 2000, CCSSO, 2000.

Source: State Departments of Education, reported in Title | Performance Report, Part 7, to U.S.
Department of Education, 1998—1999, and CCSSO, Annual Survey of State Assessment

Programs, 1999.

Source:

Poverty=School percent of students below poverty level; LEP=Limited English Proficient
students, Dis.=Students with Disability

*Note: Results published in the state profiles may not reflect disaggregated data listed in
this chart if only Title | students were disaggregated in the Consolidated Report or if results
were not conducive to a single profile reporting method. Please contact author if you have
questions or would like more information on disaggregated results.

State assessment results submitted in the Consolidated Report, Section B, 1999-00, and
follow-up by CCSSO, State Education Assessment Center.

Xi




Student Achievement by Category

Table 2: Availability of Student Achievement Results by Disaggregated Category*, 1999-2000

High High Limited

Elementary Middle School All Poverty English Race/
State Grade Grade Grade Students Title | Schools Proficient Migratory Disabled Ethnicity Gender
Alabama 4 6 9 X X X X X X
Alaska 4 X X X X X X X X
Arizona 3 8 10 X X X X X
Arkansas 4 8 X
California 4 7 X X X X X X
Colorado 4 7 X X X X X X
Connecticut 4 8 10 X X X X X X X X
Delaware 3 8 10 X X X X X X
Dist. of Columbia 4 8 10 X X X X X X
Florida 5 8 10 X X X X X X X X
Georgia 4 8 1 X X X X X
Hawaii 3 8 10 X X X X X
Idaho 4 8 10 X X
llinois 3 8 10 X X X X X X
Indiana 3 8 10 X X X
lowa 4 8 11 X X X X X
Kansas 4m/5r 7m/8r 10m/11r X X X X X X
Kentucky 4r/5m 7r/8m 10r/11m X X X X
Louisiana 4 8 10 X
Maine 4 8 1 X X X X X X
Maryland 3 8 X X X X X X X
Massachusetts 4 8 10 X X X
Michigan 4 7 X X X X X X
Minnesota 3 8 10 X X X X X X X
Mississippi 4 8 10 X X X X X
Missouri 3/4 7/8 10/11 X X X X X X
Montana X
Nebraska 3-5 6-9 10-12 X
Nevada all grades X X X X X
New Hampshire 3 6 10 X X X X X X
New Jersey 4 8 " X X X X X X X X
New Mexico 4 8 9 X X X
New York 4 8 10 X X X X X X




High High Limited

Elementary Middle School All Poverty English Race/
State Grade Grade Grade Students Title | Schools Proficient Migratory Disabled Ethnicity Gender
North Carolina 4 8 EOC** X X X X X X X
North Dakota 4 8 10 X X X X X X X X
Ohio 4 6 12 X X X X
Oklahoma 5 8 X X X X X X X X
Oregon 3 8 10 X X X X X X X X
Pennsylvania 5 8 " X X X X X
Puerto Rico 3 6 9,11 X X X X X X
Rhode Island 4 8 10 X X X X X
South Carolina 4 8 X X X X X X
South Dakota 4 8 " X X X X X X
Tennessee 4 8 X
Texas 4 8 10 X X X X X X X
Utah 4 6 " X X X X X X
Vermont 4 8 10 X
Virginia 3 8 X X X X X X
Washington 4 7 10 X X X X X X
West Virginia 4 8 10 X X X X X X
Wisconsin 4 8 10 X X X X X X X
Wyoming 3 7 1 X X
Nation 51 50 40 49 42 27 40 31 36 28 27

(50 states, DC, PR)

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Consolidated Performance Report, Section B, 1999-00, and initial results were collected from Consolidated Report
with extensive phone, internet, and written follow-up with assessment directors from CCSSO.
*Note: Results published in the state profiles may not reflect disaggregated data listed in this chart if only Title | students were disaggregated in the

Consolidated Report or if results were not conducive to a single profile reporting method. Please contact author if you have questions or would like
more information on disaggregated results.

** EOC=End of Course Exam




Summary of Student Performance 1999-2000

Table 3: Summary by State of Students at Proficient Level or Higher, by State Definition

Elementary Middle School
State Reading Math Reading Math State Term for Proficient™
Alabama 64% 70% 64% 72% Proficient
Alaska 79% 81% Proficient
Arizona 1% 53% 52% 18% Meets Standard
Arkansas 47% 41% 24% 16% At or Above Proficient
California 47% 54% 50% 49% At or Above 50th Percentile
Colorado 60% 62% 33% Proficient
Connecticut 57% 60% 66% 55% No levels defined (Band 4 reported)
Delaware 77% 72% 68% 41% Meets Standard
District of Columbia 32% 33% 30% 15% Proficient
Florida 58% 51% 46% 57% Proficient
Georgia 65% 62% 65% 54% Meets Standard
Hawaii 65% 64% 54% 61% Proficient
Idaho 62% 45% 56% 49% Level Ill
llinois 62% 69% 72% 47% Meets Standards
Indiana 65% 73% 78% 60% Level Il
lowa 67% 71% 70% 74% Intermediate
Kansas 62% 62% 66% 53% Satisfactory
Kentucky 57% 31% 51% 25% Proficient/Distinguished
Louisiana 16% 12% 15% 8% Proficient
Maine 45% 23% 46% 21% Meets Standard
Maryland 40% 41% 27% 53% Satisfactory
Massachusetts 20% 40% 62% 34% Proficient
Michigan 58% 75% 49% 63% Satisfactory
Minnesota 45% 47% 80% 72% Level 3/Passing
Mississippi 50% 48% 50% 46% No levels defined (Mean NCE)
Missouri 32% 37% 32% 14% Proficient
Montana' No data available for 99-00
Nebraska 54% 58% 59% 64% Proficient (Title | students only)
Nevada 47% 52% Proficient
New Hampshire 38% 40% 29% 27% Proficient

*Please see each state’s profile for the state's definition of proficient and higher.
'A variety of tests were used throughout the state, making consistent statewide student proficiency scores unavailable.
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Elementary Middle School

State Reading Math Reading Math State Term for Proficient*
New Jersey 55% 66% 75% 60% Proficient

New Mexico Level Il

New York 53% 65% 45% 41% Level Il

North Carolina 72% 85% 83% 80% Level 3

North Dakota 78% 75% 73% 76% Proficient

Ohio 58% 49% 53% 54% Passing

Oklahoma 46% 78% 71% 65% Level 3

Oregon 73% 65% 51% 48% Meets Standard
Pennsylvania’ Proficient not defined for 99-00
Rhode Island? Achieve Standard

South Carolina 37% 24% 24% 20% Proficient

South Dakota 65% 65% 65% 70% Percentile

Tennessee 55% 58% 54% 58% No levels defined for 99-00
Texas 91% 87% 90% 91% Proficient

Vermont? Achieve Standard

Virginia 61% 1% 70% 61% Passed/Proficient
Washington 70% 41% 42% 28% Level Ill

West Virginia 55% 65% 56% 58% Level Ill

Wisconsin 78% 74% 73% 42% Proficient

Wyoming 37% 27% 36% 32% Proficient

*Please see each state’s profile for the state's definition of proficient and higher.

