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About this Report

The 12th annual edition diducation WeeR Quality Countgontinues the cradiéo-OF NS SNJ FNI YSG2N] f | dz
report. But it also reintroduces some of the categories in which we have graded states in the past, though some of th
indicators and the grading have changed. The cramleareer perspective emphasizes the connections betweet? K
education and other systems with which it intersects: preschool education, other social and economic institutions, amd furthe
education and training.

To emphasize this approach, the Editoriedj€cts in Education Research Center last year created two newstafermance
measures: the Chander-Success Index and thelR Achievement Index. These indicators, respectively, capture key learning
foundations and outcomes at various stages in a@pary Qa f AFS FyR GKS LISNF2NXIyOoS 27
that heightened attention to outcomes, the 2007 editiof Quality Counteexamined a series of policies that states could
pursue to better align public education from preschool tsfsecondary education and into the workplace.

Even as we introduced those new measures last year, we put two of our traditional policy categories on hold: school finant
and efforts to strengthen the teaching profession. We spent the past year revisosg tindicators to ensure the report
NEFtSOGa GKS FAStRQa o0Sad YR Y2a0d OdaNNByid UGKAY | Ayte . 2
special theme oQuality Counts 2008.

Most of the 50state indicators that appear iQuality Countsare based on original data analyses and stievey data from

the EPEResearch Center. But we also draw on published information from a number of outside organiztiality. Counts

has always evolved over time, adding and subtracting a&tdis to better capture the most important and timely movements
Ay aildS SRdOFGA2Yy LRtAOED {2 GKS NBLRNIQA fSGGSNI NI R
salient forQuality Counts 20Q&iven the many changes in thepet since 2006, the last time we graded states.

States were awarded overall letter grades based on their ratings across six areas of performance and policorehance
success; H2 achievement; standards, assessments, and accountability; transitions and alignment; the teaching professiol
and school fiance. Some states performed consistently well or poorly across the full range of categories. But a close
examination of the rankings reveals that most states posted a strong showing in at least one area. This suggests that wt
broad evaluations of stat performance can be useful, a more thorough reading of the results presented in this State
HighlightsReport will provide a more nuanced perspective on the educational condition of the nation and of individual states.

Editorial Projects iftducation Research Center

January 208

About Editorial Projects in Education

Editorial Projects in Education (EPE)is a nonprofit, taxexempt organization based in Bethesda, Ntd primary mission is
to help raise the level of awareness and understanding among professionals and the public of important issues in Amexatiam.&tRE
covess local, state, national, and international news and issues from preschool through the 1&1k. dEditorial Projects in Education In
publishesEducation Week ! YSNA OF Qa y Sgalld LISNI 2T NEatherNRgaAngeldedkINBaDd thef AGehtik:2(
employment resourcelt also producs periodic special reports on issues rangingm technology to textbooks, as well as books of spec
interest to educators.

The EPE Research Center conducts annual policy surveys, collects data, and performs analyses that appeaQuoétlig Counts,
Technology Countand Diplomas Counannualreports. The center also produces independent research reports, contributes original dat:
analysis to special coverageBducation Weeknd edweek.org, and maintains the Education Counts and EdWeek Maps online data reso!

Covemphotographs by Sara D. Davis for Education Week

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc 1
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QUALITY COUNTS 2008 GRADING SUMMARY

How did the
OVERALL GRADE UiETEET S
s A G Ao AN | score?
! aul isSQa 20SNX tt 3INI
scores for the six graded categories.
Chance for success C+ C+
- s K-12 achievement D D+
Michigan: C+ | fteecnevement D br
Standards, assessments, A- B
and accountability
Nation: C - _
Transitions and alignment B C
Online extra The teaching profession D+ C
Calculate your owQuality Counts (|
grades at _
www.edweek.org/go/qc08/calculator School finance B- C+

This table reports the detailed scoring behind the grades for the six maj

topicsexamined inQuality CountsScores for those major categoriese
the average of the respective subcategosgores

u.s. u.s.
Michigan Average Michigan  Average
Chance for success Transitions and alignment
Early foundations 84.5 81.4 Earlychildhood education 80.0 78.6
School years 74.4 74.8 College readiness 80.0 584
Adult outcomes 79.0 81.6 Economy and workforce 100.0 85.3
K-12 achievement The teaching profession
Status 58.8 62.4 Accountability for quality 719 729
Change 59.3 71.5 Incentives and allocation 61.8 73.0
Equity 79.0 77.9 Building and supporting capacity 67.6 732
Standards, assessments,
and accountability School finance
Standards 89.5 81.6  Equity 854 84.9
Assessments 83.3 83.9  Spending 76.4 70.3
School accountability 100.0 85.3

