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Foreword

by Mike Pence, Governor of Indiana

ur greatest obligation as policymakers is
Oto ensure that all of our children have ac-

cess to a quality education. Our nation’s
long-term success is dependent upon the success
of our children, whose early start in life depends
greatly on the quality of our schools. This funda-
mental truth was evident to our nation’s found-
ers. George Washington once said that a “virtu-
ous and happy people will be found in the right
education of youth.”

In this era of global competition and mobile
capital, we owe it to our children to ensure they
are prepared to succeed in a changing world. If
we fail our children in the classroom, they are
more likely to fail in life. In Indiana, we’ve taken
this lesson to heart. In our efforts to increase ac-
cess to quality schools, we enacted the most am-
bitious school choice program in the country in
2011. Last year, nearly 20,000 low-income Hoo-
siers used vouchers, or what we call Choice Schol-
arships, to attend the school of their choice—a
500 percent increase from the year before. This
year, the number of applications has grown to
nearly 30,000. In addition to the Choice Scholar-
ships, more than 35,000 Indiana students are at-
tending public charter schools across our state.

We have a strong commitment to high aca-
demic standards in Indiana that is producing real
results. In 2013, under our A-F system of school

accountability, 500 public schools improved a full
letter grade or more. Indiana’s gains on the “Na-
tion’s Report Card” were in the top five for fourth
grade reading and math, and our graduation rate
is at an all-time high. Finally, more than 86 per-
cent of Hoosier third graders passed the state
reading exam, a critical measure of future educa-
tional success.

We have also worked hard to ensure that our
students have a rich set of post-secondary edu-
cation opportunities. While anyone who wants
to go to college should be able to do so, many
high-wage, high-demand jobs do not require a
four-year college degree. With strong biparti-
san support, Indiana is making career and voca-
tional education an option for every high school
student in Indiana in order to ensure that all stu-
dents have a pathway to a career regardless of
whether they decide to go to college. We are ex-
panding curricula in our high schools and devel-
oping new partnerships with local businesses to
support career and technical education on a re-
gional basis.

Because every child should start school pre-
pared to learn, we developed a voluntary pre-K
voucher program for disadvantaged children in
Indiana. | have always believed the best pre-K
program is a family that provides the kind of en-
richment that every child deserves, but too often
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FOREWORD

low-income children need extra help. Targeted
pre-K programs can improve future education-
al outcomes for our most disadvantaged kids, es-
pecially when families can choose with a voucher
the programs that are best for their kids.

Indiana and other states have made great
progress in our efforts to give our children the
best educational options available to them. Much
remains to be done. Too many of our children are
trapped in failing schools and do not have access
to the kind of learning needed to produce with-
in them the skills necessary to develop the skills
students need to succeed in today’s challenging
economy. The Report Card on American Educa-
tion is an invaluable resource that shows where

viii Report Card on American Education

we have been, where we are, and most impor-
tant, where we need to go from here. It is re-
quired reading for anyone who believes that we
need to make sure all of our kids get a fair shot at
the American Dream.

Sincerely,

C@;&wzm.@.\_

Mike Pence
Governor of Indiana
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Education Reform.:
A Year n Review

olicy advancements in recent years have
given students across America more edu-
cational options than many thought prob-
able—even asrecently as five years ago. And 2013
proved to be another landmark year, as state law-
makers expanded successful reforms and ex-
plored innovative new policies that build on pri-
or educational successes. Importantly, students
are rightly at the core of lawmaker conversations.

NORTH CAROLINA LAWMAKERS GO BIG ON
K-12 REFORM IN 2013

North Carolina legislators moved the Tar Heel
State into the top ranks of education reform with
a comprehensive set of K-12 reforms. In so doing,
North Carolina became the latest in a growing
number of states to dispatch the “either/or” ap-
proach to K-12 reform. In the past, K-12 reformers
spent time debating whether to pursue a reform
strategy based upon incentives (such as parental
choice programs and merit bonuses) or instruc-
tional/transparency reforms based upon testing
and curriculum. In 2013, North Carolina lawmak-
ers wisely decided not to bother with an “either/
or” debate and instead adopted a “both/and”
multifaceted strategy to improve public schools.

They adopted “A” through “F” school grades
to describe academic performance—a crucial
step toward increasing transparency in the sys-
tem. These grades will replace a multi-measured
system detailing whether the school met mini-
mum requirements under the No Child Left Be-
hind (NCLB) Act with a grade on a universally un-
derstood scale.

As parental choice policies represent the most
basic method for improving education outcomes,
open enrollment, charter school options and pri-
vate choice options all give parents the opportu-
nity to match the individual needs of their child

2 Report Card on American Education

with the particular strengths of a school. Every
child and every school is unique, meaning the
greater variety of schooling options available,
the more likely each child will find a school that
matches his or her needs.

North Carolina lawmakers had previously tak-
en small steps toward parental choice. In 2011,
they removed a statewide cap on the number of
charter schools, which had previously been set at
100. And in 2012, they created a personal use tax
credit for households with special education stu-
dents to cover some private school expenses.

However, North Carolina lawmakers went big
and broad in 2013, passing two school voucher
programs—one for students in low- to middle-
income families and the other for children with
special needs. Collectively, these programs make
North Carolina the top-ranked parental choice
state. Students eligible for the North Carolina Op-
portunity Scholarship program include children
previously attending a public school whose fami-
lies are below 133 percent of the income thresh-
old, qualifying them for a free or reduced-price
lunch under the National School Lunch Program.

In North Carolina, 50 percent of students qual-
ify for a free or reduced-price lunch, and another
12 percent have an Individualized Education Plan
qualifying them for special education services. Al-
though overlap exists between these two popula-
tion pools—many special education students also
qualify for free or reduced-price lunches, based
upon family income—a large majority of North
Carolina public school students will qualify for
participation.

Between these private choice programs and
improvements in the state’s charter school laws
giving parents ultimate control over their child’s
education, it is clear that bottom-up pressure for
public school improvement is on the way.



North Carolina lawmakers also funded an ef-
fort to increase the number of Advanced Place-
ment and International Baccalaureate courses.
State funds will be used to encourage students
with the potential to pass college preparatory
coursework and will pay for associated testing
fees and for teacher professional development.?

D.C., TENNESSEE AND INDIANA SEE THE BIG-
GEST GAINS BETWEEN 2011 AND 2013 NAEP
The National Assessment of Educational Prog-
ress (NAEP) released the 2013 results for fourth-
and eighth-grade mathematics and reading as-
sessments. The District of Columbia and state of
Tennessee demonstrated statistically significant
gains over the 2011 scores in all four exams. Indi-
ana had the third highest overall gains.

Arizona, Colorado, Delaware, the District of
Columbia, Indiana, lowa, Nebraska, New York,
Tennessee, West Virginia and Wyoming saw sta-
tistically significant gains in fourth-grade mathe-
matics between 2011 and 2013. No state suffered

EDUCATION REFORM: A YEAR IN REVIEW

a statistically significant decline in fourth-grade
math scores, and the majority of states saw ef-
fectively flat scores during this period.

The District of Columbia, Florida, New Hamp-
shire, Pennsylvania and Tennessee achieved sig-
nificant gains in eighth-grade mathematics be-
tween the 2011 and 2013 NAEP exams. Montana,
Oklahoma and South Dakota, however, suffered
significant declines in eighth-grade math scores.
The vast majority of states saw no significant
change in the math performance of their eighth-
grade students.

NAEP fourth-grade reading trends between
2011 and 2013 saw a similar pattern, with juris-
dictions seeing a significant increase, outnumber-
ing states that saw significant declines by a 6-to-3
margin. Colorado, the District of Columbia, In-
diana, lowa, Maine, Tennessee and Washington
showed gains, while Massachusetts, Montana
and North Dakota suffered significant declines.
The vast majority of states did not see a statisti-
cally significant decline or increase.

FIGURE 1 | STATES MAKING STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS ON THE NAEP FOURTH-GRADE
MATH EXAM BETWEEN 2011 AND 2013 (ALL STUDENTS)

www.alec.org 3



CHAPTER ONE

FIGURE 2 | STATES MAKING STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS OR DECLINES ON THE NAEP
EIGHTH-GRADE MATH EXAM BETWEEN 2011 AND 2013 (ALL STUDENTS)

NAEP eighth-grade math has proved the most
difficult subject to improve for states since 2011;
however, the District of Columbia, Florida, Hawaii,
New Hampshire, Pennsylvania and Tennessee saw
statistically significant gains in eighth-grade math
during this time. Montana, Oklahoma and South
Dakota, however, suffered significant declines in
scores.

Tennessee, the District of Columbia and Indi-
ana have all been K-12 reform leaders in recent
years. Commenting on the NAEP improvement,
Tennessee Lt. Gov. Ron Ramsey noted, “From
tenure reform to teacher evaluations to the elim-
ination of the union monopoly on collective bar-
gaining, Tennessee has led the nation in pursu-
ing ambitious reforms. Now we see the results.
Thanks go to Governor Haslam, Commission-
er Huffman and our state legislators for show-
ing remarkable resolve in the face of criticism.”?
The District of Columbia has seen an ever-grow-
ing percentage of students attending charter
schools. In 2011, charter schools educated 41

4 Report Card on American Education

Declines

|:| No progress

percent of D.C. Public School (DCPS) students,
and the share continues to grow.® Former DCPS
Chancellor Michelle Rhee instituted a suite of ad-
ditional reforms during her tenure. D.C. NAEP
scores remain low, but one can only describe the
progress since the mid-1990s as substantial.

Indiana’s reforms under former Gov. Mitch
Daniels and Commissioner Tony Bennett likewise
ran the gamut from expanding parental choice to
embracing public school transparency through
letter grades and more. The electoral process
ended the tenure of both hard-charging reform-
ers Rhee and Bennett (Rhee indirectly through
the Washington, D.C. mayoral election; Bennett
through the direct election of the Indiana Super-
intendent of Public Instruction). Both, however,
seem likely to regard academic improvement as
a far greater reward than staying in office quietly
presiding over more of the same.

The 2013 NAEP also marks the end of the first
decade in which all 50 states and the District of
Columbia participated in NAEP testing, which
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FIGURE 3 | STATES MAKING STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS OR DECLINES ON THE NAEP
FOURTH-GRADE READING EXAM BETWEEN 2011 AND 2013 (ALL STUDENTS)

allows a long-term look at progress. Education
improvement tends to be slow and steady in the
best of circumstances, making a longer term view
of progress more valuable than a two-year snap-
shot, such as comparing 2013 NAEP scores with
those in 2011. Chapter 2 of this book will focus on
this decade in academic progress (or lack there-
of) for all states.

NEW PRIVATE CHOICE PROGRAMS AND EXPAN-
SIONS ABOUND IN 2013

The 18th edition of the Report Card on American
Education included the story of Greg Forster bet-
ting The Washington Post columnist Jay Mathews
dinner over whether state lawmakers would pass
seven or more new or expanded private choice
programs. Forster nearly tripled up on the mini-
mum requirement in 2011 and easily passed the
hurdle again in another blockbuster year for pri-
vate school choice in 2012. The Report Card pro-
poses to use this wager as the unofficial stan-
dard of having a great year in the parental choice

Declines

l:, No progress

movement. Lawmakers easily exceeded that
standard yet again in 2013.

Alabama and South Carolina lawmakers
joined the parental choice movement for the first
time in 2013. The Alabama Legislature surprised
everyone by passing the Alabama Accountability
Act, which included two private choice programs.
The Alabama Accountability Act Tax Credit/Re-
bate will provide a tax credit or rebate to par-
ents transferring their child from a failing public
school to a school of their choice. In addition, the
act’s School Choice Scholarships Program creates
a $25 million scholarship tax credit for taxpay-
ers to further aid children attending failing pub-
lic schools.

Georgia and lowa lawmakers increased the
statewide caps on their scholarship tax credits
by $8 million and $3.25 million, respectively. In-
diana lawmakers expanded the eligibility for the
Hoosier State’s scholarship tax credit to students
attending private schools, if they fall below 200
percent of the eligibility needed to qualify for the

www.alec.org 5
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FIGURE 4 | STATES MAKING STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS ON THE NAEP EIGHTH-GRADE
READING EXAM BETWEEN 2011 AND 2013 (ALL STUDENTS)

National School Lunch Program’s free or reduced-
price lunches. Indiana lawmakers also expanded
the eligibility for their broad voucher program and
increased the maximum size of the scholarship.
Arizona legislators expanded and improved
the Arizona Empowerment Scholarship Account
(ESA) Program—the first education savings ac-
count program in the nation. Education savings
accounts represent the 21st century update to
choice programs. The nation’s first pilot ESA pro-
gram has entered its third year of operation in
Arizona, and it allows parents to control an ac-
count that can be used for private school tuition,
ala carte courses from public school certified pri-
vate tutors, licensed therapists, online education
programs and college or university tuition. If they
choose, parents may place a limited amount of
ESA funds into a Coverdell Education Savings Ac-
count to accumulate interest for the child’s fu-
ture higher-education expenses. Parents are in
charge—down to the last penny—and the model

6 Report Card on American Education

encourages parents to consider both quality and
cost when choosing among providers.

In 2013, Arizona lawmakers expanded the
program’s eligibility to kindergarten students
otherwise eligible to participate, such as stu-
dents with special needs, those attending a “D”
or “F” rated public school, those in foster care,
or dependents of active duty military members.
Arizona lawmakers also enacted critical program
design improvements by increasing the fiscal
oversight of accounts and increasing the funding
for accounts.

Ohio lawmakers expanded the EdChoice
Scholarship Program to make $4,250 scholar-
ships available statewide to children in families
below 200 percent of the federal poverty lev-
el. Program eligibility started with kindergarten
students, and a subsequent grade will be eligi-
ble each year for the next 12 years (kindergarten
only the first year kindergarten and first grade
the second year and so forth).
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TABLE 1 | STATES MAKING STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS OR DECLINES ON THE NAEP
EXAMS BETWEEN 2011 AND 2013 (ALL STUDENTS)

T
Math Math Reading Reading
Alabama - - - -
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
lowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
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FIGURE 5 | STATES WITH PRIVATE CHOICE PROGRAMS

Wisconsin lawmakers created a new state-
wide voucher program for children who qualify
for the National School Lunch Program. Program
participation is capped at 500 students in the
first year and 1,000 students thereafter. Wiscon-
sin lawmakers also created new tax deductions
for private school expenses.