'Pennsylvania’s assessment scores were placed in quartiles; proficiency was not defined for 1999-2000.

“Rhode Island Achieve Standard or higher: Reading Grade 4: Basic Understanding: 78%, Analysis: 64%; Math Grade 4: Skills: 59%, Concepts 26%, Problem
Solving: 20%; Reading Grade 8: Basic Understanding: 50%, Analysis: 23%; Math Grade 8: Skills: 56%, Concepts: 19%, Problem Solving 26%

2Vermont Achieved Standard: Grade 4: Reading Basic Understanding: 83%, Reading Analysis: 64%; Math Skills: 69%, Concepts 38%, Problem Solving 35%;
Grade 8: Reading Basic Understanding: 57%, Reading Analysis: 29%; Math Skills: 66%, Concepts 32%, Problem Solving 43%




Student Achievement Trends

State
Alaska

Connecticut

lllinois

Indiana

Maine

Maryland

Michigan

North Carolina

Texas

XVi

Grade

4

4

Table 4: Sample Student Achievement Trends, 1996-2000

Elementary Reading/Language Arts, Middle Grades Mathematics

Test

California Achievement Test
Reading
Connecticut Mastery Test
Reading/Language Arts
Connecticut Mastry Test
Mathematics

lllinois Standards Achievement Test

Reading

lllinois Standards Achievement Test

Mathematics
ISTEP+
Reading
ISTEP+
Mathematics
Maine Educational Assessment
Reading
Maine Educational Assessment
Mathematics
MSPAP
Reading
MSPAP
Mathematics
MEAP
Reading
MEAP
Mathematics
NC End of Grade/Course Test
Reading
NC End of Grade/Course Test
Mathematics

TAAS 70+ on Texas Learning Index

Reading
TAAS
Mathematics

Proficiencv
Level

50%-+ answered correctly

Band 3

Band 4

Meets Standard

Meets/exceeds Level I

Meets Standard

Satisfactory

Satisfactory

Level 3

All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools
All Students
High Poverty Schools

1996
Score

55%
12%
51%
11%

35%
9%
43%
7%
50%
37%
55%
30%
69%
52%
68%
46%
78%
67%
68%
50%

1997
Score

55%
12%
53%
11%

37%
10%
46%
8%
49%
35%
51%
29%
68%
49%
69%
46%
79%
68%
2%
57%

1998
Score

54%
14%
57%
15%

42%
16%
47%
1%
59%
44%
61%
37%
1%
53%
76%
61%
89%
82%
83%
12%

1999
Score

77%
36%
56%
20%
59%
25%
61%
29%
43%
12%
1%
46%
60%
58%
47%
43%
19%
0%
41%
16%
49%
10%
60%
38%
63%
31%
1%
54%
78%
68%
89%
81%
88%
79%

2000
Score

79%
38%
57%
19%
55%
16%
62%
30%
47%
14%
65%
12%
60%
23%
45%
31%
21%
3%
40%
19%
53%
16%
58%
43%
63%
31%
72%
54%
80%
64%
91%
82%
91%
84%

Gain
+2%
+2%
+2%
+7%
+4%
+5%
+1%
+1%
+4%
+2%
-6%
-34%
0%
-35%
-2%
-12%
+2%
+3%
+5%
+10%
+10%
+9%
+8%
+6%
+8%
+1%
+3%
+2%
+12%
+18%
+13%
+15%
+23%
+34%






Enlighten people generally, and tyranny
and oppressions of body and mind will

vanish like evil spirits at the dawn of day.

Thomas Jefferson
=






Alabama

http://www.alsde.edu/

School and Teacher Demographics Student Demographics
Per Pupil Expenditures $5,188 Race/ethnicity 1993-1994 1999-2000
(€D, 1998-1599) American Indian/Alaskan Natives 5,906 5,141
1% 1%
Number of districts 128 Asian/Pacific Islander 4,320 5,195
1% 1%
(CCD, 1999-2000) Black 259,700 265,300
36% 36%
Hispanic 2,781 7,994
Number of public schools (cco, 19992000 pan * 1%
Elementary  Middle High Combined  Total (CCD, K=12) White 453,268 445,852
700 235 269 157 1,367 62% 61%
Other n/a n/a
Number of charter schools 0 B .
(€CO, 1999-2000) Students with disabilities 85,369 87,165
(OSEP) 12% 12%
Number of FTE teachers (cco, 1999-2000)
Elementary  Middle High  Combined Total Students with Limited 3,214 7,260
21904 | 7,695 | 11505 | 5641 | 46,929 English proficiency 1%
(ED /NCBE, K-12)
Migratory Students 6,822 n/a
Public school 1993-1994 1999-2000 (OME, K-12) 1% _
enrollment K-8 527,373 528,003
(cco) 9-12 198,651 201,985
Total 734,288 729,988
(By state definition) Pre-K 8,264 n/a
All schools by percent of students eligible
Sources of funding to participate in the Free Lunch Program?*
District average Local (CCD, 1999-2000)
(CCD, 1998-1999) ya
29% 0-34% 381
35-49%
Federal
/ 9%
50-74% 390
\_ Intermediate 0
62%
* 19 schools did not report.
KEY: * = Less than 0.5 percent

—  =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable
# = Sample size too few to calculate

Statewide Accountability Information

(Collected from States, January 2002 for 2001-2002 school year)

Statewide Goal for Schools on State Assessment
>50 percent of students at or above 40th percentile on
NRT (Reading, Language Arts, Math, Science, Social
Studies)

Expected School Improvement on Assessment

Two percent gain per year for schools not attaining
Proficient level (Academic Clear). Academic Alert schools
required to improve 5 percent/year.