Grading CurveA (93100), A (90-92), B+ (8789), B (8386), B (80-82), C+ (7779), C (7&6), G (70-72), D+ (6%9), D (6366), D (60-62), F (6569)

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc 2
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CHANCE FOR SUCCESS

The Chance-for-Success Index

To better understand the part that educatioplays over a lifetime, the Editorial Projects in Education Research Center has
developed the Chanefor-Success Index. Based on an original stgtstate analysis, this index combines information from 13
AYRAOIFG2NE GKIF G &LJ Y letoyarekryTRe\GhdndodButcesa framewdriSallcivdl Rares t@ibdntRy strong and
Sl fTAYyla Ay Ala NBxh&rSyyidakir@ectBrirfdad ehildhadythrdughtadufhSod. M@rdzmpo&antly, the
index also provides information thatould be used to target the efforts of public education systems in ways that better serve
students of all ages.

State Success Indicators

Michigan National
State Average Rank Averag

Family income

0 0

Children from familiesvith incomes at least 200% of poverty level (2006) 62.1% 23 60.1%
Parent education | 45.2 28 43.3

Children with at least one parent with a postsecondary degree (2006)
Parental employment

Children with at least one parent working full time and yeaund (2006) 69.5 42 71.8
Linguistic integration

Children whose parents are fluent English speakers (2006) 93.9 21 84.3
Preschool enrollment

Three and4-yearolds enrolled in preschool (2006) 45.5 21 46.1
Kindergarten enrollment 797 46 75.7

Eligible children enrolled in kindergarten programs (2006) ) )
Elementary reading 324 29 317

Fourth grade public school students proficient on NAEP (2007) ) '
Middle school mathematics 28 9 34 31.0

Eighth grade public school students proficient on NAEP (2007) ) )
High school graduation 69.1 34 69.9

Public high school students who graduate with a diploma (class of 2004)

Postsecondary participation 55.7 16 51.8

Young adults enrolled in postsecondary or with a degree (2006)

Adult educational attainment

Adults with a twe or four-year postsecondary degree (2006)
Annual income

Adults with incomes at or aboveational median (2006) 50.8 19 50.1
Steady employment 64.1 46 68.2

Adults in labor force working full time and yeaund (2006)

35.6 31 37.2

SCORE 78.6 27 78.4
GRADE C+ C+

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc 3
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Providing Opportunities for Success

The Chancéor-Success Index captures tmeportance of education in a person's lifetime from cradle to career. Its 13
individual indicators span a variety of factors, including preparation in early childhood, the performance of the publis, sc
and educational and economic outcomes in adultiodhe states are graded using a "bestlass rubric, where a score of
100points on the index would mean that a state ranked first in the nation on each and every indicator. State scores rat
from 94.1 (Massachusetts, with an A) to 67.7 (Mississipith, a Dplus). Further examination shows that while early
foundations and adult outcomes contribute to the index, formal education (the schooling years) proves to be the driving
behind the state rankings.

us 25.0 34.5 : ‘ ‘ ‘
MA 28.7 43.6
NJ 28.0 413 | j :
NH 290 304 : )
cT 28.7 39.8 : :
VT 29.1 208
MD 28.9 37.4
MN — o8 1 B/L____
VA 27.9 371 : :
ND 29.1 36.6
PA 266 382 : :
IA 28.0 37.0 : :
SD 27.9 36.8 : :
NY 253 371
DE Z6 sy
KS 26.7 365 : :
co 265 35.9 : :
wi 205 36.0 : :
uT 27.7 357 : :
IL 257 36.1 : :
RI 26.3 352 ‘ :
NE 27.0 353 : :
MT 27.0 37.1 : :
ME 26.6 e ‘
WA 26.0 342 )
OH 25.7 36.0
wy 26.8 343 ‘
M 26.0 343
MO 256 34.0 ‘ ‘
IN 25.6 34.2
HI 26.0 3L3 : :
NC 250 343 : )
FL 248 334 : :
DC 225 313 : :
ID 257 335
OR 250 328 : :
GA 24.9 317 : :
AK 253 313 : :
KY 248 32.9 : :
sC 24.7 32.2 : :
CA 22.4 32.4 : :
X 22.2 334
AL 24.4 305 : :
N 24.0 30.9 : :
oK 23.9 30.9 : :
AR 231 328 : :
AZ chkmmms—— : : B Early foundations
WV 235 314 :
NV 232 | B Schooling years
NM 216 29.0 :
LA 22.6 295
MS T — Adult outcomes
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Chancefor-Succesindex (points awarded by element)

