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Executive Summary

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, requires the Department of Education (Department) to submit annually to Congress a report that provides state-level data as well as national-level data based on the information collected by the U.S. Department of Education under Title I, Part A of ESEA from states on a variety of topics, listed below.     

This annual report on state-reported data for school year 2010–11 includes information on the following topics:  state standards and assessment systems, student performance, English language acquisition, schools identified for improvement, public school choice and supplemental educational services (SES), and highly qualified teachers.  In addition to the 2010–11 school year data, the report contains multiyear data and national summary data.  The report also includes information about the data collections, data presentation, and data limitations.

State standards and assessment systems.  This section discusses the expectations and timelines established in the ESEA for states to develop their unique standards and assessment systems.  It includes information about each state’s approval status for its assessment system as of December 2012.
Student performance.  Student performance is measured by assessing students against state content standards.  Students are assessed annually in third through eighth grade and at least once in high school in mathematics and reading/language arts.  Students are assessed at least once in grades 3–5, 6–9, and 10–12 in science.  The data are disaggregated by various subgroups.  This section of the report presents state-reported data on fourth-grade, eighth-grade, and high school
 students for reading/language arts and mathematics, and the grades tested in science. 

English language acquisition.  Title III of the ESEA is intended to improve the education of limited English proficient (LEP) students.  There are specific requirements and achievement objectives required under Title III, all designed to help LEP students attain English language proficiency (ELP) and proficiency in academic subjects.  This section includes information about the English language proficiency of all LEP students and the extent to which students served by Title III are making progress in learning English, and attaining English language and mathematics proficiency.

Schools identified for improvement.
  Each state has established targets for schools and districts to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward the goal of all students reaching the proficient level on state reading and mathematics assessments.  Schools and districts that miss AYP targets for two consecutive years or more are identified as needing improvement and are subject to increasing levels of interventions designed to improve their performance and to provide students with additional educational options.  This section of the report presents state-reported data on numbers of Title I schools making AYP and numbers of schools in the various improvement stages. 

Public school choice and supplemental educational services.  School districts must offer specific educational options to parents of students in Title I schools that are identified for improvement.  Beginning with the first year of improvement, they must offer parents the option to transfer their child to another school in the district not identified for improvement.  If the school remains in improvement status for an additional year, the district must offer parents of economically disadvantaged students the option for their child to receive supplemental educational services, such as tutoring.  Districts must continue to offer these options to parents of eligible students so long as the students’ school is in one of the various improvement stages.  This section includes information about the number of students eligible for and participating in these two options.

Highly qualified teachers.  The ESEA requires states to ensure that teachers of core academic subjects are highly qualified.  In order to be considered highly qualified, a teacher must have a bachelor’s degree, meet state-defined standards for licensure and certification, and demonstrate subject matter competency.  There are additional requirements for special education teachers.  The Department measures this requirement by collecting state-reported data on the percentage of classes taught by highly qualified teachers.  The information is broken out by elementary and secondary schools, and by high-poverty and low-poverty designations.

Collectively, the data in this report provide a variety of snapshots of state-reported data under the ESEA.  It should be noted that all data in this report are reported by states.  The states are responsible for submitting complete and timely data and for verifying the accuracy of the information they report.

I. Introduction

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, is the major federal law governing elementary and secondary education.  The ESEA requirements that were in effect for the 2010–11 school year include the following:
· Assessments in third through eighth grade and high school.  States must test all students annually in mathematics and reading/language arts in third through eighth grades and once in high school.  States also must test all students in science at least once in grades 3–5, 6–9, and 10–12.  State assessments must be aligned with each state’s own academic content and achievement standards.
· Disaggregated data and parent notification.  States, districts, and schools must publicly report data on student achievement for all students and for the following subgroups:  racial/ethnic groups, economically disadvantaged students, students with disabilities, LEP students, migrant students, and gender.  In addition, states and districts must inform parents in a timely manner about the quality of their child’s school, disseminate clear and understandable school and district report cards, and provide parents and the public with an accurate assessment of the quality of the teaching force.
· Proficiency by 2013–14.  States must include all students in school accountability systems and define increasingly challenging annual targets for assessment results that culminate in the expectation of all students doing grade-level work on state assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics by 2013–14. 
· Public school choice and supplemental educational services.  Beginning with the first year of improvement, districts must provide parents of students attending Title I schools identified for improvement the option to move their child to a school in the district that is not identified for improvement.  Beginning with the second year of improvement, districts must provide parents of economically disadvantaged students in identified schools the option for their child to receive supplemental educational services.
· Highly qualified teachers.  States are responsible for ensuring that teachers are highly qualified, making strong efforts to ensure that all students have access to highly qualified teachers, and providing support for recruiting and retaining the best and brightest teachers.
A. ESEA Report to Congress

Under ESEA Section 1111(h)(5), the Secretary of Education is required to transmit to the House Committee on Education and the Workforce and the Senate Committee on Health, Education, Labor and Pensions a report that provides state-level data for each state receiving assistance under Title I, Part A of the ESEA.  In this report to Congress, the Department is submitting state-reported data for school year 2010–11 in the following areas:
· State standards and assessment systems.  Information is provided on each state’s status as of December 2012 in adopting challenging academic content and student achievement standards as well as in developing and implementing academic assessments in reading/language arts, mathematics, and science as required for each state under section 1111(b)(3).
· Student performance.  Data tables in the report summarize the percentage of all students scoring at or above proficient on assessments administered in the 2010–11 school year in reading/language arts, mathematics, and science.  Data are also disaggregated by major racial/ethnic groups, economically disadvantaged students, students with disabilities, LEP students, migrant students, and gender.
· English language acquisition.  Information is provided on the acquisition of ELP and academic content proficiency by students with limited English proficiency.
· Schools identified for improvement.  The report includes data on the number of Title I schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring under ESEA section 1116(b) for the 2011–12 school year, and overall counts to show trends from 2007–08 through 2011–12. 
· Public school choice and supplemental educational services.  Data tables summarize the percentage of students in Title I schools who participated in public school choice and supplemental educational services under sections 1116(b) and 1116(e) during school years 2006–07 through 2010–11. 
· Highly qualified teachers.  Information is provided on the percentage of public elementary and secondary school core academic classes taught by highly qualified teachers in each state during school year 2010–11.  
There are a number of other U.S. Department of Education reports and studies that offer additional information on elementary and secondary education, such as:

· The Condition of Education

· State and Local Implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act

· The Biennial Evaluation Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Title III State Formula Grant Program

· Migrant Education Program Annual Report:  Eligibility, Participation, Services and Achievement

· Report to the President and Congress on the Implementation of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program Under the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act
 

All websites listed throughout this report were last accessed in December 2013.
II. Methodology
A. Data Sources
The primary source of data for this report is the Consolidated State Performance Report (CSPR)
, which is a tool that 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Bureau of Indian Education are required to use to report certain data annually to the Department.
  Data collected through the CSPR are submitted in two parts.  Part I of the CSPR requests information related to the five ESEA goals, established in the Consolidated State Application.  Part I provides data for the Report to Congress on ESEA programs, as described in section 1111(h)(4) of the act.
  Part II of the CSPR collects information about outcomes of specific ESEA programs.  Part II provides data for the Department’s program offices to assess program performance, monitor program requirements, and meet other reporting requirements.  Unless otherwise indicated, Part I of the CSPR is the source for all data in this report.
EDFacts is the current vehicle for populating 60 percent of the CSPR data.  The remainder of the data is manually entered through the CSPR online reporting system.  EDFacts is a collaborative effort among the Department, state education agencies (SEAs), and industry partners to centralize state-reported data into one federally coordinated, K-12 education data repository located in the Department.  It allows the Department to use technology to streamline data collection efforts and reduce the reporting burden on states.  The data collected in EDFacts and used for the CSPR are aggregated individual-level data, representing the number of students or teachers meeting specific criteria (e.g., the number of fourth-grade students participating in the state mathematics assessment, the number of students served under Title I, etc.).  High-quality data about all aspects of education continue to be critical in informing the Department’s actions and providing transparency into state education efforts.  More information about EDFacts can be found on the Department’s website.

Data included in this report are also available on ED Data Express,
 an interactive Web tool for exploring K-12 data.  ED Data Express was first launched in August 2010 and is a Department initiative to make high-value data sets more accessible and transparent.  
B. Data Presentation

Data in this report are displayed in tables by state and in national summary charts.  Some tables include detailed data for a single school year; other tables include multiple years of data to show trends.  Many of the tables have symbols in some cells indicating that the data have been protected (the privacy protection process is described later in this section).  Some tables have dashes (-) in certain cells, which indicate that the data are not available for that state.  A number symbol (#) indicates that the data round to zero.
When applicable, tables include totals.  These totals are created by summing the individual state responses for a given category.  If data are not available for a state, they are not included in the total, and as such the total may not necessarily be an accurate reflection of national trends.  National summary data are intentionally excluded in many tables because aggregating data when there are differences across states in data definitions would not produce a meaningful value. 

C. Protecting Personally Identifiable Information 

The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (20 U.S.C. § 1232g; 34 CFR Part 99)
 requires the Department to protect the privacy of personally identifiable information (PII) from students’ education records.  This includes ensuring that the Department does not release data that alone or in combination with other data elements could reveal the identity of individual students.  The Department applies privacy protection rules to all potentially personally identifiable information in order to meet this requirement.  For all tables containing data about students, numbers falling below the state’s reporting n-size, as defined in its Accountability Workbook, were suppressed.
  Additionally, any percentage that was based on a number that fell below the state’s reporting n-size (e.g., student achievement data) was suppressed.  Suppressed cells are marked with an “n<.”


In addition to the suppression rules, the Department applied “blurring” to values near the top or bottom of the percentage range if the n-size for the denominator was small (e.g., <10% or >90%).  The size of the percentage range is dependent on the n-size, with larger ranges used for smaller n-sizes.   
D. Data Limitations and Use


It is important to note that there are many limitations to using state-reported education data.  Most importantly, there is variation in how states define and measure student achievement data.  States independently develop their own standards and assessment systems, and set their own cut scores
 to measure student performance.  Many states have also changed their systems during the period covered by this report.  As a result, it is not possible to compare certain data across states, and frequently not even possible to compare data within the same state across years. Variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade-levels. The state data included in this report are descriptive, and the reader should not make cause-effect inferences based on these data.


The CSPR is a point-in-time report, meaning that it should be looked at as a snapshot of state data as of a particular date.  The reporting system for CSPR is closed in March of each year, after which states can no longer update their CSPR data.  States can update their data for the year in EDFacts, but those changes will not be reflected in the CSPR.  As a result, the CSPR might not always contain the most current information.  
All data in this report are reported by states.  The states are responsible for submitting complete and timely data and for verifying the accuracy of the information they report.

III. State Standards and Assessment Systems
A. Background
The ESEA requires states to develop challenging student academic standards and assessment systems.  Academic standards include two components:  academic content standards and academic achievement standards.  Assessment systems must be aligned with academic content and achievement standards so that tests measure what the state has said its students should know.  The alignment between the standards and assessments allows states—as well as parents, community members, and other stakeholders—to see progress that schools and students are making toward performing at grade level in mathematics, reading/language arts, and science.  This enables all stakeholders to hold schools and school districts accountable for student achievement.

States are responsible for developing their own academic content and achievement standards and assessments, and, under ESEA, state academic content standards must
· be the same academic standards that the state applies to all public schools and public school students in the state;
· specify what all students are expected to know and be able to do;
· include at least mathematics, reading/language arts, and science; and

· contain coherent and rigorous content, and encourage the teaching of advanced skills.
Academic achievement standards must define at least two levels of proficiency (such as “proficient” and “advanced”) and at least one level for students who are not yet proficient in the content for their grade.  Separate standards must be set for each grade level and subject assessed.  A state may develop alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities and modified academic achievement standards for certain other students with disabilities. Each state must develop at least one alternate assessment. The decision of whether to base this alternate assessment on grade-level, alternate, or modified achievement standards is left up to the state.  Additionally, states must develop English language proficiency standards and assessments that are aligned with achievement of the state’s academic content and achievement standards.
State assessment systems must be aligned with academic content and achievement standards and must provide information about student attainment of standards in reading/language arts, mathematics, and science.  All students must be measured by the assessments, and the results must be reported publicly for all students and disaggregated on the basis of major racial/ethnic subgroups, English language proficiency, disability status, status as economically disadvantaged, migrant status, and gender. 
For more information on standards and assessments established under the ESEA, please view the report on accountability under ESEA, posted on the Department’s website.
 

B. Findings
State standards and assessment systems under Title I are peer reviewed and approved by the Department.  As of December 2012, a majority of states either had their systems approved or approval was pending.  More specifically,  

· 37 states (which includes Puerto Rico) were fully approved or fully approved with recommendations; 
· No states were identified as approval expected; 
· 13 states (which includes the District of Columbia) were identified as approval pending; and 

· 2 states were identified as in process.
Exhibit 1 provides full definitions of each approval status.

These numbers have fluctuated over time as states’ approval statuses have changed based on various factors.  For example, if a state makes a significant change to its standards and assessment system, the state must resubmit evidence showing that its standards and assessment systems still meet statutory and regulatory requirements.  Many states that previously had received full approval for their reading/language arts and mathematics assessments have had a change in their status designation as their science achievement standards and assessments move through the review and approval process.  Exhibit 2 displays state-by-state approval statuses as of December 2012.
Exhibit 1
Approval Status Definitions

Full Approval:  A state’s standards and assessment system meets all statutory and regulatory requirements.
Full Approval With Recommendations:  A state’s standards and assessment system meets all statutory and regulatory requirements, but the Department recommends that the state do additional work to improve the system in specific areas.  

Approval Expected:  A state has submitted evidence to show that its system likely meets all requirements, but certain elements are not yet complete due to the nature of assessment development.
Approval Pending:  A state’s system does not meet all the statutory or regulatory requirements, or it is missing necessary components.
In Process:  The state has submitted evidence of new or revised assessments for which there remain a few outstanding issues.  
Exhibit 2
Approval Status of State Assessment Systems as of December 2012
	States
	Full Approval
	Full Approval With Recommendations
	Approval Expected
	Approval Pending
	In Process

	Alabama
	X
	
	
	
	

	Alaska
	X
	
	
	
	

	Arizona
	X
	
	
	
	

	Arkansas
	X
	
	
	
	

	Bureau of Indian Education
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	
	
	
	X
	

	Colorado
	
	X
	
	
	

	Connecticut
	X
	
	
	
	

	Delaware
	X
	
	
	
	

	District of Columbia
	
	
	
	X
	

	Florida
	
	X
	
	
	

	Georgia
	
	X
	
	
	

	Hawaii
	
	
	
	X
	

	Idaho
	X
	
	
	
	

	Illinois
	X
	
	
	
	

	Indiana
	
	
	
	
	X

	Iowa
	X
	
	
	
	

	Kansas
	
	X
	
	
	

	Kentucky
	
	X
	
	
	

	Louisiana
	X
	
	
	
	

	Maine
	
	
	
	X
	

	Maryland
	X
	
	
	
	

	Massachusetts
	X
	
	
	
	

	Michigan
	X
	
	
	
	

	Minnesota
	X
	
	
	
	

	Mississippi
	
	
	
	X
	

	Missouri
	X
	
	
	
	

	Montana
	
	X
	
	
	

	Nebraska
	
	
	
	X
	

	Nevada
	
	
	
	X
	

	New Hampshire
	
	X
	
	
	

	New Jersey
	
	
	
	X
	

	New Mexico
	X
	
	
	
	

	New York
	
	X
	
	
	

	North Carolina
	X
	
	
	
	

	North Dakota
	
	
	
	X
	

	Ohio
	X
	
	
	
	

	Oklahoma
	
	
	
	X
	

	Oregon
	X
	
	
	
	

	Pennsylvania
	
	
	
	X
	

	Puerto Rico
	
	X
	
	
	

	Rhode Island
	X
	
	
	
	

	South Carolina
	
	X
	
	
	

	South Dakota
	
	X
	
	
	

	Tennessee
	X
	
	
	
	

	Texas
	X
	
	
	
	

	Utah
	
	
	
	
	X

	Vermont
	
	
	
	X
	

	Virginia
	
	X
	
	
	

	Washington
	
	X
	
	
	

	West Virginia
	X
	
	
	
	

	Wisconsin
	X
	
	
	
	

	Wyoming
	
	
	
	X
	


NOTES: A state receives Department approval when the assessment system, including reading/language arts, mathematics, and science, has met all statutory and regulatory requirements of the ESEA.  In December 2012, the Department suspended peer review of state assessment systems under Title I in order to review and revise the peer review process.  Almost all states are now developing the next generation of assessment systems, aligned with college- and career-ready standards, that will be operational by no later than the 2014–15 school year.   The suspension of peer review also will permit states to focus their resources on preparing for, designing, and implementing these new assessments.  
The dashes (-) indicate that the Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) does not have its own assessments that are subject to peer review. Under regulations promulgated by the U.S. Department of the Interior, BIE schools use the assessments of the states in which they are located.
SOURCE: State-provided data.
IV. Student Performance
A. Background


Student performance on state assessments is reported as the percentage of students tested who are performing at or above the proficient level for that state.  These data are most appropriately used as snapshots of how students performed on the assessments in a particular state and year.  Since states have discretion in how they develop their content and achievement standards, assessment systems are different from state to state, so comparisons across states should not be made.  Some states have more rigorous standards than others, which affects the percentage of students who reach the proficient level.  Because many states have also changed their assessment systems over the years, it is often not appropriate to compare results across years.  The state data are descriptive and, thus, the reader should not make cause-effect inferences based on these data.

B. Achievement Results—Mathematics and Reading/Language Arts
School-year 2010–11 results in mathematics and reading/language arts for the “all students” group in fourth grade, eighth grade, and high school, and disaggregated results for fourth-grade, eighth-grade, and high school students are included as exhibits 3-15.  