COURSE ACCESS PROGRAMS GAIN GROUND
Advances in digital learning have created the op-
portunity for students to reach a near limitless
catalogue of courses. An innovative approach
currently in states such as Louisiana and Utah
allows students—regardless of school—to take
part in publicly funded digital learning as a part
of their school day. This allows students in pub-
lic district schools, public charter schools and—
in some cases—students in homeschools to re-
main in their school while enrolling in alternative
course options.

8 Report Card on American Education

. States with Existing Private Choice Programs in 2013

States with New or Expanded Programs in 2013
* Douglas County

This is a particularly important policy for rural
districts, schools facing difficulty in finding quali-
fied teachers or schools that can’t justify hiring a
qualified teacher for a course with only a few stu-
dents. In 2013, Texas lawmakers created a course
access program that will soon reach 2.5 million
students. Michigan and Wisconsin also set in mo-
tion their course access programs, helping to cre-
ate a national network of high-quality options for
students beyond traditional school walls.

Lawmakers interested in this policy should
examine the ALEC Course Choice Program Act,
which features best practices from multiple states
that have enacted course access legislation. An
important aspect of this policy is annual parental
notification. Choices are only beneficial when par-
ents and students know those choices are avail-
able to them. Requiring annual reporting to the
legislature is also an important check on the pro-
gram to ensure students’ needs are being met.
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FIGURE 6 | STATES WITH PRIVATE CHOICE PROGRAMS FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABILITIES

SPECIAL NEEDS PARENTAL CHOICE PROGRAMS
CONTINUED TO ADVANCE IN 2013

The case for parental choice for children with dis-
abilities is especially powerful. District lobbyists
have claimed for decades that state funding for
special needs children does not cover their costs.
Taking them at their word regarding their need
to shift funds out of general education and into
special education, these individuals have no ba-
sis for complaint if a special needs child leaves
with their state funding; they can either shift less
money or spend more on their remaining special
needs children.

More important still, federal law allows par-
ents to sue districts for failure to provide a “free
and appropriate education,” and these suits
sometimes result in large judgments against dis-
tricts. Nationwide, 2 percent of special needs
children attend private schools at district ex-
pense—but they tend to be the children of
wealthy parents who can access highly specialized

. States with Existing Private Choice Programs in 2013

States with New or Expanded Programs in 2013

attorney services. Choice programs short-circuit
the need for lawsuits by allowing dissatisfied par-
ents to depart if they feel the need.

Florida lawmakers created the first such law,
the McKay Scholarship Program, in 1999. Since
then, 10 states have followed suit, and lawmakers
continued to create and improve private choice
programs for children with disabilities in 2013.
For example, South Carolina lawmakers created
a scholarship tax credit program for children with
disabilities. Not to be outdone, North Carolina
legislators replaced a personal use tax credit for
children with disabilities with a school voucher
program for special needs children to accompany
their broader program for low-income children.

Utah lawmakers created an important fund-
ing formula for the Carson Smith Special Needs
Scholarship. The program was previously fund-
ed by appropriations, which had routinely re-
quired lotteries for program admission. Mean-
while, Mississippi lawmakers created the Nate

www.alec.org 9
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FIGURE 7 | STATES MAKING 10-POINT OR GREATER GAINS ON THE STRENGTH OF THEIR CHARTER

SCHOOL LAW BETWEEN 2010 AND 2013

Rogers Scholarship for Children with Disabilities
Program for children with speech and language
impairments.

Lawmakers in Utah’s southern neighbor sub-
stantially improved the Arizona Empowerment
Scholarship Account program. The changes to the
program will make participation easier for both
special needs and other eligible children. Indi-
ana lawmakers, meanwhile, expanded eligibility
for their voucher program to include all children
with disabilities.*

The ALEC Task Force on Education has devel-
oped both model voucher and education savings
account policies for study by those interested in
improving the opportunities for the most deserv-
ing and often poorly served students.

LAWMAKERS ENACT STRONG IMPROVEMENTS
TO CHARTER SCHOOL LAWS

The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools
(NAPCS) conducted a study of the changes in

10 Report Card on American Education

. 10 points or greater gain

20 points or greater gain

charter school laws across the country between

the years 2010 and 2013. Using their metrics re-

garding the key elements of solid charter school
legislation, they summarized their findings as:

e Thirty-five states have made policy improve-
ments that resulted in increases in their
scores. Only Pennsylvania scored lower in
2013 than in 2010.

e Seven of these 35 states “essentially over-
hauled” their charter school laws (defined as
an increase in scores by 20 points or more).
These include Colorado, Hawaii, Indiana, Lou-
isiana, New Mexico, Rhode Island and South
Carolina.

e Tenofthese 35 states made “notable improve-
ments” (defined as an increase in their scores
of 10 to 19 points). These include Florida, Illi-

nois, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri,
Nevada, New Jersey, New York, North Caro-
lina and Ohio.

e Eighteen of these 35 states made moderate
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TABLE 2 | YEAR-BY-YEAR SCORES FOR STATE CHARTER SCHOOL LAWS 2010-2013
(SOURCE: NATIONAL ALLIANCE FOR PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOLS)

State 2010 2011 2012 2013 Point Change
Alaska 56 62 62 63 7
Arizona 136 133 133 141 5
Arkansas 116 116 122 122 6
California 150 150 150 150 0
Colorado 138 142 142 160 22
Connecticut 106 106 106 110 4
Delaware 121 121 127 127 6
District of Columbia 132 132 132 134 2
Florida 133 147 151 151 18
Georgia 134 134 125 135 1
Hawaii 75 82 82 139 64
Idaho 104 104 101 110 6
lllinois 100 100 117 117 17
Indiana 112 112 148 148 36
lowa 62 71 71 71 9
Kansas 63 63 63 63 0
Louisiana 128 132 128 151 23
Maine - - 163 166 3
Maryland 42 42 42 42 0
Massachusetts 135 148 148 145 10
Michigan 122 122 138 138 16
Minnesota 168 172 172 172 4
Mississippi - 39 39 39 0
Missouri 19 119 119 132 13
Nevada 109 109 126 126 17
New Hampshire m 114 120 113 2
New Jersey 104 104 104 14 10
New Mexico 117 17 147 147 30
New York 134 148 148 148 14
North Carolina 107 107 122 125 18
Ohio 106 106 113 117 11
Oklahoma 101 106 106 109 8
Oregon 116 116 120 120 4
Pennsylvania 134 131 131 131 =8
Rhode Island 71 74 108 108 37
South Carolina 17 17 17 141 24
Tennessee 101 101 109 109 8
Texas 120 120 124 124 4
Utah 127 127 127 131 4
Virginia 65 69 69 69 4
Washington - - - 161 N/A
Wisconsin 77 77 77 77 0
Wyoming 87 87 87 87 0
improvements, with changes resulting in an New Hampshire, Oklahoma, Oregon, Tennes-
increase in scores anywhere from one to nine see, Texas, Utah and Virginia.
points. These include Alaska, Arizona, Arkan- e The scores for six states remained the same.
sas, Connecticut, Delaware, District of Colum- These include California, Kansas, Maryland,
bia, Georgia, ldaho, lowa, Maine, Minnesota, Mississippi, Wisconsin and Wyoming.

www.alec.org 11
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FIGURE 8 | JURISDICTIONS ADOPTING “A” THROUGH “F” LETTER GRADES FOR SCHOOL

TRANSPARENCY

e Three states have enacted brand new legis-
lation. Two of them—Maine and Washing-
ton—enacted laws relatively well aligned
with NAPCS’ model law. Mississippi, on the
other hand, passed a weak law but strength-
ened it in 2013, which was not reflected in the
rankings.’

Table 2 shows the year-by-year scores for
charter schools in each state. Maine came in
strong with new legislation in 2012, which they
improved in 2013, resulting in the second-high-
est ranked law in the nation. Hawaii delivers the
biggest point gain in the ranking with a huge
improvement to their legislation in 2013. No-
tice also that new kids on the block—Maine and
Washington—now have charter school laws rat-
ed higher than either Arizona or Florida, accord-
ing to NAPCS criteria.

The Report Card on American Education es-
pecially wants to congratulate charter school ad-
vocates in Maine and Washington, not only for

12 Report Card on American Education

adopting charter school laws, but for adopting
strong charter school laws. The Maine and Wash-
ington laws are not only among the highest rat-
ed by the NAPCS criteria, they rank ahead of such
strong charter states as Arizona and Florida.

Charter advocates obviously had the right
idea: Go big or go home.

Meanwhile, Alabama, Kentucky, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, West Vir-
ginia and Vermont still have yet to pass a charter
school law.

MORE STATES ADOPT “A” THROUGH “F”
SCHOOL LETTER GRADES

Policymakers continued to adopt easily under-
stood letter grades to describe public school ac-
ademic performance in 2013. Rating schools “A”
through “F” began in Florida in 1999 and repre-
sented tough medicine: The state called out un-
derperforming schools in a way that everyone
could instantly grasp. In Florida, state officials



post school- and district- level information about
performance and grades on the Internet, and
schools are required to send a school report
card to parents. Tough love is still love: Florida’s
schools began a steady process of improvement,
both on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment
Test and on NAEP (a source of external validation
for the state exam).

The practice of grading schools had many crit-
ics in 1999, and some remain today, despite Flor-
ida’s strong improvement. Far from withering un-
der the glare of public shame, Floridians rolled
up their sleeves and began the hard work of im-
proving their underperforming schools. Schools
focused their resources on improving academ-
ic achievement. Alerted to the problems in their
schools, communities rallied to the aid of low-
performing schools. Thousands of Floridians vol-
unteered their time to tutor struggling students.
Improving academic performance—and thus the
school’s grade—became a focus.

New York City became the second jurisdiction
to adopt school letter grades at the district level.
After New York, a growing number of states—in-
cluding Arizona, Indiana, Louisiana, New Mexico,
Oklahoma and Utah—adopted the “A” through
“F” grading practice. More recently, a growing
number of Atlantic Coast, Midwest and South-
ern states adopted school letter grades—includ-
ing Alabama, Arkansas, Ohio, Maine, Mississippi,
North Carolina, South Carolina and Virginia.

Few of these states have released multiple
years of letter grades, and fewer still have put let-
ter grades in place as a part of a broad compre-
hensive set of reforms designed to improve pub-
lic education. Indiana is one of those few states,
and their gains on the 2013 NAEP proved quite
impressive (see Chapter 2). Some states, such
as Utah, saw years pass between the time law-
makers passed “A” through “F” letter grades and
when the Department of Education (grudgingly,
in the case of Utah education officials) released
the first set of grades to the public.

A number of states adopted their “A” through
“F” policies as part of negotiating a waiver from
NCLB, and others adopted the policy through leg-
islation. School grading policies are not monolith-
ic in nature. For instance, some heavily factor in
student academic growth, while other states’ pol-
icies, such as Louisiana’s, do not. Florida began
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with more schools earning “D” and “F” grades
than “A” and “B” grades and then watched that
trend reverse itself over the years, despite rais-
ing standards multiple times. Arizona, on the oth-
er hand, began with a majority of schools earning
“A” and “B” from the outset.

Over time, the variation in these school grad-
ing details may increase our knowledge of how
best to fashion a system in order to nudge a fast-
er improvement rate for public schools.

MASSIVE OPEN ONLINE COURSES CONTINUED
TO RAPIDLY EXPAND IN 2013
Stanford professor Sebastian Thrun created the
first Massive Open Online Course (MOOC) in
2011, and the pace of expansion has yet to abate.
The short period since 2011 has already featured
an explosion in the number of courses, partici-
pating universities and MOOC online platforms.

While primarily a higher education phenom-
enon, the availability of free online courses from
some of the finest universities in the world has
already moved into the K-12 arena. “K-12 educa-
tors are currently exploring the use of open con-
tent, learning analytics, competency-based ed-
ucation and personalized instruction, which all
point to the role that MOOCs can and will play
for learners,” Leslie Conery, interim chief educa-
tion officer at International Society for Technol-
ogy in Education, noted. “These trends will con-
tinue to grow and become more prevalent as the
cost of technology continues to decline and ac-
cess to both devices and connectivity continues
to increase. MOQOCs present schools with a great
way to supplement and enhance their current
curriculum.”®

A growing number of providers have been
creating MOOCs aimed specifically at high school
students. During the 2013 legislative session,
Florida lawmakers authorized MOOCs in high
school subjects with end-of-course exams now
offered for Algebra | and Geometry. The legis-
lation grants high school credit for MOOCs with
proctored end-of-course exams by 2015-2016. In
the meantime, a variety of university and univer-
sity/district partnerships have continued to de-
velop high-school MOOCs.?

Dhawal Shah, a software engineer and found-
er of Class Central, a free online aggregator of
online educational offerings, has endeavored to
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keep track of the rapidly expanding MOOC uni-
verse. This is no easy task. In late 2013 he pro-
vided the following summary of the MOOC
phenomenon:

200+ universities. 1,200+ courses. 1,300+
instructors. 10 million students.

One cannot help but to suspect that this sum-
mary went out of date moments after Shah typed
it. He predicts an increasing number of universi-
ties will grant college credit for MOOCs, a grow-
ing number of MOOCs created by corporations
will emerge for employee training and new cours-
es will make use of open platform software in
2014 at an even faster pace.®

The MOOC revolution remains young and
wild, and the full implications for the K-12 system
remain unclear. Harvard, Stanford and dozens of
other universities have put classes online at costs
varying between free and negligible. Innovators
have developed solutions to grant college cred-
it when students pass third-party proctored final
exams. Much work lies ahead in reformatting our
systems of education to incorporate these new
developments while keeping the crucial human
touch in education. While the future impact of
technology on education remains unclear, we can
say the following with certainty: We live in an age
of wonders.

TAKING ADDITIONAL STEPS IN THE JOURNEY OF
A THOUSAND MILES

The K-12 reform movement has had more to cel-
ebrate in the past three years than in any recent
period. It is important to recognize, however, that
even these incredibly hard fought victories repre-
sent only the first small steps on a long journey
of transforming a public education system that
fails to serve the needs of far too many. Amer-
icans can and should, in part, judge schools by
how much they give to children who are starting
in life with the least.