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc
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ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY PERFORMANCE

The K-12 Achievement Index

Quality Counts 2008xpands on the set of achievement indicators used in previous editions of the repork-ThAé&chievement

Index examines 18 distinct stase&hievement measures related to reading and mpéinformance, high school graduation rates, and
the results of Advanced Placement exams. The index assigns equal weight to current levels of performance and changeslover tim
also placesmemphasis on equity, by examining both povebysed achievemergaps and progress in closing those gaps.

State Achievement Indicators

Michigan National

State Average State Rank Averag
4th grade mathg Percent proficient on NAEP (200 37.1% 32 38.6%
8th grademath ¢ Percent proficienon NAEP (200 28.9% 34 31.0%
4th grade reading; Percent proficient on NAEP (200 32.4% 29 31.7%
8th grade reading; Percent proficient on NAEP (200 28.2% 30 29.2%
4th grade mathg Scale score change on NAEP (220G7) +1.9 47 +5.1
8th grade mathg Scale score change on NAEP (220G7) +0.4 49 +4.1
4th grade reading; Scale score change on NAEP (2R0GY) +1.3 39 +3.2
8th grade reading; Scale score change on NAEP (2R0GY) -4.1 48 -0.3
Reading gafg 4th grade NAEP scale score (2007) 25.6 31 26.8
Math gapc 8th grade NAEP scale score (200 26.0 37 26.0
Readinggap change, 4th grade NAEP (20a8)07) negative value = closirgap -3.0 13 -1.1
Math-gap change, 8th grade NAEP (20@®07), negative value = closing gap -1.5 23 -2.4
Math excellence; Percent advanced on 8th grade NAEP {300 6.0% 33 6.6%
Change in math excellenc@®ercent advanced oNAEP (2002007) +1.3% 32 +1.6%
Graduation ratec Public schoolsclass 02004) 69.1% 34 69.9%
Change in graduation rate Public schools (2002004) -3.8% 49 +3.1%
High AP test scoresScores of 3 ohigherper 100 students (208) 12.3 23 16.9
Change in AP Scoreghange in high scores per 100 students (22005) +3.4 36 +6.0

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc 5
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Nation Receives Passing Grade on Achievement, But Just Barely

TheEPE Research Centerr¢ KAchievement Index awards states points based on three distinct aspects of student
achievementcurrent levels of performance, improvements over time, and achievement equity between poor and nonpo
students. The nation as a wieabarns 69 points, on a 1q#int scale, for a grade of-plus. The leading state, Massachusett:
earns 85 points and a B. These results suggest that no state excels across all three dimensions of achievement cajgtur
index. Massachusetts, for exatepranks first in the nation for current aglvement levels and improvemesitbut 47th on
equity. Despite belovaverage current achievement, Florida finislsesenthnationally, a result that can be attributed to very

strong improvements in recent yearadrelatively small poverty gaps.

us

m Status ind

H Change in

Equity ind
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 9

K-12 Achievement Index (points awarded by element)

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc
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RESEARCH
CENTER|

STANDARDS, ASSESSMENTS, AND ACCOUNTABILITY

The nationalsummary column indicates the number of states that have

Policy Indicators

Michigan

|

enacted a particular policy or, as applicable, the number of states with tl

specified policy enacted for all subject areas or at all grade spans.