Exhibit 3
Percentage of Fourth-Grade, Eighth-Grade, and High School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Mathematics and Reading/Language Arts, by State and Grade: 2010–11
	
	Mathematics
	Mathematics
	Mathematics
	Reading/Language Arts
	Reading/Language Arts
	Reading/Language Arts

	States
	4th Grade
	8th Grade
	High School
	4th Grade
	8th Grade
	High School

	Alabama
	82%
	77%
	85%
	88%
	77%
	83%

	Alaska
	75%
	68%
	61%
	74%
	83%
	78%

	Arizona
	65%
	54%
	60%
	75%
	71%
	78%

	Arkansas
	81%
	63%
	76%
	82%
	77%
	65%

	Bureau of Indian Education 
	36%
	28%
	29%
	40%
	39%
	44%

	California
	70%
	44%
	56%
	63%
	56%
	59%

	Colorado
	91%
	80%
	69%
	88%
	90%
	92%

	Connecticut
	83%
	84%
	78%
	74%
	82%
	81%

	Delaware
	65%
	62%
	59%
	61%
	61%
	64%

	District of Columbia
	46%
	59%
	42%
	44%
	50%
	46%

	Florida
	74%
	68%
	70%
	71%
	56%
	44%

	Georgia
	81%
	87%
	84%
	88%
	95%
	91%

	Hawaii
	61%
	54%
	40%
	68%
	67%
	66%

	Idaho
	83%
	79%
	79%
	87%
	92%
	87%

	Illinois
	87%
	86%
	52%
	75%
	85%
	51%

	Indiana
	78%
	77%
	82%
	82%
	72%
	73%

	Iowa
	81%
	76%
	76%
	82%
	74%
	77%

	Kansas
	88%
	82%
	82%
	90%
	88%
	89%

	Kentucky
	75%
	60%
	46%
	74%
	71%
	66%

	Louisiana
	70%
	59%
	67%
	72%
	66%
	60%

	Maine
	60%
	59%
	49%
	67%
	73%
	50%

	Maryland
	90%
	66%
	84%
	89%
	83%
	82%

	Massachusetts
	47%
	52%
	77%
	53%
	79%
	84%

	Michigan
	91%
	78%
	52%
	84%
	82%
	64%

	Minnesota
	67%
	53%
	48%
	75%
	68%
	75%

	Mississippi
	58%
	65%
	74%
	54%
	50%
	57%

	Missouri
	51%
	51%
	60%
	53%
	53%
	74%

	Montana
	70%
	66%
	60%
	83%
	85%
	83%

	Nebraska
	68%
	61%
	54%
	75%
	72%
	68%

	Nevada
	69%
	59%
	72%
	65%
	45%
	94%

	New Hampshire
	74%
	65%
	36%
	77%
	78%
	74%

	New Jersey
	79%
	71%
	75%
	63%
	82%
	89%

	New Mexico
	45%
	41%
	38%
	47%
	53%
	48%

	New York
	67%
	60%
	90%
	57%
	47%
	92%

	North Carolina
	84%
	84%
	83%
	72%
	70%
	69%

	North Dakota
	82%
	71%
	60%
	77%
	76%
	65%

	Ohio
	79%
	75%
	83%
	85%
	86%
	88%

	Oklahoma
	70%
	64%
	77%
	62%
	74%
	83%

	Oregon
	65%
	64%
	68%
	85%
	72%
	83%

	Pennsylvania
	84%
	75%
	59%
	72%
	80%
	68%

	Puerto Rico
	52%
	9%
	8%
	44%
	45%
	38%

	Rhode Island
	63%
	54%
	33%
	69%
	74%
	76%

	South Carolina
	80%
	70%
	52%
	78%
	68%
	52%

	South Dakota
	78%
	77%
	68%
	78%
	75%
	69%

	Tennessee
	39%
	35%
	47%
	45%
	48%
	58%

	Texas
	88%
	87%
	74%
	85%
	93%
	90%

	Utah
	77%
	70%
	39%
	76%
	90%
	87%

	Vermont
	64%
	64%
	38%
	69%
	76%
	72%

	Virginia
	89%
	82%
	91%
	87%
	90%
	94%

	Washington
	60%
	51%
	68%
	67%
	69%
	85%

	West Virginia
	46%
	41%
	45%
	48%
	49%
	44%

	Wisconsin
	79%
	79%
	72%
	83%
	87%
	75%

	Wyoming
	81%
	71%
	60%
	84%
	77%
	70%


NOTES: Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html.
Exhibit 4
Percentage of Fourth-Grade Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Mathematics, by State and Racial/Ethnic Group: 2010–11 
	States
	American Indian and Alaskan Native
	Asian
	Black
	Hispanic
	White
	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	Two or More Races

	Alabama
	86%
	94%
	74%
	78%
	87%
	-
	71%

	Alaska
	55%
	80%
	66%
	75%
	85%
	61%
	78%

	Arizona
	43%
	83%
	52%
	57%
	76%
	-
	-

	Arkansas
	85%
	90%
	67%
	79%
	87%
	51%
	81%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	36%
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	60%
	88%
	55%
	63%
	80%
	70%
	77%

	Colorado
	87%
	93%
	79%
	86%
	96%
	-
	-

	Connecticut
	79%
	93%
	63%
	68%
	91%
	83%
	81%

	Delaware
	n<
	87%
	47%
	57%
	78%
	n<
	74%

	District of Columbia
	n<
	n<
	40%
	50%
	92%
	-
	-

	Florida
	74%
	90%
	61%
	73%
	82%
	-
	-

	Georgia
	92%
	92%
	70%
	81%
	89%
	-
	84%

	Hawaii
	58%
	60%
	49%
	58%
	72%
	-
	-

	Idaho
	66%
	81%
	66%
	72%
	86%
	79%
	81%

	Illinois
	86%
	95%
	76%
	82%
	93%
	89%
	88%

	Indiana
	78%
	88%
	55%
	70%
	83%
	83%
	74%

	Iowa
	65%
	81%
	54%
	67%
	85%
	66%
	78%

	Kansas
	84%
	93%
	75%
	83%
	91%
	84%
	85%

	Kentucky
	63%
	82%
	58%
	68%
	77%
	-
	71%

	Louisiana
	76%
	89%
	56%
	69%
	83%
	88%
	77%

	Maine
	56%
	64%
	31%
	48%
	61%
	n<
	n<

	Maryland
	90%
	97%
	83%
	88%
	96%
	93%
	94%

	Massachusetts
	31%
	68%
	22%
	26%
	53%
	49%
	46%

	Michigan
	n<
	97%
	81%
	89%
	94%
	>95%
	91%

	Minnesota
	45%
	66%
	41%
	44%
	75%
	-
	-

	Mississippi
	56%
	83%
	47%
	60%
	69%
	-
	-

	Missouri
	45%
	72%
	29%
	41%
	56%
	42%
	50%

	Montana
	44%
	81%
	59%
	62%
	75%
	74%
	-

	Nebraska
	39%
	71%
	40%
	52%
	75%
	-
	-

	Nevada
	61%
	85%
	51%
	63%
	78%
	69%
	75%

	New Hampshire
	n<
	79%
	52%
	55%
	75%
	n<
	75%

	New Jersey
	82%
	93%
	60%
	68%
	87%
	89%
	76%

	New Mexico
	33%
	69%
	35%
	39%
	61%
	-
	-

	New York
	58%
	85%
	49%
	56%
	76%
	-
	66%

	North Carolina
	74%
	92%
	71%
	81%
	91%
	-
	85%

	North Dakota
	59%
	81%
	67%
	68%
	85%
	-
	-

	Ohio
	79%
	90%
	55%
	65%
	85%
	-
	75%

	Oklahoma
	67%
	81%
	51%
	63%
	76%
	-
	-

	Oregon
	48%
	81%
	43%
	52%
	70%
	55%
	67%

	Pennsylvania
	80%
	91%
	67%
	71%
	89%
	-
	80%

	Puerto Rico
	-
	-
	-
	52%
	60%
	-
	44%

	Rhode Island
	48%
	73%
	45%
	46%
	71%
	-
	-

	South Carolina
	81%
	94%
	66%
	77%
	88%
	80%
	82%

	South Dakota
	52%
	78%
	59%
	64%
	83%
	73%
	77%

	Tennessee
	35%
	62%
	22%
	28%
	45%
	46%
	-

	Texas
	89%
	95%
	80%
	86%
	92%
	-
	-

	Utah
	56%
	83%
	51%
	57%
	82%
	67%
	76%

	Vermont
	38%
	70%
	44%
	45%
	65%
	n<
	n<

	Virginia
	89%
	95%
	80%
	84%
	92%
	95%
	90%

	Washington
	37%
	77%
	38%
	41%
	67%
	47%
	61%

	West Virginia
	n<
	66%
	34%
	44%
	47%
	n<
	41%

	Wisconsin
	71%
	80%
	51%
	67%
	85%
	-
	-

	Wyoming
	52%
	93%
	74%
	72%
	84%
	n<
	n<


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.

Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report.: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 5
Percentage of Fourth-Grade Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Mathematics, by State, Gender, and Special Populations: 2010–11 
	States
	Female
	Male
	Students with Disabilities
	Economically Disadvantaged
	LEP
	Migrant

	Alabama
	84%
	80%
	48%
	77%
	64%
	77%

	Alaska
	76%
	75%
	45%
	66%
	40%
	64%

	Arizona
	66%
	64%
	34%
	56%
	27%
	48%

	Arkansas
	83%
	80%
	48%
	76%
	75%
	69%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	38%
	34%
	20%
	36%
	29%
	-

	California
	71%
	69%
	49%
	62%
	54%
	58%

	Colorado
	92%
	91%
	64%
	85%
	79%
	77%

	Connecticut
	84%
	83%
	59%
	68%
	52%
	-

	Delaware
	64%
	67%
	35%
	54%
	34%
	n<

	District of Columbia
	48%
	44%
	19%
	38%
	35%
	-

	Florida
	74%
	75%
	50%
	67%
	52%
	65%

	Georgia
	82%
	80%
	60%
	74%
	75%
	74%

	Hawaii
	62%
	60%
	14%
	51%
	28%
	42%

	Idaho
	84%
	83%
	45%
	77%
	48%
	64%

	Illinois
	88%
	87%
	65%
	81%
	67%
	81%

	Indiana
	78%
	78%
	65%
	70%
	62%
	60%

	Iowa
	81%
	82%
	51%
	71%
	57%
	58%

	Kansas
	88%
	89%
	77%
	83%
	81%
	80%

	Kentucky
	75%
	74%
	53%
	67%
	52%
	59%

	Louisiana
	70%
	69%
	45%
	63%
	61%
	73%

	Maine
	60%
	61%
	31%
	48%
	34%
	n<

	Maryland
	91%
	89%
	67%
	84%
	81%
	n<

	Massachusetts
	47%
	47%
	16%
	28%
	21%
	n<

	Michigan
	91%
	91%
	78%
	87%
	84%
	92%

	Minnesota
	67%
	68%
	43%
	51%
	40%
	32%

	Mississippi
	61%
	55%
	30%
	49%
	56%
	45%

	Missouri
	51%
	51%
	34%
	39%
	34%
	33%

	Montana
	70%
	70%
	38%
	59%
	27%
	52%

	Nebraska
	67%
	68%
	45%
	54%
	42%
	46%

	Nevada
	70%
	69%
	40%
	61%
	61%
	44%

	New Hampshire
	74%
	74%
	44%
	61%
	45%
	-

	New Jersey
	80%
	79%
	60%
	65%
	47%
	61%

	New Mexico
	45%
	44%
	17%
	37%
	19%
	27%

	New York
	67%
	67%
	36%
	56%
	40%
	36%

	North Carolina
	84%
	83%
	59%
	76%
	72%
	83%

	North Dakota
	81%
	82%
	69%
	72%
	50%
	56%

	Ohio
	80%
	78%
	52%
	67%
	57%
	53%

	Oklahoma
	69%
	71%
	56%
	63%
	61%
	58%

	Oregon
	65%
	66%
	36%
	55%
	43%
	47%

	Pennsylvania
	84%
	84%
	62%
	74%
	55%
	53%

	Puerto Rico
	54%
	50%
	43%
	51%
	57%
	-

	Rhode Island
	65%
	62%
	28%
	49%
	24%
	-

	South Carolina
	81%
	78%
	48%
	72%
	78%
	80%

	South Dakota
	78%
	78%
	52%
	67%
	36%
	29%

	Tennessee
	38%
	40%
	35%
	28%
	16%
	27%

	Texas
	88%
	87%
	79%
	84%
	82%
	80%

	Utah
	77%
	78%
	50%
	67%
	35%
	47%

	Vermont
	63%
	65%
	23%
	51%
	39%
	31%

	Virginia
	89%
	88%
	70%
	81%
	76%
	71%

	Washington
	60%
	60%
	28%
	45%
	23%
	32%

	West Virginia
	46%
	47%
	27%
	36%
	45%
	n<

	Wisconsin
	79%
	80%
	54%
	67%
	63%
	50%

	Wyoming
	81%
	81%
	59%
	76%
	57%
	74%


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.

The Bureau of Indian Education, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Rhode Island do not have migrant programs. 
Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 6
Percentage of Fourth-Grade Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Reading/Language Arts, by State and Racial/Ethnic Group: 2010–11 
	States
	American Indian and Alaskan Native
	Asian
	Black
	Hispanic
	White
	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	Two or More Races

	Alabama
	93%
	94%
	80%
	82%
	92%
	-
	84%

	Alaska
	50%
	69%
	65%
	75%
	87%
	50%
	79%

	Arizona
	57%
	87%
	66%
	68%
	86%
	-
	-

	Arkansas
	85%
	88%
	69%
	79%
	86%
	65%
	85%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	40%
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	56%
	82%
	51%
	53%
	79%
	61%
	75%

	Colorado
	83%
	89%
	77%
	80%
	94%
	-
	-

	Connecticut
	60%
	84%
	52%
	52%
	84%
	83%
	70%

	Delaware
	n<
	79%
	45%
	50%
	72%
	n<
	73%

	District of Columbia
	n<
	n<
	38%
	45%
	91%
	-
	-

	Florida
	69%
	85%
	55%
	68%
	81%
	-
	-

	Georgia
	94%
	94%
	81%
	86%
	93%
	-
	90%

	Hawaii
	75%
	65%
	66%
	70%
	81%
	-
	-

	Idaho
	74%
	86%
	77%
	75%
	90%
	82%
	88%

	Illinois
	66%
	89%
	58%
	63%
	85%
	78%
	79%

	Indiana
	80%
	88%
	66%
	73%
	86%
	83%
	79%

	Iowa
	70%
	80%
	57%
	66%
	85%
	73%
	80%

	Kansas
	88%
	91%
	78%
	83%
	93%
	86%
	90%

	Kentucky
	69%
	81%
	54%
	67%
	76%
	-
	69%

	Louisiana
	74%
	88%
	62%
	69%
	82%
	85%
	81%

	Maine
	62%
	66%
	41%
	54%
	68%
	n<
	n<

	Maryland
	83%
	96%
	80%
	87%
	95%
	93%
	93%

	Massachusetts
	36%
	64%
	30%
	29%
	60%
	55%
	53%

	Michigan
	78%
	92%
	69%
	78%
	88%
	90%
	83%

	Minnesota
	56%
	66%
	53%
	54%
	82%
	-
	-

	Mississippi
	43%
	74%
	42%
	52%
	67%
	-
	-

	Missouri
	47%
	66%
	32%
	39%
	58%
	44%
	51%

	Montana
	60%
	85%
	78%
	79%
	87%
	74%
	-

	Nebraska
	50%
	75%
	54%
	60%
	82%
	-
	-

	Nevada
	58%
	79%
	48%
	55%
	77%
	65%
	74%

	New Hampshire
	n<
	79%
	60%
	63%
	78%
	n<
	71%

	New Jersey
	64%
	83%
	40%
	46%
	74%
	73%
	64%

	New Mexico
	32%
	66%
	43%
	41%
	63%
	-
	-

	New York
	46%
	71%
	42%
	44%
	67%
	-
	60%

	North Carolina
	60%
	81%
	55%
	58%
	83%
	-
	75%

	North Dakota
	52%
	76%
	62%
	57%
	80%
	-
	-

	Ohio
	85%
	92%
	65%
	76%
	89%
	-
	82%

	Oklahoma
	59%
	70%
	45%
	50%
	68%
	-
	-

	Oregon
	77%
	90%
	74%
	75%
	89%
	80%
	87%

	Pennsylvania
	67%
	84%
	51%
	55%
	79%
	-
	66%

	Puerto Rico
	-
	-
	-
	44%
	48%
	-
	33%

	Rhode Island
	61%
	76%
	53%
	51%
	76%
	-
	-

	South Carolina
	76%
	90%
	66%
	71%
	87%
	84%
	82%

	South Dakota
	52%
	74%
	60%
	64%
	83%
	73%
	75%

	Tennessee
	40%
	62%
	25%
	32%
	52%
	58%
	-

	Texas
	86%
	93%
	79%
	82%
	93%
	-
	-

	Utah
	50%
	76%
	55%
	56%
	81%
	65%
	78%

	Vermont
	n<
	72%
	53%
	55%
	70%
	n<
	64%

	Virginia
	86%
	93%
	77%
	81%
	92%
	90%
	89%

	Washington
	47%
	78%
	50%
	48%
	74%
	53%
	70%

	West Virginia
	n<
	66%
	41%
	46%
	48%
	n<
	47%

	Wisconsin
	78%
	82%
	60%
	71%
	89%
	-
	-

	Wyoming
	57%
	91%
	80%
	74%
	87%
	n<
	n<


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.

Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states.  Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html

Exhibit 7
Percentage of Fourth-Grade Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Reading/Language Arts, by State, Gender, and Special Populations: 2010–11
	States
	Female
	Male
	Students With Disabilities
	Economically Disadvantaged
	LEP
	Migrant

	Alabama
	91%
	85%
	52%
	83%
	65%
	74%

	Alaska
	78%
	71%
	39%
	63%
	27%
	60%

	Arizona
	79%
	72%
	41%
	67%
	33%
	53%

	Arkansas
	87%
	77%
	41%
	76%
	74%
	68%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	45%
	35%
	18%
	40%
	31%
	-

	California
	67%
	60%
	44%
	52%
	37%
	40%

	Colorado
	91%
	86%
	52%
	80%
	68%
	72%

	Connecticut
	75%
	72%
	47%
	53%
	25%
	-

	Delaware
	63%
	58%
	30%
	49%
	24%
	n<

	District of Columbia
	47%
	41%
	16%
	36%
	26%
	-

	Florida
	74%
	69%
	43%
	63%
	38%
	50%

	Georgia
	91%
	85%
	66%
	83%
	81%
	78%

	Hawaii
	72%
	64%
	17%
	57%
	28%
	46%

	Idaho
	89%
	84%
	49%
	81%
	49%
	66%

	Illinois
	78%
	71%
	41%
	62%
	34%
	53%

	Indiana
	85%
	79%
	64%
	74%
	61%
	63%

	Iowa
	83%
	80%
	48%
	71%
	56%
	62%

	Kansas
	91%
	89%
	80%
	84%
	79%
	76%

	Kentucky
	78%
	70%
	54%
	66%
	49%
	50%

	Louisiana
	77%
	67%
	41%
	66%
	58%
	67%

	Maine
	72%
	63%
	29%
	56%
	41%
	n<

	Maryland
	91%
	86%
	72%
	81%
	80%
	n<

	Massachusetts
	61%
	45%
	15%
	32%
	18%
	n<

	Michigan
	87%
	81%
	58%
	76%
	67%
	69%

	Minnesota
	78%
	72%
	46%
	60%
	43%
	39%

	Mississippi
	59%
	49%
	26%
	45%
	39%
	38%

	Missouri
	58%
	48%
	31%
	39%
	25%
	35%

	Montana
	86%
	81%
	53%
	75%
	40%
	78%

	Nebraska
	78%
	73%
	53%
	63%
	50%
	50%

	Nevada
	69%
	60%
	29%
	54%
	49%
	56%

	New Hampshire
	80%
	74%
	40%
	64%
	38%
	-

	New Jersey
	67%
	59%
	36%
	42%
	24%
	39%

	New Mexico
	52%
	41%
	17%
	39%
	17%
	19%

	New York
	61%
	53%
	24%
	45%
	22%
	33%

	North Carolina
	75%
	69%
	42%
	59%
	39%
	55%

	North Dakota
	80%
	74%
	66%
	67%
	35%
	30%

	Ohio
	87%
	83%
	63%
	76%
	65%
	62%

	Oklahoma
	63%
	60%
	46%
	53%
	33%
	45%

	Oregon
	88%
	83%
	53%
	79%
	64%
	67%

	Pennsylvania
	76%
	69%
	47%
	58%
	30%
	33%

	Puerto Rico
	49%
	41%
	36%
	43%
	36%
	-

	Rhode Island
	74%
	64%
	30%
	56%
	26%
	-

	South Carolina
	83%
	74%
	40%
	70%
	70%
	65%

	South Dakota
	80%
	75%
	53%
	66%
	35%
	31%

	Tennessee
	48%
	42%
	39%
	32%
	12%
	27%

	Texas
	87%
	84%
	77%
	80%
	76%
	72%

	Utah
	79%
	73%
	49%
	65%
	33%
	49%

	Vermont
	72%
	66%
	20%
	56%
	42%
	23%

	Virginia
	89%
	85%
	69%
	78%
	71%
	68%

	Washington
	72%
	62%
	31%
	53%
	21%
	36%

	West Virginia
	56%
	41%
	23%
	38%
	45%
	n<

	Wisconsin
	86%
	81%
	51%
	72%
	64%
	71%

	Wyoming
	87%
	81%
	55%
	77%
	45%
	63%


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.
The Bureau of Indian Education, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Rhode Island do not have migrant programs.  

Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 8
Percentage of Eighth-Grade Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Mathematics, by State and Racial/Ethnic Group: 2010–11 
	States
	American Indian and Alaskan Native
	Asian
	Black
	Hispanic
	White
	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	Two or More Races

	Alabama
	84%
	93%
	64%
	73%
	84%
	-
	57%

	Alaska
	48%
	74%
	49%
	61%
	78%
	49%
	64%

	Arizona
	31%
	77%
	42%
	44%
	67%
	-
	-

	Arkansas
	60%
	78%
	37%
	57%
	72%
	33%
	68%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	28%
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	36%
	72%
	28%
	34%
	56%
	42%
	50%

	Colorado
	72%
	90%
	64%
	68%
	87%
	-
	-

	Connecticut
	84%
	94%
	65%
	64%
	92%
	n<
	n<

	Delaware
	n<
	87%
	46%
	51%
	73%
	n<
	65%

	District of Columbia
	-
	89%
	56%
	62%
	92%
	-
	-

	Florida
	68%
	87%
	51%
	66%
	77%
	-
	-

	Georgia
	89%
	94%
	80%
	84%
	91%
	-
	90%

	Hawaii
	55%
	53%
	52%
	40%
	62%
	-
	-

	Idaho
	59%
	79%
	60%
	65%
	83%
	74%
	78%

	Illinois
	79%
	96%
	74%
	82%
	91%
	90%
	88%

	Indiana
	72%
	85%
	52%
	67%
	81%
	87%
	73%

	Iowa
	60%
	81%
	44%
	60%
	80%
	53%
	70%

	Kansas
	78%
	89%
	64%
	71%
	87%
	71%
	79%

	Kentucky
	53%
	73%
	35%
	50%
	63%
	-
	52%

	Louisiana
	61%
	82%
	43%
	59%
	74%
	48%
	70%

	Maine
	52%
	70%
	32%
	49%
	60%
	n<
	n<

	Maryland
	65%
	90%
	47%
	57%
	81%
	64%
	75%

	Massachusetts
	39%
	74%
	28%
	27%
	58%
	46%
	52%

	Michigan
	76%
	91%
	57%
	70%
	84%
	83%
	77%

	Minnesota
	25%
	52%
	25%
	27%
	59%
	-
	-

	Mississippi
	73%
	88%
	55%
	66%
	76%
	-
	-

	Missouri
	46%
	71%
	26%
	40%
	57%
	44%
	49%

	Montana
	39%
	78%
	49%
	53%
	71%
	58%
	-

	Nebraska
	35%
	69%
	27%
	39%
	69%
	-
	-

	Nevada
	47%
	81%
	41%
	49%
	69%
	59%
	68%

	New Hampshire
	52%
	74%
	35%
	37%
	67%
	50%
	58%

	New Jersey
	67%
	91%
	47%
	57%
	81%
	75%
	65%

	New Mexico
	28%
	71%
	35%
	34%
	59%
	-
	-

	New York
	45%
	83%
	39%
	46%
	71%
	-
	66%

	North Carolina
	79%
	93%
	73%
	81%
	91%
	-
	86%

	North Dakota
	40%
	67%
	42%
	56%
	76%
	-
	-

	Ohio
	73%
	87%
	47%
	62%
	81%
	-
	70%

	Oklahoma
	59%
	85%
	48%
	53%
	69%
	-
	-

	Oregon
	52%
	80%
	38%
	49%
	69%
	52%
	67%

	Pennsylvania
	71%
	88%
	54%
	56%
	81%
	-
	68%

	Puerto Rico
	-
	-
	-
	9%
	n<
	-
	n<

	Rhode Island
	37%
	63%
	32%
	31%
	64%
	-
	-

	South Carolina
	63%
	91%
	56%
	68%
	78%
	83%
	72%

	South Dakota
	45%
	62%
	59%
	65%
	82%
	n<
	n<

	Tennessee
	36%
	61%
	16%
	27%
	41%
	43%
	-

	Texas
	85%
	94%
	79%
	83%
	93%
	-
	-

	Utah
	38%
	75%
	42%
	45%
	75%
	54%
	68%

	Vermont
	n<
	70%
	37%
	57%
	65%
	n<
	58%

	Virginia
	83%
	93%
	72%
	78%
	87%
	84%
	86%

	Washington
	31%
	70%
	29%
	33%
	57%
	35%
	51%

	West Virginia
	n<
	77%
	27%
	39%
	42%
	n<
	37%

	Wisconsin
	68%
	80%
	45%
	63%
	85%
	-
	-

	Wyoming
	42%
	81%
	40%
	54%
	75%
	n<
	n<


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.
Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 9
Percentage of Eighth-Grade Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Mathematics, by State, Gender, and Special Populations: 2010–11 
	States
	Female
	Male
	Students With Disabilities
	Economically Disadvantaged
	LEP
	Migrant

	Alabama
	81%
	73%
	39%
	68%
	49%
	71%

	Alaska
	68%
	67%
	28%
	55%
	26%
	56%

	Arizona
	55%
	53%
	17%
	43%
	8%
	32%

	Arkansas
	65%
	61%
	21%
	52%
	42%
	45%

	Bureau of Indian Education 
	28%
	28%
	13%
	28%
	24%
	-

	California
	46%
	43%
	20%
	34%
	18%
	34%

	Colorado
	81%
	79%
	37%
	67%
	42%
	55%

	Connecticut
	85%
	82%
	50%
	66%
	36%
	-

	Delaware
	63%
	61%
	25%
	49%
	20%
	n<

	District of Columbia
	62%
	55%
	24%
	55%
	42%
	-

	Florida
	69%
	67%
	38%
	58%
	34%
	54%

	Georgia
	88%
	85%
	65%
	81%
	68%
	75%

	Hawaii
	55%
	52%
	10%
	44%
	23%
	32%

	Idaho
	80%
	79%
	33%
	71%
	34%
	59%

	Illinois
	88%
	84%
	53%
	79%
	59%
	54%

	Indiana
	77%
	77%
	49%
	65%
	49%
	75%

	Iowa
	76%
	77%
	35%
	63%
	44%
	56%

	Kansas
	83%
	81%
	62%
	73%
	62%
	66%

	Kentucky
	62%
	57%
	32%
	48%
	25%
	36%

	Louisiana
	58%
	60%
	26%
	50%
	34%
	53%

	Maine
	58%
	60%
	22%
	44%
	28%
	n<

	Maryland
	68%
	65%
	35%
	48%
	31%
	n<

	Massachusetts
	53%
	52%
	14%
	30%
	14%
	n<

	Michigan
	78%
	78%
	50%
	67%
	57%
	71%

	Minnesota
	54%
	52%
	20%
	33%
	20%
	21%

	Mississippi
	70%
	61%
	25%
	57%
	53%
	57%

	Missouri
	52%
	51%
	22%
	36%
	26%
	34%

	Montana
	67%
	65%
	24%
	52%
	16%
	50%

	Nebraska
	61%
	60%
	26%
	44%
	22%
	27%

	Nevada
	61%
	57%
	19%
	49%
	27%
	n<

	New Hampshire
	65%
	66%
	26%
	45%
	13%
	-

	New Jersey
	72%
	71%
	33%
	53%
	30%
	51%

	New Mexico
	41%
	41%
	13%
	32%
	10%
	37%

	New York
	62%
	58%
	27%
	48%
	32%
	39%

	North Carolina
	86%
	82%
	59%
	76%
	67%
	78%

	North Dakota
	71%
	72%
	44%
	55%
	21%
	60%

	Ohio
	75%
	75%
	41%
	60%
	45%
	67%

	Oklahoma
	65%
	63%
	41%
	55%
	41%
	49%

	Oregon
	65%
	64%
	25%
	53%
	23%
	44%

	Pennsylvania
	76%
	74%
	41%
	60%
	35%
	36%

	Puerto Rico
	9%
	8%
	6%
	8%
	6%
	-

	Rhode Island
	54%
	55%
	18%
	36%
	11%
	-

	South Carolina
	73%
	66%
	29%
	59%
	65%
	69%

	South Dakota
	79%
	75%
	36%
	63%
	24%
	<10%

	Tennessee
	36%
	34%
	19%
	22%
	8%
	<20%

	Texas
	87%
	86%
	74%
	82%
	61%
	75%

	Utah
	70%
	69%
	33%
	55%
	20%
	37%

	Vermont
	65%
	63%
	16%
	46%
	30%
	25%

	Virginia
	85%
	80%
	60%
	73%
	70%
	61%

	Washington
	52%
	50%
	13%
	35%
	13%
	25%

	West Virginia
	41%
	41%
	15%
	30%
	36%
	n<

	Wisconsin
	78%
	79%
	41%
	64%
	51%
	56%

	Wyoming
	72%
	70%
	26%
	59%
	24%
	73%


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.
The Bureau of Indian Education, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Rhode Island do not have migrant programs.  
Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 10
Percentage of Eighth-Grade Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Reading/Language Arts, by State and Racial/Ethnic Group: 2010–11 
	States
	American Indian and Alaskan Native
	Asian
	Black
	Hispanic
	White
	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	Two or More Races

	Alabama
	83%
	85%
	64%
	72%
	85%
	-
	63%

	Alaska
	65%
	86%
	74%
	80%
	92%
	64%
	82%

	Arizona
	50%
	84%
	63%
	63%
	82%
	-
	-

	Arkansas
	78%
	85%
	59%
	73%
	83%
	51%
	84%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	39%
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	51%
	76%
	42%
	44%
	73%
	51%
	66%

	Colorado
	86%
	90%
	81%
	83%
	94%
	-
	-

	Connecticut
	n<
	90%
	65%
	63%
	90%
	n<
	82%

	Delaware
	n<
	81%
	46%
	49%
	72%
	n<
	61%

	District of Columbia
	-
	77%
	47%
	52%
	86%
	-
	-

	Florida
	53%
	72%
	37%
	51%
	67%
	-
	-

	Georgia
	94%
	95%
	93%
	93%
	97%
	-
	97%

	Hawaii
	75%
	64%
	74%
	61%
	82%
	-
	-

	Idaho
	86%
	89%
	88%
	86%
	94%
	88%
	91%

	Illinois
	79%
	94%
	74%
	80%
	90%
	90%
	86%

	Indiana
	66%
	76%
	51%
	61%
	77%
	80%
	70%

	Iowa
	70%
	78%
	47%
	58%
	78%
	55%
	66%

	Kansas
	82%
	87%
	73%
	77%
	92%
	77%
	87%

	Kentucky
	67%
	79%
	53%
	65%
	74%
	-
	67%

	Louisiana
	72%
	82%
	52%
	63%
	78%
	52%
	74%

	Maine
	67%
	84%
	52%
	67%
	73%
	n<
	n<

	Maryland
	79%
	93%
	72%
	77%
	91%
	82%
	91%

	Massachusetts
	73%
	85%
	64%
	58%
	85%
	78%
	80%

	Michigan
	76%
	90%
	68%
	75%
	86%
	89%
	84%

	Minnesota
	47%
	60%
	44%
	46%
	74%
	-
	-

	Mississippi
	51%
	76%
	38%
	46%
	63%
	-
	-

	Missouri
	51%
	63%
	28%
	43%
	59%
	45%
	53%

	Montana
	64%
	89%
	76%
	79%
	88%
	81%
	-

	Nebraska
	48%
	73%
	46%
	50%
	79%
	-
	-

	Nevada
	33%
	61%
	28%
	33%
	56%
	42%
	53%

	New Hampshire
	72%
	87%
	61%
	61%
	79%
	64%
	73%

	New Jersey
	75%
	93%
	63%
	70%
	90%
	81%
	79%

	New Mexico
	44%
	74%
	46%
	47%
	70%
	-
	-

	New York
	32%
	60%
	29%
	30%
	60%
	-
	55%

	North Carolina
	54%
	76%
	51%
	57%
	81%
	-
	73%

	North Dakota
	54%
	56%
	57%
	64%
	80%
	-
	-

	Ohio
	84%
	91%
	71%
	78%
	89%
	-
	85%

	Oklahoma
	72%
	80%
	59%
	61%
	80%
	-
	-

	Oregon
	60%
	78%
	52%
	56%
	77%
	58%
	76%

	Pennsylvania
	77%
	87%
	63%
	59%
	86%
	-
	78%

	Puerto Rico
	-
	-
	-
	45%
	42%
	-
	48%

	Rhode Island
	65%
	76%
	58%
	53%
	82%
	-
	-

	South Carolina
	64%
	84%
	52%
	65%
	78%
	83%
	70%

	South Dakota
	49%
	66%
	58%
	62%
	79%
	n<
	n<

	Tennessee
	46%
	64%
	26%
	36%
	56%
	55%
	-

	Texas
	94%
	95%
	91%
	91%
	97%
	-
	-

	Utah
	76%
	88%
	77%
	77%
	93%
	85%
	89%

	Vermont
	n<
	81%
	58%
	78%
	77%
	n<
	72%

	Virginia
	89%
	96%
	82%
	87%
	94%
	89%
	94%

	Washington
	49%
	78%
	54%
	54%
	74%
	56%
	71%

	West Virginia
	n<
	75%
	39%
	47%
	49%
	n<
	48%

	Wisconsin
	82%
	85%
	65%
	78%
	91%
	-
	-

	Wyoming
	52%
	87%
	58%
	62%
	80%
	n<
	n<


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.

Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report.: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 11
Percentage of Eighth-Grade Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Reading/Language Arts, by State, Gender, and Special Populations: 2010–11 
	States
	Female
	Male
	Students With Disabilities
	Economically Disadvantaged
	LEP
	Migrant

	Alabama
	82%
	72%
	35%
	68%
	33%
	66%

	Alaska
	87%
	80%
	47%
	73%
	41%
	72%

	Arizona
	77%
	66%
	28%
	61%
	9%
	46%

	Arkansas
	83%
	71%
	28%
	68%
	60%
	57%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	43%
	36%
	21%
	39%
	32%
	-

	California
	60%
	52%
	33%
	43%
	14%
	34%

	Colorado
	93%
	87%
	53%
	82%
	56%
	67%

	Connecticut
	85%
	79%
	54%
	64%
	26%
	-

	Delaware
	65%
	58%
	24%
	49%
	12%
	n<

	District of Columbia
	55%
	44%
	17%
	43%
	27%
	-

	Florida
	59%
	53%
	27%
	44%
	12%
	29%

	Georgia
	97%
	93%
	79%
	93%
	78%
	86%

	Hawaii
	72%
	61%
	17%
	57%
	22%
	44%

	Idaho
	94%
	91%
	58%
	89%
	61%
	74%

	Illinois
	88%
	82%
	49%
	77%
	44%
	48%

	Indiana
	77%
	67%
	40%
	60%
	34%
	54%

	Iowa
	77%
	72%
	29%
	60%
	35%
	42%

	Kansas
	89%
	87%
	70%
	80%
	65%
	69%

	Kentucky
	79%
	65%
	38%
	61%
	33%
	46%

	Louisiana
	71%
	61%
	30%
	57%
	27%
	55%

	Maine
	78%
	68%
	32%
	61%
	44%
	n<

	Maryland
	86%
	79%
	56%
	71%
	35%
	n<

	Massachusetts
	85%
	74%
	41%
	62%
	25%
	n<

	Michigan
	86%
	78%
	51%
	73%
	57%
	65%

	Minnesota
	73%
	63%
	36%
	50%
	25%
	32%

	Mississippi
	57%
	44%
	12%
	39%
	22%
	36%

	Missouri
	58%
	48%
	21%
	39%
	18%
	32%

	Montana
	89%
	81%
	45%
	75%
	28%
	>80%

	Nebraska
	75%
	68%
	35%
	56%
	21%
	35%

	Nevada
	50%
	39%
	11%
	33%
	9%
	n<

	New Hampshire
	82%
	75%
	42%
	63%
	32%
	-

	New Jersey
	86%
	79%
	49%
	66%
	33%
	58%

	New Mexico
	57%
	50%
	20%
	45%
	16%
	37%

	New York
	53%
	42%
	16%
	32%
	8%
	24%

	North Carolina
	72%
	68%
	39%
	56%
	26%
	41%

	North Dakota
	80%
	72%
	55%
	64%
	24%
	73%

	Ohio
	89%
	82%
	55%
	77%
	54%
	72%

	Oklahoma
	78%
	70%
	50%
	66%
	31%
	59%

	Oregon
	77%
	68%
	30%
	61%
	18%
	44%

	Pennsylvania
	84%
	76%
	46%
	66%
	28%
	33%

	Puerto Rico
	54%
	36%
	24%
	43%
	20%
	-

	Rhode Island
	78%
	70%
	37%
	59%
	19%
	-

	South Carolina
	74%
	63%
	25%
	56%
	59%
	54%

	South Dakota
	79%
	70%
	33%
	61%
	19%
	<20%

	Tennessee
	51%
	45%
	35%
	34%
	4%
	<20%

	Texas
	95%
	92%
	83%
	90%
	66%
	82%

	Utah
	93%
	87%
	59%
	82%
	47%
	75%

	Vermont
	81%
	72%
	26%
	61%
	45%
	50%

	Virginia
	92%
	89%
	68%
	83%
	77%
	74%

	Washington
	75%
	64%
	24%
	56%
	15%
	40%

	West Virginia
	58%
	40%
	15%
	37%
	41%
	-

	Wisconsin
	90%
	84%
	51%
	77%
	65%
	80%

	Wyoming
	81%
	73%
	32%
	68%
	33%
	55%


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing. 
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.
The Bureau of Indian Education, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Rhode Island do not have migrant programs.  

Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report.: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 12
Percentage of High School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Mathematics, by State and Racial/Ethnic Group: 2010–11 
	States
	American Indian and Alaskan Native
	Asian
	Black
	Hispanic
	White
	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	Two or More Races

	Alabama
	88%
	96%
	77%
	83%
	90%
	-
	83%

	Alaska
	43%
	66%
	40%
	54%
	71%
	34%
	61%

	Arizona
	38%
	80%
	48%
	49%
	72%
	-
	-

	Arkansas
	80%
	89%
	54%
	70%
	83%
	50%
	80%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	29%
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	47%
	81%
	35%
	45%
	69%
	52%
	59%

	Colorado
	54%
	79%
	46%
	51%
	79%
	-
	-

	Connecticut
	66%
	87%
	50%
	57%
	89%
	47%
	77%

	Delaware
	n<
	86%
	40%
	51%
	70%
	n<
	61%

	District of Columbia
	n<
	n<
	39%
	50%
	87%
	-
	-

	Florida
	69%
	86%
	49%
	67%
	80%
	-
	-

	Georgia
	82%
	94%
	75%
	80%
	91%
	-
	87%

	Hawaii
	50%
	40%
	30%
	35%
	44%
	-
	-

	Idaho
	64%
	79%
	59%
	62%
	82%
	66%
	78%

	Illinois
	47%
	78%
	21%
	35%
	65%
	54%
	53%

	Indiana
	79%
	88%
	64%
	76%
	86%
	83%
	77%

	Iowa
	61%
	75%
	43%
	56%
	80%
	64%
	70%

	Kansas
	74%
	86%
	59%
	71%
	87%
	63%
	78%

	Kentucky
	34%
	71%
	28%
	39%
	48%
	-
	36%

	Louisiana
	70%
	87%
	53%
	67%
	79%
	65%
	71%

	Maine
	32%
	62%
	21%
	36%
	50%
	n<
	n<

	Maryland
	84%
	96%
	71%
	81%
	93%
	58%
	92%

	Massachusetts
	65%
	88%
	57%
	52%
	83%
	76%
	76%

	Michigan
	43%
	76%
	20%
	36%
	60%
	47%
	56%

	Minnesota
	22%
	42%
	17%
	22%
	54%
	-
	-

	Mississippi
	84%
	95%
	66%
	83%
	84%
	-
	-

	Missouri
	52%
	75%
	34%
	52%
	66%
	56%
	59%

	Montana
	30%
	71%
	46%
	52%
	64%
	48%
	-

	Nebraska
	30%
	63%
	21%
	30%
	62%
	-
	-

	Nevada
	67%
	87%
	53%
	62%
	83%
	76%
	83%

	New Hampshire
	n<
	53%
	15%
	18%
	36%
	n<
	29%

	New Jersey
	71%
	91%
	49%
	60%
	85%
	87%
	60%

	New Mexico
	26%
	69%
	28%
	31%
	57%
	-
	-

	New York
	85%
	96%
	81%
	84%
	95%
	-
	92%

	North Carolina
	74%
	92%
	71%
	80%
	90%
	-
	84%

	North Dakota
	31%
	52%
	21%
	40%
	64%
	-
	-

	Ohio
	83%
	92%
	62%
	75%
	88%
	-
	80%

	Oklahoma
	72%
	87%
	65%
	67%
	82%
	-
	-

	Oregon
	53%
	83%
	41%
	51%
	73%
	54%
	69%

	Pennsylvania
	44%
	80%
	34%
	35%
	65%
	-
	48%

	Puerto Rico
	-
	-
	-
	8%
	<10%
	-
	n<

	Rhode Island
	18%
	38%
	13%
	14%
	41%
	-
	-

	South Carolina
	49%
	79%
	31%
	48%
	66%
	64%
	55%

	South Dakota
	34%
	65%
	37%
	41%
	72%
	n<
	n<

	Tennessee
	46%
	63%
	31%
	42%
	52%
	49%
	-

	Texas
	73%
	89%
	61%
	69%
	83%
	-
	-

	Utah
	27%
	41%
	22%
	23%
	44%
	33%
	38%

	Vermont
	n<
	51%
	13%
	29%
	38%
	n<
	29%

	Virginia
	92%
	96%
	83%
	87%
	94%
	89%
	93%

	Washington
	50%
	81%
	43%
	47%
	73%
	46%
	68%

	West Virginia
	n<
	71%
	30%
	47%
	45%
	n<
	54%

	Wisconsin
	56%
	68%
	32%
	47%
	79%
	-
	-

	Wyoming
	38%
	75%
	36%
	43%
	63%
	62%
	64%


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 13
Percentage of High School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Mathematics, by State, Gender, and Special Populations: 2010–11 
	States
	Female
	Male
	Students With Disabilities
	Economically Disadvantaged
	LEP
	Migrant