Most American poor children still go to
schools in states with weak transparency sys-
tems that use fuzzy labels to obscure academic
failure. Most low-income students have little to
no meaningful choice over what schools they at-
tend. Most poor children attend schools that so-
cially promote them year after year, regardless of
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their ability to read or do grade-level work. Poor
children attend public schools that do too little to
attract highly effective teachers or remove inef-
fective teachers from the classroom.

Many defenders of the education status quo
blame poverty itself for the children’s plight.
These detractors continually ignore the fact that
today’s students often have parents, grandpar-
ents, great-grandparents and others who them-
selves attended public schools. The assignment
of our public school system in helping to break
this cycle of poverty involves the imparting of ac-
ademic knowledge and skills that are vital to the
future success of children. The past failure of
the public school system to perform this crucial
task does indeed make it more difficult to per-
form in the present. The current public school
system spends and employs people at levels that
would stagger the imagination of an American
school administrator in decades past, and which
inspires envy among the vast majority of school
systems around the globe. If the current system
cannot get this task done under these fortuitous
circumstances, we need to update our system.
The only part of this process that is finished is the
beginning.
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ntil the passage of NCLB, state participa-
U tion in the NAEP remained optional. NCLB

conditioned receipt of federal K-12 funds
on participation in NAEP, and not surprisingly, all
states decided they should participate. Universal
participation in NAEP, which began in 2003, pro-
vides the opportunity to examine academic gains
through a decade-long trend to see which states
have made progress and which have not—and to
what degree.

NAEP tests a random sample of students
in all 50 states and the District of Columbia on
fourth- and eighth-grade reading and mathemat-
ics achievement on a regular basis. Since 2003,
NAEP has produced new results on a biannual
basis: 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009, 2011, and most
recently, 2013. Increases or declines of scores
between two-year NAEP cycles usually prove
modest. Moreover, one should expect a certain
level of variation simply based upon the draw-
ing of different samples. Possible variations in
scores due to sampling error can be quantified,
but NAEP officials work very hard to avoid hav-
ing “statistical noise” creep into exams in the
form of a bad sample. A variety of technical stu-
dent inclusion issues—such as those for special
education and English language learner (ELL) stu-
dents—can also influence scores.

Readers should also appreciate the com-
plexity of the relationship between state pol-
icy and student learning. State policy serves as
only a single variable that has the potential to
influence academic outcomes. Students learn
at home and at school, not in state legislative
chambers. Put differently, the positive or neg-
ative impact of state policy on student learning
begins its journey in state capitals and passes
through a sprawling system of public, private
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and home-schools. If state policies ultimately
fail to meaningfully impact classroom practice,
inspire greater activity from students and/or
educators or provide new options for students
and parents, state policymakers can often find
themselves pushing on a string.

In addition, the ability of analysts to com-
prehensively measure the quality and impact
of state policies must be viewed as limited.
This Report Card on American Education makes
use of high-quality studies ranking various ele-
ments of K-12 policy. However, implementation
of the policies put in place by state legislators is
crucial. And the ability of an analyst to measure
the quality of implementation efforts lies be-
yond the measures of these studies. The effec-
tiveness of various efforts to subvert state pol-
icy remains completely unmeasured.

Sometimes resistance to state policy man-
ifests itself in a nakedly obvious fashion. Ten-
nessee, for instance, has a charter school law
that makes districts the primary authorizer of
charter schools but includes the important ad-
dition of a state appeals process. The appeals
process represents an example of a legal fea-
ture leading to a higher ranking for a char-
ter school law (and therefore a higher policy
grade for a state in the Report Card on Amer-
ican Education).

This appeals feature failed to lead to a de-
sirable outcome, however, when the Nashville
school district defied recognizing the success-
ful appeal of a highly regarded out-of-state
charter network. The district chose to pay a
multimillion dollar fine to the state rather than
recognize the successful appeal of the char-
ter school network out of their own budget.?
Ultimately the charter school organization
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FIGURE 1 | STATES MAKING STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS OR DECLINES ON THE NAEP
FOURTH-GRADE READING EXAM BETWEEN 2003 AND 2013 (ALL STUDENTS)

decided to withdraw its application. Analysts
would find it impossible to quantify the impact
of such an event when judging the quality of
a charter school law, even if they were to at-
tempt to do so.

One can feel fairly certain that the payment
of a $3.4 million fine by district taxpayers did
nothing to improve academic achievement in
Nashville. Moreover, when the wronged char-
ter school organization withdrew their effort
to open a school in understandable frustra-
tion, the apparent quality of Tennessee’s char-
ter school law failed to manifest itself in prac-
tice due to a successful act of subversion. It
remains to be seen whether other charter op-
erators will bother to go through the expense
and trouble of applying for a charter in Nash-
ville, thus possibly creating a divergence be-
tween the apparent and the de facto quality of
the Tennessee charter school law.

Declines

|:| No Progress

Passive resistance to state policy only rarely
proves so obvious. Analysts may praise the qual-
ity of state academic standards in a state, but out
in the schools, teachers ultimately translate those
standards to pedagogy, and practices such as drill-
ing to individual test items on the state account-
ability exam can arise. States can take action to in-
crease test security, regularly rotate test items and
limit item exposure in the hope that teachers will
put their focus on academic standards rather than
tests. Many states, however, fall short on such
measures, evidenced by steadily improving scores
on state exams but flat NAEP scores. This dichoto-
my can indicate that the students have mastered
state test items rather than the material. In any
case, analysts have a very difficult time in captur-
ing and measuring such subtleties when ranking
the quality of state academic standards.

The passage of laws, in short, is only the be-
ginning of education reform. Far from checkers,
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FIGURE 2 | NAEP FOURTH-GRADE READING EXAM POINT GAINS BETWEEN 2003 AND 2013 (ALL

STUDENTS)
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policymakers are in a complex game of 3-D
chess in their efforts to improve public educa-
tion. In order to have an impact, officials must
successfully implement policy—an ongoing
struggle of the utmost importance. Analysts
cannot capture the quality of implementation
efforts.

More broadly still, there are more things
impacting state scores than are dreamt of in
analyst white papers. A nearly infinite number
of possible societal factors could impact stu-
dent test scores but probably largely cancel
each other out in the aggregate. People con-
stantly move in and out of states, for instance.
If a state were to lose more low-performing
students while gaining more high-performing
students, the illusion of systemic improvement
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10 15 20

could potentially appear. In the absence of
statewide long-term gentrification, however,
this scenario seems relatively unlikely as peo-
ple of all income brackets move for a variety of
reasons. However, the possibility for every ju-
risdiction in every period cannot be ruled out.
Mindful of these caveats, time should be
taken to examine longer term NAEP trends. Dis-
tricts, states, and federal authorities continual-
ly make adjustments to laws and rules govern-
ing the vast American public education system.
Isolating with confidence the individual impact
of any single policy in this complex maelstrom
requires the use of incredibly powerful analyt-
ical techniques, such as random assignment
studies. Most policies that have been subjected
to random assignment testing in recent years
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FIGURE 3 | PERCENTAGE OF FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH ELIGIBLE STUDENTS SCORING
“PROFICIENT” ORBETTER ON THE NAEP FOURTH-GRADE READING EXAM FOR 2013
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show a dismal record in terms of producing sta-
tistically significant and lasting results. More-
over, scholars have subjected only a tiny minor-
ity of policies to a random assignment study,
and a smaller subset of these show consistent-
ly positive results.

Meanwhile, education politics continue to
roll along on their merry way, irrespective of
rigorous findings on cause and effect. During
the 2003 to 2013 period, all states adopted one
reform strategy supported by ALEC: state ac-
countability and academic testing. Many states
adopted these reforms before 2003—with Flor-
ida, Massachusetts, North Carolina and Texas
standing as notable early adopters.
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Most of the other states were in earlier
stages of adopting state standards, testing and
transparency measures when a bipartisan ma-
jority of Congress passed NCLB. The fact that
states adopted testing and accountability sys-
tems at different times during the 1990s al-
lowed scholars to statistically analyze NAEP
trends across states in an attempt to isolate
the impact of adopting a testing system, while
holding other factors constant. Such an analy-
sis revealed statistically significant gains asso-
ciated with the early adoption of testing and
accountability, as well as greater progress in
closing racial/ethnic achievement gaps.?

Given that all states began testing students
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FIGURE 4 | STATES MAKING STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS OR DECLINES ON THE NAEP
EIGHTH-GRADE READING EXAM BETWEEN 2003 AND 2013 (ALL STUDENTS)

in reading and math in grades three through
eight, and once in high school at the outset
of the 2003 period (albeit with widely varying
standards and accountability systems) it can
be inferred that some unquantifiable amount
of the NAEP progress reviewed can be attrib-
uted to academic testing. As the review will re-
veal, however, this uniform strategy failed to
produce uniform results, with some states see-
ing consistent gains across subjects and some
seeing more moderate progress. This result fits
comfortably with the understanding that stu-
dent learning is a function of many other fac-
tors and policies.

State lawmakers have increasingly—but not yet
pervasively—adopted the strategy of increasing
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parental choice in an effort to improve educa-
tion attainment. Parental choice not only comes
in a variety of forms, it is also imperfectly under-
stood in many K-12 discussions. The first form of
parental choice, for instance, lies in the wallets of
parents. Thus, some tend to think of states like
Florida as private choice leaders and states like
Massachusetts as devoid of private school choice.
The reality, however, is that Massachusetts pub-
lic schools have faced a greater competition
from private schools than those in Florida for de-
cades due to higher family incomes in the state.
Wealthy parents in Massachusetts have had pri-
vate school choice available for years, despite the
lack of strong public policies that would afford this
option to all parents. Florida’s still relatively new
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FIGURE 5 | NAEP EIGHTH-GRADE READING EXAM POINT GAINS BETWEEN 2003 AND 2013 (ALL

STUDENTS)
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choice programs have yet to equal the amount of
private school pressure brought about by Massa-
chusetts’ higher family incomes.

Lawmakers have continued to expand pub-
lic—and in some cases private—choice options
to parents. If lawmakers have yet to pass a pri-
vate choice program with enough broad and
funded student eligibility to have a positive
impact on aggregate statewide NAEP scores,
it has only happened recently. Early programs
with broad student eligibility, such as the Ar-
izona and Florida scholarship tax-credit pro-
grams, contained either practical limits or caps
on the amount of money raised. To date, these
programs have doubtlessly played a vital role in
aiding tens of thousands of individual families

and a contributing role with other choice poli-
cies, such as charter schools, in expanding the
availability of choice.

Despite the presence of robust charter
school policies, tax credits, school vouchers
(in Florida’s case) and education savings ac-
counts (in Arizona’s case), district enrollment
has continued to surge in both Arizona and
Florida. The ability of choice policies even in
these states should be understood as real (hav-
ing been measured several times in statistical
studies), but modest until such time as the pol-
icies are improved and expanded.® Lawmakers
have only recently begun to pass private choice
programs with broad levels of statewide eligi-
bility in states like Indiana, Louisiana and North
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FIGURE 6 | PERCENTAGE OF FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH ELIGIBLE STUDENTS SCORING
“PROFICIENT” OR BETTER ON THE NAEP EIGHTH-GRADE READING EXAM FOR 2013
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Carolina. The average state will have seen more
progress in creating public choice options and
the allowing of home schooling than private
school choice.

Scholars examining international academic
achievement have found the United States as a
whole to score relatively low and to have been
making average international achievement.
In other words, the world is not standing still
waiting for the United States to get its K-12 act
together. There are countries that spend less,
score higher and have made faster academic
progress than America. The forthcoming pages,
therefore, show which states have made prog-
ress from 2003 to 2013 and also the extent of
that progress.
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FOURTH-GRADE READING

About half of the states made significant progress
on the NAEP fourth-grade reading exam between
2003 and 2013. An almost equal number made
no significant progress, and two states suffered a
statistically significant decline in scores.

On fourth-grade reading, the states in the
Southwest and the Southeast (excepting the
Carolinas and Mississippi) demonstrated the
most consistent regional progress, with a no-
table stagnation in most of the Great Plains
states and Midwestern states outside Indiana
and Pennsylvania.

Figure 2 shows the total point gain (or loss)
by state on fourth-grade reading during the
2003 to 2013 period. The national average for
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FIGURE 7 | STATES MAKING STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS ON THE NAEP FOURTH-GRADE
MATH EXAM BETWEEN 2003 AND 2013 (ALL STUDENTS)

improvement for public schools during this pe-
riod was four points. A rough rule of thumb is
that 10 points approximates one year’s worth
of average progress on NAEP. (It would be ex-
pected that an average group of fifth graders
taking the fourth-grade NAEP reading exam to
score about 10 points higher than an average
group of fourth graders). Four points of prog-
ress over a decade is therefore welcome, but
it stands as less than overwhelmingly positive.

Several states easily surpassed the nation-
al average. Jurisdictions doubling or more the
national rate of improvement include Alabama,
the District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia,
Maryland and Tennessee. Unfortunately, there
is a long list of states that made less than half

MA
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the national average amount of progress (two
points or less). Figure 2 shows the total prog-
ress for all students in each jurisdiction. Unlike
the analysis done to rank state performance
in the next chapter, these charts make no at-
tempt to control for differences in student de-
mographics or special program status.

Alaska, Michigan, Missouri, South Carolina,
West Virginia and Wisconsin actually had either
declines or zero gains in scores from 2003 to 2013.
These declines may or may not be related to poli-
cy choices in these states, but educators and pol-
icymakers should not feel happy about them in
any case.

The 2013 NAEP results are used to rank
states according to the percentage of children
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FIGURE 8 | NAEP FOURTH-GRADE MATH EXAM POINT GAINS BETWEEN 2003 AND 2013 (ALL

STUDENTS)
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attaining full grade-level proficiency in fourth-
grade reading. Figure 3 ranks states by the per-
cent of students eligible to receive a free or re-
duced-price lunch under the National School
Lunch Program in order to increase compara-
bility among the states, which varies consider-
ably by average income.

Children eligible for a free or reduced-price
lunch are more than twice as likely to reach full
grade-level proficiency in the highest perform-
ing jurisdiction (Florida) compared to the low-
est performing jurisdiction (the District of Co-
lumbia). Note, however, that only a quarter of

26 Report Card on American Education

free or reduced-price lunch eligible students
have reached full grade level proficiency in four
states.

EIGHTH-GRADE READING

Figure 4 presents the NAEP map for eighth-grade
reading gains, non-gains and declines from 2003
to 2013.