Nation

Academic content standardsstate has adopted standards in the core subjects (2U&)7
English/language artstandards are clear, specific, and grounded in content at all levels (2007)
Mathematicsstandards are clear, specific, and grounded in content at all levels (2007)
Sciencestandards are clear, specific, and grounded in content &dls (2007)

Social studies/historytandards are clear, specific, and grounded in content at all levels (2007)
Revision schedule State has regular timeline for revising standards (208Y

Supplementary resourcesMaterials elaborate on standards in all core subjects (208)7
Supplementary resourcesMaterialsprovidedfor particular student population€007-08)

Test fems used to measure student performance
Multiple-choice items(200708)

Shortanswer items(200708)

Extendedresponse itemg; English/language art§00708)
Extendedresponse itemg; Other subjectg200708)

Portfolios of student work(200708)

Alignment ofassessments to academic standards
English/language art€00708)

Mathematics(200708)

Sciencg200708)

Social studies/history200708)

Assessment systems

Vertically equatedscores on assessmentsgrades &8 in English (20008)
Vertically equatedscores on assessments in grades 81 math (200708)
Formative assessmenis item banks provided to educators (2008)

State ratingsg State assigns ratings to all schools on criteria other than AYP-(B)07
Statewide student I, State has a statewide studeittentification system (20008)
Rewards; State provides rewards taigh-performing or improving schools (20@B)
Assistance; State provides assistance to lguerforming schools (200d8)
Sanctionsc State sanctions lowperforming schools (206d8)

GRADE

Key: E= English, M= Math, S= Science, H= History/social studies
ES= Elementary school, MS= Middle school, HS= High school

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc

EMSH

ES MS

ES MS

ES MS HS

MS HS
Yes
Yes
No

ES MS HS
No

ES MS HS

ES MS HS
No

ES MS HS

ES MS HS

ES MS HS
MS HS

No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

A- (rank=11)

50 states
8
24
22
2
38
43
35

50
29
45
24

51
50
46

24
24
21

26
48
35
39
32
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TRANSITIONS AND ALIGNMENT

The nationalsummary column indicates the number of]
states that haveenacted a particular polig.

Education Alignment Policies

Michigan | Nation

Early learning; State earlylearning standards aligned with ¥ standards (20008) Yes 47 states
Schoolreadiness definitiong State formally defines school reading8§07-08) No 13
Schoolreadiness assessmeRiReadiness of entering students assessed (A0%)7 No 17
Schoolreadiness intervention; Programs for students not deemed ready (20I8) Yes 21
Kindergarten standardg Learning expectations aligned with glentary (200708) Yes 48
College readinesssState defines college readiness (2618) Yes 15
College preparatior College prep required to earn a high school diploma (208)7 No 3
Course alignment Credits forhigh schootiploma aligned with postsecondary system (24@®) No 6
Assessment aIignmerrtHigh schoohssessment aligned with postsecondary system (2TR)7 Yes 10
Postsecondary decisionsHigh schoohssessment used for postsecondary decisions (28)7 Yes 9
Work readiness; State K12 system defines work readiness (2008) Yes 26
Careertech diplomag State offershigh schootliploma with career specialization (2008) Yes 36
Industry certificationg K-12 has path foindustry-recognized certificate or license (2008) Yes 40
Portable creditsc k-12 pathway to earn careeech. credits for postsecondary (2008) Yes 42

GRADE B (rank=5) C

A National Perspective

The EPE Research Center has
examined state efforts to connect the
K-12 education system with early
learning, higher education, and the
world of work. Fourteen key ‘ % bc=D+
transition andalignment policies are E
included inQuality Counts 2008

The states with thetsongest
alignment policies (grades of B or

Transitions and

higher) eachaveat least 10 of the 14
focal policies in place. At the other
end of the spectrum, Idaho and Utah
have enacted just two such policies,
and Nebraska only one.

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc
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HAtA (2
O B-toB+ (9)
[ C-to C+ (23)
[l D-to D+ (14)
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THE TEACHING PROFESSION

The nationalsummary column indicates the number of

Effo rtS tO I m p rove TeaC h I n g states that have enacted a particular pojic

Michigan Nation

Requirements for initial licensure (2003)

Substantialcourseworkin subject area(s) taught Yes 27 states

Test of basieskills Yes 39

Test of subjecispecific knowledge Yes 42

Test of subjecispecific pedagogy No 6

Student teachingduring teacher training Yes 39

Other clinical experiencesuringteacher training No 13
Discouraging outf-field teaching(200708)

Parental notificationof out-of-field teachers No 5

Ban or can the number of oubf-field teachers No 4
Evaluating teacher performan¢2007-08)