	Alabama
	87%
	84%
	42%
	78%
	64%
	72%

	Alaska
	62%
	60%
	20%
	47%
	20%
	51%

	Arizona
	62%
	58%
	20%
	48%
	13%
	38%

	Arkansas
	77%
	75%
	60%
	68%
	57%
	61%

	Bureau of Indian Education 
	31%
	27%
	13%
	29%
	27%
	-

	California
	55%
	57%
	19%
	45%
	22%
	42%

	Colorado
	69%
	68%
	25%
	51%
	23%
	31%

	Connecticut
	78%
	78%
	41%
	55%
	30%
	-

	Delaware
	59%
	59%
	27%
	46%
	22%
	-

	District of Columbia
	45%
	40%
	13%
	38%
	31%
	-

	Florida
	68%
	71%
	36%
	59%
	33%
	53%

	Georgia
	84%
	83%
	50%
	76%
	62%
	70%

	Hawaii
	42%
	38%
	5%
	31%
	17%
	23%

	Idaho
	78%
	79%
	31%
	69%
	30%
	58%

	Illinois
	49%
	54%
	19%
	30%
	15%
	18%

	Indiana
	84%
	81%
	56%
	72%
	63%
	71%

	Iowa
	75%
	78%
	34%
	60%
	33%
	35%

	Kansas
	82%
	82%
	61%
	71%
	58%
	58%

	Kentucky
	47%
	45%
	19%
	34%
	17%
	29%

	Louisiana
	67%
	68%
	27%
	58%
	41%
	55%

	Maine
	47%
	51%
	15%
	31%
	12%
	n<

	Maryland
	85%
	83%
	49%
	75%
	59%
	-

	Massachusetts
	78%
	76%
	39%
	59%
	34%
	-

	Michigan
	51%
	54%
	24%
	34%
	22%
	30%

	Minnesota
	46%
	51%
	17%
	27%
	9%
	13%

	Mississippi
	78%
	71%
	36%
	69%
	77%
	78%

	Missouri
	60%
	60%
	27%
	47%
	40%
	32%

	Montana
	58%
	61%
	20%
	43%
	10%
	73%

	Nebraska
	54%
	54%
	19%
	35%
	11%
	17%

	Nevada
	73%
	72%
	30%
	62%
	31%
	n<

	New Hampshire
	33%
	38%
	8%
	17%
	11%
	n<

	New Jersey
	74%
	76%
	37%
	57%
	32%
	n<

	New Mexico
	36%
	41%
	12%
	27%
	8%
	26%

	New York
	92%
	89%
	59%
	85%
	75%
	85%

	North Carolina
	85%
	82%
	48%
	74%
	52%
	74%

	North Dakota
	56%
	63%
	32%
	43%
	7%
	50%

	Ohio
	84%
	83%
	48%
	72%
	55%
	>90%

	Oklahoma
	78%
	76%
	61%
	69%
	55%
	77%

	Oregon
	68%
	68%
	23%
	55%
	22%
	47%

	Pennsylvania
	59%
	59%
	25%
	41%
	24%
	28%

	Puerto Rico
	8%
	7%
	4%
	7%
	9%
	-

	Rhode Island
	32%
	34%
	9%
	17%
	2%
	-

	South Carolina
	52%
	52%
	15%
	37%
	36%
	n<

	South Dakota
	69%
	67%
	19%
	50%
	8%
	<10%

	Tennessee
	51%
	43%
	21%
	36%
	20%
	31%

	Texas
	74%
	74%
	52%
	66%
	43%
	62%

	Utah
	39%
	39%
	25%
	32%
	12%
	27%

	Vermont
	37%
	39%
	4%
	20%
	9%
	n<

	Virginia
	91%
	90%
	76%
	84%
	82%
	>90%

	Washington
	68%
	67%
	23%
	51%
	28%
	37%

	West Virginia
	45%
	45%
	16%
	33%
	40%
	-

	Wisconsin
	71%
	72%
	30%
	52%
	28%
	34%

	Wyoming
	59%
	61%
	18%
	46%
	16%
	30%


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.

A number with a > or < indicates that the value has been blurred because of a small n-size.

The Bureau of Indian Education, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Rhode Island do not have migrant programs. 
Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report.: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 14
Percentage of High School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Reading/Language Arts, by State and Racial/Ethnic Groups: 2010–11 
	States
	American Indian and Alaskan Native
	Asian
	Black
	Hispanic
	White
	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	Two or More Races

	Alabama
	87%
	86%
	74%
	75%
	89%
	-
	86%

	Alaska
	59%
	74%
	65%
	75%
	88%
	49%
	80%

	Arizona
	60%
	85%
	70%
	69%
	88%
	-
	-

	Arkansas
	69%
	68%
	41%
	50%
	74%
	40%
	71%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	44%
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	54%
	77%
	43%
	48%
	75%
	54%
	66%

	Colorado
	87%
	90%
	84%
	86%
	96%
	-
	-

	Connecticut
	66%
	87%
	58%
	63%
	89%
	55%
	80%

	Delaware
	n<
	75%
	49%
	53%
	74%
	n<
	68%

	District of Columbia
	n<
	n<
	42%
	55%
	89%
	-
	-

	Florida
	41%
	61%
	24%
	38%
	56%
	-
	-

	Georgia
	92%
	94%
	87%
	88%
	95%
	-
	95%

	Hawaii
	72%
	63%
	70%
	67%
	81%
	-
	-

	Idaho
	77%
	79%
	69%
	74%
	90%
	83%
	91%

	Illinois
	46%
	67%
	26%
	34%
	64%
	49%
	57%

	Indiana
	61%
	72%
	48%
	59%
	78%
	74%
	72%

	Iowa
	66%
	73%
	50%
	59%
	80%
	64%
	69%

	Kansas
	88%
	85%
	75%
	79%
	92%
	79%
	89%

	Kentucky
	63%
	71%
	50%
	61%
	68%
	-
	60%

	Louisiana
	60%
	72%
	47%
	53%
	70%
	48%
	67%

	Maine
	35%
	52%
	23%
	45%
	51%
	n<
	n<

	Maryland
	88%
	91%
	71%
	76%
	90%
	64%
	89%

	Massachusetts
	71%
	87%
	69%
	64%
	89%
	85%
	86%

	Michigan
	59%
	73%
	37%
	50%
	70%
	59%
	63%

	Minnesota
	56%
	62%
	48%
	53%
	81%
	-
	-

	Mississippi
	66%
	78%
	44%
	58%
	72%
	-
	-

	Missouri
	69%
	79%
	55%
	66%
	78%
	72%
	77%

	Montana
	62%
	82%
	80%
	78%
	86%
	71%
	-

	Nebraska
	44%
	63%
	41%
	46%
	75%
	-
	-

	Nevada
	94%
	96%
	89%
	91%
	97%
	94%
	n<

	New Hampshire
	n<
	77%
	54%
	56%
	75%
	n<
	70%

	New Jersey
	88%
	94%
	78%
	80%
	95%
	95%
	77%

	New Mexico
	35%
	61%
	42%
	42%
	66%
	-
	-

	New York
	89%
	95%
	87%
	87%
	96%
	-
	95%

	North Carolina
	56%
	78%
	55%
	58%
	77%
	-
	72%

	North Dakota
	42%
	49%
	35%
	53%
	68%
	-
	-

	Ohio
	86%
	90%
	72%
	80%
	91%
	-
	86%

	Oklahoma
	81%
	83%
	72%
	71%
	87%
	-
	-

	Oregon
	77%
	84%
	63%
	67%
	88%
	74%
	85%

	Pennsylvania
	60%
	75%
	44%
	45%
	74%
	-
	61%

	Puerto Rico
	-
	-
	-
	38%
	26%
	-
	19%

	Rhode Island
	58%
	78%
	57%
	60%
	83%
	-
	-

	South Carolina
	49%
	79%
	31%
	48%
	66%
	64%
	55%

	South Dakota
	46%
	58%
	34%
	49%
	73%
	n<
	n<

	Tennessee
	49%
	72%
	36%
	46%
	66%
	67%
	-

	Texas
	90%
	93%
	87%
	87%
	94%
	-
	-

	Utah
	71%
	82%
	66%
	70%
	91%
	74%
	85%

	Vermont
	n<
	75%
	43%
	70%
	72%
	n<
	74%

	Virginia
	92%
	96%
	89%
	91%
	96%
	94%
	96%

	Washington
	71%
	87%
	71%
	72%
	89%
	69%
	87%

	West Virginia
	n<
	71%
	29%
	45%
	45%
	n<
	51%

	Wisconsin
	64%
	67%
	43%
	56%
	82%
	-
	-

	Wyoming
	55%
	70%
	55%
	57%
	72%
	69%
	82%


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state's reporting n-size.


Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 15
Percentage of High School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Reading/Language Arts, by State, Gender, and Special Populations: 2010–11  
	States
	Female
	Male
	Students With Disabilities
	Economically Disadvantaged
	LEP
	Migrant

	Alabama
	85%
	81%
	37%
	75%
	33%
	62%

	Alaska
	82%
	74%
	37%
	65%
	27%
	65%

	Arizona
	80%
	76%
	37%
	68%
	12%
	45%

	Arkansas
	71%
	59%
	25%
	53%
	23%
	36%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	48%
	39%
	22%
	44%
	35%
	-

	California
	63%
	55%
	22%
	46%
	13%
	36%

	Colorado
	94%
	89%
	62%
	85%
	60%
	70%

	Connecticut
	85%
	77%
	50%
	60%
	34%
	-

	Delaware
	65%
	62%
	31%
	51%
	7%
	-

	District of Columbia
	50%
	40%
	15%
	40%
	22%
	-

	Florida
	45%
	43%
	21%
	31%
	6%
	19%

	Georgia
	93%
	90%
	62%
	87%
	68%
	75%

	Hawaii
	70%
	62%
	19%
	54%
	17%
	46%

	Idaho
	89%
	85%
	43%
	80%
	35%
	53%

	Illinois
	54%
	48%
	21%
	31%
	5%
	22%

	Indiana
	75%
	71%
	37%
	59%
	26%
	43%

	Iowa
	81%
	73%
	30%
	62%
	28%
	31%

	Kansas
	90%
	88%
	73%
	81%
	61%
	65%

	Kentucky
	74%
	59%
	27%
	55%
	21%
	40%

	Louisiana
	67%
	52%
	30%
	50%
	14%
	40%

	Maine
	54%
	46%
	17%
	34%
	4%
	n<

	Maryland
	86%
	78%
	50%
	71%
	35%
	-

	Massachusetts
	87%
	81%
	50%
	69%
	27%
	-

	Michigan
	66%
	61%
	36%
	48%
	23%
	28%

	Minnesota
	77%
	73%
	43%
	57%
	28%
	44%

	Mississippi
	62%
	52%
	11%
	45%
	31%
	44%

	Missouri
	78%
	71%
	34%
	61%
	38%
	51%

	Montana
	87%
	79%
	43%
	72%
	19%
	n<

	Nebraska
	71%
	64%
	28%
	51%
	12%
	28%

	Nevada
	96%
	92%
	70%
	91%
	71%
	n<

	New Hampshire
	80%
	67%
	31%
	56%
	23%
	n<

	New Jersey
	92%
	87%
	62%
	79%
	36%
	n<

	New Mexico
	54%
	43%
	15%
	37%
	9%
	32%

	New York
	94%
	91%
	65%
	88%
	65%
	81%

	North Carolina
	76%
	62%
	25%
	55%
	16%
	41%

	North Dakota
	70%
	60%
	36%
	50%
	9%
	50%

	Ohio
	90%
	86%
	59%
	79%
	50%
	60%

	Oklahoma
	86%
	80%
	58%
	75%
	37%
	69%

	Oregon
	85%
	81%
	43%
	74%
	23%
	57%

	Pennsylvania
	72%
	64%
	34%
	50%
	14%
	24%

	Puerto Rico
	45%
	29%
	14%
	35%
	14%
	-

	Rhode Island
	80%
	72%
	38%
	62%
	20%
	-

	South Carolina
	52%
	52%
	15%
	37%
	36%
	n<

	South Dakota
	73%
	66%
	22%
	54%
	6%
	12%

	Tennessee
	62%
	53%
	23%
	43%
	8%
	45%

	Texas
	93%
	87%
	66%
	86%
	53%
	80%

	Utah
	90%
	84%
	53%
	77%
	30%
	52%

	Vermont
	79%
	65%
	20%
	55%
	27%
	n<

	Virginia
	95%
	93%
	76%
	89%
	73%
	70%

	Washington
	88%
	82%
	41%
	74%
	27%
	59%

	West Virginia
	51%
	38%
	14%
	32%
	34%
	-

	Wisconsin
	79%
	72%
	35%
	59%
	29%
	35%

	Wyoming
	76%
	65%
	26%
	59%
	16%
	<20%


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.
The Bureau of Indian Education, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Rhode Island, do not have migrant programs.  

Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
C. Achievement Results—Science
School year 2010–11 results in science for the “all students” group by school level and for disaggregated groups by school level are included as exhibits 16–22.  
Exhibit 16
Percentage of All Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Science, by State and School Level: 2010–11 
	States
	Elementary School
	Middle School
	High School

	Alabama *, **
	79%
	94%
	69%

	Alaska
	50%
	65%
	57%

	Arizona
	60%
	47%
	63%

	Arkansas
	57%
	42%
	40%

	Bureau  of Indian Education *
	22%
	29%
	25%

	California *
	57%
	49%
	62%

	Colorado *
	84%
	70%
	76%

	Connecticut *
	82%
	81%
	76%

	Delaware
	49%
	40%
	48%

	District of Columbia*
	32%
	50%
	32%

	Florida *
	51%
	41%
	46%

	Georgia
	79%
	92%
	68%

	Hawaii **
	44%
	22%
	26%

	Idaho *, **
	67%
	69%
	57%

	Illinois **
	79%
	50%
	82%

	Indiana**
	76%
	29%
	-

	Iowa
	82%
	81%
	83%

	Kansas**
	93%
	86%
	84%

	Kentucky**
	70%
	42%
	64%

	Louisiana
	62%
	63%
	57%

	Maine*
	64%
	44%
	71%

	Maryland*
	67%
	81%
	70%

	Massachusetts*
	50%
	65%
	39%

	Michigan*
	78%
	61%
	78%

	Minnesota*
	47%
	54%
	45%

	Mississippi*
	52%
	56%
	58%

	Missouri*
	51%
	61%
	50%

	Montana
	62%
	48%
	65%

	Nebraska
	96%
	87%
	90%

	Nevada*
	54%
	71%
	48%

	New Hampshire
	55%
	27%
	27%

	New Jersey
	90%
	58%
	81%

	New Mexico
	47%
	39%
	40%

	New York
	89%
	-
	72%

	North Carolina*
	73%
	83%
	75%

	North Dakota
	69%
	62%
	64%

	Ohio*
	72%
	75%
	68%

	Oklahoma*
	88%
	78%
	90%

	Oregon*
	74%
	70%
	71%

	Pennsylvania
	82%
	41%
	58%

	Puerto Rico
	68%
	46%
	27%

	Rhode Island
	44%
	25%
	25%

	South Carolina
	71%
	64%
	70%

	South Dakota*
	78%
	68%
	72%

	Tennessee
	47%
	52%
	60%

	Texas*
	85%
	75%
	78%

	Utah
	65%
	66%
	73%

	Vermont
	53%
	30%
	29%

	Virginia*
	87%
	91%
	92%

	Washington*
	56%
	52%
	62%

	West Virginia
	39%
	39%
	42%

	Wisconsin
	78%
	75%
	78%

	Wyoming
	55%
	49%
	51%


*States are required to test for science in only one grade in elementary school.  An asterisk indicates a state that submitted fifth-grade student data.  Otherwise, data presented are fourth-grade student data.

**States are required to test for science in only one grade in middle school.  A double asterisk indicates a state that submitted sixth-or seventh-grade student data.  Otherwise, data presented are eighth-grade student data.

NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 17
Percentage of Elementary School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Science, by State and Racial/Ethnic Group: 2010–11 

	State
	American Indian and Alaskan Native
	Asian
	Black
	Hispanic
	White
	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	Two or More Races

	Alabama*
	85%
	92%
	65%
	72%
	87%
	-
	71%

	Alaska
	24%
	34%
	29%
	46%
	67%
	22%
	50%

	Arizona
	35%
	78%
	48%
	46%
	78%
	-
	-

	Arkansas*
	55%
	70%
	28%
	45%
	67%
	22%
	63%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	22%
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California*
	51%
	77%
	43%
	45%
	76%
	48%
	71%

	Colorado*
	75%
	86%
	70%
	71%
	93%
	-
	-

	Connecticut*
	71%
	90%
	60%
	61%
	92%
	76%
	82%

	Delaware
	n<
	70%
	27%
	37%
	65%
	n<
	54%

	District of Columbia*
	-
	-
	31%
	n<
	n<
	-
	-

	Florida *
	51%
	71%
	31%
	47%
	64%
	-
	-

	Georgia
	88%
	90%
	67%
	76%
	90%
	-
	85%

	Hawaii
	46%
	49%
	35%
	44%
	60%
	30%
	48%

	Idaho*
	42%
	72%
	46%
	43%
	73%
	56%
	65%

	Illinois
	74%
	90%
	58%
	69%
	90%
	82%
	83%

	Indiana
	73%
	84%
	47%
	64%
	83%
	83%
	72%

	Iowa
	67%
	80%
	54%
	68%
	86%
	71%
	79%

	Kansas
	n<
	92%
	80%
	86%
	97%
	>90%
	93%

	Kentucky
	61%
	71%
	44%
	59%
	75%
	-
	64%

	Louisiana
	70%
	80%
	44%
	62%
	81%
	74%
	73%

	Maine*
	58%
	68%
	32%
	50%
	66%
	68%
	58%

	Maryland*
	64%
	82%
	48%
	57%
	82%
	61%
	76%

	Massachusetts*
	38%
	58%
	20%
	21%
	59%
	50%
	50%

	Michigan*
	74%
	87%
	53%
	68%
	85%
	87%
	77%

	Minnesota*
	22%
	38%
	20%
	24%
	54%
	-
	-

	Mississippi*
	41%
	72%
	34%
	53%
	71%
	-
	-

	Missouri*
	53%
	60%
	20%
	35%
	59%
	39%
	48%

	Montana
	30%
	72%
	48%
	48%
	68%
	46%
	-

	Nebraska
	96%
	>90%
	n<
	95%
	>97%
	-
	-

	Nevada*
	46%
	66%
	33%
	43%
	69%
	46%
	63%

	New Hampshire
	n<
	58%
	28%
	30%
	57%
	<20%
	-

	New Jersey
	88%
	96%
	78%
	81%
	96%
	94%
	91%

	New Mexico
	27%
	64%
	39%
	41%
	68%
	-
	-

	New York
	86%
	93%
	80%
	82%
	94%
	-
	92%

	North Carolina*
	66%
	84%
	55%
	62%
	85%
	-
	75%

	North Dakota
	41%
	60%
	40%
	45%
	74%
	-
	-

	Ohio*
	65%
	84%
	39%
	56%
	80%
	-
	66%

	Oklahoma*
	88%
	91%
	75%
	82%
	92%
	-
	-

	Oregon*
	61%
	78%
	52%
	54%
	81%
	55%
	79%

	Pennsylvania
	77%
	87%
	59%
	64%
	89%
	-
	76%

	Puerto Rico
	-
	-
	-
	68%
	59%
	-
	62%

	Rhode Island
	26%
	46%
	22%
	20%
	55%
	-
	-

	South Carolina
	70%
	85%
	52%
	64%
	84%
	78%
	75%

	South Dakota*
	46%
	57%
	56%
	65%
	84%
	>80%
	n<

	Tennessee
	46%
	63%
	21%
	31%
	57%
	55%
	-

	Texas*
	86%
	92%
	78%
	82%
	93%
	-
	-

	Utah
	37%
	65%
	38%
	36%
	72%
	39%
	66%

	Vermont
	n<
	50%
	30%
	30%
	54%
	n<
	49%

	Virginia*
	89%
	92%
	77%
	77%
	92%
	87%
	90%

	Washington*
	35%
	67%
	31%
	34%
	64%
	31%
	57%

	West Virginia
	n<
	55%
	26%
	34%
	40%
	n<
	34%

	Wisconsin
	70%
	76%
	49%
	64%
	84%
	-
	-

	Wyoming
	17%
	62%
	35%
	41%
	59%
	n<
	n<


*States are required to test for science only in one grade in elementary school.  An asterisk indicates a state that submitted fifth-grade student data.  Otherwise, data presented are fourth-grade student data.

NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state's reporting n-size.
A number with a > or < indicates that the value has been blurred because of a small n-size.

Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 18
Percentage of Elementary School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Science, by State, Gender, and Special Populations: 2010–11 
	States
	Female
	Male
	Students with Disabilities
	Economically Disadvantaged
	LEP
	Migrant

	Alabama*
	-
	-
	46%
	71%
	51%
	-

	Alaska
	48%
	51%
	29%
	35%
	8%
	31%

	Arizona
	60%
	61%
	36%
	47%
	11%
	28%

	Arkansas*
	56%
	57%
	27%
	46%
	37%
	41%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	21%
	24%
	14%
	22%
	14%
	-

	California*
	55%
	59%
	45%
	45%
	26%
	29%

	Colorado*
	84%
	84%
	53%
	72%
	50%
	55%

	Connecticut*
	83%
	81%
	47%
	63%
	29%
	-

	Delaware
	47%
	50%
	22%
	36%
	14%
	n<

	District of Columbia*
	31%
	33%
	42%
	31%
	<20%
	-

	Florida*
	49%
	54%
	31%
	40%
	17%
	27%

	Georgia
	79%
	79%
	57%
	71%
	67%
	67%

	Hawaii
	41%
	46%
	14%
	30%
	13%
	30%

	Idaho*
	66%
	68%
	29%
	57%
	16%
	24%

	Illinois
	79%
	79%
	60%
	68%
	46%
	63%

	Indiana
	76%
	76%
	63%
	66%
	52%
	63%

	Iowa
	82%
	83%
	60%
	73%
	60%
	61%

	Kansas
	93%
	93%
	84%
	89%
	82%
	82%

	Kentucky
	70%
	71%
	50%
	61%
	39%
	54%

	Louisiana
	61%
	63%
	43%
	54%
	50%
	58%

	Maine*
	64%
	65%
	36%
	53%
	29%
	n<

	Maryland*
	67%
	67%
	38%
	48%
	30%
	

	Massachusetts*
	47%
	52%
	21%
	25%
	10%
	30%

	Michigan*
	78%
	77%
	55%
	66%
	49%
	58%

	Minnesota*
	45%
	48%
	29%
	28%
	11%
	14%

	Mississippi*
	50%
	54%
	30%
	41%
	41%
	48%

	Missouri*
	49%
	53%
	30%
	36%
	19%
	26%

	Montana
	61%
	63%
	40%
	49%
	14%
	52%

	Nebraska
	97%
	96%
	89%
	95%
	90%
	90%

	Nevada*
	53%
	55%
	28%
	42%
	36%
	38%

	New Hampshire
	56%
	54%
	26%
	36%
	18%
	-

	New Jersey
	90%
	89%
	77%
	80%
	58%
	69%

	New Mexico
	46%
	47%
	25%
	38%
	18%
	33%

	New York
	89%
	88%
	72%
	83%
	65%
	79%

	North Carolina*
	71%
	76%
	50%
	62%
	41%
	63%

	North Dakota
	67%
	71%
	56%
	57%
	25%
	30%

	Ohio*
	71%
	73%
	48%
	57%
	38%
	48%

	Oklahoma*
	88%
	88%
	76%
	85%
	69%
	75%

	Oregon*
	72%
	76%
	47%
	63%
	33%
	42%

	Pennsylvania
	82%
	82%
	60%
	70%
	41%
	44%

	Puerto Rico
	72%
	65%
	59%
	67%
	60%
	-

	Rhode Island
	45%
	42%
	12%
	25%
	7%
	-

	South Carolina
	70%
	72%
	43%
	60%
	63%
	54%

	South Dakota*
	76%
	79%
	51%
	65%
	29%
	16%

	Tennessee
	43%
	50%
	31%
	33%
	13%
	27%

	Texas*
	84%
	87%
	67%
	80%
	67%
	74%

	Utah
	63%
	66%
	41%
	49%
	15%
	21%

	Vermont
	52%
	55%
	23%
	38%
	15%
	n<

	Virginia*
	86%
	88%
	64%
	77%
	59%
	67%

	Washington*
	56%
	55%
	26%
	39%
	12%
	21%

	West Virginia
	36%
	41%
	24%
	29%
	32%
	n<

	Wisconsin
	78%
	77%
	61%
	65%
	59%
	49%

	Wyoming
	55%
	54%
	33%
	44%
	18%
	47%


*States are required to test for science in only one grade in elementary school.  An asterisk indicates a state that submitted fifth-grade student data.  Otherwise, data presented are fourth-grade student data.

NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state's reporting n-size.
A number with a > or < indicates that the value has been blurred because of a small n-size.

The Bureau of Indian Education, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Rhode Island do not have migrant programs. 
Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 19
Percentage of Middle School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Science, by State and Racial/Ethnic Group: 2010–11 
	States
	American Indian and Alaskan Native
	Asian
	Black
	Hispanic
	White
	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	Two or More Races

	Alabama*
	77%
	85%
	53%
	60%
	78%
	-
	63%

	Alaska
	30%
	53%
	40%
	50%
	71%
	30%
	54%

	Arizona
	39%
	81%
	51%
	50%
	79%
	-
	-

	Arkansas
	42%
	51%
	15%
	29%
	49%
	18%
	46%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	29%
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	55%
	83%
	47%
	52%
	77%
	59%
	70%

	Colorado
	65%
	83%
	57%
	59%
	86%
	-
	-

	Connecticut
	n<
	87%
	49%
	50%
	87%
	n<
	75%

	Delaware
	n<
	71%
	28%
	32%
	63%
	n<
	46%

	District of Columbia
	-
	-
	29%
	n<
	n<
	-
	-

	Florida
	45%
	65%
	24%
	40%
	59%
	-
	-

	Georgia
	74%
	84%
	52%
	61%
	81%
	-
	75%

	Hawaii*
	34%
	31%
	26%
	20%
	42%
	14%
	33%

	Idaho*
	30%
	63%
	36%
	31%
	63%
	56%
	56%

	Illinois*
	75%
	92%
	65%
	75%
	90%
	88%
	84%

	Indiana*
	61%
	70%
	31%
	45%
	69%
	56%
	55%

	Iowa
	75%
	83%
	58%
	71%
	86%
	57%
	79%

	Kansas*
	77%
	84%
	59%
	70%
	91%
	81%
	82%

	Kentucky*
	67%
	74%
	35%
	55%
	68%
	-
	57%

	Louisiana
	63%
	78%
	37%
	57%
	75%
	42%
	69%

	Maine
	61%
	74%
	46%
	59%
	72%
	n<
	n<

	Maryland
	66%
	87%
	50%
	58%
	85%
	65%
	80%

	Massachusetts
	25%
	52%
	13%
	13%
	46%
	38%
	40%

	Michigan
	73%
	87%
	56%
	68%
	84%
	79%
	77%

	Minnesota
	21%
	34%
	17%
	20%
	52%
	-
	-

	Mississippi
	66%
	81%
	42%
	58%
	74%
	-
	-

	Missouri
	51%
	60%
	19%
	35%
	58%
	32%
	51%

	Montana
	33%
	74%
	50%
	51%
	70%
	65%
	-

	Nebraska
	77%
	88%
	65%
	83%
	95%
	-
	-

	Nevada
	36%
	64%
	29%
	35%
	63%
	46%
	58%

	New Hampshire
	n<
	38%
	7%
	10%
	28%
	<20%
	-

	New Jersey
	79%
	93%
	61%
	69%
	90%
	86%
	75%

	New Mexico
	22%
	64%
	40%
	33%
	62%
	-
	-

	New York
	63%
	81%
	49%
	53%
	87%
	-
	81%

	North Carolina
	63%
	84%
	56%
	65%
	86%
	-
	78%

	North Dakota
	32%
	57%
	35%
	44%
	69%
	-
	-

	Ohio
	66%
	81%
	35%
	53%
	75%
	-
	63%

	Oklahoma
	89%
	92%
	80%
	83%
	93%
	-
	-

	Oregon
	62%
	75%
	45%
	51%
	78%
	55%
	76%

	Pennsylvania
	58%
	69%
	27%
	29%
	67%
	-
	50%

	Puerto Rico
	-
	-
	-
	27%
	23%
	-
	19%

	Rhode Island
	13%
	36%
	8%
	7%
	33%
	-
	-

	South Carolina
	71%
	84%
	52%
	68%
	82%
	87%
	73%

	South Dakota
	42%
	59%
	52%
	59%
	77%
	n<
	n<

	Tennessee
	66%
	76%
	36%
	50%
	70%
	71%
	-

	Texas
	79%
	89%
	67%
	72%
	89%
	-
	-

	Utah
	43%
	76%
	48%
	45%
	79%
	47%
	73%

	Vermont
	n<
	31%
	12%
	23%
	29%
	n<
	26%

	Virginia
	94%
	95%
	84%
	86%
	96%
	92%
	95%

	Washington
	39%
	74%
	40%
	39%
	70%
	42%
	62%

	West Virginia
	n<
	68%
	26%
	38%
	42%
	n<
	43%

	Wisconsin
	69%
	74%
	45%
	62%
	84%
	-
	-

	Wyoming
	21%
	56%
	26%
	33%
	55%
	n<
	n<


*States are required to test for science in only one grade in middle school.  An asterisk indicates a state that submitted sixth- or seventh-grade student data.  Otherwise, data presented are eighth-grade student data.

NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state's reporting n-size.
A number with a > or < indicates that the value has been blurred because of a small n-size.

Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html

Exhibit 20
Percentage of Middle School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Science, by State, Gender, and Special Populations: 2010–11 
	States
	Female
	Male
	Students with Disabilities
	Economically Disadvantaged
	LEP
	Migrant

	Alabama*
	-
	-
	32%
	58%
	32%
	-

	Alaska
	55%
	58%
	23%
	39%
	6%
	38%

	Arizona
	64%
	63%
	26%
	51%
	6%
	31%

	Arkansas
	38%
	41%
	18%
	29%
	18%
	18%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	27%
	30%
	19%
	29%
	20%
	-

	California
	61%
	64%
	38%
	51%
	26%
	44%

	Colorado
	77%
	76%
	35%
	59%
	24%
	45%

	Connecticut
	77%
	74%
	37%
	51%
	15%
	-

	Delaware
	46%
	50%
	22%
	33%
	9%
	n<

	District of Columbia
	28%
	33%
	36%
	35%
	46%
	-

	Florida
	44%
	49%
	23%
	33%
	9%
	21%

	Georgia
	66%
	70%
	40%
	56%
	35%
	46%

	Hawaii*
	23%
	29%
	5%
	17%
	6%
	11%

	Idaho*
	55%
	59%
	19%
	44%
	6%
	19%

	Illinois*
	83%
	81%
	55%
	72%
	41%
	47%

	Indiana*
	60%
	64%
	40%`
	48%
	21%
	40%

	Iowa
	84%
	83%
	51%
	73%
	53%
	59%

	Kansas*
	82%
	86%
	67%
	74%
	58%
	66%

	Kentucky*
	63%
	65%
	36%
	53%
	24%
	43%

	Louisiana
	55%
	59%
	30%
	46%
	26%
	55%

	Maine
	69%
	73%
	41%
	60%
	34%
	n<

	Maryland
	70%
	69%
	35%
	50%
	19%
	n<

	Massachusetts
	37%
	41%
	11%
	17%
	3%
	n<

	Michigan
	79%
	76%
	46%
	66%
	48%
	59%

	Minnesota
	42%
	47%
	21%
	26%
	7%
	19%

	Mississippi
	57%
	58%
	23%
	46%
	35%
	48%

	Missouri
	48%
	53%
	23%
	35%
	15%
	24%

	Montana
	66%
	64%
	28%
	49%
	9%
	29%

	Nebraska
	91%
	90%
	73%
	83%
	64%
	73%

	Nevada
	47%
	49%
	17%
	36%
	11%
	n<

	New Hampshire
	26%
	28%
	7%
	12%
	<2%
	-

	New Jersey
	82%
	81%
	51%
	65%
	33%
	54%

	New Mexico
	39%
	41%
	15%
	31%
	7%
	<10%

	New York
	72%
	73%
	43%
	57%
	25%
	67%

	North Carolina
	74%
	76%
	51%
	63%
	41%
	52%

	North Dakota
	63%
	66%
	39%
	48%
	13%
	40%

	Ohio
	67%
	69%
	37%
	51%
	28%
	56%

	Oklahoma
	90%
	90%
	82%
	86%
	68%
	81%

	Oregon
	69%
	73%
	38%
	60%
	19%
	39%

	Pennsylvania
	57%
	58%
	29%
	37%
	9%
	12%

	Puerto Rico
	30%
	24%
	15%
	25%
	18%
	-

	Rhode Island
	25%
	26%
	5%
	9%
	<1%
	-

	South Carolina
	70%
	71%
	34%
	58%
	62%
	n<

	South Dakota
	70%
	73%
	35%
	58%
	19%
	<10%

	Tennessee
	60%
	60%
	37%
	47%
	12%
	30%

	Texas
	75%
	80%
	60%
	70%
	39%
	62%

	Utah
	71%
	74%
	35%
	57%
	17%
	42%

	Vermont
	28%
	29%
	4%
	14%
	8%
	n<

	Virginia
	92%
	92%
	72%
	84%
	71%
	62%

	Washington
	63%
	61%
	21%
	45%
	10%
	27%

	West Virginia
	40%
	43%
	12%
	30%
	32%
	n<

	Wisconsin
	78%
	77%
	48%
	63%
	46%
	60%

	Wyoming
	51%
	50%
	13%
	39%
	10%
	27%


*States are required to test for science in only one grade in middle school.  An asterisk indicates a state that submitted sixth- or seventh-grade student data.  Otherwise, data presented are eighth-grade student data.

NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing. 
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state's reporting n-size.
A number with a > or < indicates that the value has been blurred because of a small n-size.
The Bureau of Indian Education, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and Rhode Island do not have migrant programs.

Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 21
Percentage of High School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Science, by State and Racial/Ethnic Group: 2010–11 
	States
	American Indian and Alaskan Native
	Asian
	Black
	Hispanic
	White
	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	Two or More Races

	Alabama
	97%
	97%
	89%
	92%
	97%
	-
	89%

	Alaska
	43%
	60%
	42%
	55%
	77%
	31%
	69%

	Arizona
	24%
	65%
	35%
	32%
	62%
	-
	-

	Arkansas
	45%
	60%
	19%
	29%
	51%
	13%
	51%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	25%
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	45%
	71%
	33%
	37%
	66%
	40%
	56%

	Colorado
	57%
	74%
	51%
	50%
	82%
	-
	-

	Connecticut
	69%
	86%
	57%
	58%
	91%
	63%
	80%

	Delaware
	26%
	62%
	22%
	25%
	52%
	n<
	n<

	District of Columbia
	n<
	n<
	45%
	60%
	94%
	-
	-

	Florida
	36%
	58%
	21%
	34%
	52%
	-
	-

	Georgia
	94%
	96%
	88%
	90%
	96%
	-
	95%

	Hawaii
	29%
	26%
	19%
	21%
	37%
	10%
	24%

	Idaho
	48%
	69%
	47%
	45%
	74%
	55%
	77%

	Illinois
	45%
	70%
	18%
	31%
	65%
	47%
	53%

	Indiana
	n<
	24%
	15%
	19%
	34%
	n<
	26%

	Iowa
	62%
	80%
	53%
	67%
	84%
	69%
	77%

	Kansas
	85%
	86%
	62%
	73%
	91%
	78%
	86%

	Kentucky
	38%
	56%
	19%
	30%
	45%
	-
	34%

	Louisiana
	67%
	77%
	43%
	60%
	79%
	55%
	76%

	Maine
	26%
	50%
	19%
	37%
	45%
	n<
	n<

	Maryland
	86%
	94%
	67%
	79%
	92%
	74%
	91%

	Massachusetts
	49%
	74%
	38%
	34%
	74%
	69%
	65%

	Michigan
	54%
	75%
	26%
	46%
	69%
	52%
	58%

	Minnesota
	28%
	45%
	22%
	27%
	61%
	-
	-

	Mississippi
	62%
	80%
	38%
	63%
	74%
	-
	-

	Missouri
	60%
	70%
	34%
	50%
	66%
	49%
	67%

	Montana
	18%
	60%
	37%
	34%
	52%
	42%
	-

	Nebraska
	69%
	87%
	59%
	74%
	93%
	-
	-

	Nevada
	68%
	79%
	51%
	58%
	84%
	73%
	81%

	New Hampshire
	n<
	42%
	13%
	12%
	28%
	n<
	-

	New Jersey
	53%
	81%
	28%
	36%
	70%
	68%
	38%

	New Mexico
	23%
	60%
	30%
	31%
	62%
	-
	-

	New York
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	North Carolina
	74%
	89%
	70%
	78%
	90%
	-
	86%

	North Dakota
	37%
	50%
	27%
	45%
	66%
	-
	-

	Ohio
	71%
	86%
	47%
	61%
	81%
	-
	71%

	Oklahoma
	75%
	83%
	59%
	64%
	84%
	-
	-

	Oregon
	62%
	71%
	37%
	46%
	77%
	51%
	73%

	Pennsylvania
	35%
	51%
	13%
	16%
	47%
	-
	30%

	Puerto Rico
	-
	-
	-
	46%
	66%
	-
	39%

	Rhode Island
	15%
	26%
	7%
	7%
	32%
	-
	-

	South Carolina
	65%
	82%
	46%
	58%
	77%
	79%
	69%

	South Dakota
	37%
	60%
	31%
	44%
	72%
	n<
	n<

	Tennessee
	48%
	69%
	28%
	40%
	61%
	66%
	-

	Texas
	77%
	87%
	62%
	67%
	87%
	-
	-

	Utah
	38%
	61%
	39%
	38%
	72%
	40%
	64%

	Vermont
	n<
	41%
	7%
	24%
	31%
	n<
	21%

	Virginia
	91%
	95%
	82%
	84%
	95%
	92%
	94%

	Washington
	35%
	58%
	28%
	27%
	61%
	23%
	52%

	West Virginia
	n<
	64%
	26%
	39%
	39%
	n<
	34%

	Wisconsin
	63%
	67%
	36%
	52%
	83%
	-
	-

	Wyoming
	23%
	53%
	20%
	27%
	52%
	n<
	n<


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state's reporting n-size.

Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 22
Percentage of High School Students Performing at or Above Their State’s Proficient Level in Science, by State, Gender, and Special Populations: 2010–11 
	States
	Female
	Male
	Students with Disabilities
	Economically Disadvantaged
	LEP
	Migrant

	Alabama
	-
	-
	71%
	91%
	72%
	-

	Alaska
	63%
	67%
	29%
	47%
	14%
	49%

	Arizona
	47%
	47%
	18%
	34%
	4%
	16%

	Arkansas
	42%
	43%
	33%
	31%
	14%
	16%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	25%
	26%
	13%
	25%
	14%
	-

	California
	48%
	51%
	23%
	37%
	12%
	29%

	Colorado
	71%
	70%
	30%
	51%
	15%
	24%

	Connecticut
	82%
	81%
	46%
	59%
	22%
	-

	Delaware
	38%
	43%
	22%
	27%
	5%
	n<

	District of Columbia
	55%
	45%
	29%
	43%
	31%
	-

	Florida
	37%
	45%
	23%
	28%
	6%
	17%

	Georgia
	93%
	92%
	67%
	88%
	74%
	81%

	Hawaii
	22%
	23%
	3%
	13%
	3%
	10%

	Idaho
	68%
	71%
	26%
	58%
	12%
	31%

	Illinois
	46%
	53%
	20%
	26%
	9%
	18%

	Indiana
	25%
	32%
	13%
	20%
	7%
	n<

	Iowa
	83%
	79%
	46%
	68%
	43%
	46%

	Kansas
	85%
	88%
	67%
	76%
	60%
	65%

	Kentucky
	38%
	45%
	18%
	30%
	6%
	13%

	Louisiana
	58%
	69%
	33%
	50%
	24%
	41%

	Maine
	40%
	48%
	14%
	29%
	6%
	n<

	Maryland
	81%
	82%
	52%
	70%
	59%
	n<

	Massachusetts
	66%
	65%
	29%
	43%
	16%
	-

	Michigan
	60%
	62%
	28%
	42%
	22%
	43%

	Minnesota
	54%
	54%
	23%
	33%
	11%
	22%

	Mississippi
	55%
	56%
	19%
	43%
	44%
	50%

	Missouri
	58%
	63%
	30%
	46%
	29%
	39%

	Montana
	45%
	50%
	18%
	32%
	4%
	47%

	Nebraska
	87%
	88%
	71%
	77%
	55%
	70%

	Nevada
	69%
	73%
	34%
	59%
	21%
	n<

	New Hampshire
	27%
	28%
	5%
	11%
	<2%
	n<

	New Jersey
	58%
	57%
	21%
	32%
	10%
	n<

	New Mexico
	35%
	44%
	15%
	27%
	6%
	21%

	New York
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	North Carolina
	83%
	84%
	55%
	73%
	43%
	71%

	North Dakota
	56%
	68%
	35%
	47%
	9%
	n<

	Ohio
	75%
	76%
	41%
	60%
	32%
	52%

	Oklahoma
	77%
	79%
	66%
	69%
	35%
	59%

	Oregon
	66%
	73%
	32%
	56%
	11%
	34%

	Pennsylvania
	37%
	44%
	20%
	22%
	4%
	<2%

	Puerto Rico
	48%
	45%
	22%
	43%
	24%
	-

	Rhode Island
	25%
	26%
	6%
	11%
	2%
	-

	South Carolina
	65%
	64%
	27%
	51%
	47%
	48%

	South Dakota
	67%
	69%
	20%
	51%
	6%
	19%

	Tennessee
	53%
	51%
	23%
	37%
	12%
	<20%

	Texas
	73%
	76%
	46%
	65%
	31%
	53%

	Utah
	63%
	68%
	36%
	52%
	12%
	26%

	Vermont
	30%
	31%
	2%
	15%
	<5%
	n<

	Virginia
	90%
	91%
	70%
	82%
	70%
	74%

	Washington
	51%
	53%
	16%
	33%
	4%
	15%

	West Virginia
	39%
	38%
	8%
	27%
	18%
	n<

	Wisconsin
	74%
	76%
	41%
	57%
	29%
	44%

	Wyoming
	49%
	49%
	11%
	35%
	<5%
	n<


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state's reporting n-size.
A number with a > or < indicates that the value has been blurred because of a small n-size.
The Bureau of Indian Education, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Rhode Island, and Puerto Rico do not have migrant programs.
Both content and achievement standards vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states.  Additionally, variation in content and achievement standards across grades should be evaluated if and before comparing data across grade levels.
SOURCE:  SY2010-11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
V. English Language Acquisition
A. Background
English language acquisition and academic achievement of LEP students are addressed by ESEA Title I, Part A and Title III, Part A.  Under Titles I and III, states must ensure that school districts in each state provide for an annual assessment of English language proficiency of all LEP students in grades K–12.  The annual assessment must measure students’ levels of listening, speaking, reading, writing, and comprehension in English.  