Western and Southern states generally
made statistically significant gains in eighth-
grade reading, with the exceptions of Missis-
sippi, North Carolina and Virginia in the South
and Montana and Wyoming in the West. States
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FIGURE 9 | PERCENTAGE OF FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH ELIGIBLE STUDENTS SCORING
“PROFICIENT” ORBETTER ON THE NAEP FOURTH-GRADE MATH EXAM FOR 2013
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in the Great Plains and Great Lakes region gen-
erally did not make progress. The Dakotas, Mis-
sissippi and West Virginia actually saw declines
in eighth-grade reading scores.

Figure 6 presents eighth-grade reading
proficiency by state for free or reduced-price
lunch-eligible students. Note that only a small
number of wealthy states got almost 30 per-
cent of their free or reduced-price lunch eligi-
ble students reading to full grade-level profi-
ciency in 2013.

NAEP reveals that early math skills, too,
have been the most amenable to improvement.

20 25 30 35 40

All states other than Michigan and South Caro-
lina made progress during the 2003 to 2013 pe-
riod, as shown in Figure 7.

FOURTH-GRADE MATHEMATICS
Figure 11 shows that the nation gained wide-
spread significant progress in fourth-grade math-
ematics. Of the 50 states and the District of Co-
lumbia, only Michigan and South Carolina failed
to score a significant gain in fourth-grade math
between 2003 and 2013.

Variation in fourth-grade math score gains
range between the truly remarkable (24 points
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FIGURE 10 | STATES MAKING STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS ON THE NAEP EIGHTH-GRADE
MATH EXAM BETWEEN 2003 AND 2013 (ALL STUDENTS)

in the District of Columbia) to the truly forget-
table (one point in Michigan and South Caroli-
na). Figure 8 presents the state-by-state gains
for all students.

Figure 9 presents the proficiency rates for
fourth-grade math. Note that on the strength
of its extraordinary gains, the District of Co-
lumbia moved off last place in fourth-grade
math proficiency. In 2003 only 7 percent of
all D.C. children scored “Proficient” or better
on the fourth-grade math NAEP. By 2013, that
number had improved to 28 percent.

EIGHTH-GRADE MATHEMATICS

The gains on fourth-grade math, howev-
er, were not replicated and sustained in all
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jurisdictions at the eighth-grade level. Alas-
ka, Connecticut, lowa, New York and Oregon
failed to notch significant math gains between
2003 and 2013, despite fourth-grade math
progress. Michigan and South Carolina failed to
score progress in either fourth- or eighth-grade
math—giving them the undesirable distinction
of being the only two states to do so during this
period.

In some states, the fourth-grade progress
was slow to develop, and thus it can be hoped
for future progress in eighth-grade math as
those fourth-graders become eighth-graders.
Other states, however, seem to have fumbled
the ball on math during the middle school years
as the number of states making fourth-grade
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FIGURE 11 | NAEP EIGHTH-GRADE MATH EXAM POINT GAINS BETWEEN 2003 AND 2013 (ALL

STUDENTS)
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math progress greatly exceeds those making
eighth-grade math progress. Figure 11 shows
the scale point gain on eighth-grade math by
state/jurisdiction.

Figure 12 shows the percentage of free
and reduced-price lunch eligible children scor-
ing “proficient” or better on the 2013 NAEP
eighth-grade exam.

STATES MAKING PROGRESS ON ALL FOUR NAEP
EXAMS

As previously discussed, the United States has
been making an average amount of academic
progress on international examinations, but the
country scores modestly overall. Some states are

20 25

pulling the cart on this inadequate level of nation-
al progress, and others have been riding in the
cart. Which states have been driving the most
progress?

It is a diverse group of jurisdictions. In alpha-
betical order: Alabama, Arizona, California, the
District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Nevada, Rhode Is-
land, Tennessee, Utah, Vermont and Washing-
ton. Some were relatively high performers in
2003 (Massachusetts, Minnesota, Vermont and
Washington), and others were far from it (Arizo-
na, California, D.C. and Louisiana). Some are huge
jurisdictions (California and Florida), and oth-
ers tiny (D.C. and Rhode Island). Some of these
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FIGURE 12 | PERCENTAGE OF FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE LUNCH ELIGIBLE STUDENTS SCORING
“PROFICIENT” ORBETTER ON THE NAEP EIGHTH-GRADE MATH EXAM FOR 2013
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jurisdictions have incredibly diverse student bod-
ies; others, such as D.C. and Vermont, are among
the most ethnically homogeneous.

During this period, only three states saw a
statistically significant decline in any of the four
NAEP exams: North Dakota (eighth-grade math),
South Dakota (fourth-grade reading) and West
Virginia (fourth-grade reading). Only Michigan
saw no significant gain in any of the four NAEP
exams during this period.

Take note: the District of Columbia can no lon-
ger be kicked around anymore. The long-troubled
district has already improved enough to get off
the bottom of the academic proficiency rankings
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on two of the NAEP exams. D.C.’s remarkable im-
provement will be discussed in greater depth
in chapter 4, but for now, simply note that they
have obviously been doing something right.

CONCLUSION: SCATTERED PROGRESS WITH
MILES TO GO

State academic achievement improved from
2003 to 2013, at least in one subject, with only a
single exception: Michigan. That is the good news.
Not all the news is good, however. Students in 50
states and the District of Columbia took four sep-
arate NAEP exams in 2013. This provided 204 sep-
arate opportunities to get a majority of students
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FIGURE 13 | STATES MAKING PROGRESS ON ALL FOUR EXAMS

at full grade-level proficiency. Even when stu-
dents of all economic backgrounds are included
(not shown in this chapter for comparability rea-
sons), only a tiny minority of states ever had half
or more of their students reach full grade-level
proficiency on the most recent NAEP.

Out of the 204 state/D.C. opportunities to get
to a majority of students proficient on four 2013
NAEP tests, only six states cleared the bar. All
six states to surmount the 50 percent proficien-
cy bar have demographic advantages, and they
only passed the bar in fourth-grade math—the
subject and grade level that states found easiest
to improve. None of them surpassed 60 percent

proficiency, even in this best case.

Among low-income children, these figures
show that no state has reached 40 percent pro-
ficiency. The United States is seeing progress but
far too little, on average, for one of the highest
spending and wealthiest nations. America’s tax-
payers deserve far more for their investment, and
students deserve far more opportunity.

Even still, a decades-long period of academic
stagnation has ended in many states. Policymak-
ers must now develop their strategies for acceler-
ating progress.
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Education Polic,g) Grades And
Academic Performance

he following pages provide state-by-
‘ state profiles of academic progress and
educational policies. These profiles pro-
vide a snapshot of the state-level policies in place
that affect their education systems. These state
profiles also provide insights into the academ-
ic performance of low-income general education
students as measured by NAEP. While there may
be districts of excellence within a poorly-perform-
ing state, our focus is on state-level policies and
ensuring all students within each state are provid-
ed with the highest quality education possible.

The goal of these grades and rankings is to
identify the policies that provide all students
with educational opportunities most appropri-
ate for their individual needs. We developed
an education policy grading system that evalu-
ates state policies that places the focus on the
needs of individual students. Policy areas in-
clude quality testing and accountability mech-
anisms, improving teacher quality, and expand-
ing parents’ abilities to choose the best learning
environment for their children, including public
district schools, public charter schools, private
schools, homeschools and digital learning pro-
viders. We derived these grades based on mea-
sures and grading systems from education or-
ganizations and experts who analyzed various
aspects of education reform.

The underlying foundation supporting these
policies is ensuring a high-quality education is
available for every child. With that in mind, as
policies and technologies progress and mature,
our grading methodology must evolve to stay
relevant and provide a more complete analy-
sis of each state’s policies. In this Report Card,
state education policy grades are composed of
the following categories.
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POLICY CATEGORIES

For this 19" Report Card on American Education,
education policy grades are divided into six cat-
egories: Academic Standards, Charter Schools,
Homeschooling, Private School Choice, Teach-
er Quality and Digital Learning. These categories
remain constant from the 18" Report Card, al-
though individual components of those catego-
ries have been updated as described below.

ACADEMIC STANDARDS

States’ academic standards lay the foundation for
what content knowledge is expected of students
as they progress through grade levels. Using data
provided by Paul Peterson and Peter Kaplan, this
policy category examines the proficiency bar set
by states as they compare to those set by NAEP.!
States have generally been subjected to politi-
cal pressure to set their proficiency bar low, giv-
ing the false illusion of academic proficiency and
giving false advertising of their schools’ perfor-
mance. In this policy category, we look at Peter-
son and Kaplan’s examination of each state’s self-
reported proficiency rates compared to NAEP
proficiency results.

CHARTER SCHOOLS

Charter schools are innovative public schools
that agree to meet performance standards set
by governing authorities but are otherwise free
from most regulations governing traditional pub-
lic schools. This autonomy allows for new teach-
ing methods, special curricula and academic pro-
grams, and flexible governance policies, such as
holding longer school days. The charter school
grades illustrate whether a state has a charter
school law and, if so, analyze how strong the law
is in supporting the success of charter schools.
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The Center for Education Reform provides this
information in their annual Charter School Law
Ranking and Scorecard.?

HOMESCHOOLING REGULATION BURDEN
LEVEL

Two million students are home schooled each
year. With an annual growth rate of approximate-
ly 5 percent, this is the fastest growing sector of
school options. The homeschooling regulation
burden level indicates the regulatory require-
ments parents face when homeschooling their
children. The Home School Legal Defense Asso-
ciation rates the states’ homeschooling oversight
in four categories: “none,” “low,” “moderate”
and “high.”34

PRIVATE SCHOOL CHOICE

A growing body of empirical evidence suggests
that private school policies that allow families
to choose the best school for their children yield
positive outcomes, including improved family
satisfaction, higher academic achievement and
improved graduation rates. For these reasons,
each state is evaluated on whether it has a pri-
vate school choice program, such as vouchers or
scholarships, tuition or scholarship tax credits, or
education savings accounts. Several factors de-
termine grades, including statewide student el-
igibility for private school choice programs and
the purchasing power these programs provide for
families. This analysis is based on our own review
of state school choice policies and is supported
by research from the Friedman Foundation for
Educational Choice.®

TEACHER QUALITY POLICIES

Academic research shows that the greatest de-
termining factor regarding a student’s academic
success within school walls is teacher effective-
ness. Every student deserves the opportunity to
learn from a great teacher. The National Coun-
cil on Teacher Quality’s 2013 State Teacher Poli-
cy Yearbook provides grades for whether states
identify high-quality teachers, retain effective
teachers and remove ineffective ones.®

DIGITAL LEARNING
A fast-changing state education policy is digital
learning. Different from last year’s Report Card

analysis, this policy grade is derived from the
Foundation for Excellence in Education’s Digital
Learning Now initiative, which produces an annu-
al Digital Learning Report Card. States are mea-
sured on their progress toward creating a state-
wide environment that supports high-quality
digital learning options for all students.”

OVERALL POLICY GRADE

To develop each state’s overall policy grade, each
individual policy category was first analyzed in-
dividually. For example, the category “Teacher
Quality Policies” has four components that de-
termine its overall category grade, while Digital
Learning has one component. The subcategories
were averaged together to form category grades.
Each state’s six category grades were then given
equal weight and averaged together for the over-
all state policy grade.

POLICY GRADE METHODOLOGY
We calculated states’ education policy grades in

the following manner. First, we converted all anal-

Table 1 | Letter Grade Key

Grade Low Score High Score
A 3.834 4.166
A- 3.5 3.833
B+ 3.167 3.499
B 2.834 3.166
B- 2.5 2.833
C+ 2.167 2.499
C 1.834 2.166
G 1.5 1.833
D+ 1.167 1.499
D 0.834 1.166
D- 0.5 0.833
F 0.00 0.499

yses into letter grades where possible. For exam-
ple, we converted homeschooling regulation bur-
den levels as such: none = A, low = B, moderate
= C and high = D. Next, we converted all letter
grades to a numerical score based on a grade
point average scale (A=4, B=3, C=2, D=1, F=0).
Those scores were tallied and divided by the num-
ber of categories in which a score was present. In
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some categories, grades were awarded with plus-
es and minuses, and numerical conversions were
altered appropriately. A grade of B-, for example,
was converted to a numeric score of 2.667, while
a C+ was converted to 2.333.)

RANKING STATES ON THE PERFORMANCE

OF GENERAL EDUCATION LOW-INCOME
STUDENTS

For ranking each state’s academic performance,
the focus of this Report Card remains on disad-
vantaged students. Studies have shown that high-
income children score better, on average, than
children from low-income families. Low-income
students can learn, but higher income children
tend to learn much more at home and generally
enter school with an advantage over their peers.
Low-income students, therefore, rely more heav-
ily on the opportunities afforded to them by the
educational system. The performance ranking
portion of this Report Card examines how well
states are living up to the task of providing a high-
quality education for all students.

When ranking states’ academic perfor-
mances, we ought not simply congratulate
states with schools that have the good for-
tune of relatively wealthy student bodies. Nor
should we castigate states for the poverty lev-
els of their students. Instead, our rankings seek
to make as much of an “apples-to-apples” com-
parison as possible by grading states based on
similar students.

States also vary in the number of children
identified for special education services and in
the percentage of students who are not native
English speakers. In California, schools have
designated more than 23 percent of their stu-
dents as ELL, while in West Virginia, less than 1
percent of students are ELL. The fact that Cali-
fornia has a rate of non-native English speakers
more than 23 times higher than West Virginia’s
makes a straightforward comparison of states’
academic performances problematic.?

In order to maximize comparability, our
ranking system judges each state based on the
NAEP performance of children eligible for free
or reduced-priced lunches under the National
School Lunch Program, which determines eli-
gibility by family income. The ranking system
only looks at general education students who
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are not enrolled in either special education or
ELL programs. By tracking the absolute perfor-
mance and progress (or lack thereof) of gener-
al education program students of families with
low incomes, we hope to minimize the vast dif-
ferences among state K—12 populations to a
relatively common metric.

While every state has sizeable populations
of low-income students, not all states have a
large enough sample for black, Hispanic or, in
the case of Washington, D.C., white students.
However, NAEP has reliable scores for low-in-
come children in all 50 states and the District
of Columbia. In addition to the fact that low-in-
come children are ubiquitous, there is also less
economic variation among such students from
state to state.