Formal evaluationsfalli S+ OKSNEQ LISNF2NXI yOS NBIj dzA NB R Yes 43

Student achievements tied to teacher evaluations No 12

Annual basidor teacher evaluations No 12

Evaluatorsof teachers receive formal training No 26
Teachereducation program$2007-08)

Rankings/resultgublishedfor teacherpreparation institutions Yes 30

Programs & 02 dzy i 6t S F2NJ AN Rdzr 6SaQ Ofl aa No 18
Data systems to monitor qualifz007)

Unique identification numberassigned to each teacher by state Yes 46

Link teacher andstudent recordsby course/subject and state assessment results No 12

Reduction of entry and transfer barrief2007-08)

Alternative-route programfor teacher preparation Yes 47
Teacherlicense reciprocity or portabilityarrangement with other state(s) Yes 38
Teacherpension portabilityacross state lines No 20
Salaries and incentives
Teacherpay parity ¢ Teacher salaries at least equal to comparable occupations (2006) Yes 10
Districts report schoolevel salariegor teachers (20008) No 12
Payfor-performanceprogram rewards teachers for raising student achievement (208)7 No 7
Differentiated roles for teachersormally recognized by state (20@B) No 20
Incentives for teachedeadership roleg200708) No 17
Incentives for teachers to earn nationddoard certification (200708) Yes 38

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc 9
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Managing and allocating teaching talent (2608)

Fullylicensed teachersacked by state data system, bghootpoverty level No 42 states
Highlyqualified teachersracked by state data system, by schpalverty level No 31
Firstyear teachersracked by state data system, by schpolerty level No 35
National Boardcertified teacherstracked by statalata system, by schogloverty level No 25
Incentives to teachers working in targeted schools No 20
Incentives to teachers working in targeted teaching assignment areas No 16
Incentives toboard-certified teachers working in targeted schools No 10
Incentives to principals working in targeted schools No 10

Supports for beginning teachers (26003)

Induction programfor all new teachers funded by state Yes 22
Mentoring programfor all new teachers funded tstate Yes 25
Mentoring program standardsor selecting, training, and/or matching mentors No 20
Reduced workloador all firstyear teachers No 2
Professional development (20@8)
Formal professionatievelopment standards Yes 41
Professionaldevelopment financecby state for all districts No 24
Districts/schools required to set aside time for professional development Yes 16
Professional development alignedlith local priorities Yes 30
School leadership (2006)
Standards for licensure of school administrators No 48
Supervised internship for aspiring principals No 28
Induction or mentoring program for aspiring principals No 14
School working conditions
Program to reduce or limit classizeimplemented bystate (200708) No 18
Studentteacher ratiomedian in elementary schools is 15:1 or less (2005) No 26
State tracks condition of school facilitiggo0708) No 22
State reports schoelevel information on climate and working condition§00708) No 3
State imposes penalties for school violen@®0708) Yes 36
State finances program to reduce school violengeoz08) No 28
GRADE D+ (rank=37) C

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc 1C
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Reaching the Parity Line

An original analysis by the EPE Research Center finds that gahwial teachers nationwide make 88
cents for every dollar earned in 16 comparable occupations. Ten states reagtpass the payparity
line, meaning teachers earn at least as much as comparable workers.

115

110

105

Parity Line (100 = teacher salaries equal to comparable occupations)
100

95

90

85

80

75

NCMOLA TX AZ OKSDCOVADCMSTN FL KS NJ UTND NVNMWVMD USAL IL AR SC GANEMECT IA HI MNKY VT WAMA ID DE WI ORNH CANYOH AKWY PA IN MI MT RI

Median publicschoolteacher salaries as percent of comparable occupatio

Pay-Parity Index

Occupations Comparable to K-12 Teachers

y'  Acountants and auditors v Editors, news analysts, reporters, and

v Architects, except naval correspondents

Y Archivists, curators, and museum y"  Humanresources, training, and labor
technicians relations specialists

v Clergy v Insurance underwriters

y" Compliance officers, except agriculture, y" Occupational therapists
construction, health and safety, and v Other teachers and instructors (excludes
transportation preschool, K12, and postsecondary)

y"  Computer programmers V" Physicatherapists

y"  Conservation scientists and foresters V' Registered nurses

Y Counselors y Technical writers

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2008. Analysis of the U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey. Occupational categc
adapted fromHow Does Teacher Pay Compgieconomic Policy Institut@004).