Indicators for School Accountability
Test scores

Title | Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for Schools
Same as statewide goal
Schoolwide Targeted Total

Title 1 1999-2000 pograms

Assistance
Number of Schools 571 244 815
70% 30% @ 100%
Schools Meeting AYP Goal 516 239 755
90% 98% 92%
Schools Identified for 55 5 60
Improvement 10% 2% 7%
(ED Consolidated Report, 1999-2000)
Title I allocation $136,377,511

(Includes Basic, Concentration, and LEA grants, Capital Expenditures, Even Start,

Migrant Education, and Neglected & Delinquent, ED, 1999-2000)

NAEP State Results
Reading, 1998: Grade4 Grade 8
Proficient level and above 24% 21%
Basic level and above 56% 66%
Math, 2000:
Proficient level and above 14% 16%
Basic level and above 57% 52%



Alabama

Assessment  Stanford Achievement Test, 9th Edition, used since 1996

Student Achievement 1999-2000

State Definition of Proficient  Meets academic content standards

Elementary School Middle School High School
Grade 4 Grade 6 Grade 9
Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts
Proficient Proficient® Proficient
Students in: Below Basic Basic 'Proficient Advanced Students in: Below Basic Basic  Proficient Advanced Students in: Below Basic Basic " Proficient Advanced
All Schools 18% 18% 36% 28% All Schools 17% 18% 39% 26% All Schools 25% 22% 37% 16%
Title I Schools 21 20 36 23 Title I Schools 20 21 39 20 Title | Schools 34 24 32 9
High Poverty Schools 32 25 33 11 High Poverty Schools 29 27 35 8 High Poverty Schools 48 27 2 3
Students with Limited Students with Limited Stude.nts with !.imited
English Proficiency 19 19 47 15 English Proficiency 23 22 44 1 English Proficiency 62 18 21 0
Migratory Students 47 26 22 4 Migratory Students 54 24 17 6 Migratory Students 77 17 6 0
Students with Disabilities 53 19 21 8 Students with Disabilities 54 22 19 5 Students with Disabilities 68 15 13 3
Mathematics Mathematics Mathematics
Proficient® Proficient > Proficient
Students in: Below Basic Basic = Proficient Advanced Students in: Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced Students in: Below Basic Basic 1 Proficient Advanced
All Schools 15% 15% 38% 32% All Schools 14% 13% 37% 35% All Schools 15% 19% 39% 27%
Title | Schools 17 17 39 27 Title | Schools 16 15 39 29 Title | Schools 19 24 39 18
High Poverty Schools 24 21 38 17 High Poverty Schools 23 19 41 16 High Poverty Schools 26 29 36 9
Students with Limited Students with Limited Stude.nts With !.imited
English Proficiency 8 19 45 29 English Proficiency 10 15 36 39 English Proficiency 31 26 28 15
Migratory Students 30 24 32 14 Migratory Students 30 23 36 11 Migratory Students 35 35 25 5
Students with Disabilities 48 18 24 9 Students with Disabilities 51 17 23 9 Students with Disabilities 46 28 20 6
High School Indicators
High school 1993-94  1998-99
dropout rate (cco, event) 6% 4%

1994-95 1998-99

Postsecondary enrollment 24,757 24,439
(IPEDS, High school grads enrolled in college) 720/0 640/0
KEY: *  =Lessthan 0.5 percent
— =Not applicable
n/a = Notavailable
Highpovjny=SamP|eSiZQIOOfGWtocakU'ate FOR MORE INFORMATION, REFER TO SOURCES, PAGE 106 3
Schools ~ =75-100% students receiving free/reduced lunch




Alaska

http://www.eed.state.ak.us/

School and Teacher Demographics Student Demographics
Per Pupil Expenditures $8 404 Race/ethnicity 1993-1994 1999-2000
(€CO, 1998-1999) American Indian/Alaskan Natives 29,455 33,461
23% 25%
Number of districts - Asian/Pacific Islander 5,144 7,027
4% 5%
(CCD, 1999-2000) Black 6,153 6,062
5% 5%
Hispanic
Number of public schools (cco, 19992000 span 3'063% 4'302%
Elementary  Middle High  Combined Total (CCD, K=12) White 82,127 83,534
183 33 74 211 501 65% 62%
Other n/a n/a
Number of charter schools 18 B -
(€CO, 1999-2000) Students with disabilities 14,772 17,495
(0SEP) 12% 13%
Number of FTE teachers (cco, 1999-2000)
Elementary  Middle High  Combined Total Students with Limited 26,812 19,721
3,456 1,021 1856 1340 7,673 English proficiency 22% 15%
(ED /NCBE, K-12)
Migratory Students 16,732 11,730
Public school 1993-1994 1999-2000 (OME, K-12) 149 9%
enrollment K-8 90,814 94,257
(cco) 9-12 32,347 38,790
Total 125,948 134,391
(By state definition) Pre-K 2,787 1,344
All schools by percent of students eligible
Sources of funding to participate in the Free Lunch Program
District average (CCD, 1999-2000)
(CCD, 1998-1999)
Local
< 25%
State
61% Federal
/ 14%
KEY: * = Less than 0.5 percent

—  =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable
# = Sample size too few to calculate

Statewide Accountability Information

(Collected from States, January 2002 for 2001-2002 school year)

Statewide Goal for Schools on State Assessment
None

Expected School Improvement on Assessment
None

Indicators for School Accountability
NRT Scores

Title | Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for Schools
>40 percent of students scoring proficient on CAT-5 every
2 years

Schoolwide Targeted Total

Title 1 1999-2000 pograms

Assistance
Number of Schools 80 201 281
28% 72% = 100%
Schools Meeting AYP Goal 74 193 267
93% 96% 95%
Schools Identified for 6 8 14
Improvement 8% 4% 5%
(ED Consolidated Report, 1999-2000)
Title I allocation $28,067,766

(Includes Basic, Concentration, and LEA grants, Capital Expenditures, Even Start,

Migrant Education, and Neglected & Delinquent, ED, 1999-2000)

NAEP State Results

Grade4 Grade 8
Reading, 1998:

Proficient level and above n/a n/a

Basic level and above n/a n/a
Math, 2000:

Proficient level and above n/a n/a

Basic level and above n/a n/a



Alaska

Student Achievement 1999-2000

Assessment  California Achievement Test, used since 1995
State Definition of Proficient ~ 50% or more questions answered correctly

Elementary School Middle School High School
Grade 4
Reading Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts
Proficient®
Below Above
Students in: Proficient * Proficient  Proficient
All Schools 22% 40% 39% All Schools All Schools
Title | Schools 28 4 31 Title | Schools Title | Schools
High Poverty Schools 62 30 8 High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools
Students with Limited Students with Limited Students with Limited
English Proficiency 53 39 8 English Proficiency English Proficiency
Migratory Students 47 38 15 Migratory Students Migratory Students
Students with Disabilities 54 35 1 Students with Disabilities Students with Disabilities
Mathematics Mathematics Mathematics
Proficient
Below Above
Students in: Proficient " Proficient Proficient
All Schools 19% 42% 39% All Schools All Schools
Title | Schools 24 44 32 Title | Schools Title | Schools
High Poverty Schools 46 42 13 High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools
Students with Limited Students with Limited Students with Limited
English Proficiency 38 46 16 English Proficiency English Proficiency
Migratory Students 36 42 21 Migratory Students Migratory Students
Students with Disabilities 48 40 13 Students with Disabilities Students with Disabilities

Student achievement trend
Reading 4th grade meets or exceeds Proficient

M All Students
100 Students in High Poverty Schools

80 77 79
60
40 36 38

20

1998-1999  1999-2000

— =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable

High Poverty

KEY: *  =Lessthan 0.5 percent

# = Sample size too few to calculate

Schools ~ =75-100% students receiving free/reduced lunch

FOR MORE

High School Indicators

High school 1993-94  1998-99
dropout rate (cco, event) n/a 5%

1994-95 1998-99
Postsecondary enrollment 2,227 6,462
(IPEDS, High school grads enrolled in college) 390/0 380/0

INFORMATION, REFER TO SOURCES, PAGE 106




Arizona

http://www.ade.state.az.us/

School and Teacher Demographics

Per Pupil Expenditures

(CCD, 1998-1999)

Number of districts

(CCD, 1999-2000)

$4,672

Number of public schools (cco, 19992000

Elementary
914 230

Number of charter schools

(CCD, 1999-2000)

Middle High
282 94 1,552

Combined  Total

245

Number of FTE teachers (cco, 1999-2000)

Elementary  Middle
24,315 7,770
Public school
enrollment K-8
(cco) 9-12
Total
(By state definition) Pre-K

Sources of funding
District average

(CCD, 1998-1999)

State
43%

High  Combined Total
10,488 301

43,077

1993-1994 1999-2000
519,054 618,250
182,737 227,919
709,453 851,294

3,164 1,772

Local

< 44%

—— Federal
10%

— Intermediate
3%

Student Demographics
Race/ethnicity 1993-1994 1999-2000
American Indian/Alaskan Natives 49,133 56,849
7% 7%
Asian/Pacific Islander 11,373 16,566
2% 2%
Black 29,720 39,149
4% 5%
Hispanic 196,118 278,733
28% 33%
(CCD, K-12) White 423,109 459,997
60% 54%
Other n/a n/a
Students with disabilities 53,065 80,199
(OSEP) 9% 9%
Students with Limited 90,609 125,311
English proficiency 12% 15%
(ED /NCBE, K-12)
Migratory Students 18,658 n/a
(OME, K-12) 2% .

All schools by percent of students eligible
to participate in the Free Lunch Program

(CCD, 1999-2000)

KEY: *
—  =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable

= Less than 0.5 percent

# = Sample size too few to calculate

Statewide Accountability Information
(Collected from States, January 2002 for 2001-2002 school year)
Statewide Goal for Schools on State Assessment
Grade level meets 1 year academic growth (50th
percentile)

Expected School Improvement on Assessment
Grade level score >40% of state schools in growth (3 yr.
avg.)

Indicators for School Accountability
NRT scores Standards-based

Title | Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for Schools
Transition: Gap-reduction toward 90 percent proficient
and no students below basic in reading and math

Schoolwide Targeted Total

Title 1 1999-2000 pograms

Assistance
Number of Schools 710 394 1,104
64% 36% = 100%
Schools Meeting AYP Goal 384 252 636
54% 64% 58%
Schools Identified for 108 61 169
Improvement 15% 15% 15%
(ED Consolidated Report, 1999-2000)
Title I allocation $133,084,517

(Includes Basic, Concentration, and LEA grants, Capital Expenditures, Even Start,

Migrant Education, and Neglected & Delinquent, ED, 1999-2000)

NAEP State Results
Grade4 Grade 8
Reading, 1998:
Proficient level and above 22% 28%
Basic level and above 53% 73%
Math, 2000:
Proficient level and above 17% 21%
Basic level and above 59% 62%



Arizona

Student Achievement 1999-2000

Assessment

State Definition of Proficient

Meets Performance Standard

Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards

Elementary School Middle School High School
Grade 3 Grade 8 Grade 10
Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts
Proficient ® Proficient® Proficient >
FallsFar  App- FallsFar  App- FallsFar  App-
Students in: Below roaches, Meets Exceeds Students in: Below roaches Meets Exceeds Students in: Below roaches Meets Exceeds
All Schools 12% 18% 46% 25% All Schools 30% 18% 38% 14% All Schools 12% 20% 47% 21%
Title | Schoolwide 21 24 42 14 Title | Schoolwide 46 19 28 6 Title | Schoolwide 23 29 38 10
High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools
Students with Limited Students with Limited Students with Limited
English Proficiency 35 28 31 6 English Proficiency 69 16 13 2 English Proficiency 55 29 14 2
Migratory Students 24 22 38 16 Migratory Students 49 18 26 7 Migratory Students 29 27 36 9
Students with Disabilities 33 22 33 13 Students with Disabilities 62 13 19 5 Students with Disabilities 62 26 12 *
Mathematics Mathematics Mathematics
Proficient > Proficient® Proficient >
FallsFar  App- FallsFar  App- FallsFar  App-
Students in: Below roaches; Meets Exceeds Students in: Below roaches " Meets Exceeds Students in: Below roaches Meets Exceeds
All Schools 19% 28% 39% 14% All Schools 44% 38% 13% 5% All Schools 72% 1% 16% 1%
Title | Schoolwide 30 34 30 6 Title | Schoolwide 62 30 6 2 Title | Schoolwide 87 6 7 0
High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools
Students with Limited Students with Limited Students with Limited
English Proficiency 43 35 20 3 English Proficiency 78 19 3 2 English Proficiency 97 2 1 0
Migratory Students 34 32 28 6 Migratory Students 67 27 5 1 Migratory Students 2 4 4 *
Students with Disabilities 40 29 25 6 Students with Disabilities 77 18 4 1 Students with Disabilities 99 1 * 0
High School Indicators
High school 1993-94  1998-99
dropout rate (cco, event) n/a 8%
1994-95 1998-99
Postsecondary enrollment 15,160 17,421
(IPEDS, High school grads enrolled in college) 480/0 48%
KEY: *  =Lessthan 0.5 percent
— =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable
Highpov:ny=SamP|eSizeIOOfGWtocakU'ate FOR MORE INFORMATION, REFER TO SOURCES, PAGE 106 7
Schools ~ =75-100% students receiving free/reduced lunch