Title III of the ESEA is designed to improve the education of LEP students, and immigrant children and youths.  States are required to establish annual measurable achievement objectives (AMAOs) for improving the English language proficiency and academic achievement of LEP students.  States must hold districts accountable for meeting AMAOs and implementing language instruction education programs that are scientifically based and effective in increasing English proficiency and students’ academic achievement.  Under Title III, states collect, synthesize, and report data to the Department on LEP students’ progress in learning and attaining proficiency in English and achievement in mathematics and reading/language arts.   

The Department collects data on the English language acquisition of all LEP students and of LEP students served under Title III.  For all LEP students, data are collected on the number tested on English Language Proficiency (ELP) assessments, and on the number and percentage that scored at the proficient level or above.  For students served under Title III, states submit data on the number and percentage of students making progress in learning English (AMAO 1), and the number and percentage attaining English language proficiency (AMAO 2), as measured by state ELP assessments.  Each state establishes its own English language proficiency standards and assessments (or belongs to a consortium of states that carries out this work) and sets its own AMAO targets.  AMAO targets reflect the number or percentage of students projected to attain proficiency and make progress in learning English, as well as AYP for the LEP subgroup under Title I, Part A (AMAO 3).  As state ELP standards and assessments, and AMAO targets are specific to each state, cross-state comparisons are unlikely to yield meaningful inferences about LEP student achievement.  

B. Results

In the 2010–11 school year, state-reported data indicated a national enrollment total of 4.3 million LEP students, which represented approximately 9 percent of the total student population.  Of these students, 4.1 million (94 percent) were reported to have received Title III services.  The percentage of LEP students served by Title III varied across states (see Exhibit 23).
Exhibit 23
Number and Percentage of All LEP Students and Title III-Served LEP Students, by State: 2010–11 

	States
	All LEP Students 
	% of Total State Student Population
	Title III-Served LEP Students
	% of LEP Students Served by Title III

	Total
	4,371,553
	9%
	4,089,353
	94%

	Alabama
	20,124
	3%
	18,527
	92%

	Alaska
	16,313
	12%
	14,753
	90%

	Arizona
	100,683
	9%
	91,257
	91%

	Arkansas
	32,743
	7%
	29,795
	91%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	15,726
	37%
	-
	-

	California
	1,441,643
	23%
	1,030,935
	72%

	Colorado***
	110,377
	13%
	110,206
	100%

	Connecticut
	31,121
	6%
	30,429
	98%

	Delaware
	6,864
	5%
	6,704
	98%

	District of Columbia
	6,238
	9%
	5,889
	94%

	Florida
	264,183
	10%
	235,954
	89%

	Georgia
	88,144
	5%
	77,165
	88%

	Hawaii
	19,709
	11%
	19,709
	100%

	Idaho
	16,280
	6%
	15,565
	96%

	Illinois
	179,824
	9%
	160,493
	89%

	Indiana
	49,191
	5%
	47,749
	97%

	Iowa
	21,415
	4%
	21,415
	100%

	Kansas
	43,454
	9%
	33,093
	76%

	Kentucky
	15,743
	2%
	15,743
	100%

	Louisiana
	13,042
	2%
	12,398
	95%

	Maine
	5,183
	3%
	4,772
	92%

	Maryland***
	51,911
	6%
	51,889
	100%

	Massachusetts
	70,459
	7%
	50,666
	72%

	Michigan
	73,881
	5%
	67,773
	92%

	Minnesota
	69,681
	8%
	65,532
	94%

	Mississippi
	6,710
	1%
	5,710
	85%

	Missouri
	22,712
	2%
	18,444
	81%

	Montana
	3,300
	2%
	830
	25%

	Nebraska
	20,548
	7%
	20,389
	99%

	Nevada
	87,286
	20%
	76,571
	88%

	New Hampshire
	4,697
	2%
	3,601
	77%

	New Jersey
	56,140
	4%
	54,870
	98%

	New Mexico**
	54,284
	16%
	54,724
	101%

	New York
	238,792
	9%
	233,700
	98%

	North Carolina
	110,086
	7%
	108,653
	99%

	North Dakota
	3,687
	4%
	3,312
	90%

	Ohio
	38,312
	2%
	36,311
	95%

	Oklahoma
	39,648
	6%
	35,275
	89%

	Oregon
	62,403
	11%
	58,925
	94%

	Pennsylvania
	47,091
	3%
	44,350
	94%

	Puerto Rico*
	2,994
	1%
	2,994
	100%

	Rhode Island
	7,399
	5%
	7,257
	98%

	South Carolina
	36,385
	5%
	33,297
	92%

	South Dakota
	4,921
	4%
	3,811
	77%

	Tennessee
	32,142
	3%
	31,749
	99%

	Texas***
	743,810
	15%
	742,234
	100%

	Utah
	44,845
	8%
	43,942
	98%

	Vermont
	1,676
	2%
	1,326
	79%

	Virginia***
	97,033
	8%
	96,735
	100%

	Washington
	98,467
	9%
	97,948
	99%

	West Virginia
	1,727
	1%
	1,692
	98%

	Wisconsin
	48,205
	6%
	47,910
	99%

	Wyoming**
	1,982
	2%
	2,018
	102%


*ge ELP *Puerto Rico reports on students who are limited Spanish proficient.
**Value based on the numbers submitted by the state to the Department. The state submitted no explanatory comments for the percentage being more than 100 percent. 
***Rounding to the nearest whole percent caused these values to appear as 100 percent. Other values appearing as 100 percent truly are 100 percent.
NOTES: BIE does not receive Title III funding, so it is not required to submit Title III data. The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
SOURCE: Common Core of Data and SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report.: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
1. All LEP Students
Exhibit 24 shows the languages most commonly spoken at home by LEP students.  Spanish is by far the mostly common of these, with over 3.1 million more speakers than the next most commonly spoken one (Vietnamese), and it is spoken at home by 74 percent of all LEP students.  After Spanish, the languages most commonly spoken at home vary by state.  Exhibit 24 represents the total number and percentage of speakers for the top 10 languages, nationally aggregated for all LEP students. Together, these 10 languages represent 84 percent of the home languages spoken by LEP students.
Exhibit 24
Languages Most Commonly Spoken at Home by LEP Student Populations: 2010–11
	Language
	Student Count
	Percentage of All LEP Students

	Spanish
	3,226,000
	74%

	Vietnamese
	86,000
	2%

	Arabic
	79,000
	2%

	Chinese
	78,000
	2%

	Hmong
	45,000
	1%

	Haitian
	41,000
	1%

	Korean
	33,000
	1%

	Russian
	32,000
	1%

	Tagalog
	30,000
	1%

	Somali
	27,000
	1%


Note: Student counts are rounded to the nearest thousand.

Source: EDFacts
Exhibit 25 displays data on the number of LEP students tested for English language proficiency and the percentage of all LEP students who attained ELP on the ELP assessments in the 2010–11 school year.  Similar to other topics described in this report, there is wide variation across states in the percentage of students who attained English language proficiency.  Some of these differences could be attributed to differences in programs and definitions of proficiency in English across states.
2.   LEP Students Served by Title III 
States submit data to the Department on the percentage of students making progress in learning English and the percentage attaining English language proficiency.  States collect these data from their local education agencies and then use the data to make AMAO determinations.  
States have flexibility in how they determine their calculations for “making progress” and “attaining proficiency,” and in setting their AMAO targets, which contributes to the wide range in data reported by states.  For example, some states have set AMAO targets for cohorts based on the amount of time a student has been enrolled in a language instruction educational program, and some states may have set a higher cut score than others for a child to be considered ”proficient” in English.  
AMAO 1 and 2 results for the 2010–11 school year are included in Exhibit 26.  Additional information on Title III-served students will be published in the Title III biennial report to Congress, produced by the Office of English Language Acquisition, Language Enhancement, and Academic Achievement for Limited English Proficient Students and published on the Department’s website.

Exhibit 25
Number of All LEP Students Tested for English Language Proficiency and the Percentage Who Attained Proficiency in English, by State: 2010–11 
	 States
	Total number of all LEP students assessed for ELP
	Percentage of all LEP students who attained English Proficiency

	Alabama
	19,100
	20%

	Alaska
	14,879
	12%

	Arizona
	85,591
	33%

	Arkansas
	31,214
	7%

	Bureau of Indian Education**
	17,244
	21%

	California**
	1,476,048
	31%

	Colorado
	99,127
	9%

	Connecticut
	30,433
	35%

	Delaware**
	6,871
	22%

	District of Columbia
	5,664
	23%

	Florida
	214,920
	15%

	Georgia
	81,684
	14%

	Hawaii
	18,831
	15%

	Idaho
	14,633
	34%

	Illinois
	169,045
	16%

	Indiana**
	56,177
	21%

	Iowa
	20,818
	21%

	Kansas
	40,594
	32%

	Kentucky**
	16,782
	13%

	Louisiana
	12,518
	4%

	Maine
	4,781
	23%

	Maryland
	49,152
	18%

	Massachusetts
	65,746
	38%

	Michigan
	59,463
	36%

	Minnesota
	59,437
	10%

	Mississippi
	6,698
	19%

	Missouri
	20,611
	8%

	Montana
	2,781
	17%

	Nebraska
	18,666
	31%

	Nevada
	71,457
	14%

	New Hampshire
	4,583
	17%

	New Jersey
	56,113
	26%

	New Mexico
	53,599
	10%

	New York
	208,364
	17%

	North Carolina
	102,709
	16%

	North Dakota
	3,159
	15%

	Ohio
	34,025
	32%

	Oklahoma
	38,058
	12%

	Oregon
	58,002
	17%

	Pennsylvania**
	47,110
	31%

	Puerto Rico*
	1,470
	4%

	Rhode Island
	7,107
	23%

	South Carolina
	33,846
	8%

	South Dakota
	4,482
	8%

	Tennessee
	28,441
	24%

	Texas
	735,255
	37%

	Utah
	39,297
	64%

	Vermont
	1,592
	16%

	Virginia
	97,033
	14%

	Washington
	91,472
	20%

	West Virginia
	1,666
	51%

	Wisconsin
	46,772
	23%

	Wyoming**
	2,603
	64%


*ge ELP *Puerto Rico reports on students who are limited Spanish proficient.

**The Bureau of Indian Education, California, Delaware, Indiana, Kentucky, Pennsylvania and Wyoming reported numbers of students assessed that exceeded the number of students enrolled.  This can occur for a variety of reasons, including a difference in the date that the students were counted or the inclusion of non-LEP students in ELP testing. 
NOTES: ELP standards, assessments, and AMAOs vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states.

SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 26
Percentage of Title III-Served LEP Students Making Progress and Attaining English Language Proficiency Annual Measurable Achievement Objective Results, by State: 2010–11 
	 States
	Making Progress
	ELP Attainment

	Alabama
	71%
	21%

	Alaska
	34%
	12%

	Arizona
	63%
	33%

	Arkansas
	34%
	7%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	-
	-

	California
	54%
	29%

	Colorado
	47%
	9%

	Connecticut
	35%
	43%

	Delaware
	68%
	25%

	District of Columbia
	31%
	13%

	Florida
	30%
	15%

	Georgia
	64%
	14%

	Hawaii
	57%
	16%

	Idaho
	37%
	34%

	Illinois
	63%
	14%

	Indiana
	46%
	21%

	Iowa
	57%
	21%

	Kansas
	68%
	33%

	Kentucky
	39%
	13%

	Louisiana
	54%
	11%

	Maine
	78%
	22%

	Maryland
	70%
	18%

	Massachusetts
	70%
	46%

	Michigan
	81%
	37%

	Minnesota
	95%
	10%

	Mississippi
	57%
	19%

	Missouri
	54%
	10%

	Montana
	27%
	19%

	Nebraska
	55%
	31%

	Nevada
	52%
	13%

	New Hampshire
	48%
	16%

	New Jersey
	47%
	26%

	New Mexico
	50%
	10%

	New York
	94%
	22%

	North Carolina
	59%
	16%

	North Dakota
	60%
	14%

	Ohio
	67%
	27%

	Oklahoma
	48%
	13%

	Oregon
	58%
	30%

	Pennsylvania
	63%
	31%

	Puerto Rico*
	75%
	4%

	Rhode Island
	35%
	23%

	South Carolina
	37%
	8%

	South Dakota
	42%
	7%

	Tennessee
	79%
	26%

	Texas
	66%
	37%

	Utah
	13%
	64%

	Vermont
	56%
	15%

	Virginia
	84%
	14%

	Washington
	76%
	20%

	West Virginia
	40%
	52%

	Wisconsin
	35%
	21%

	Wyoming
	84%
	17%


*Puerto Rico reports on students who are limited Spanish proficient.

NOTES: BIE does not receive Title III funding, so it is not required to submit Title III data.
The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
ELP standards, assessments, and AMAOs vary widely across states, so proficiency rates should not be compared across states. 
SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report.: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
VI. Accountability: Adequate Yearly Progress and Schools Identified for Improvement
A. Background
Under the ESEA, states establish a definition of AYP to use each year in determining whether each public elementary and secondary school district and school is on course to reach a goal of 100 percent proficiency by 2014.  States report to the Department on the number of schools for both all public schools and Title I schools that met AYP (see Exhibit 32).
To make AYP, a school must demonstrate three things:  1) that it has met the state’s targets (annual measurable objectives, or AMOs) for proficiency in mathematics and reading/language arts for the school as a whole and for each of its subgroups of students; 2) that at least 95 percent of all students and of each subgroup of students participated in the state’s mathematics and reading/language arts assessments; and 3) that it met the state’s target for an additional academic indicator (at the high school level, this additional academic indicator must be the graduation rate).  Title I schools that do not meet the state's definition of AYP for two consecutive years or more are identified for one of five improvement stages.  Once identified, states and districts must direct resources and tailor interventions to the needs of individual schools.  The statute requires a series of interventions for Title I schools in “school improvement year 1” and “school improvement year 2” (the third and fourth years that a school missed AYP); “corrective action” (the fifth year that a school missed AYP); and “restructuring–planning” and “restructuring – implementation” (the sixth and seventh years that a school missed AYP).  

Some states have been approved to participate in a “differentiated accountability” pilot that allows them to apply consequences more closely tailored to the needs of their individual schools identified for improvement.  States are still responsible for tying specific interventions to each improvement status.  Additionally, there are states that have been approved to participate in a growth model pilot, which allows a state to incorporate student academic growth into its AYP definition.

Exhibit 27
Example of Change in Proficiency Target/Annual Measurable Objectives in Three States – Fourth-Grade Mathematics: 2005–06 and 2010–11
	 
	2005–06 Target
	2010–11 Target

	
	
	

	Illinois
	48%
	85%

	North Carolina
	66%
	89%

	Texas
	42%
	75%


Exhibit reads: Proficiency targets (AMOs) in Illinois increased from 48 percent in 2005–06 to 85 percent in 2010–11.
It is important to note that, within the requirements of the ESEA, each state has a different accountability system.  States have designed unique approaches to meeting accountability requirements that fit their own academic programs and standards.  All Department-approved accountability plans outlining the details of each state’s AYP measures and policies are available on the Department’s website.
  State context matters in measuring AYP and identifying schools for improvement.  Each state must consider the diversity of student populations, the number of schools, size of schools, and other factors in order to design an accountability system that is both valid (accurately identifying schools not reaching their academic goals for all students) and reliable (with accountability judgments based on sound data).  States’ AMOs increase over time, so schools and districts that have been identified for improvement must meet increasingly higher targets in order to make AYP and exit improvement status (see Exhibit 29).
Numbers and percentages of schools identified for improvement in each state are presented in exhibits 30 and 31.  State CSPR reports provide numbers for the following school year in CSPR reporting (e.g., the 2010–11 CSPR provides information about the number of schools identified for improvement for 2011–12, based on 2010–11 testing results data).  The data reported by states vary in their completeness and accuracy; therefore, state and national totals might not necessarily represent the true numbers.
B. Results
Nationwide, the total number of Title I schools identified for any of the five improvement stages increased each year between 2007–08 and 2011–12.  For the 2007–08 school year, over 11,000 Title I schools were identified, and for the 2011–12 school year, over 19,000 were identified (see Exhibit 28).  There was a corresponding increase in the percentage of Title I schools identified, from 23 percent to 35 percent.  However, there were wide variations across states in the number of Title I schools in improvement during this time span (see Exhibit 30).  For example, in 2011–12, the percentage of schools identified for improvement ranged from a low of 4 percent in Louisiana, Nebraska, and Texas, to a high of 85 percent in the District of Columbia and Florida.
Exhibit 28
Total Number of Title I Schools in Improvement, by School Year: 2007–08 to 2011–12
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Exhibit reads: In the 2007–08 school year, a total of 11,660 schools were identified for improvement, corrective action, or restructuring.
Source:  SY 2010-11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html 

The 2011–12 school year had the highest concentration of schools in the second year of restructuring.  Exhibit 29 shows how schools have shifted through the improvement stages from year to year.
Exhibit 29
Number of Title I Schools in Improvement Status, by Status Stage and School Year: 2007–08 to 2011–12
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Note: SIY -1 = School Improvement Year 1; SIY-2 = School Improvement Year 2; CA = Corrective Action; RP = Restructuring Planning; RI = Restructuring Implementation 
Exhibit reads: In the 2007-08 school year, there were over 3,000 schools identified as being in their first year of improvement.
Source:  SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
There is wide variation across states in how many schools are identified for improvement from year to year.  This could be due to changes in accountability systems, particularly academic achievement standards, differences in how successful states are addressing the needs of schools identified for improvement, data quality issues, or increasing targets for AYP.
Exhibit 30
Number and Percentage of Title I Schools Identified for Improvement (Total of All Five Stages of Improvement), by State: 2007–08 to 2011–12
	States
	2007–08
	2008–09
	2009–10
	2010–11
	2011–12

	Total
	11,660
	23%
	12,718
	25%
	14,561
	28%
	16,010
	29%
	19,498
	35%

	Alabama
	63
	7%
	73
	8%
	38
	4%
	46
	5%
	133
	14%

	Alaska
	106
	38%
	100
	36%
	118
	42%
	122
	42%
	63
	22%

	Arizona
	270
	23%
	290
	29%
	246
	21%
	298
	25%
	353
	29%

	Arkansas
	239
	30%
	273
	33%
	404
	50%
	304
	37%
	345
	43%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	121
	65%
	121
	70%
	119
	69%
	122
	71%
	 126
	73% 