High-income states, of course, will have
school systems relatively flush with students
far above the free or reduced-price lunch in-
come limits. Both the family headed by a mod-
estly successful manual laborer and that head-
ed by a billionaire will be included in the “Not
Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch” cate-
gory. The wider variation, therefore, limits the
utility of the non-free or reduced-price lunch
category for purposes of ranking the quality of
state education efforts. Lower-income children
are, on average, more academically reliant on
their schools. Higher-income children, on the
other hand, have greater prospects to over-
come deficits in their education through learn-
ing at home or private tutoring.

This is not to say that the education of mid-
dle- and high-income children, special educa-
tion children, and non-native English speak-
ers is unimportant. All children matter. For
the purposes of this study, we can most read-
ily compare low-income children outside spe-
cial programs across jurisdictions and that
such children are more reflective of the rela-
tive success and/or failure of public policy. The
Report Card makes no claim that these com-
parisons are perfect. In fact, we are confident
that no perfect comparisons exist. Rather, The
Report Card’s merely claiming that the com-
parisons made here are much more equita-
ble than a simple comparison of state scores.
While there will be variation among main-
stream low-income students, the variation will
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be dramatically lower than the usual presenta-
tion of statewide average scores.

Taxpayers in every state provide funds for a
general diffusion of knowledge and skills, and
states should accomplish this task regardless
of the ethnicity of their students. Successful in-
ner-city educators refuse to use race as an ex-
cuse for poor performance. We do the same
in ranking the performance of state school
systems.

The Report Card’s grade of state academ-
ic performance equally weights the four main
NAEP exams (fourth- and eighth-grade reading
and mathematics) for the entire period all 50
states participated (2003 to 2013). We examine
the performance of low-income children in the
general education program, and weight equal-
ly the overall performance and the gains over
time.

A few caveats regarding NAEP tests apply
here: NAEP is given to random samples of stu-
dents with measurable ranges of sampling er-
ror. However, any sampling error should be
random in nature, thus often cancelling itself
out. (For example, if one test is randomly a bit
on the high end, it can be mitigated by another
test being on the low end and vice-versa.)

Overall, readers should take greater note of
whether their state falls on the high, middle or
low end of the rankings, rather than fixate on
an exact numerical ranking. Small changes in
test scores can make large differences in rank-
ings but will not move you to the penthouse
from the cellar.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

In addition to the policy grades and performance
rankings, each state profile contains addition-
al information, such as per-pupil spending levels
and student populations. This data is purely for
informational purposes and is not included in the
grading or ranking of the states.
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ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 40| 2011 NAEP: 34"
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.
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2013 NAEP Performance Rank 3 9

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 11 | 2011 NAEP: 32
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333
PROFICIENT 238 -------rrrrrrnnee 209 -
Tl || B 282
BASIC 214-207-243 550 22 229 273
262~ -
-l -l 1
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

100% 3% 1% 3% 9 -
19% 24% o [ At Advanced
75% - R j 8% S8 W Atproficient
37% W AtBasic
50% —- i 51% § s509% CZZ0N W Below Basic
25% - - - -
41%
24% 19% 25%
o
4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

q Average Annual Cost Per
Scuaiionfiale Class Size Student
75.5% | 16.29 | $17,902

40 Report Card on American Education

|
Education Policy Grade
ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C| 2011: B-| 2012: C-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D+
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade D

Home School Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) A
Private School Choice Programs B
Teacher Quality and Policies: D
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers F
Expanding the Teaching Pool D
Identifying Effective Teachers D+
Retaining Effective Teachers D
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D-
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

60.1%

www.alec.org 40



Arizona
The Grand Canyon State

[0 States AZ
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 45| 2011 NAEP: 36
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 WH2013
ADVANCED 26 323 282 33
PROFICIENT 238 299...
] —
i 252 256 25 266 223
262- =
il l II
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

1%

100% - 3% 9

] e | [ |

[ At Advanced

75% - M AtProficient
50% 7% 50% 43% | W At Basic A
51% I Below Basic

-
0%

4th-Grade
Reading

4th-Grade 8th Grade
Math

8th Grade
Reading atl

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

q Average Annual Cost Per
CraciasBnliate Class Size Student
74.7% ‘ 20.75 ‘ $8,806

STATE SNAPSHOTS

B -
Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: B-| 2011: B| 2012: B+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade B

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) B
Private School Choice Programs A
Teacher Quality and Policies: C
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D-
Expanding the Teaching Pool c
Identifying Effective Teachers @
Retaining Effective Teachers @
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D+
Digital Learning D+

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

48.4%

www.alec.org 41



2014 STATE EDUCATION PERFORMANCE AND POLICY INDEX

Arkansas

The Natural State

[ States AR
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank I 5

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 44| 2011 NAEP: 45%
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 26 32 282 333
PROFICIENT 238218 281 e | 249 299---rrrereeeeeeeees
BASIC 214210 mum. 256 260 226 266 2723
HN -l 00 -ull
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

o A% 1% 2% 2%

23% . I At Advanced
75% ----- , M AtProficient
39% 45% M AtBasic
i) = - 50% M Below Basic
25% ] )
35% 36%

0%
4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math ath

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per

Graduation Rate Student

Average

Class Size

75.0% 129 $10,844

42 Report Card on American Education

Education Policy Grade
ALEC Historical Grading

+

2010:B-|2011:C| 2012:C

Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality

educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D+
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade D
Homeschool Regulation Burden C
(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High)

Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: B-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C+
Expanding the Teaching Pool B
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers B-
Exiting Ineffective Teachers C
Digital Learning B

Funding Sources

VAR

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds



California
The Golden State

[ States CA
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 2 ;

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 30*| 2011 NAEP: 30t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 33

PROFICIENT 238 -------esemvemeemeen
215

281 e PIgEE

234

BASIC 214

1 273

2352 i 223 26262

| BES | BES | NN |
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

3% 1% 3% 20

100% - -
I At Advanced

- [l AtProficient
I AtBasic
~ Il Below Basic

19% 21%

75% ----- - :
38% 1
s0% - >4% -
25% — : ,

40%
0%

4th-Grade 4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading

%

8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average

Graduation Rate Class Size

78.2% 19.8 $10,581

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C| 2011: B| 2012: C+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C+
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade B

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) e
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: D+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D+
Expanding the Teaching Pool c
Identifying Effective Teachers D-
Retaining Effective Teachers C+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers F
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

www.alec.org 43



2014 STATE EDUCATION PERFORMANCE AND POLICY INDEX

Colorado

The Centennial State

[ States CO
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 171 | 2011 NAEP: 4
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 32! 282 333
PROFICIENT 238216223 - 1249243 299282
BASIC 214- 227 269
i IS | |
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

100%
[ At Advanced

- [ AtProficient
W AtBasic
~ I Below Basic

75%

25%

0%
4th-Grade
Reading

8th-Grade

4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average
Class Size

Graduation Rate

79.8% 16.97 $10,421

44 Report Card on American Education

Education Policy Grade I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: B | 2011: B| 2012: C+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade B

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) =
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: c+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D-
Expanding the Teaching Pool D+
Identifying Effective Teachers B-
Retaining Effective Teachers

Exiting Ineffective Teachers A
Digital Learning D+

Funding Sources

Federal Funds

. State Funds
. Local Funds

48.7%

40.2%




Connecticut
Twhe Constitution State

[ States CT
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 3 ;

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 29| 2011 NAEP: 39
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333
PROFICIENT 238------rrrorre 299
218 | 28T 249
BASIC 214-211. .- 25 223 230 ror 252 273
iR il -nll "0l
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math
NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
1009 - mmdt__ 2% __ 2% __ _ 3% _
17% [ AtAdvanced
75% - [l AtProficient
. 43% M AtBasic '
9 == B 50% I Below Basic
25% : ,
0
0%
4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average

Graduation Rate Class Size

75.1% 12.94 $18,061

STATE SNAPSHOTS

L
Education Policy Grade
ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C-|2011: C+ | 2012: C-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) S
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: B-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers B-
Expanding the Teaching Pool C+
Identifying Effective Teachers B
Retaining Effective Teachers C
Exiting Ineffective Teachers c
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

58.6%

www.alec.org 45



2014 STATE EDUCATION PERFORMANCE AND POLICY INDEX

Delaware
The First State

[ States DE
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 2 8

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 191" | 2011 NAEP: 22
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 26 323 282 333

PROFICIENT 238-——-

299--

222 | 281 | 249y

BASIC 214-ae N 256 261 228 267 T
BE il Bl -l
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade

Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)

5% 1% 3% 2%

[ At Advanced
I At Proficient
W AtBasic

I Below Basic

75% -

o 41% ® 52% J 47%
54%
25% - - - 30
0/, 70

4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Average

Graduation Rate

Class Size Student

Annual Cost Per

75.5% 14.68 $14,280

46 Report Card on American Education

Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011: C+ | 2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B-
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) E
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: c+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C+
Expanding the Teaching Pool C+
Identifying Effective Teachers B
Retaining Effective Teachers C
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




District of Columbia

TWhe Federal City

[0 States D.C.
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 2 2

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 26| 2011 NAEP: 24t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 33
PROFICIENT  238------roroeeeeenenee | 249 P P
BASIC 214~z
04 250 I 267 )

186 2432 -1 214 . .
=l |z
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

2%

1% 2%

100%

[ At Advanced

75% 32% B , - M AtProficient
47% 46% 42% M AtBasic

) i [l Below Basic

50% -----
- ”
o,

0%
8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

4th-Grade
Reading

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average

Graduation Rate Class Size

59.9% 11.86 $29,029

STATE SNAPSHOTS

B
Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011: B| 2012: B-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards G+
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade A

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) <
Private School Choice Programs B
Teacher Quality and Policies: D+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D+
Expanding the Teaching Pool @
Identifying Effective Teachers D
Retaining Effective Teachers F
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D

Digital Learning -

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds (N/A)

. Local Funds

87.9%

www.alec.org 47



2014 STATE EDUCATION PERFORMANCE AND POLICY INDEX

Florida

TWhe Sunshine State

[ States FL
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 34| 2011 NAEP: 12t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 33

PROFICIENT 238-—

277

= POoNE—
- 249-y3g7

BASIC 214-= 228 265
[ i | B
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

1% 3%

0,
% o 20%
27% - - M AtProficient
s W AtBasic
N 500 [ Below Basic
| |

8th-Grade
Math

I At Advanced
75%
E 43% B 51%

25%

0%

4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade
Reading Reading Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average

Graduation Rate Class Size

70.8% 14.33 $10,031

48 Report Card on American Education

Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: B+|2011: B+|2012: B
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards @

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade B

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) e
Private School Choice Programs A
Teacher Quality and Policies: B+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers B+
Expanding the Teaching Pool B
Identifying Effective Teachers B+
Retaining Effective Teachers B+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers B-
Digital Learning B+

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




Georala
Tate

Twhe Peac\r

[ States GA
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 2 3

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 27| 2011 NAEP: 27t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 26 32 282 333
PROFICIENT  238------wreeeceenenee R 249”"7"7733;"” Pl I
BASIC 214-07- 2 259 222 272
249 262257 -
HE -ml “HN =
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

4% 1% 3%

75% ----- K :
50% - " 0% 1

25% — o B
0%

4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading

I At Advanced
I At Proficient
W AtBasic

I Below Basic

0
N

43%
50% -
1

4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average

Graduation Rate Class Size

69.9% 14.39 $10,821

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010:C|2011: B| 2012: B-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards F
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) =
Private School Choice Programs A
Teacher Quality and Policies: B-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C+
Expanding the Teaching Pool B
Identifying Effective Teachers C+
Retaining Effective Teachers C
Exiting Ineffective Teachers B+
Digital Learning B

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

www.alec.org 49



2014 STATE EDUCATION PERFORMANCE AND POLICY INDEX

Hawaa
The Aloha State

[0 States HI
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 151 | 2011 NAEP: 13
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 33
PROFICIENT 238 ----veoeneneveeeeeeae 299
%8 281 oo | 249724 284

263
BASIC 214-206 pan 222 1y 263 )
il -l
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)

100% -
[ At Advanced

- M AtProficient
M AtBasic
[l Below Basic

75% [

50% -

25% e

8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

0%
4th-Grade
Reading

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Average
Class Size

Graduation Rate

Student

Annual Cost Per

75.4% 15.71 $13,917

50 Report Card on American Education

]
Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C | 2011: C+| 2012: C-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) <
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: D+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers F
Expanding the Teaching Pool F
Identifying Effective Teachers B
Retaining Effective Teachers C+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D
Digital Learning D

Funding Sources
2.5%

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

83.6%




Tdalho

The Gem State

[ States ID
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 3 3

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 22| 2011 NAEP: 29"
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 B35)

PROFICIENT  238---------emmomemeeen

249

- 299--+rrreeeeeneneeee
17 A0 || 2= T a2 238 283

BASIC. 214~ 263 268 233 277
i -il -0l
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade

Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Average

Graduation Rate

Class Size Student

Annual Cost Per

84.0% 18.18 $7,863

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: B-| 2011: B- | 2012: B-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade B

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) s
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: D+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D+
Expanding the Teaching Pool D
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers D-
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D
Digital Learning D

Funding Sources

Federal Funds

22.8%

. State Funds

. Local Funds

www.alec.org 51



2014 STATE EDUCATION PERFORMANCE AND POLICY INDEX

Tllinois

The Prairie State

[0 States IL
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 3 0

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 38| 2011 NAEP: 28
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 B85

PROFICIENT 238---—-rrnorene 249

233 276

D)
BASIC 214——205——i—~ 1 264
262~ -
O il ~ill
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Matl Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)

100% ----- :
I At Advanced

W AtProficient
W AtBasic
Il Below Basic

75% e

50% 51% 50% 45%

4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

25%

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

A Average Annual Cost Per
Graduation Rate Class Size Student
81.9% ‘ 15.19 ‘ $13,848

52 Report Card on American Education

Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C | 2011: C+ | 2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) i
Private School Choice Programs D
Teacher Quality and Policies: c+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D+
Expanding the Teaching Pool (@
Identifying Effective Teachers C+
Retaining Effective Teachers (@
Exiting Ineffective Teachers A
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




Tndiana
The Hoosier State

[ States IN
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 13| 2011 NAEP: 17
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 26 32 282 235

PROFICIENT 238----------ooooooem

35 2ao 299

LT TS
BAsiC 214-210- I 256 228
il -ull -0E ~HR
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)

100% - i = L DN

27% 26% [ AtAdvanced
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25% —
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4th-rade
Math