Arkansas

http://arkedu.state.ar.us/

School and Teacher Demographics Student Demographics Statewide Accountability Information
i i (Collected from States, January 2002 for 2001-2002 school year)
Per Pupil Expenditures $4,956 Race/ethnicity 1993-1994 1999-2000 )
American Indian/Alaskan Natives 1432 7099 Statewide Goal for Sch99|s on State Assessment
(CCD, 1998-1999) T % 100 percent students proficient in 10 years
Number of districts 310 Asian/Pacific Islander 2,957 3,834 Expected School Improvement on Assessment
1% 1% Yearly progress to meet 100% in 10 years
(CCD, 1999-2000) Black 105,595 105,771
249% 23% Indicators for School Accountability
. Hispanic 3,955 13,651 CRT scores
Number of public schools (cco, 19992000 1% 39% )
Elementary  Middle High Combined Total (CCD, K=12) White 330,332 325,630 ;Itle I Adte(:ua_tde WL GO S L L DS
574 188 327 4 19 74% 72% ame as statewide
Other n/a n/a
Number of charter schools 0 B -
Students with disabilities 43,956 49,220
(CCD, 1999-2000) / / Schoolwide Targeted Total
(OSEP) 0 0 .
10% 1% Tltle I 1999'2000 Programs Assistance
Number of FTE teachers (cco, 1999-2000) Number of Schools 394 389 783
Elementary  Middle High  Combined Total Students with Limited 4,002 10,599 Schools Meeting AYP Goal 1;9% 12?% 12(;?3%
English proficienc 1% 2% chools Vieeting oa
13386 | 6519 10098 | 125 (31381 (EDG/JNCBE, f_m y 3% 39%  36%
Schools Identified for 267 238 505
. | t 0, 0, 0,
Migratory Students 11,344 n/a mprovemen 68% 61% | 64%
Public school 1993-1994 1999-2000 (OME, K-12) 3% — e
enrollment k-8 314617 315,269 (60 Conselidted Report, 1999-2000
(cco) 9-12 125,801 132,874
Total 444271 450,984 Title I allocation $86,475,611
(By state definition) Pre-K 1,248 1,425 (Includes Basic, Concentration, and LEA grants, Capital Expenditures, Even Start,
All schools by percent of students e||g|b|e Migrant Education, and Neglected & Delinquent, ED, 1999-2000)
Sources of funding to participate in the Free Lunch Program
District average (CCD, 1999-2000)
(CCD, 1998-1999) Local , NAEP State Results
3% 0-34% 280
Grade4 Grade 8
35-49% 284 Reading, 1998:
State — Federal Proficient level and above 23% 23%
58% 10% 50—74% 409 Basic level and above 55% 68%
I*ntermedlate 5 100% Math, 2000:
0 Proficient level and above 14% 14%
Basic level and above 57% 52%
KEY: * = Less than 0.5 percent

—  =Not applicable
8 n/a  =Notavailable
# = Sample size too few to calculate




Arkansas

Student Achievement 1999-2000

Assessment

State Definition of Proficient None provided

Arkansas Benchmark Exam

Elementary School Middle School High School
Grade 4 Grade 8
Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts
Ator Above Ator Above At or Above
Students in: Proficient Students in: Proficient Students in: Proficient
All Schools 47% All Schools 24% All Schools %
Title | Schools Title | Schools Title | Schools
High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools
Students with Limited Students with Limited Students with Limited
English Proficiency English Proficiency English Proficiency
Migratory Students Migratory Students Migratory Students
Students with Disabilities Students with Disabilities Students with Disabilities
Mathematics Mathematics Mathematics
Ator Above Ator Above At or Above
Students in: Proficient Students in: Proficient Students in: Proficient
All Schools 41% All Schools 16% All Schools %
Title | Schools Title | Schools Title | Schools
High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools
Students with Limited Students with Limited Students with Limited
English Proficiency English Proficiency English Proficiency
Migratory Students Migratory Students Migratory Students
Students with Disabilities Students with Disabilities Students with Disabilities
High School Indicators
High school 1993-94  1998-99
dropout rate (cco, event) 5% 6%
1994-95 1998-99
Postsecondary enrollment 12,535 15,083
50% 56%

KEY:

High Poverty

*

n/a
#

Schools

= Less than 0.5 percent

= Not applicable

= Not available

= Sample size too few to calculate

=75-100% students receiving free/reduced lunch

FOR MORE

(IPEDS, High school grads enrolled in college)

INFORMATION, REFER TO SOURCES, PAGE 106




California

http://lwww.cde.ca.gov/

School and Teacher Demographics

Per Pupil Expenditures $5 801
(CCD, 1998-1999)
Number of districts 990

(CCD, 1999-2000)

Number of public schools (cco, 19992000
Elementary  Middle High  Combined Total
5323 1,269 1,620 334 8,566

Number of charter schools 738

(CCD, 1999-2000)

Number of FTE teachers (cco, 1999-2000)

Student Demographics

Race/ethnicity 1993-1994 1999-2000
American Indian/Alaskan Natives 43,459 50,773
1% 1%
Asian/PacificIslander 588,634 658,217
11% 1%
Black 455,954 509,756
9% 9%
Hispanic 1,951,578 2,513,769
37% 42%
(CCD, K-12) White 2,227,652 2,196,129
42% 37%