	California
	2,204
	36%
	2,254
	39%
	2,783
	46%
	3,164
	52%
	3,866
	65%

	Colorado
	122
	21%
	127
	21%
	164
	27%
	201
	30%
	215
	33%

	Connecticut
	155
	34%
	165
	36%
	237
	47%
	227
	44%
	220
	44%

	Delaware
	9
	9%
	12
	13%
	14
	13%
	14
	12%
	32
	25%

	District of Columbia
	142
	-
	148
	80%
	129
	68%
	144
	87%
	147
	85%

	Florida
	1001
	75%
	990
	74%
	999
	73%
	1159
	66%
	1539
	85%

	Georgia
	186
	15%
	187
	14%
	-
	-
	210
	14%
	284
	18%

	Hawaii
	74
	38%
	89
	49%
	107
	59%
	123
	63%
	115
	56%

	Idaho
	120
	32%
	186
	49%
	164
	44%
	141
	34%
	130
	32%

	Illinois
	511
	23%
	558
	26%
	721
	32%
	918
	38%
	1240
	51%

	Indiana
	208
	27%
	220
	28%
	258
	31%
	200
	21%
	228
	26%

	Iowa
	13
	2%
	22
	3%
	120
	19%
	143
	21%
	147
	23%

	Kansas
	35
	5%
	33
	5%
	32
	5%
	37
	5%
	38
	6%

	Kentucky
	146
	17%
	118
	14%
	106
	13%
	142
	17%
	248
	30%

	Louisiana
	65
	7%
	96
	9%
	75
	7%
	30
	3%
	39
	4%

	Maine
	20
	5%
	31
	7%
	55
	13%
	51
	12%
	95
	24%

	Maryland
	96
	26%
	88
	24%
	71
	20%
	86
	21%
	141
	34%

	Massachusetts
	463
	46%
	589
	61%
	647
	66%
	668
	67%
	722
	72%

	Michigan
	161
	7%
	146
	8%
	208
	11%
	164
	8%
	142
	7%

	Minnesota
	106
	13%
	179
	22%
	283
	33%
	342
	39%
	371
	44%

	Mississippi
	69
	10%
	72
	10%
	74
	10%
	117
	17%
	102
	14%

	Missouri
	197
	19%
	341
	30%
	458
	41%
	588
	50%
	663
	57%

	Montana
	47
	7%
	66
	11%
	135
	21%
	157
	25%
	169
	25%

	Nebraska
	7
	2%
	6
	1%
	16
	3%
	21
	4%
	21
	4%

	Nevada
	56
	40%
	61
	40%
	131
	85%
	141
	60%
	112
	70%

	New Hampshire
	66
	29%
	97
	42%
	132
	55%
	146
	57%
	171
	67%

	New Jersey
	377
	30%
	327
	25%
	340
	25%
	493
	35%
	650
	45%

	New Mexico
	381
	66%
	430
	76%
	394
	69%
	410
	68%
	469
	77%

	New York
	576
	18%
	550
	17%
	427
	13%
	479
	15%
	1191
	39%

	North Carolina
	449
	41%
	549
	57%
	521
	46%
	332
	26%
	445
	34%

	North Dakota
	16
	5%
	28
	9%
	28
	9%
	67
	22%
	78
	26%

	Ohio
	708
	34%
	737
	36%
	775
	36%
	856
	37%
	852
	38%

	Oklahoma
	43
	4%
	37
	3%
	35
	3%
	75
	6%
	190
	16%

	Oregon
	35
	6%
	35
	6%
	72
	13%
	65
	11%
	80
	13%

	Pennsylvania
	316
	18%
	331
	18%
	391
	21%
	312
	17%
	327
	18%

	Puerto Rico
	748
	50%
	730
	49%
	942
	63%
	1256
	84%
	1257
	86%

	Rhode Island
	34
	24%
	30
	21%
	44
	29%
	41
	26%
	39
	24%

	South Carolina
	211
	42%
	259
	52%
	265
	54%
	184
	36%
	179
	36%

	South Dakota
	49
	15%
	46
	13%
	54
	16%
	62
	18%
	58
	17%

	Tennessee
	77
	9%
	77
	8%
	107
	11%
	81
	7%
	229
	20%

	Texas
	278
	5%
	347
	7%
	352
	7%
	218
	4%
	239
	4%

	Utah
	12
	5%
	15
	6%
	12
	5%
	8
	3%
	17
	6%

	Vermont
	31
	14%
	29
	13%
	63
	28%
	75
	30%
	89
	37%

	Virginia
	69
	9%
	90
	13%
	103
	14%
	135
	19%
	202
	28%

	Washington
	112
	12%
	263
	28%
	468
	51%
	517
	55%
	552
	60%

	West Virginia
	18
	5%
	23
	6%
	23
	6%
	24
	6%
	33
	9%

	Wisconsin
	32
	3%
	39
	3%
	79
	7%
	71
	6%
	70
	6%

	Wyoming
	10
	5%
	8
	5%
	22
	12%
	23
	13%
	35
	19%


NOTES:

The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
The District of Columbia did not submit a valid denominator for the 2007-08 data, so it was not possible to calculate a percentage.

SOURCE:  SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 31
Number and Percentage of Title I Schools Identified for Improvement 
by State and Stage of Improvement Status: 2011–12
	States 
	School Improvement - Year 1
	School Improvement - Year 2
	Corrective Action
	Restructuring (Planning)
	Restructuring (Implementation)
	Total

	Total
	5,732
	10%
	3,327
	6%
	2,568
	5%
	1,538
	3%
	6,105
	11%
	19,498
	35%

	Alabama
	86
	9%
	17
	2%
	11
	1%
	4
	#
	15
	2%
	133
	14%

	Alaska
	15
	5%
	24
	8%
	10
	3%
	6
	2%
	8
	3%
	63
	22%

	Arizona
	124
	10%
	63
	5%
	54
	4%
	26
	2%
	86
	7%
	353
	29%

	Arkansas
	112
	14%
	64
	8%
	40
	5%
	36
	4%
	93
	11%
	345
	43%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	8 
	5% 
	8 
	5% 
	7 
	4% 
	10 
	6% 
	93 
	 54%
	126 
	73% 

	California
	1,035
	17%
	605
	10%
	525
	9%
	246
	4%
	1,455
	24%
	3,866
	65%

	Colorado
	61
	9%
	61
	9%
	24
	4%
	18
	3%
	51
	8%
	215
	33%

	Connecticut
	35
	7%
	31
	6%
	34
	7%
	30
	6%
	90
	18%
	220
	44%

	Delaware
	9
	7%
	11
	8%
	9
	7%
	1
	1%
	2
	2%
	32
	25%

	District of Columbia
	18
	10%
	19
	11%
	11
	6%
	27
	16%
	72
	42%
	147
	85%

	Florida
	404
	22%
	156
	9%
	109
	6%
	92
	5%
	778
	43%
	1,539
	85%

	Georgia
	101
	7%
	72
	5%
	62
	4%
	17
	1%
	32
	2%
	284
	18%

	Hawaii
	9
	4%
	16
	8%
	8
	4%
	12
	6%
	70
	34%
	115
	56%

	Idaho
	20
	5%
	22
	5%
	28
	7%
	22
	5%
	38
	9%
	130
	32%

	Illinois
	366
	15%
	216
	9%
	177
	7%
	83
	3%
	398
	16%
	1,240
	51%

	Indiana
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	228
	26%

	Iowa
	59
	9%
	69
	11%
	5
	1%
	5
	1%
	9
	1%
	147
	23%

	Kansas
	15
	2%
	14
	2%
	1
	#
	2
	#
	6
	1%
	38
	6%

	Kentucky
	134
	16%
	37
	5%
	18
	2%
	17
	2%
	42
	5%
	248
	30%

	Louisiana
	21
	2%
	8
	1%
	9
	1%
	1
	#
	-
	-
	39
	4%

	Maine
	54
	14%
	24
	6%
	10
	3%
	3
	1%
	4
	1%
	95
	24%

	Maryland
	59
	14%
	27
	7%
	11
	3%
	12
	3%
	32
	8%
	141
	34%

	Massachusetts
	110
	11%
	91
	9%
	97
	10%
	82
	8%
	342
	34%
	722
	72%

	Michigan
	29
	1%
	25
	1%
	18
	1%
	10
	1%
	60
	3%
	142
	7%

	Minnesota
	126
	15%
	81
	10%
	82
	10%
	46
	5%
	36
	4%
	371
	44%

	Mississippi
	58
	8%
	26
	4%
	10
	1%
	5
	1%
	3
	#
	102
	14%

	Missouri
	195
	17%
	161
	14%
	134
	11%
	66
	6%
	107
	9%
	663
	57%

	Montana
	38
	6%
	42
	6%
	30
	4%
	9
	1%
	50
	7%
	169
	25%

	Nebraska
	12
	2%
	7
	1%
	1
	#
	1
	#
	-
	-
	21
	4%

	Nevada
	25
	16%
	15
	9%
	17
	11%
	9
	6%
	46
	29%
	112
	70%

	New Hampshire
	37
	15%
	42
	16%
	40
	16%
	22
	9%
	30
	12%
	171
	67%

	New Jersey
	276
	19%
	157
	11%
	59
	4%
	46
	3%
	112
	8%
	650
	45%

	New Mexico
	64
	11%
	46
	8%
	82
	13%
	47
	8%
	230
	38%
	469
	77%

	New York
	762
	25%
	82
	3%
	58
	2%
	54
	2%
	235
	8%
	1,191
	39%

	North Carolina
	147
	11%
	53
	4%
	88
	7%
	56
	4%
	101
	8%
	445
	34%

	North Dakota
	23
	8%
	18
	6%
	18
	6%
	4
	1%
	15
	5%
	78
	26%

	Ohio
	190
	8%
	142
	6%
	124
	5%
	124
	5%
	272
	12%
	852
	38%

	Oklahoma
	141
	12%
	32
	3%
	9
	1%
	2
	#
	6
	1%
	190
	16%

	Oregon
	31
	5%
	27
	5%
	7
	1%
	4
	1%
	11
	2%
	80
	13%

	Pennsylvania
	76
	4%
	53
	3%
	41
	2%
	32
	2%
	125
	7%
	327
	18%

	Puerto Rico
	73
	5%
	294
	20%
	200
	14%
	60
	4%
	630
	43%
	1,257
	86%

	Rhode Island
	7
	4%
	7
	4%
	11
	7%
	2
	1%
	12
	7%
	39
	24%

	South Carolina
	20
	4%
	28
	6%
	20
	4%
	22
	4%
	89
	18%
	179
	36%

	South Dakota
	9
	3%
	12
	3%
	13
	4%
	4
	1%
	20
	6%
	58
	17%

	Tennessee
	113
	10%
	67
	6%
	26
	2%
	8
	1%
	15
	1%
	229
	20%

	Texas
	88
	2%
	57
	1%
	23
	#
	23
	#
	48
	1%
	239
	4%

	Utah
	15
	5%
	2
	1%
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	17
	6%

	Vermont
	16
	7%
	12
	5%
	31
	13%
	2
	1%
	28
	12%
	89
	37%

	Virginia
	107
	15%
	48
	7%
	25
	3%
	11
	2%
	11
	2%
	202
	28%

	Washington
	136
	15%
	102
	11%
	125
	14%
	108
	12%
	81
	9%
	552
	60%

	West Virginia
	14
	4%
	8
	2%
	2
	1%
	2
	1%
	7
	2%
	33
	9%

	Wisconsin
	30
	3%
	18
	2%
	11
	1%
	6
	1%
	5
	#
	70
	6%

	Wyoming
	19
	10%
	8
	4%
	3
	2%
	1
	1%
	4
	2%
	35
	19%


NOTES:

The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
# indicates that the data round to zero. 
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 32
Number and Percentage of All Public Schools and Title I Schools Making AYP, by State: 2010–11 
	 States
	All Schools
	All Schools
	All Schools
	Title I Schools
	Title I Schools
	Title I Schools

	 
	Number 
	Number Making AYP
	Percentage Making AYP
	Number 
	Number Making AYP
	Percentage Making AYP

	Total
	92,699
	47,832
	52%
	54,993
	26,882
	49%

	Alabama
	1,381
	1,015
	74%
	932
	700
	75%

	Alaska
	503
	230
	46%
	291
	127
	44%

	Arizona
	1,938
	1,124
	58%
	1,216
	597
	49%

	Arkansas
	1,075
	695
	65%
	809
	538
	67%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	173
	54
	31%
	173
	54
	31%

	California
	9,871
	3,406
	35%
	5,992
	1,659
	28%

	Colorado
	1,714
	713
	42%
	643
	244
	38%

	Connecticut
	964
	512
	53%
	497
	229
	46%

	Delaware
	201
	157
	78%
	130
	102
	78%

	District of Columbia
	191
	25
	13%
	172
	21
	12%

	Florida
	3,395
	327
	10%
	1,806
	95
	5%

	Georgia
	2,246
	1,633
	73%
	1,538
	1,071
	70%

	Hawaii
	287
	118
	41%
	206
	77
	37%

	Idaho
	662
	410
	62%
	408
	260
	64%

	Illinois
	3,807
	1,259
	33%
	2,448
	673
	27%

	Indiana
	1,837
	942
	51%
	885
	518
	59%

	Iowa
	1,363
	1,009
	74%
	641
	491
	77%

	Kansas
	1,366
	1,149
	84%
	668
	558
	84%

	Kentucky
	1,148
	497
	43%
	821
	399
	49%

	Louisiana
	1,282
	999
	78%
	915
	729
	80%

	Maine
	602
	222
	37%
	399
	160
	40%

	Maryland
	1,375
	761
	55%
	409
	165
	40%

	Massachusetts
	1,824
	322
	18%
	1,005
	122
	12%

	Michigan
	3,409
	2,886
	85%
	1,958
	1,777
	91%

	Minnesota
	2,250
	1,019
	45%
	848
	401
	47%

	Mississippi
	891
	466
	52%
	708
	361
	51%

	Missouri
	2,202
	546
	25%
	1,167
	278
	24%

	Montana
	821
	593
	72%
	672
	471
	70%

	Nebraska
	952
	692
	73%
	508
	346
	68%

	Nevada
	629
	294
	47%
	159
	49
	31%

	New Hampshire
	458
	132
	29%
	255
	74
	29%

	New Jersey
	2,314
	1,079
	47%
	1,441
	561
	39%

	New Mexico
	831
	113
	14%
	609
	70
	11%

	New York
	4,589
	2,424
	53%
	3,054
	1,402
	46%

	North Carolina
	2,533
	706
	28%
	1,296
	302
	23%

	North Dakota
	461
	216
	47%
	305
	150
	49%

	Ohio
	3,628
	2,174
	60%
	2,270
	1,202
	53%

	Oklahoma
	1,777
	1,251
	70%
	1,190
	803
	67%

	Oregon
	1,270
	684
	54%
	594
	322
	54%

	Pennsylvania
	3,096
	2,327
	75%
	1,813
	1,364
	75%

	Puerto Rico
	1,462
	156
	11%
	1,456
	154
	11%

	Rhode Island
	296
	241
	81%
	162
	128
	79%

	South Carolina
	1,126
	275
	24%
	500
	139
	28%

	South Dakota
	667
	554
	83%
	344
	277
	81%

	Tennessee
	1,635
	842
	52%
	1,146
	493
	43%

	Texas
	7,826
	5,636
	72%
	5,799
	3,992
	69%

	Utah
	981
	745
	76%
	288
	209
	73%

	Vermont
	301
	84
	28%
	242
	58
	24%

	Virginia
	1,847
	721
	39%
	732
	298
	41%

	Washington
	2,203
	847
	38%
	925
	261
	28%

	West Virginia
	757
	396
	52%
	366
	202
	55%

	Wisconsin
	2,107
	1,884
	89%
	1,174
	1,036
	88%

	Wyoming
	348
	324
	93%
	181
	167
	92%


SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
VII. Public School Choice and Supplemental Educational Services
A. Background

When a Title I school is identified for improvement, the district must offer parents of students attending the school the opportunity to send their child to another public school in the district that has not been identified for improvement.  Public school choice must be made available the first year a school becomes identified for improvement.  All students enrolled in an identified school are eligible for this option.  Districts are required to inform parents each year if their child is eligible to transfer to another school and must give parents more than one transfer option if more than one school is available that meets the requirements for transfer schools.  Additionally, districts must pay transportation costs for transferring students and must give priority to the lowest-achieving students from low-income families if there are not enough funds available to pay transportation costs for all transferring students.

Supplemental Educational Services (SES) gives low-income parents options to obtain supplemental help for their children.  Typically, this is after-school tutoring.  Only students from low-income families are eligible for this option, and the district is not required to provide transportation services.  This extra help must be offered once a Title I school has entered the second year of improvement and must be offered in each of the subsequent stages of school improvement status.  If there are not enough funds available to serve all students whose parents request SES, districts must give priority for SES to the lowest-achieving students from low-income families.  States are responsible for approving SES providers and monitoring provider performance.  If there is enough demand, districts must spend an amount equaling at least 20 percent of their Title I, Part A allocation on both SES and Title I public school choice.
B. Findings

Nationally, the number of students eligible for public school choice increased between 2006–07 and 2010–11 (see Exhibit 33).  The number of eligible students participating in public school choice increased each year between 2006–07 and 2009–10, and then decreased between 2009–10 and 2010–11 (see Exhibit 34).  The percentage of eligible students who participated increased between 2006–07 and 2008–09, but decreased slightly in 2009–10 and 2010–11 (see Exhibit 35).  The number of students eligible for and receiving SES increased each year between 2006–07 and 2010–11 (see Exhibits 33); the number receiving SES increased from 2006–07 to 2009–10 then decreased in 2010–11 (see Exhibit 34).  The percentage of all eligible students who received services ranged from 14 to 16 percent from year to year (see Exhibit 36). 

Although the number of students eligible for public school choice was larger than the number eligible for SES, the number of students who were offered and took advantage of public school choice remained much lower than the number taking advantage of SES.  In 2010–11:
· About 153,000 students participated in public school choice while about 693,000 students participated in SES.

· The national participation rate for Title I public school choice was about 2 percent of eligible students, while the participation rate for SES was approximately 14 percent.

Participation varied widely across states in 2010–11:

· For public school choice, participation rates in individual states ranged from a low of less than 1 percent (in 20 states) to over 28 percent (in Wyoming).

· For SES, participation rates across states ranged from a low of 1 percent (in Kentucky) to a high of 41 percent (in Michigan).

Exhibit 33
Number of Students Nationwide Eligible for School Choice and SES: 2006–07 to 2010–11
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Exhibit reads: In the 2006–07 school year, 5,644,659 students were eligible for public school choice and 3,724,392 students for SES.
Source:  SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 34
Number of Students Nationwide Participating in School Choice and SES: 2006–07 to 2010–11
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Exhibit reads: In the 2006–07 school year, 121,671 students participated in public school choice and 533,012 students received SES.
Source: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 35
Percentage of Eligible Students Who Participated in Title I Public School Choice, by State: 
2006–07 to 2010–11 

	 States
	2006–07
	2007–08
	2008–09
	2009–10
	2010–11

	TOTAL
	2.1%
	2.3%
	2.7%
	2.5%
	2.1%

	Alabama
	0.9%
	1.6%
	1.5%
	1.7%
	1.6%

	Alaska
	0.3%
	0.3%
	0.4%
	0.5%
	1.1%

	Arizona
	0.9%
	0.3%
	0.3%
	0.6%
	1.2%

	Arkansas
	0.4%
	0.1%
	0.1%
	0.1%
	0.2%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	3.4%
	5.5%
	6.2%
	4.8%
	4.3%

	Colorado
	2.1%
	1.7%
	2.0%
	1.8%
	2.0%

	Connecticut
	0.7%
	0.4%
	0.5%
	0.6%
	0.9%

	Delaware
	3.7%
	3.0%
	1.9%
	0.9%
	2.1%

	District of Columbia
	0.6%
	n<
	0.1%
	0.2%
	0.2%

	Florida
	2.0%
	1.0%
	2.8%
	2.9%
	2.8%

	Georgia
	3.2%
	3.7%
	3.7%
	11.9%
	4.3%

	Hawaii
	0.6%
	3.4%
	2.8%
	2.1%
	0.8%

	Idaho
	n<
	0.1%
	0.1%
	0.3%
	0.7%

	Illinois
	2.2%
	0.6%
	1.2%
	0.2%
	0.2%

	Indiana
	4.0%
	3.1%
	2.2%
	3.2%
	3.1%

	Iowa
	n<
	n<
	0.2%
	0.7%
	1.3%

	Kansas
	5.8%
	5.4%
	4.8%
	5.9%
	5.1%

	Kentucky
	0.9%
	0.8%
	0.6%
	1.0%
	0.8%

	Louisiana
	6.0%
	7.4%
	8.2%
	3.4%
	5.1%

	Maine
	n<
	n<
	n<
	n<
	0.5%

	Maryland
	3.1%
	3.1%
	1.9%
	2.5%
	3.0%

	Massachusetts
	2.0%
	0.3%
	0.2%
	0.2%
	0.2%

	Michigan
	0.5%
	0.3%
	0.4%
	0.4%
	0.5%

	Minnesota
	0.2%
	0.6%
	0.3%
	1.1%
	1.1%

	Mississippi
	0.2%
	0.3%
	1.1%
	0.6%
	0.6%

	Missouri
	0.4%
	1.9%
	11.6%
	7.5%
	5.8%

	Montana
	n<
	n<
	n<
	n<
	#

	Nebraska
	n<
	n<
	0.4%
	n<
	n<

	Nevada
	2.4%
	1.5%
	1.5%
	2.0%
	1.5%

	New Hampshire
	2.7%
	0.6%
	0.6%
	1.5%
	1.7%

	New Jersey
	0.5%
	0.7%
	0.6%
	0.5%
	0.5%

	New Mexico
	1.7%
	1.2%
	0.7%
	1.0%
	0.3%

	New York
	1.2%
	1.3%
	1.3%
	19.0%
	0.2%

	North Carolina
	3.2%
	2.3%
	4.4%
	3.4%
	5.1%

	North Dakota
	n<
	- 
	n<
	0.2%
	0.3%

	Ohio
	1.2%
	2.4%
	0.9%
	1.3%
	2.0%

	Oklahoma
	0.8%
	1.4%
	1.6%
	1.2%
	2.3%

	Oregon
	13.4%
	12.3%
	4.6%
	4.6%
	6.2%

	Pennsylvania
	0.5%
	0.3%
	0.1%
	0.5%
	0.9%

	Puerto Rico
	- 
	n<
	n<
	n<
	0.0%

	Rhode Island
	0.3%
	n<
	0.6%
	0.9%
	1.0%

	South Carolina
	2.4%
	2.0%
	2.0%
	2.1%
	2.3%

	South Dakota
	n<
	n<
	79.9%
	0.3%
	0.4%

	Tennessee
	4.4%
	4.5%
	4.3%
	4.1%
	2.5%

	Texas
	0.7%
	1.3%
	1.2%
	1.4%
	1.1%

	Utah
	n<
	n<
	0.9%
	0.5%
	0.8%

	Vermont
	n<
	n<
	n<
	0.6%
	n<

	Virginia
	2.3%
	3.8%
	1.8%
	2.1%
	2.2%

	Washington
	0.7%
	0.9%
	1.0%
	1.4%
	1.1%

	West Virginia
	0.7%
	0.7%
	0.9%
	1.4%
	1.1%

	Wisconsin
	1.7%
	1.7%
	0.9%
	0.3%
	0.3%

	Wyoming
	n<
	n<
	5.0%
	56.1%
	28.1%


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state’s reporting n-size.
The # sign indicates that the data round to zero.