8th-Grade
Math

4Ath-Grade
Reading

8th-Grade
Reading

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
Graduation Rate Class Size Student
77.2% | 16.81 | $11,583

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C+ | 2011: B| 2012: B+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C-
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade A

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) B
Private School Choice Programs A
Teacher Quality and Policies: B-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers B+
Expanding the Teaching Pool C
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers C
Exiting Ineffective Teachers B
Digital Learning C

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

www.alec.org 53



2014 STATE EDUCATION PERFORMANCE AND POLICY INDEX

Towa

The Hawkeg)e State

[ States IA
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 3 1

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 31| 2011 NAEP: 31*
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 26 32 282 333

PROFICIENT 238 -----—— om || 249. S A
D 2o 261 266 2 276
il im0 -0
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

5% 1% 3% 3%
o [ o [ |

B  38% § - 49%
C ] 6% | a9%

100% -
26%

[ At Advanced
I At Proficient
I AtBasic

~ I Below Basic

75% -

25% [

4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
S e e Class Size Student
87.9% ‘ 13.72 ‘ $11,909
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|
Education Policy Grade
ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011: C-12012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D+

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade F

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) A
Private School Choice Programs D
Teacher Quality and Policies: D
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D+
Expanding the Teaching Pool D+
Identifying Effective Teachers D-
Retaining Effective Teachers

Exiting Ineffective Teachers

Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




Kansas
The Sunflower State

[ States KS
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 2 0

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 71| 2011 NAEP: 8t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 WH2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333

PROFICIENT 238 -----—--- - -
221 | 281 | 24950243 299 277 285
BASIC 214-212 . 260 263
il i -0l -
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

4% 1% 5%

100% -

I At Advanced
B0 y

75% --- M At Proficient

I AtBasic
. 41% B 509 CyL79 I Below Basic
50%
25% ----- 30% | - -
(] 0 0,
i
4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
S e Class Size Student
84.5% ‘ 13.67 ‘ $11,472

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade D I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: D+|2011: C- | 2012: C-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade F

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) e
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: D
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D+
Expanding the Teaching Pool D-
Identifying Effective Teachers D+
Retaining Effective Teachers D
Exiting Ineffective Teachers F
Digital Learning B-

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

www.alec.org 55
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Kent

The Bluegr‘ass State

[ States KY
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank I 2

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 37| 2011 NAEP: 37t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 26 323 282 333
PROFICIENT 238 - ;) S —
219 | 281 | 249 336
BASIC 214-212 . 260 263 224 267 273
ol il il cEn
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)

4% 2% 3%

100% -
I At Advanced

W AtProficient
I AtBasic
Il Below Basic

0y
|

75% e

50% -----

25% - - -
35%
4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

(]
Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C+|2011:C | 2012: D+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools
Charter Schools Allowed No

Charter School Law Grade -

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) e
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: C
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers B-
Expanding the Teaching Pool @
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers @
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D
Digital Learning D-

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

A Average Annual Cost Per
CladuatichHate Class Size Student
79.9% ‘ 16.2 ‘ $10,555

56 Report Card on American Education




Lowisiana

The Pelican State

[ States LA
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank I 8

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 47| 2011 NAEP: 49
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 26 32 282 B35
PROFCENT 238 | 59 | 299
231
BASIC 214 - 24 256 224 261 271 .
<l Al il
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)

2%

100% — === __

2%

1% 1% .

[ At Advanced

75% - , [l AtProficient
37% 45% W At Basic
) 49%
Bl = g >3 M Below Basic

25%

1
i 5
32% N 25% 39%

4Ath-Grade
Reading

8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

q Average Annual Cost Per
LELULUEIIGELD Class Size Student
68.8% ‘ 13.92 ‘ $12,054

STATE SNAPSHOTS

EBE
Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: B|2011: B-|2012: B
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D+
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) e
Private School Choice Programs A
Teacher Quality and Policies: B
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C
Expanding the Teaching Pool C+
Identifying Effective Teachers A-
Retaining Effective Teachers B+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers C
Digital Learning G+

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

40.5%

www.alec.org 57
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Waine

The Pine Tree State

[ States ME
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 1 I

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 14| 2011 NAEP: 14
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 26 32 282 333
PROFICIENT 238---- - -
519 281 o 43 284
BASIC 214- 274
262~ -
243".I” ) l
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

— 5% % 4% 5% .
0280 —
. - [ At Advanced
B 26% 36% S M AtProficient
I AtBasic
500 ----- ZELZ98 Il Below Basic

25% —

28 19%

:

8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

4th-Grade
Reading

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
Graduation Rate Class Size Student
82.8% ‘ 11.59 ‘ $12,704
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Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: D+ 2011: C-| 2012: C-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B-

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) S
Private School Choice Programs D
Teacher Quality and Policies: c
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D+
Expanding the Teaching Pool C
Identifying Effective Teachers D-
Retaining Effective Teachers C+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers C
Digital Learning D+

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

34.6%




W\arg_)\anol

The Old Line State

[ States MD
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 1 1

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 20 | 2011 NAEP: 20
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013
ADVANCED 268 323 282 333
PROFICIENT 238 -++----eooemeee
218 | 281
BASIC 214
249
all &l
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

5% 2% 4% 4%

100% - p— -
I At Advanced
75% ; ° - - [l AtProficient
I AtBasic
’ 38% 45%
50% 49% R 49% ~ [l Below Basic
3

5
25% .k - -
0%

8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

4th-Grade
Reading

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
Graduation Rate Class Size Student
82.2% ‘ 14.51 ‘ $15,774

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade D I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C| 2011: C-| 2012: D+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade D

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) E
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: D+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D+
Expanding the Teaching Pool (@
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers (@
Exiting Ineffective Teachers F
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

www.alec.org 59
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Wassaclhusetts

The Bay State

[ States MA
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 2| 2011 NAEP: 1
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 33

PROFICIENT 238-—

227
217
BASIC 2'\4'.

299393
281 AR— 22
231 270

72 N

26
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

100%
’ I At Advanced

- I AtProficient
W AtBasic
I Below Basic

75% -

50%

25%

0%

4th-Grade
Reading

8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

q Average Annual Cost Per
R Class Size Student
82.6% ‘ 13.69 ‘ $16,495
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Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011: B-| 2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards A

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) =
Private School Choice Programs B
Teacher Quality and Policies: B-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers B-
Expanding the Teaching Pool C+
Identifying Effective Teachers c
Retaining Effective Teachers C+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers B
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




W\ic\Ai an

Twhe Great Lakes State

[ States MI
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank I 0

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 49| 2011 NAEP: 46
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333
PROFICIENT 238-—----romrmmrmeoe ot | 229 | 299
214
BASIC 21407 e 551 259 o) 22 e 263 272
ml -ul ull =l
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)

100% E . W

[ At Advanced
W At Proficient
M AtBasic

I Below Basic

75% -

50% -

25% -

4th-Grade
Reading

8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
Erachatinl s Class Size Student
75.9% ‘ 17.79 ‘ $12,644

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: B-| 2011: B- | 2012: B-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D-
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade A

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) &
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: B-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D
Expanding the Teaching Pool B-
Identifying Effective Teachers B
Retaining Effective Teachers B-
Exiting Ineffective Teachers C+
Digital Learning C-

Funding Sources

Federal Funds

32.8%

. State Funds

. Local Funds

www.alec.org 61
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Winnesota
The Nortlh Star State

[ States MN
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 1 3

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 23| 2011 NAEP: 18"
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 26 32 282 333

PROFICIENT 238 = 299 -
2017222 | 281~ | 24926 281

6 232
BASIC 214- 257

AN -l --0E -0
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

100% -----
[ At Advanced

- M AtProficient
I AtBasic
~ M Below Basic

75%

509 -----

25% [

4Ath-Grade
Reading

8th-Grade
Reading Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
S E e e Class Size Student
88.8% | 15.84 | $13,464
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Education Policy Grade I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: B| 2011: B+ | 2012: C+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade A

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) =
Private School Choice Programs D
Teacher Quality and Policies: C
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C+
Expanding the Teaching Pool C
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers D+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers F
Digital Learning B

Funding Sources

Federal Funds

. State Funds

. Local Funds




V\/\ississiP [

The V\/\asnolia State

[ States MS
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank I 3

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 46| 2011 NAEP: 48"
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 WH2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333
PROFENT 238 | g | 299
BASIC 214206 228 27
1 248 250 217 26225y
mll cam mll &
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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9
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33% N 45% 520 40% I AtBasic
50% — - ' = [l Below Basic
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9 9 -

8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

Ath-Grade
Reading

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
LR e Class Size Student
63.8% ‘ 14.88 ‘ $9,190 ‘

STATE SNAPSHOTS

-
Education Policy Grade
ALEC Historical Grading 2010: D+ 2011: C| 2012: C-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade F

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) :
Private School Choice Programs D
Teacher Quality and Policies: C
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C
Expanding the Teaching Pool C+
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers @
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D+
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

www.alec.org 63



2014 STATE EDUCATION PERFORMANCE AND POLICY INDEX

W\issouri

The Show-We State

[ States MO
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank I 6

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 34| 2011 NAEP: 47
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333

PROFICIENT  238------oeneneveeeeee g 299
g |8 |2
BASIC 214211 .- 258 263 227 269 275
(] BES | BEN | A | |
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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100% —

0
[ I At Advanced
75% - , ¢ W At Proficient
W AtBasic
9 37% 48%
50% - ' 50% B 51% 0 I Below Basic
Lk

24%

4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average

Graduation Rate Class Size

83.7% 13.54 $10,977
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B
Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: B| 2011: A-] 2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards A
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade B

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) A
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: C
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C
Expanding the Teaching Pool D+
Identifying Effective Teachers D+
Retaining Effective Teachers C
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D+
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

47.4%




Wontana

The Treasure State

O States MT
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 3 I

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 9| 2011 NAEP: 16
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 32 282 333

PROFICIENT 238--------seemeeeeene ao

219 281 L, 240 281 283
Basic 212-215 265 267 233
I 243"l. ) 214". | ”
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

4% 1% 3% 4%

100% -

e V
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4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

[ At Advanced
- [ AtProficient

I AtBasic
51% |

50% RO W Below Basic

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per

Graduation Rate Student

Average

Class Size

81.9% 13.48 $11,434

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: D+2011:C|2012: D
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools
Charter Schools Allowed No

Charter School Law Grade -

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) .
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: E
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers F
Expanding the Teaching Pool F
Identifying Effective Teachers F
Retaining Effective Teachers D-
Exiting Ineffective Teachers F
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds

. State Funds

. Local Funds

www.alec.org 65
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Nebraska

The Cornlhusker State

[ States NE
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 3 5

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 33| 2011 NAEP: 42"
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 WW2013

ADVANCED 26: 323 282 333
PROFICIENT 238--- 299 )
278
BASIC 214- 228 271
l ll l ll
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)

3% _ 3%

[ At Advanced
M At Proficient
W AtBasic

I Below Basic

> 9%

4Ath-Grade
Reading

8th-Grade  4th- Grade
Reading Math

8th Grade

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
AErlEienlnie Class Size Student
83.8% ‘ 13.27 ‘ $12,773
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Education Policy Grade D I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010:D | 2011: D+ | 2012: D
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools
Charter Schools Allowed No

Charter School Law Grade -

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) .
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: D-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers F
Expanding the Teaching Pool D-
Identifying Effective Teachers D
Retaining Effective Teachers D+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers F
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




Nevada
The Silver State

[ States NV
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 1 2

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 18"] 2011 NAEP: 15t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 26 323 282 333

PROFICIENT  238--------omemmeeonee
219

Y I 299

237
BASIC 214 223 - 2
N SR | NN |
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

4%

I At Advanced
W AtProficient
I AtBasic
~ M Below Basic

75% -----

50% -----

25% f--

4th-Grade
Reading Math

4th-Grade
Reading

8th-Grade 8th-Grade
Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

A Average Annual Cost Per
L L UL Class Size Student
57.8% ‘ 19.41 ‘ $9,649

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C| 2011: C+ | 2012: C+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C+

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) B
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: c
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D-
Expanding the Teaching Pool D
Identifying Effective Teachers B-
Retaining Effective Teachers D+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers B
Digital Learning D

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

www.alec.org 67
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New Ham‘;s\/\i re
The Granite State

[ States NH
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 4| 2011 NAEP: 9*
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333

PROFICIENT 238 = 1299 g
218 281-- 8 249555 278 2
BASIC 214-
ol il AR Nl
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)
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W AtBasic
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25% ----- - 7% -
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4th-Grade  8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade

Reading Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

q Average Annual Cost Per
Sacuaionpate Class Size Student
86.3% ‘ 12.73 ‘ $15,032
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Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011: C+ | 2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade D

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) <
Private School Choice Programs C
Teacher Quality and Policies: D
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C
Expanding the Teaching Pool D
Identifying Effective Teachers D-
Retaining Effective Teachers F
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

6.5%

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




New U'er‘seg)

The Garden State

[ States NJ
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 10"| 2011 NAEP: 3
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 26 323 282 33

PROFICIENT 238----—---

299---

220

281- g 249y 88

BAsIC 214207 256 226 265
il il ol il
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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Reading

[ At Advanced
W At Proficient

W AtBasic
50% M 529% VL7 I Below Basic

I mam BN

8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

q Average Annual Cost Per
SiaciasBnliate Class Size Student
87.2% ‘ 121 ‘ $18,083

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C | 2011: B- 2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B-

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) g

Private School Choice Programs F

Teacher Quality and Policies: B-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers B-
Expanding the Teaching Pool B-
Identifying Effective Teachers B-
Retaining Effective Teachers @

Exiting Ineffective Teachers

Digital Learning F

Funding Sources
5.1%

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

36.9%
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New Wexico

The Land of Enchantment

[ States NM
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 3 2

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 48| 2011 NAEP: 35t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 26 32 282 B35

PROFICIENT 238 299

| =—— 249-—

236

BASIC 214-207-ah - Jq 259 225 263
262 -
] BETT BN | B | |
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)
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0 4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Math Math

4Ath-Grade
Reading

8th-Grade
Reading

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

q Average Annual Cost Per
ladiouciiae Class Size Student
67.3% | 14.72 | $10,838
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Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010:B|2011:B| 2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) .
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: D+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D
Expanding the Teaching Pool D-
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers (e
Exiting Ineffective Teachers C
Digital Learning D