Other n/a n/a

Students with disabilities 461,495 556,887
(OSEP) 9% 9%

Elementary  Middle High  Combined Total Students with Limited 1,215,218 1,480,527
153999 | 47380 | 68733 | 8984 | 279,525 English proficiency 23% 25%
(ED /NCBE, K-12)
Migratory Students 197,806 n/a
Public school 1993-1994 1999-2000 (OME, k-12) 4% —
enrollment K-8 3,772,731 4,194,768
(cc) 9-12 1,393,530 1,675,778
Total 5,327,231 5,952,598
(By state definition) Pre-K 59,954 n/a
All schools by percent of students eligible
Sources of funding to participate in the Free Lunch Program?*
District average (CCD, 1999-2000)
(CCD, 1998-1999) L |
- 0-34% 3,463
State 35-49% 1,133
59% Federal
y 50-74% 1,910
75-100% 2,001
* 59 schools did not report.
KEY: * = Less than 0.5 percent

—  =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable
# = Sample size too few to calculate

Statewide Accountability Information
(Collected from States, January 2002 for 2001-2002 school year)
Statewide Goal for Schools on State Assessment
Academic Performance Index (API) of 800 on a scale of 200 to
1000

Expected School Improvement on Assessment
Annual growth target of five percent of distance from base API to
800 with comparable improvement by ethnic and socioeconomi-
cally disadvantaged student subgroups

Indicators for School Accountability
API: NRT scores, standards tests scores (current); High School
Exit Exam results, attendance rates, graduation rates (future)

Title | Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for Schools
Same as statewide

Schoolwide Targeted Total

Title 1 1999-2000 Programs  Assistance

Number of Schools 2,324 2,564 4,888
48% 52% = 100%
Schools Meeting AYP Goal 1,471 1,464 2,935
63% 57% 60%
Schools Identified for 314 451 765
Improvement 14% 18% 16%

(ED Consolidated Report, 1999-2000)

Title | allocation $1,082,133,839

(Includes Basic, Concentration, and LEA grants, Capital Expenditures, Even Start,

Migrant Education, and Neglected & Delinquent, ED, 1999-2000)

NAEP State Results

Grade4 Grade 8
Reading, 1998:

Proficient level and above 20% 22%

Basic level and above 48% 64%
Math, 2000:

Proficient level and above 15% 18%

Basic level and above 53% 52%



California

Student Achievement 1999-2000

Elementary School

Grade 4
Reading/Language Arts
Ator Above
Students in: 50 Percentile
All Schools 47%
Title | Schools

High Poverty Schools

Students with Limited
English Proficiency

Migratory Students

Students with Disabilities

Mathematics

Ator Above
Students in: 50t Percentile
All Schools 54%
Title | Schools

High Poverty Schools

Students with Limited
English Proficiency

Migratory Students

Students with Disabilities

© ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o o o 0 0 0 0 8 B B D D D DD DD D D

Assessment

State Definition of Proficient

Stanford Achievement Test, Version 9, used since 1997-98

There is no definition of proficient

Middle School High School
Grade 8 Grade 10
Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts
At or Above At or Above
Students in: 50 Percentile Students in: 50" Percentile
All Schools 50% All Schools 34%
Title | Schools Title | Schools

High Poverty Schools

Students with Limited
English Proficiency

High Poverty Schools

Students with Limited
English Proficiency

Migratory Students

Migratory Students

Students with Disabilities

Students with Disabilities

Mathematics Mathematics
Ator Above Ator Above
Students in: 50t Percentile Students in: 50t Percentile
All Schools 49% All Schools 46%
Title | Schools Title | Schools

High Poverty Schools

Students with Limited
English Proficiency

High Poverty Schools

Students with Limited
English Proficiency

Migratory Students

Migratory Students

Students with Disabilities

Students with Disabilities

KEY: *  =Lessthan 0.5 percent
— =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable

High Poverty

# = Sample size too few to calculate

Schools ~ =75-100% students receiving free/reduced lunch

FOR MORE

INFORMATION,

High School Indicators

High school 1993-94  1998-99

dropout rate (cco, event 4% n/a

1994-95 1998-99

Postsecondary enrollment 168,806 159,230
(IPEDS, High school grads enrolled in college) 670/0 560/0
REFER TO SOURCES, PAGE 106




Colorado http://www.cde.state.co.us/

School and Teacher Demographics Student Demographics Statewide Accountability Information
P P | E d $5 923 (Collected from States, January 2002 for 2001-2002 school year)
er Pupil Expenditures ' Race{ethnicity . 1993-1994 1999-2000 Statewide Goal for Schools on State Assessment
(€CO, 1998-1999) American Indian/Alaskan Natives 6,237 8,258 Every child must gain a minimum of one academic year
. N 1% 1% each year for math and reading.
Number of districts 176 Asian/Pacific slander 1 5'2430/ 19'79§0/ Expected School Improvement on Assessment
0 (]
(CCD, 1999-2000) Black 33,536 40,156 n/a
5% 6% Indicators for School Accountability
Hispanic 106976  147.447 Test scores, graduation, attendance, dropout, expelled,
Number of public schools (cco, 1999-2000 ' 17% ' 21% suspended, percent not tested
Elementary  Middle High ~ Combined  Total (CCD,K-12) White 463,070 492,456 Title 1 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for Schools
910 279 308 46 1,561 749 70% Currently, reduce difference between base index and 100
Other n/a n/a by 7% annually (reading, math).
Number of charter schools 69 B -
(CCD, 1998-2000) Students with disabilities 56,%%/2 65,%3/8 Schoolwide Targeted Total
0 .
o ’ ° Tltle I 1999'2000 Programs Assistance
Number of FTE teachers (cco, 1999-2000)
Number of Schools 197 343 540
Elementary  Middle High  Combined  Total Students with Limited 26,203 60,031 hools Vieeting AYP Goa gg% gg% 12%0%
English proficiency 4% 8% chools Meeting 0a 1 /
20,020 8,437 10,912 687 40,415 (€0 INCEE. K-12) 50% 49% 49%
Schools in Need of Improvement 99 174 273
. 50% 51% 51%
Migratory students 8,896 n/a .
Public school 1993-1994 1999-2000 (OME, K~12) 1% — (ED Consolidated Report, 1999-2000)
enrollment K-8 451,469 493,009
(cco) 9-12 164,260 200,982
Total 625,062 708,109 Title I allocation $79,745,048
(By state definition) Pre-K 7,249 12,857 (Includes Basic, Concentration, and LEA grants, Capital Expenditures, Even Start,
All schools by percent of students e||g|b|e Migrant Education, and Neglected & Delinquent, ED, 1999-2000)
Sources of funding to participate in the Free Lunch Program
District average (CCD, 1999-2000)
(CCD, 1998-1999) State
— 0-34% 019 NAEP State Results
Grade4 Grade 8
Locoal 35-49% 251 Reading, 1998:
52% Proficient level and above 34% 30%
Federal 50-74% 275 Basic level and above 69% 76%
N\ 5%
N I*ntermediate 75-100% 86 Math, 2000:
Proficient level and above n/a n/a
Basic level and above n/a n/a
KEY: * = Less than 0.5 percent