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc 1]
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SCHOOL FINANCE

Equity and Spending Indicators

Wealth Neutrality Score¢ Relationship between district funding and loca

property wealth

McLoone Index¢ Actual spending as percent of amount needed to bring

all students to median level

Coefficient of Variationg Amount of disparity in spending across districts

within a state

Restricted Range Difference in pefpupil spendindevels at the 95th and

5th percentiles

Adjusted perpupil expenditures (PPE) Analysis accounts for regional

cost differences

Students funded at or above national averagePercent of students in

districts with PPE at or above U.S. average

Spending Indexg Per-pupil spending levels weighted by the degree to
which districts meet or approach the national average for expenditure

Spending on educatioq Sate expenditures on KL.2 schooling as a

percent of state taxable resources

Definitions of School-Finance Indicators

Wealth Neutrality ScoreThe wealthneutrality score shows the
degree to which state and local revenue agéated to the property
wealth of districts. A negative score means that, on average, poorer
districts actually have more funding per weighted pupil than wealthy
districts do. A positive score means the opposite: Wealthy districts h
more funding per wejhted pupil than poor districts do.

McLoone IndexThe McLoone Index is based on the assumption th.
if all students in the state were lined up according to the amount thei
districts spent on them, perfect equity would be achieved if every
district spentat least as much as that spent on the pupil in the middle
the distribution, or the median. The McLoone Index is the ratio of the
total amount spent on pupils below the median to the amount that
would be needed to raise all students to the median-pepil
expenditure in the state.

Coefficient of VariationThe coefficient of variation is a measure of
the disparity in funding across school districts in a state. The value is
calculated by dividing the standard deviation of adjusted spending pt
pupilbyi KS adtrGSQa I SN IS &ALISYRAY
is a measure of dispersion (i.e., how spread out spending levels are
I ONRPaa | &aiGldi8Qa RAAGNAOGAULS® L
amount per pupil, its coefficient of variati would be zero. As the
coefficient gets higher, the variation in the amounts spent across
districts also gets higher. As the coefficient gets lower, it indicates
greater equity.

Editorial Projects in Education Research Center 1 www.edweek.org/rc

Michigan

National

State Average Average

0.146 35 0.085
91.8 36 92.6
0.136 25 0.147
$2,996 10 $4,725
$9,197 18 $8,973
48.4% 19 46.1%
95.6 22 92.7
4.5% 5 3.6%
GRADE B- 17 C+

Restricted RangeThis indicator captures the differences in funding Iseund
between the highestand lowestspending districts in a state. The index value is
calculated as the difference in ppupil spending levels at the 95th and 5th percentile
Districts enrolling fewer than 200 students are excluded from the analysis

Spending IndexThe Spending Index takes into account both the proportion of
students enrolled in districts with spending at the national average, and the degree
which spending is below that benchmark in districts where il expenditures fall
below the national average. Each district in which the-pepil-spending figure
(adjusted for student needs and cost differences) reaches or exceeds the national
average receives a score of 1 times the number of students in the district. A district
whoseadjusted spending per pupil is below the national average receives a score €
to its perpupil spending divided by the national average and then multiplied by the
number of pupils in the districThe spending index is the sum of district scores divid:
by the total number of students in the state. If all districts spend above the U.S.
average, the state attains a perfect index score of 100 points.

Note: The District of Columbia and Hawaii are shuligérict jurisdictions. As a result it is not
possble to calculate measures of financial equity, which capture the distribution of funding acro
districts within a state. The District of Columbia and Hawaii do not receive grades for school fin
and are not included in the rankings reported in thiblea
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NOTES AND SOURCES

Quality Counts 2008

¢ KA& &SI NI atheananiaKrepdrR A (
from Education Weekxplores the most

critical factor for improving student learnirng
high-quality teachingQuality Counts 2008
examines strategies that states can use to
unlock the full potential of the teaching
profession through policies that focus on:
acountability for quality and results;

incentives to attract and keep higduality
teachers; targeting teadhg talent to high

needs schooland building capacity for
effective teachingQuality Counts 2008lso Other Indicators EPE Resesh Center analysis of
grades the states based on performance and R} 41 TFTNRY
policy in six distinct areas: chance for success;Community Survey, 2006.
achievement of KL2 schools; standards,
assessments, and accountability; transitions
and alignment; the teaching profession; and
school financeQuality Counts 2008an be
accessed online atww.edweek.org/go/qc08

other sources are noted below.