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

65.6%




New York

The EmPir'e State

[ States NY
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 1 9

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 51| 2011 NAEP: 10
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 WW2013

ADVANCED 26 323 282 BS)
PROFICIENT 238~ 299
287 - 249 ggg 279
BAsIC 214-212 258 264 229 271
ml im ol oal
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)
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W AtBasic
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

A Average Annual Cost Per
SHacuatiohiiate Class Size Student
76.0% ‘ 12.88 ‘ $21,489

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: D+|2011: C- | 2012: C-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade B

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) &
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: B-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers B-
Expanding the Teaching Pool C+
Identifying Effective Teachers B-
Retaining Effective Teachers C+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers C
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

40.3%
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Nort\ Carolina

The Old Nort\h State

[0 States NC
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 1 6

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 41| 2011 NAEP: 7%
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 33

PROFICIENT 238~
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BASIC 2142101 261 231 o
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- mll il 0
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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4th-Grade  8th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Math

[ At Advanced
- M AtProficient

M AtBasic
[l Below Basic

4th-Grade
Reading Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

n Average Annual Cost Per
ClacienunlEate Class Size Student
76.9% ‘ 14.12 ‘ $9,951

72 Report Card on American Education

Education Policy Grade I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011:C | 2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) <
Private School Choice Programs A
Teacher Quality and Policies: C
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C+
Expanding the Teaching Pool D+
Identifying Effective Teachers B-
Retaining Effective Teachers B-
Exiting Ineffective Teachers F
Digital Learning (@

Funding Sources

Federal Funds

33.8%

. State Funds

. Local Funds




NortA Dakota

The Peace Garden State

[ States ND
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 3 8

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 24| 2011 NAEP: 33
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333
PROFICIENT 238 oo 299 .
217 219 | 281——— 24935240 284 283
BASIC 214- 2
I 243"l.” 214"I o ”
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)
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Reading Reading Math Math

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

A Average Annual Cost Per
Elscuatins Class Size Student
88.4% ‘ 11.36 ‘ $13,118

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: D | 2011: D+ | 2012: D
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools
Charter Schools Allowed No

Charter School Law Grade -

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) -
Private School Choice Programs E
Teacher Quality and Policies: D
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D
Expanding the Teaching Pool F
Identifying Effective Teachers D
Retaining Effective Teachers D
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds

. State Funds

. Local Funds
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OWhio

The Bu&ckege State

[ States OH
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 2 9

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 35 | 2011 NAEP: 21
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333
PROFICIENT 238 -------rrrerrnnee 209 oo
B | | =
236 281
BAsIc 214-211 2 255 262 226 269
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

q Average Annual Cost Per
Sacuaionpate Class Size Student
81.4% ‘ 15.84 ‘ $13,764
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Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: B-| 2011: B| 2012: B
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C-
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) <
Private School Choice Programs C
Teacher Quality and Policies: B-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C
Expanding the Teaching Pool

Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers C+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers B-
Digital Learning D

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




Oklalhora

The Soconer State

[0 States OK
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank I 1

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 43 | 2011 NAEP: 43
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 261 323 282 33
[T 1) v —————— 299
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-l il -l
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

q Average Annual Cost Per
SiaciasBnliate Class Size Student
78.5% ‘ 15.37 ‘ $8,863 ‘

STATE SNAPSHOTS

B -
Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C| 2011: B| 2012: B+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) g
Private School Choice Programs B
Teacher Quality and Policies: B-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers @
Expanding the Teaching Pool C+
Identifying Effective Teachers C+
Retaining Effective Teachers C+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers A
Digital Learning D+

Funding Sources

Federal Funds

36.4%

. State Funds

. Local Funds
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2014 STATE EDUCATION PERFORMANCE AND POLICY INDEX

Or‘esotf\

The Beaver State

[ States OR
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 3 6

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 32"| 2011 NAEP: 40%
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333
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Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

N Average Annual Cost Per
Graduation Rate Class Size Student
76.3% ‘ 20.26 ‘ $10,832
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[
Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011:C|2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) ¢
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: D
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D
Expanding the Teaching Pool D-
Identifying Effective Teachers D
Retaining Effective Teachers C
Exiting Ineffective Teachers F
Digital Learning D-

Funding Sources

Federal Funds

39.9%

. State Funds

. Local Funds




'Pennsg)\vania
The Kegsi'one State

[ States PA
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 6| 2011 NAEP: 5t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 32 282 333

PROFICIENT 238------—-

249 p Lol —
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O il il
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NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

N Average Annual Cost Per
Graduation Rate Class Size Student
84.1% ‘ 13.64 ‘ $16,186

STATE SNAPSHOTS

|
Education Policy Grade
ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011: C+ | 2012: B-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) =
Private School Choice Programs C
Teacher Quality and Policies: C
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C
Expanding the Teaching Pool C
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers D+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D-
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds
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2014 STATE EDUCATION PERFORMANCE AND POLICY INDEX

Rhhode Tsland

The Ocean State

[ StatesRI
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 1 ;

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 25™| 2011 NAEP: 6%
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 WW2013

ADVANCED 26 323 282 333
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NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
AElieniEie Class Size Student
76.4% ‘ 12.77 ‘ $15,799
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Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010:D|2011: C|2012: D+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C+
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade D

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) &
Private School Choice Programs C
Teacher Quality and Policies: B
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers B+
Expanding the Teaching Pool B-
Identifying Effective Teachers B+
Retaining Effective Teachers C
Exiting Ineffective Teachers B
Digital Learning D+

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




South Carolina

The Palmetto State

[ States SC
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 5 1

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 51| 2011 NAEP: 50
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 26 323 282 33
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NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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100%
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
S LS Class Size Student
68.2% ‘ 15.39 ‘ $10,878

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: B|2011: C+ | 2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D+

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade B

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) <
Private School Choice Programs B
Teacher Quality and Policies: C
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers @
Expanding the Teaching Pool

Identifying Effective Teachers D+
Retaining Effective Teachers C+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D+
Digital Learning C

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds
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South Dakota

The Mount Ruslhvmore State

[ States SD
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 39%| 2011 NAEP: 38t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 32 282 333
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27 1q | BV as95gs | 333 23 280 279
BASIC 214-

in-0E-00-0R
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Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average

Graduation Rate Class Size

81.8% 13.27 $10,311
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Education Policy Grade D I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011: C- | 2012: D+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards (e
Charter Schools
Charter Schools Allowed No

Charter School Law Grade -

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) S
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: D-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D-
Expanding the Teaching Pool D+
Identifying Effective Teachers F
Retaining Effective Teachers D-
Exiting Ineffective Teachers F
Digital Learning D+

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




Tennessee

Twhe Volunteer State

[ States TN
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 2 I

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 36| 2011 NAEP: 44
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 333
PROFICIENT  238------crvvreveee I a9 299
- 261 0 234 271
249 262256 |-
ol il
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NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average
Class Size

Graduation Rate

80.4% 14.88 $8,765

STATE SNAPSHOTS

Education Policy Grade I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010:D | 2011:C|2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards A
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) S
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: B
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers B-
Expanding the Teaching Pool C+
Identifying Effective Teachers B+
Retaining Effective Teachers C+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers B-
Digital Learning F

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds
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Texas

The Lone Star State

[ States TX
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 8" | 2011 NAEP: 11t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 33

PROFICIENT 238w 299

217 281 oo 249""2'5"23'9'"' -

BASIC 214--211. .
— 262~ -

243»..,, 214 - .
4th-Grade 8th-Grade

4th-Grade
Reading

8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)

3% 1% 3% 49

100% - mmme - = O

/ .
20% 1% I At Advanced
75% - - [l AtProficient

I AtBasic
, 41%
50% - - 54% | e 49% ~ Il Below Basic
25% — . s -
;

8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

0%
4th-Grade
Reading

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average

Graduation Rate Class Size

78.9% 14.56 $10,595
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Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011: C+ | 2012: C+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D-

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes

Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) A
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: c
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers B
Expanding the Teaching Pool G+
Identifying Effective Teachers D-
Retaining Effective Teachers D+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D+
Digital Learning (@

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




Utaln

The Beehive State

[ States UT
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 2 5

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 42"| 2011 NAEP: 41%
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 26: 323 282 333
PROFICIENT 238 = 299 e
249———9pt—
AR IR ||l 233 275 279
BASIC 214- 26!
-l -l -l

4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)
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49% 47% I Below Basic

25% —

8th-Grade  4th-Grade  8th-Grade
Reading Math Math

4th-Grade
Reading

Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per

Graduation Rate Student

Class Size

Average

78.6% 22.31 $7,584

STATE SNAPSHOTS

B
Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C+ | 2011: B| 2012: B-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade B

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) e
Private School Choice Programs C
Teacher Quality and Policies: C
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D+
Expanding the Teaching Pool D+
Identifying Effective Teachers D+
Retaining Effective Teachers B-
Exiting Ineffective Teachers B-
Digital Learning A-

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds
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Vermont

The Green Wountain State

[ States VT
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 11| 2011 NAEP: 2"
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 WW2013

ADVANCED 26 323 282 588

PROFICIENT 238~

217
BASIC 21 4..
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)

100%
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% 49%
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~ I Below Basic
50%
45%
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average
Class Size

Graduation Rate

91.4% 10.47 $17,317
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Education Policy Grade D I

ALEC Historical Grading 2010:D|2011: D+ | 2012: D+
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B-

Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed No

Charter School Law Grade -

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) =
Private School Choice Programs D
Teacher Quality and Policies: D-
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers @
Expanding the Teaching Pool F
Identifying Effective Teachers F
Retaining Effective Teachers F
Exiting Ineffective Teachers F
Digital Learning B

Funding Sources
4.7%

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds

88.2%




Virainia
The O

Dominion

[ States VA
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 2 6

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 12" | 2011 NAEP: 26
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 26 323 282 335
PROFICIENT 238~ 209
221 | 281 | 289 277
BASIC 214207 255 258 227 265
262~ -
all -anEl -l
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student

Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

A Average Annual Cost Per
Graduation Rate Class Size Student
81.2% ‘ 17.58 ‘ $11,527

STATE SNAPSHOTS

-
Education Policy Grade
ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C-|2011: C-| 2012: C-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards D
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade F

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) €
Private School Choice Programs C
Teacher Quality and Policies: s+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C+
Expanding the Teaching Pool C
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers B
Exiting Ineffective Teachers C
Digital Learning B-

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds
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Washi n5+on

The Ever'f)r'een State

[ States WA
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 16" | 2011 NAEP: 25t
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

2003 2013

ADVANCED 26 32 282 333

PROFICIENT 238— = %8 P I
216 281 33 235 277
BASIC 214- 259 258 232 274
| e TRE | B |
4th-Grade 8th-Grade 4th-Grade 8th-Grade
Reading Reading Math Math

NAEP Low-Income General Education Student
Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per

Graduation Rate Student

Average

Class Size

77.2% 19.37 $11,329
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Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C+ | 2011: C| 2012: C-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) <
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: c
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers D+
Expanding the Teaching Pool C+
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers C
Exiting Ineffective Teachers C
Digital Learning C

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




Wes+t Vir‘f)inia

The Mountain State

[ States WV
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 5 0

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 50*12011 NAEP: 51¢
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013

ADVANCED 268 323 282 33
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

Annual Cost Per
Student

Average

Graduation Rate Class Size

78.3% 13.93 $12,280

]
Education Policy Grade
ALEC Historical Grading

STATE SNAPSHOTS

2010:C|2011: D+ | 2012: D+

Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality

educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards B+
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed No
Charter School Law Grade -
Homeschool Regulation Burden C
(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High)

Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: .
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C+
Expanding the Teaching Pool D+
Identifying Effective Teachers D+
Retaining Effective Teachers D+
Exiting Ineffective Teachers C
Digital Learning D+

Funding Sources

29.6%

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds
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W isconsin

America’s ‘Dairglomol

[ States WI
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 1 5

ALEC Historical Ranking 2009 NAEP: 21| 2011 NAEP: 19%
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
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91.1% ‘ 14.93 ‘ $13,197
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Education Policy Grade

ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C | 2011: B-| 2012: B-
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade C

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, (=Moderate, D=High) E
Private School Choice Programs @
Teacher Quality and Policies: D+
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers C
Expanding the Teaching Pool D-
Identifying Effective Teachers C
Retaining Effective Teachers D
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D-
Digital Learning D

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds




\/\/govwin
The EaLULali‘\'g) State

[ States WY
outperformed

2013 NAEP Performance Rank 2 1

ALEC Historical Ranking 2011 NAEP: 23| 2009 NAEP: 28
Measures the overall scores for low-income general education
students (non-ELL and non-IEP) and their gains/losses on the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) fourth-
and eighth-grade reading and mathematics exams from 2003
to 2013.

NAEP Scores for Low-Income General Education
Students (2003-2013)

92003 2013
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Score Distribution (2013)
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Supplemental Information
(The following is provided solely for informative reasons. It does not
influence the above grade or ranking.)

. Average Annual Cost Per
CiacuaiionlEets Class Size Student
80.3% ‘ 12.3 ‘ $18,679

STATE SNAPSHOTS

|
Education Policy Grade
ALEC Historical Grading 2010: C|2011: C+ | 2012: C
Grades state-level education policies that provide high-quality
educational options to all students.

State Academic Standards C-
Charter Schools

Charter Schools Allowed Yes
Charter School Law Grade D

Homeschool Regulation Burden

(A=None, B=Low, C=Moderate, D=High) s
Private School Choice Programs F
Teacher Quality and Policies: D
Overall Grade

Delivering Well Prepared Teachers F
Expanding the Teaching Pool D-
Identifying Effective Teachers D+
Retaining Effective Teachers D
Exiting Ineffective Teachers D+
Digital Learning D+

Funding Sources

Federal Funds
. State Funds

. Local Funds
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New APProac,\mes To The
C\r\a\\eV\Ses Of Urban Sc\moo\iV\S

rban communities face a common chal-
‘ ’Ienge: Many people have decided to live

their lives, seek their fortunes and pay
their taxes somewhere else. The population out-
flow from cities to suburbs and exurbs can be
traced to an event in the early 20th century. A
young U.S. Army colonel was ordered to move a
military caravan from the East Coast to the West
Coast. The exercise was meant to evaluate how
long it would take to get equipment and forces
from one coast to the other in the event of an in-
vasion. The results were not promising. Years lat-
er, this former colonel—Dwight D. Eisenhower—
became president and spearheaded the creation
of the Dwight D. Eisenhower System of Interstate
and Defense Highways, which began in 1956, in-
spired by his Oregon Trail-like ordeal.