—  =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable
# = Sample size too small to calculate




Colorado

. Assessment  Colorado Student Assessment Program
S t u d en t A C h levemen t 1 9 9 9 - 2 0 0 0 State Definition of Proficient See Appendix A
Elementary School Middle School High School
Grade 4 Grade 7
Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts
Proficient® Proficient ©
No Unsatis-  Part. No Unsatis-  Part.
Students in: Score  factory Prof. ~ Proficient Advanced Students in: Score  factory Prof. " Proficient Advanced Students in:
All Schools 2% 13% 24% 53% 7% All Schools 4% 11% 23% 55% 7% All Schools
Title | Schools 3 29 35 30 2 Title I Schools 9 33 39 19 0 Title I Schools
High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools
Students with Limited Students with Limited Students with Limited
English Proficiency English Proficiency English Proficiency
Migratory Students 7 32 32 27 2 Migratory Students 15 31 26 26 2 Migratory Students
Students with Disabilities 11 47 26 15 1 Students with Disabilities 12 44 29 14 0 Students with Disabilities
Grade 8
Mathematics Mathematics Mathematics
Proficient ©
No Unsatis-  Part.
Students in: Students in: Score  factory Prof. = Proficient Advanced Students in:
All Schools All Schools 3% 30% 33% 23% 10% All Schools
Title I Schools Title I Schools 10 63 22 4 1 Title | Schools
High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools High Poverty Schools
Students with Limited Students with Limited Students with Limited
English Proficiency English Proficiency English Proficiency
Migratory Students Migratory Students 9 59 22 8 2 Migratory Students
Students with Disabilities Students with Disabilities 12 67 16 5 1 Students with Disabilities
High School Indicators
High school 1993-94  1998-99
dropout rate (cco, event n/a n/a
1994-95 1998-99
Postsecondary enrollment 17,432 21,091
scondary enro 55% 509%
(IPEDS, High school grads enrolled in college)
KEY: *  =lessthan0.5percent
— =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable
Highpov:ny=Samplesizetoofewtocalculate FOR MORE INFORMATION, REFER TO SOURCES, PAGE 106
Schools ~ =75-100% students receiving free/reduced lunch
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Connecticut

http://lwww.state.ct.us/sde/

School and Teacher Demographics

Student Demographics
Per Pupil Expenditures $9.318 Race/ethnicity 1993-1994 1999-2000
(€CO, 1998-1999) American Indian/Alaskan Natives 1,194*1 1,493
Number of districts 165 Asian/Pacific Islander 11,767 14,871
2% 3%
(CCD, 1999-2000) Black 64,047 76,168
13% 14%
Hispan
Number of public schools (cco, 1999-2000 spanic 54'5??% 70'8?2%
Elementary  Middle High  Combined Total (CCD, K-12) White 360,690 390,647
661 189 178 39 1,073 73% 71%
Other n/a n/a
Number of charter schools 69 B -
(CCD, 1998-2000) Students with disabilities 60,599 63,934
(OSEP) 12% 11%
Number of FTE teachers (cco, 1999-2000)
Elementary  Middle High  Combined  Total Students with Limited 21,020 20,190
. . 0 0
18901 | 9016 | 11376 | 508 | 39,864 English proficiency 4% A%
(ED /NCBE, K-12)
Migratory students 3,882 n/a
Public school 1993-1994 1999-2000 (OME, K-12) 1% —
enrollment K-8 352,360 393,395
(cco) 9-12 127,655 150,080
Total 496,298 553,993
(By state definition) Pre-K 6,21 6 10,51 8
All schools by percent of students eligible
Sources of funding to participate in the Free Lunch Program*
District average (CCD, 1999-2000)
(CCD, 1998-1999) Local
- 0-34% 730
State 35-49%
39% ° 98
50-74% 103
Federal
AR 75-100% 68
t 74 schools did not report.
KEY: * = Less than 0.5 percent

—  =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable
# = Sample size too small to calculate

Statewide Accountability Information
(Collected from States, January 2002 for 2001-2002 school year)

Statewide Goal for Schools on State Assessment
Above 40 on 100 point performance index (3 subjects)
based on a 2-year weighted average and two-year
performance trend relative to the state average
performance trend.

Expected School Improvement on Assessment
Sufficient progress (index above 40) within three years.
Indicators for School Accountability

Grades 4, 6, and 8 CRT scores reading, writing and
mathematics; grade 10 CRT scores mathematics, science,
writing across the disciplines, and reading across the
disciplines.

Title | Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for Schools
Same as statewide.

Schoolwide Targeted Total

Title 1 1999-2000 programs

Assistance
Number of Schools 100 373 473
21% 79%  100%
Schools Meeting AYP Goal n/a n/a n/a
Schools in Need of Improvement n/a n/a n/a
(ED Consolidated Report, 1999-2000)
Title I allocation $75,856,559

(Includes Basic, Concentration, and LEA grants, Capital Expenditures, Even Start,

Migrant Education, and Neglected & Delinquent, ED, 1999-2000)

NAEP State Results

Grade4 Grade 8
Reading, 1998:

Proficient level and above 46% 42%

Basic level and above 78% 82%
Math, 2000:

Proficient level and above 32% 34%

Basic level and above 77% 72%



Connecticut

Assessment  See Below

Student Achievement 1999-2000

State Definition of Proficient  Connecticut does not have a definition of
proficient for the 1999-2000 SY