Part of the increase in participation rates starting in 2006–07 may be due to Department guidance, issued in 2006–07, that instructed states to include in their count for CSPR of students participating in Title I public school choice in their CSPR all students who transferred from a school identified for improvement to a school not identified for improvement, regardless of whether students transferred under Title I public school choice or another choice option.

SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
Exhibit 36
Percentage of Eligible Students Receiving Supplemental Educational Services, by State: 2006​​–07 to 2010–11 
	 States
	2006–07
	2007-08
	2008-09
	2009-10
	2010–11

	TOTAL
	14.3%
	13.8%
	15.6%
	15.4%
	13.6%

	Alabama
	13.6%
	14.9%
	22.0%
	14.6%
	17.5%

	Alaska
	6.8%
	10.7%
	13.1%
	15.4%
	16.1%

	Arizona
	6.2%
	7.2%
	8.3%
	11.2%
	12.5%

	Arkansas
	-
	3.5%
	2.4%
	5.0%
	4.6%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-

	California
	7.2%
	7.9%
	9.5%
	11.0%
	13.3%

	Colorado
	14.2%
	10.4%
	12.2%
	19.4%
	15.9%

	Connecticut
	7.1%
	11.1%
	11.4%
	11.1%
	11.5%

	Delaware
	10.1%
	11.4%
	20.0%
	13.2%
	6.0%

	District of Columbia
	11.6%
	7.4%
	> 97%
	28.7%
	9.9%

	Florida
	16.5%
	12.7%
	12.6%
	10.9%
	9.9%

	Georgia
	12.6%
	12.8%
	36.0%
	11.4%
	33.8%

	Hawaii
	13.0%
	15.1%
	18.9%
	16.7%
	20.6%

	Idaho
	1.6%
	2.2%
	3.4%
	6.1%
	6.6%

	Illinois
	15.0%
	16.6%
	22.2%
	14.1%
	10.3%

	Indiana
	25.7%
	22.3%
	25.3%
	25.7%
	28.6%

	Iowa
	1.3%
	3.6%
	3.1%
	8.6%
	17.6%

	Kansas
	20.9%
	20.2%
	26.9%
	40.0%
	32.5%

	Kentucky
	8.5%
	9.8%
	10.8%
	10.6%
	1.2%

	Louisiana
	23.3%
	20.2%
	30.4%
	20.7%
	25.4%

	Maine
	6.3%
	4.9%
	4.4%
	12.4%
	13.9%

	Maryland
	44.1%
	35.1%
	40.2%
	33.7%
	28.2%

	Massachusetts
	6.4%
	7.9%
	37.2%
	6.2%
	7.3%

	Michigan
	15.0%
	31.4%
	24.6%
	26.2%
	41.4%

	Minnesota
	16.5%
	11.4%
	15.8%
	21.0%
	15.9%

	Mississippi
	19.0%
	15.1%
	17.9%
	16.2%
	20.7%

	Missouri
	18.1%
	9.4%
	21.6%
	6.2%
	6.5%

	Montana
	0.6%
	n<
	0.8%
	0.8%
	1.6%

	Nebraska
	n<
	n<
	n<
	10.4%
	11.0%

	Nevada
	19.3%
	16.8%
	18.3%
	18.3%
	18.0%

	New Hampshire
	14.4%
	22.8%
	11.2%
	12.9%
	12.7%

	New Jersey
	13.6%
	13.9%
	17.1%
	16.6%
	15.4%

	New Mexico
	6.4%
	7.4%
	4.1%
	4.7%
	4.8%

	New York
	23.7%
	34.9%
	32.0%
	65.9%
	20.9%

	North Carolina
	13.8%
	14.9%
	18.1%
	17.8%
	19.1%

	North Dakota
	10.7%
	53.4%
	12.8%
	4.4%
	3.8%

	Ohio
	10.8%
	12.4%
	10.7%
	11.4%
	10.0%

	Oklahoma
	15.6%
	32.3%
	22.3%
	24.5%
	24.9%

	Oregon
	18.9%
	32.2%
	12.0%
	22.5%
	28.6%

	Pennsylvania
	4.6%
	3.3%
	4.0%
	6.4%
	6.0%

	Puerto Rico
	47.3%
	34.8%
	29.5%
	33.8%
	20.6%

	Rhode Island
	24.2%
	18.5%
	14.6%
	21.9%
	11.8%

	South Carolina
	13.1%
	11.3%
	14.7%
	14.8%
	15.4%

	South Dakota
	3.1%
	6.4%
	7.8%
	16.4%
	20.7%

	Tennessee
	16.2%
	10.3%
	18.2%
	16.7%
	23.9%

	Texas
	6.3%
	11.6%
	14.1%
	30.7%
	35.7%

	Utah
	-
	6.8%
	3.2%
	21.5%
	0.0%

	Vermont
	3.4%
	2.8%
	5.1%
	6.1%
	6.3%

	Virginia
	19.0%
	20.5%
	22.2%
	23.7%
	21.5%

	Washington
	1.1%
	2.6%
	4.6%
	9.9%
	11.5%

	West Virginia
	3.5%
	2.5%
	4.3%
	4.9%
	3.5%

	Wisconsin
	22.6%
	27.1%
	26.6%
	18.6%
	15.7%

	Wyoming
	7.5%
	4.0%
	2.7%
	2.1%
	1.4%


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
n< indicates that data have been suppressed based on the state's reporting n-size.
SOURCE: SY 2010–11 Consolidated State Performance Report: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
VIII. Highly Qualified Teachers

A. Background

The ESEA emphasizes teacher quality as one of many important factors that will aid in improving student achievement and in further eliminating achievement gaps.  According to the ESEA Section 9101(23), a “highly qualified teacher” is a teacher who

· has obtained full state certification as a teacher (including certification obtained through alternative routes to certification) or passed the state teacher licensing examination, holds a license to teach in the state, and has not had certification or licensure requirements waived on an emergency, temporary, or provisional basis;
· holds at least a bachelor’s degree; and
· has demonstrated subject matter competency in each of the academic subjects taught, in a manner determined by the state. 

“Highly qualified teacher” is defined in more detail in 34 CFR § 200.56.  The Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 reinforced these provisions by adopting related requirements for special education teachers. 

Consistent with state reporting requirements in ESEA section 1111(h)(1)(C)(viii), the Consolidated State Application (September 2003) and the CSPR (December 2003) asked states to provide baseline data for school year 2002–03 on the number and percentage of core academic classes being taught by highly qualified teachers in the aggregate and in high- and low-poverty schools.  Core academic classes include English, reading/language arts, mathematics, science, foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, and geography.  The statute required states to ensure that 100 percent of the teachers of core academic subjects employed by their school districts would be highly qualified by school year 2005–06.  The Department required states that were unable to reach that deadline to submit clear plans for reaching the goal of 100 percent in subsequent school years. “Highly qualified teacher” requirements may vary by grade level as well as by state. 

“High-poverty” and “low-poverty” per Section 1111(h)(1)(C)(viii) are schools in the top and bottom quartiles of poverty in the state, respectively.  States are responsible for assigning schools to quartiles by ranking schools (separately for elementary and secondary schools) on the state’s percentage poverty measure and dividing the schools into four equal groups.  Schools in the highest group are high-poverty schools.
B. Findings
The Department collects data on the number of core academic classes taught by highly qualified teachers.  Data are broken out by elementary and secondary school classes and by high- and low-poverty schools.  Reported data indicate that the national percentage of core academic classes taught by highly qualified teachers was 96.3 percent in 2010–11.  The national percentage of classes taught by highly qualified teachers in high-poverty schools was slightly higher than in low-poverty schools at both the elementary and secondary levels.  Overall, elementary schools had a higher percentage of classes taught by highly qualified teachers than secondary schools.

With a few exceptions, a high percentage of core academic classes are taught by highly qualified teachers across all states, for all schools and for high-poverty schools.  However, only Iowa, New Jersey, and North Dakota met the 100 percent target in any category (see Exhibit 38).
  Most states reported that at least 75 percent of core academic classes were taught by highly qualified teachers (see Exhibit 37).  Many also reported that at least 90 percent of classes were taught by highly qualified teachers.  However, this was less common in high-poverty secondary schools, where 43 states reported that at least 90 percent of classes were taught by highly qualified teachers (compared to 48 states for high-poverty elementary schools).  
Exhibit 37
Number of States Reporting That More Than 75 Percent and More Than 90 Percent of Core Academic Classes in High-Poverty Schools Were Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers, by School Level: 2010–11 
	 
	>75% of core classes
	>90% of core classes

	All schools
	53 states 
	46 states

	High-poverty elementary
	53 states
	48 states

	High-poverty secondary
	53 states
	43 states


Exhibit reads: In all schools, 50 states, the Bureau of Indian Education, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico reported that at least 75 percent of classes were taught by highly qualified teachers.
Exhibit 38
Percentage of Core Academic Classes Taught by Highly Qualified Teachers, by State, School Level, and Poverty Level: 2010–11 
	States
	 
	Elementary Level
	Elementary Level
	Elementary Level
	Secondary Level
	Secondary Level
	Secondary Level

	 
	All Schools
	High-Poverty Schools
	Low-Poverty Schools
	Total
	High-Poverty Schools
	Low-Poverty Schools
	Total

	Total
	96.30%
	96.74%
	97.93%
	97.50%
	94.01%
	96.59%
	95.30%

	Alabama
	86.90%
	85.14%
	91.63%
	89.10%
	80.42%
	88.96%
	85.17%

	Alaska
	89.87%
	94.02%
	95.04%
	95.41%
	76.69%
	92.29%
	88.32%

	Arizona
	98.32%
	98.91%
	97.97%
	98.73%
	97.94%
	98.30%
	97.60%

	Arkansas
	98.79%
	98.15%
	99.56%
	98.98%
	98.60%
	99.49%
	98.38%

	Bureau of Indian Education
	97.33%
	97.78%
	-
	97.71%
	96.78%
	-
	96.78%

	California
	91.84%
	98.33%
	98.63%
	98.42%
	92.77%
	92.46%
	90.01%

	Colorado
	99.53%
	99.94%
	99.48%
	99.54%
	99.51%
	99.48%
	99.51%

	Connecticut
	99.43%
	98.73%
	99.64%
	99.55%
	98.17%
	99.75%
	99.38%

	Delaware
	95.68%
	96.56%
	98.96%
	98.54%
	90.08%
	96.77%
	95.10%

	District of Columbia
	83.45%
	86.01%
	87.74%
	87.89%
	85.61%
	83.86%
	82.02%

	Florida
	94.97%
	96.46%
	96.73%
	96.85%
	86.38%
	94.27%
	92.47%

	Georgia
	98.60%
	98.00%
	99.10%
	98.90%
	96.90%
	99.00%
	98.40%

	Hawaii
	85.72%
	96.49%
	98.25%
	97.17%
	78.16%
	85.77%
	82.92%

	Idaho
	98.10%
	96.49%
	96.31%
	97.00%
	98.84%
	97.15%
	98.45%

	Illinois
	99.16%
	97.34%
	99.98%
	99.36%
	96.30%
	99.96%
	98.57%

	Indiana
	96.96%
	98.57%
	98.90%
	98.37%
	93.65%
	97.29%
	95.58%

	Iowa
	99.97%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	99.97%
	99.92%
	100.00%
	99.96%

	Kansas
	97.40%
	98.67%
	99.29%
	99.06%
	96.20%
	98.20%
	96.96%

	Kentucky
	99.43%
	99.83%
	99.85%
	99.83%
	99.41%
	99.43%
	99.14%

	Louisiana
	87.24%
	84.09%
	92.65%
	88.22%
	80.53%
	92.46%
	84.91%

	Maine
	97.98%
	98.89%
	99.26%
	98.91%
	97.98%
	98.61%
	97.41%

	Maryland
	92.44%
	85.07%
	97.68%
	94.34%
	84.08%
	94.28%
	90.96%

	Massachusetts
	97.74%
	95.83%
	99.22%
	98.11%
	94.29%
	98.61%
	97.03%

	Michigan
	99.74%
	99.82%
	99.74%
	99.85%
	99.59%
	99.82%
	99.70%

	Minnesota
	97.89%
	96.82%
	98.55%
	98.23%
	92.87%
	98.90%
	97.68%

	Mississippi
	96.78%
	94.04%
	98.79%
	97.22%
	91.44%
	97.50%
	95.66%

	Missouri
	96.85%
	95.31%
	98.27%
	97.56%
	92.17%
	97.88%
	96.51%

	Montana
	99.10%
	98.95%
	99.40%
	99.11%
	97.37%
	99.52%
	99.10%

	Nebraska
	99.66%
	99.93%
	99.95%
	99.71%
	99.42%
	99.71%
	99.62%

	Nevada
	93.35%
	95.83%
	94.51%
	95.84%
	91.20%
	94.28%
	92.53%

	New Hampshire
	99.39%
	98.30%
	99.59%
	99.40%
	99.37%
	99.34%
	99.37%

	New Jersey
	99.88%
	99.80%
	99.98%
	99.91%
	99.53%
	100.00%
	99.83%

	New Mexico
	98.90%
	99.49%
	99.31%
	99.44%
	99.17%
	98.66%
	98.69%

	New York
	98.21%
	97.99%
	99.79%
	99.06%
	93.30%
	99.57%
	97.34%

	North Carolina
	98.07%
	99.15%
	99.10%
	99.36%
	93.81%
	97.07%
	96.48%

	North Dakota
	99.99%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	99.93%
	100.00%
	99.99%

	Ohio
	99.13%
	98.03%
	99.83%
	99.51%
	97.35%
	99.68%
	98.73%

	Oklahoma
	99.58%
	99.64%
	99.76%
	99.73%
	99.25%
	99.58%
	99.49%

	Oregon
	97.66%
	98.68%
	97.24%
	98.04%
	97.14%
	97.70%
	97.59%

	Pennsylvania
	97.08%
	97.52%
	99.33%
	98.20%
	90.49%
	98.67%
	96.87%

	Puerto Rico
	84.17%
	78.76%
	80.51%
	80.79%
	89.56%
	84.15%
	87.07%

	Rhode Island
	97.40%
	96.38%
	98.56%
	97.81%
	98.74%
	96.58%
	96.46%

	South Carolina
	97.61%
	96.99%
	98.99%
	98.59%
	93.03%
	97.07%
	96.10%

	South Dakota
	99.34%
	99.44%
	99.68%
	99.49%
	97.89%
	99.76%
	99.21%

	Tennessee
	98.45%
	98.85%
	99.22%
	99.06%
	96.89%
	98.00%
	97.48%

	Texas
	99.57%
	99.89%
	99.98%
	99.91%
	99.37%
	99.81%
	99.49%

	Utah
	84.18%
	95.13%
	90.25%
	94.29%
	82.26%
	87.64%
	82.64%

	Vermont
	97.36%
	97.50%
	96.28%
	97.61%
	98.25%
	97.79%
	97.29%

	Virginia
	99.35%
	99.28%
	99.74%
	99.57%
	98.44%
	99.61%
	99.26%

	Washington
	98.13%
	99.52%
	99.73%
	99.69%
	97.46%
	98.97%
	97.93%

	West Virginia
	91.50%
	95.24%
	94.63%
	95.44%
	84.97%
	87.80%
	88.72%

	Wisconsin
	98.54%
	97.06%
	98.93%
	98.17%
	97.17%
	99.48%
	98.70%

	Wyoming
	98.47%
	99.18%
	99.32%
	99.41%
	98.89%
	98.09%
	98.28%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


NOTES: The dashes (-) indicate that data are not available, not applicable, or missing.
Teacher certification and licensure requirements vary across states, so caution should be used when comparing these data.

SOURCE: SY 2010–11Consolidated State Performance Report.: http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html
 IX. Summary

Although most of the data included in this report cannot be compared across states, the report provides an overview of states’ standards and assessment systems, academic achievement of students by subject and subgroup, English language acquisition of LEP students, accountability, public school choice and supplemental educational services, and highly qualified teachers.  It also shows the variability in performance that exists across states as a result of factors that could, but do not necessarily, include how they measure and design their academic programs, states’ starting points in 2002, programs they chose to implement, and how they implemented those programs.  There are also varying degrees of participation in programs offered under ESEA, such as public school choice and supplemental educational services options.  In some states, data may show trends, but frequently the data (on all topics) fluctuate across years.

Although data limitations prevent robust analyses, they do show that states have developed standards and assessments, and measured performance against those standards in order to comply with the ESEA.  As the Department continues to refine its data needs and collection efforts, and states improve their data collection and reporting capacity, the availability and utility of data at all levels will likely increase.
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� States are required to report on only one grade in the high school grade span (grades 10–12).  Since states reported on different grades in this span, the data are labeled as “high school” for reporting purposes.


� The term “improvement” is used throughout the report as shorthand for “improvement,” “corrective action,” or “restructuring” as defined by ESEA.


� Available at  � HYPERLINK "http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/" �http://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/� 


� Available at  � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opepd/ppss/reports.html" �http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/opepd/ppss/reports.html� 


� Available at  � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/oela/resources.html" �http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/oela/resources.html� 


� Available at  � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/programs/mep/resources.html" �http://www2.ed.gov/programs/mep/resources.html� 


� Available at  � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/programs/homeless/performance.html" �http://www2.ed.gov/programs/homeless/performance.html�   


� The CSPR is at http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/consolidated/index.html


� The remainder of the report will use the term “state” to refer to the 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Bureau of Indian Education.


� Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 is at � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/index.html" �http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/index.html�


� The EDFacts initiative is at � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/edfacts/index.html" �http://www2.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/edfacts/index.html�


� ED Data Express is online at  � HYPERLINK "http://eddataexpress.ed.gov/" �http://eddataexpress.ed.gov/�


� Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act is at  � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/fpco/ferpa/index.html" �http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/fpco/ferpa/index.html�


� Each state decides a value below which it will not publically report student data.  This is referred to as its “reporting n-size,” and is reported and approved through its individual Accountability Workbook.  States’ reporting n-sizes range from 5 to 30.  


� “Cut scores” are the scores on a standardized assessment that a student must reach to be assigned to a certain level of proficiency (e.g. Basic, Proficient, Advanced).


� State and Local Implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act. Volume IX – Accountability Under NCLB: Final Report is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/disadv/nclb-accountability/nclb-accountability-final.pdf" �http://www2.ed.gov/rschstat/eval/disadv/nclb-accountability/nclb-accountability-final.pdf�.


� Biennial Evaluation Report to Congress on the Implementation of the Title III State Formula Grant Program is available at � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/oela/resources.html" �http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/oela/resources.html�.


� Approved state accountability plans are available at � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplans03/index.html" �http://www2.ed.gov/admins/lead/account/stateplans03/index.html�.


� These data are shown to two decimal points so that it is possible to see exactly how close each state is to meeting the 100-percent goal.   Additional analysis and summary information can be found on the Highly Qualified Teacher program website at � HYPERLINK "http://www2.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/resources.html" �http://www2.ed.gov/programs/teacherqual/resources.html�. 
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