éh%ﬁ/ce ?OT Success

Elementary Reading and Middle School
Mathematics 2007 National Assessment of

Department of Education, 2007.

High School GraduatianCumulative Promotion

Index, calculated using the U.S. Department of
9RdzOF GA2Yy Q&
Research Center, 2007

K-12 Achievement

Reading and Mathematicéchievement 2007
National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) State assessment. U.S. Department of

ighli ; Education, 2007.
TheState Highlights Reporfgovide state ucation

specific summaries of key findings from
Quality Counts 200&Reports for the 50 states
and the District of Columbia are available on
the Web atwww.edweek.org/go/qc08/shr

High School GraduatianCumulative Promotion

Index, calculated using the U.S. Department of
9RdzOI GA2Y Q&
Research Center, 2007

Educational Progsss (NAEP) State assessment. u.s.Community Survey,

iKS | of o / Sy a Fhcatogiraet G006 Rels o fhg %ﬁt"g of

/ 2 Y Y0204. EPR NB

state policy measures. Indicators derived from The Teaching Profession

Data Systems to Monitor QualityData Quaty
Campaign, 2007.

TeacherSalary ParityEPE Research Center analysis
2F RIFEdGF FTNRBY GKS ! o{d / Sya
2005 and 2006.

Pay for PerformanceEducation Commission of the
{drisSaqQ wSRSaA3IySR ¢SI OKSN
Database (fall 2006), updated Bygucation Week

I 2 Yyas ePe NB (3007 g 5y p

School LeadershifZouncil of Chief State School
Officers, Key State Education Policies €@K

Columbia compiled by the EPE Research
2007).

enter (fall

StudentTeacher RatioEPE Research Center
Fylrfteara 2F ! o{d 5SLI NIYSyY
Core of Data, 20066.

OtherIndicators EPE Research Center annual state
policy survey, 2007.

School Finance
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Equity and Spending The EPE Research Center
conducted an original analysis to calculatght

Advanced PlacemenEPE Research Center ana|ysi5 distinctschootlfinanceindicators. Data for these
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Common Core of Data, 2006.

Indicator Sources

Quality Counts 200@rovides information on
more than 150 different statdy-state
indicators, spanning six categories of
educational policymaking and performance.
The majority of these 58tate indicators are
based on original analyses and statavey
data from the EPE Rearch Center. In some
cases, however, we also draw on published
information from a number of outside
organizations.

Standards, Assessments, and
Accountability

State has standards that are clear, specific, and
grounded in content:American Federation of
Teachers, unpublished review, Octodéovember
2007.

Assessment item types and alignment to state

/ 2t t S 3 énalyseswrigkaptained from g vanely pfigurces,
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Secondary Education Finance Data for 2005; U.S.
58I NIYSyYyd 2F 9RdzOF A2y Q&
200304, 200405, 200506 (districtlevel data);
brdAazylt / SyGdSNI F2NJ 9RdzOI
Cost of Education Index 99-94; U.S. Census

. dzNB | dz@ea lficyhhefarid Poverty Estimates
HnnnT ! &{d 5SLINIYSYyd 2F 9
District Demographics data, based on the 2000 U.S.
CensusNational Center for Education Statistics,
Revenues and Expenditures for Public Eletzuey

and Secondary Education: School Year 294

(Fiscal Year 2005), April 20@nd 2005 grosstate-

standards EPE Research Center review of testing  product data from the U.S. Department of

The methodology section of the full report
provides detailed descriptions of our
indicators and procedures for grading the
states. That iformation can be accessed
online atwww.edweek.org/go/qc08

agency Web sites, 2007.

State has a statewide studertientification
system:Data QualityCampaign, 2007.

Other Indicators EPE Research Center annual state

Between August and November of 2007, the Policy survey, 2007.

EPE Research Center conducted an original
survey of state education agencies and the
District of Columbia puld schools. This
survey provided information for most of our

Transitions and Alignment
policy survey, 2007.
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calendars and other materials from state education ; 2 vy v § ND S Q &

All Indicators EPE Research Center annual state
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