Elementary School Middle School High School
Connecticut Mastery Test Connecticut Mastery Test Connecticut Academic Performance Test
Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 10
Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts
Students in: Band1l Band2 Band3 Band4 Students in: Band1l Band2 Band3 Band4 Students in: Band1 Band2 Band3 Band4
All Schools 20% 9% 14% 57% All Schools 15% 8% 11% 66% All Schools 10% 18% 34% 38%
Title | Schools 26 11 15 48 Title | Schools 21 9 12 59 Title | Schools 9 19 35 37
High Poverty Schools 51 15 16 19 High Poverty Schools 46 14 14 26 High Poverty Schools 16 27 40 17
Students with Limited Students with Limited Students with Limited
English Proficiency 75 10 9 7 English Proficiency 78 5 9 8 English Proficiency 26 37 20 16
Migratory Students 70 12 8 10 Migratory Students 61 18 8 12 Migratory Students 23 29 37 11
Students with Disabilities 53 11 13 23 Students with Disabilities 46 13 13 28 Students with Disabilities 34 28 27 11
Mathematics Mathematics Mathematics
Students in: Band1 Band2 Band3 Band4 Students in: Bandl Band2 Band3 Band4 Students in: Band1 Band2 Band3 Band4
All Schools 8% 10% 22% 60% All Schools 11% 13% 22% 55% All Schools 10% 13% 3205 45%
Title | Schools 11 13 24 53 Title | Schools 15 16 22 48 Title | Schools 15 15 28 42
High Poverty Schools 24 22 29 25 High Poverty Schools 36 27 22 16 High Poverty Schools 34 22 32 11
Students with Limited Students with Limited Students with Limited
English Proficiency 4 23 21 15 English Proficiency 56 19 16 9 English Proficiency 45 20 19 16
Migratory Students 27 30 21 22 Migratory Students 41 31 25 4 Migratory Students 49 26 17 9
Students with Disabilities 24 19 27 29 Students with Disabilities 35 25 22 18 Students with Disabilities 28 24 31 17
Student achievement trend Student achievement trend
Reading/Language Arts 4th grade meets Band 4 Math 8th grade meets Band 4
100 M All Students 100 I All Students
80 Students in High Poverty Schools 80 Students in High Poverty Schools H|gh School Indicators
60 60 57 59 .
55 High school 1993-94  1998-99
40 40 dropout rate (cco, event) 5% 3%
20 20 s 28 o
0 11 11 1994-95 1998-99
0 19,343 21,399
9596 9697  97-98 0899 99-00 9596  96-97  97-98  98-99 99-00 Postsecondary enrollment gy ey
(IPEDS, High school grads enrolled in college) g ©
KEY: *  =Lessthan 0.5 percent
— =Not applicable
nla  =Not availgble
Highpovzny:SamP'*?SlZetOOfeW‘OCa|CU|ate FOR MORE INFORMATION, REFER TO SOURCES, PAGE 106 15
Schools = 75-100% students receiving free/reduced lunch




Delaware http://www.doe.state.de.us/

School and Teacher Demographics Student Demographics Statewide Accountability Information
Per P | E dt $8 026 (Collected from States, January 2002 for 2001-2002 school year)
er Pupil Expenditures \ =
pIEEXp Race{ethmqty ) 1993-1994 1999-2000 Statewide Goal for Schools on State Assessment
(CCD, 1998-1999) American Indian/Alaskan Natives 229 291 Meet or exceed the Commendable rating (combines:
. - absolute score, improvement score, and distributional/
Number of districts 19 Asian/Pacific Islander 1'77;0/ 2'46(;0/ low achieving performance).
(] (]
(CCD, 1999-2000) Black 30,038 34,697 Expected School Improvement on Assessment
29% 31% Schools meet or exceed their absolute, improvement,
. Hispanic 3,598 6,149 and distributional targets in the next measurement
Number of public schools (cco, 1933-2000) 39 5% cycle.
Elementar Middle High Combined  Total _ i
) / i3 329 17 184 e White 69'922% 70'0212% Indicators for School Accountability
Delaware Student Testing Program
Other n/a n/a
— — Title | Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for Schools
Number of charter schools 5 Same as statewide.
(CCD, 1998-2000) Students with disabilities 12,604 y 14,106 y Schoolwide Targeted Total
(0SEP) 119 129 .
b ¢ h ° ° Tltle I 1999'2000 Programs Assistance
Number of FTE teachers (cco, 1999-
(€D, 1998-2000 Number of Schools 23 74 97
Elementary  Middle High ~ Combined  Total Students with Limited 1,470 2,284 hools Meting AYP Gol Zg% ;g% 1(31?%
English proficienc 1% 2% chools Meeting 03
2,887 1,868 | 2,104 289 | 7,147 (EDG/’NCBE, f_m ¥ 350% | 45% | 42%
Schools in Need of Improvement 3 29 32
0, 0, 0,
Migratory students 740 n/a , 13% 3% | 3%
PUinC SChOOI 1993-1994 1999-2000 (OME, K-12) 1% - (ED Consolidated Report, 1999-2000)
enrollment K-8 76,052 79,673
(cco) 9-12 28,930 33,416
Total 105,547 113,598 Title I allocation $22,625,340
(By state definition) Pre-K 565 509 (Includes Basic, Concentration, and LEA grants, Capital Expenditures, Even Start,
All schools by percent of students e||g|b|e Migrant Education, and Neglected & Delinquent, ED, 1999-2000)
Sources of funding to participate in the Free Lunch Program*
District average (CCD, 1999-2000)
(€D, 1998-1999) NAEP State Results
State Local 0-34% 81
64% 2 28% Grade4 Grade 8
35-49% 67 Reading, 1998:
Proficient level and above 25% 25%
Federal 50-74% 27 Basic level and above 57% 66%
/ 7%
75-100% 3 Math, 2000:
Proficient level and above n/a n/a
+6 schools did not report. Basic level and above n/a n/a
KEY: * = Less than 0.5 percent

—  =Not applicable
n/a  =Notavailable
# = Sample size too small to calculate




Delaware

Assessment  Delaware Student Testing Program

Student Achievement 1999-2000

State Definition of Proficient

Meets the standard-very good performance.

Elementary School Middle School High School
Grade 3 Grade 8 Grade 10
Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts Reading/Language Arts
Proficient® Proficient® Proficient®
Well Below Below Meets Exceeds Dist- Well Below Below Meets Exceeds Dist- Well Below Below Meets Exceeds Dist-
Students in: Standard Standard "Standard Standard i Students in: Standard Standard” Standard Standard inguished Students in: Standard Standard " Standard Standard guished
All Schools 0% 13%  53% 12%  12% All Schools 16% 1