The Interstate Highway System has been great
for moving goods and services rapidly across the
country, but it had the unintended consequence
of enabling high levels of economic segregation.
James Q. Wilson’s book, Thinking about Crime,
discusses the profound policy consequences of
this fundamental change in American life.!

Wilson detailed how the Interstate Highway
System gave people the option of working in a
big city but living in a separate, leafy suburban
community. Suburbanites took not only their tax
base with them, but also an informal but impor-
tant system of policing. Financially, as cities start-
ed to lose more affluent taxpayers, the narra-
tive goes that they either had to cut spending
or raise taxes. Whichever of these two options
they chose, people didn’t like either of them, and
more moved to the suburbs, continuing the mi-
gration. Throughout the 1960s, minorities faced
de jure discrimination in housing, and even those
with the means did not enjoy the same access to
suburbs.
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Regardless of whether cities chose higher tax-
es or cutting public services, the narrative holds:
Cities found themselves drawn in by the grav-
itational pull of a financial death spiral. Minori-
ties found themselves stuck in declining urban
centers.

Detroit stands as the most obvious example
of such sad urban decline. A manufacturing jug-
gernaut whose economy was supercharged by
World War Il production, Detroit had the highest
per capita income in the world in the early 1950s,
with a booming population, making it the fourth
most-populous city in America. But the introduc-
tion of the Interstate Highway System led to new
municipal jurisdictions and greater tax competi-
tion among them. People could work in Detroit
but live in Ann Arbor. People and their tax reve-
nue began to bleed out of Detroit.

Detroit’s leaders decided to introduce a city
income tax in 1961. This, of course, was an op-
tional city income tax, as residents merely need-
ed to move a few miles away to avoid paying it.
An increasing number of people with the means
to choose lower taxes, lower crime rates and
higher performing schools decided to vote with
their feet, leaving the metropolitan Detroit area
profoundly segregated by both income and race.

There is much more to this sad story, of
course, but in many ways it was all downhill after
1961. Today, the population of Detroit is about a
third of its peak; the city has gone into bankrupt-
cy, and officials have discussed bulldozing entire
neighborhoods in order to make the remaining
city more manageable. City services, needless to
say, have seen better days. Newspapers, for in-
stance, report that as many as 50,000 wild dogs
roam the streets.?

Detroit stands as the starkest example of how
not to manage new challenges. All cities faced
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these sorts of pressures, and some dealt with
them much better than others. Some cities have
grown and prospered over the past half century
despite the advent of suburbia. Downtown De-
troit exists, but so does downtown Austin, Tex.
Wilson’s insights on preventing crime—known
as the “broken window theory,” which suggests
that one broken window leads to multiple broken
windows and corresponding crime—in fact, have
enormously increased the attractiveness of many
cities. Safer from crime and free of highway com-
mutes, many urban centers began housing reviv-
als in the 1990s as the young and old especially
moved into cities. A tantalizing number of cities
have experienced a renaissance.

A major barrier to furthering urban revitaliza-
tion, however, lies in improving schools.

Wilson correctly noted in his analysis that cit-
ies losing their tax base could choose to either cut
spending (and thus services) or raise taxes, and
that citizens tend to dislike either of these. Un-
mentioned, however, was the possibility that city
government might face this challenge by increas-
ing efficiency. Doing more with less gives cities
the opportunity to avoid being drawn down the
gravity well of the urban decline event horizon.

Most large urban cities in the 1960s and
1970s had appalling low turnout elections with
very strong participation by municipal employ-
ee interests. This Report Card will leave it to the
reader to decide whether increasing efficiency
was on the urban agenda to the optimal extent
during this period. Many cities, in fact, fell into a
cycle of decline, and like municipal governments,
large urban school districts failed to hold the con-
fidence of parents with the means to move to the
suburbs.

Improving urban schooling today faces the
same basic problem. Like the rest of the coun-
try, urban school districts have proved far more
adept at increasing spending and hiring than in-
creasing test scores in recent decades. Like ur-
ban municipal elections, school district elections
suffer from low visibility and low voter turnout.
States have taken strong action to equalize fund-
ing between urban and suburban school districts,
but the gap between urban and rural achieve-
ment persists.

One should not, however, make the mistake of
concluding that urban districts have been bereft

of academic progress; some states have succeed-
ed in coaxing academic gains out of urban schools
more than others. Moreover, we see some truly
exciting reform experiments unfolding in a num-
ber of American cities. Students in urban districts
today generally learn more than their peersin the
past, but they still learn far too little to compete
in the 21st century.

The following pages show just how far we
must go to provide broad, high-quality education
in any city. After looking at urban achievement
data from all states, this Report Card focuses on
individual districts participating in the NAEP Tri-
al Urban District Assessment (TUDA), which mea-
sures fourth- and eighth-grade math and read-
ing achievement in specific districts. This Report
Card will conclude on a hopeful note, showing in-
stances of remarkable progress in some urban
school reform efforts.

Bipartisan super-majorities of the U.S. Con-
gress passed the No Child Left Behind Act in
2001. Well over a decade later, we still find ac-
ademic “warehousing” common and proficiency
rare. Fortunately, we have reasons to hope for a
better tomorrow.

STATE ACADEMIC TRENDS IN URBAN SCHOOLS
NAEP allows users to examine academic achieve-
ment by geography and community type. Specif-
ically, NAEP classifies students by locality (“city,”
“suburb,” “town” or “rural”) based upon U.S.
Census data. Students attending schools in a city
with a population of more than 250,000 qualified
as a “large city” student.?

Several states lack districts that meet the
large city definition, but Figure 1 presents the
percentage of low-income urban students scor-
ing “proficient” or better on the 2013 NAEP for
the available states. The results incite dismay in
every case. Only a small minority of urban chil-
dren read full-grade-level reading proficiency by
the fourth grade anywhere in America. In some
states, that small minority is much smaller than
average.

The racial achievement gap materializes in
the top 10 of Figure 1, which is composed mainly
of racially homogeneous states. Florida and New
York, however, break the mold. The bottom of
the list tells a disappointing tale of woe, most no-
table, perhaps, for the presence of the otherwise
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CHAPTER FOUR

FIGURE 1 | GENERAL EDUCATION LOW-INCOME STUDENTS ATTENDING LARGE CITY SCHOOLS
SCORING “PROFICIENT” ORBETTER ON NAEP FOURTH-GRADE READING, 2013
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35%
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high-performing state of Maryland near the bot-
tom. Michigan ranks dead last for early literacy
among low-income urban students.

Every state has miles to go in providing a
high-quality education to urban students. Con-
sider the trend: NAEP has data to track urban stu-
dents since the 2009 NAEP (the furthest the data
go back). Figure 2 shows state-by-state results
for low-income urban children from the 2009
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20 25 30 35

through 2013 NAEP exams. The numbers pre-
sented in Figure 2 were calculated by subtracting
the 2009 from the 2013 scores.

Oregon and Wisconsin demonstrated the
most progress during this period. Ten points
roughly approximate a grade’s worth of average
progress, so both Oregon and Wisconsin got their
low-income urban students in 2013 reading at
roughly the same level at which could have been
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FIGURE 2 | GAINS FOR FREE- AND REDUCED-LUNCH ELIGIBLE GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS
ATTENDING LARGE CITY SCHOOLS ON NAEP FOURTH-GRADE READING, 2009 TO 2013
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expected of their 2009 fifth graders. “Large ur-
ban district” in Oregon translates to Portland, so
bully for them; they are making progress.

DISTRICT-LEVEL NAEP SCORES
TUDA contains a limited number of districts but
has grown in reach over the years.

Figure 3 shows the percentage of low-income
general education students scoring “proficient”

or better in fourth-grade reading on NAEP’s
TUDA project. This group of students was chosen
deliberately in order to maximize comparability
among districts.

No urban district should feel remotely sat-
isfied with these results. Note, however, that a
low-income child in the general education pro-
gram is more than seven-times more likely to
reach or exceed “proficient” in fourth-grade
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FIGURE 3 | LOW-INCOME GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS SCORING “PROFICIENT” OR BETTER ON
THE TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT NAEP FOURTH-GRADE READING, 2013
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reading in Miami than similar students in Detroit.
Figure 4 shows the “proficienct” or better rates
for eighth-grade reading among the same group
of students.

Once again, nothing to celebrate in these fig-
ures; and again, Detroit’s performance brings up
therearasanearcomplete academic catastrophe.

BIG NEWS FROM THE BIG EASY

Louisiana policymakers embraced a new concept
to rebuilding the New Orleans school system in
the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina—the Recov-
ery School District (RSD). Under the model, RSD
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reinvented a large number of district schools
by making school facilities available to charter
school operators through a competitive process.
RSD monitors the academic progress of these
new charter schools carefully. At the end of the
contracted period, RSD can, and has, disallowed
operators who failed to meet academic growth
targets. RSD then can seek a new operator to run
the facility. School operators receive an unmis-
takably clear message: Either get the job done or
make room for another team of educators.

In 2013, the Stanford University report, Charter
School Performance in Louisiana, demonstrated
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FIGURE 4 | GENERAL EDUCATION LOW-INCOME STUDENTS SCORING “PROFICIENT” OR BETTER ON
THE TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT EIGHTH-GRADE READING, 2013
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the remarkable success of this approach.* Char-
ter school students overall were found to have
made faster learning gains than district school
students, but New Orleans charter school stu-
dents made even larger gains. New Orleans char-
ter school students learn at a faster pace than
their peers at conventional schools and faster
than their peers at other charter schools.
Statewide, the study found that a char-
ter school student had the equivalent of an ex-
tra 50 days of instruction in reading and 65 more
days in mathematics. In New Orleans, the results
were even more amazing: New Orleans char-
ter students, on average, had the equivalent of

an additional 120 days in reading and 150 days
in math.’

Neerav Kingsland, the leader of New Schools
for New Orleans, a non-profit organization that
supports the creation of new schools, has artic-
ulated the concept of “relinquishment” as a path
forward to reforming under-performing pub-
lic schools. Kingsland believes that the success
in New Orleans rests on three basic principles
of relinquishment: 1) educators should operate
schools; 2) families should choose among these
schools; and 3) government should hold schools
accountable for performance and equity.®

RSDs represent a deeper achievement in the
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process of expanding choices for parents than
simply passing a charter school law alone. Al-
most all charter school laws—even the strongest
ones—require potential operators to raise mil-
lions of philanthropic dollars in order to either
rent or build new school facilities. This need for
scarce philanthropic funds is a major inhibiting
factor to the expansion of charter schools around
the country. The RSD model, however, recogniz-
es the tremendous upside potential in terms of
increasing the return on the public’s investment
in underperforming schools. Facilities represent
crucial assets for the educating of children. If
and when they are misused to simply warehouse
children rather than to educate them, the mod-
el turns them over to a new team of public edu-
cators in an effort to extract maximum value for
children.

Lawmakers in Michigan and Tennessee fol-
lowed Louisiana’s example in passing RSD legisla-
tion. The early results from Louisiana appear very
promising, so policymakers in other states should
study the model carefully.

CHARTER SCHOOLS LEAD THE WAY IN DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA IMPROVEMENT

The District of Columbia, along with only Ten-
nessee, made statistically significant gains in all
four NAEP exams between 2011 and 2013. The
academic gains in D.C., however, started long
ago, so the D.C. reform strategy merits closer
examination.

D.C. has long had a reputation for having one
of the nation’s worst performing school systems,
despite very high per-pupil spending. A look into
D.C.'s academic past reveals just how dysfunc-
tional the public school system had been. Exam-
ination of D.C.'s NAEP results for fourth-grade
reading reveals that their catastrophically low
scores of 1992 got even worse in 1994. In 1992,
70 percent of D.C. students scored below “basic”
in fourth-grade reading, and in 1994, 76 percent
scored below “basic.”

The 1994 NAEP was the low point—a very low
point indeed. That year, 8 percent of D.C. fourth-
graders read at a proficient level, and one would
have to assume that some of those learned to
read at home. Since that nadir, however, D.C. has
led the nation in academic gains both in the long-
run (1992 to 2013) and the more recent short run
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(2011 to 2013) on NAEP.

The Center for Education Reform ranks the
Washington, D.C., charter school law as the
strongest in the nation.” Passed in 1996, only Lou-
isiana’s RSD may have surpassed it for impact on
an urban area. By 2013, 43 percent of D.C. public
school students attended charter schools—a rap-
id transformation in less than two decades.

Washington, D.C., also has a school voucher
program, known as the Opportunity Scholarship
Program (OSP). Passed by Congress in 2004 with
support from D.C. Mayor Anthony Williams, the
OSP had 1,638 students attending D.C. private
schools in 2013.2

NAEP takes new random samples of students
in each testing year, allowing the Report Card to
judge performance over time. NAEP also allows
the longitudinal tracking of academic progress of
district and charter school students (but not pri-
vate school students). Comparisons among dis-
trict and charter students must be made with
care. The percentages of students in special pro-
grams for children with disabilities and ELL stu-
dents can potentially impact average scores and
may vary across district and charter schools. For
instance, if D.C. charter schools have fewer chil-
dren with disabilities enrolled, fewer ELL students
or fewer low-income children enrolled, they
could appear to be doing a better job educating
students when the truth could be different.

Fortunately, NAEP allows this report to take
these factors into account. The following charts
show NAEP data that gets as close to an “apples-
to-apples” comparison as possible, comparing
only the scores of free and reduced-price lunch-
eligible students in the general education pro-
gram. If variation in family income or special pro-
gram status drives differences between district
and charter sector overall scores, it will not have
the same impact on the scores presented in the
following charts.

This Report Card cannot, however, control for
other possible sources of bias that might work
against charter schools involving new schools
and newly transferred students. Organizations
tend to not be at their best during their “shake-
down cruise,” and schools are no exception. Also,
students tend to take a temporary academic hit
as they adjust to a new school after transferring.
Charter schools tend to be new schools, and thus
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are filled with kids who just transferred in—pro-
viding a double whammy when looking at any
snapshot of performance.

NAEP does not contain any tools for taking
the age of the school or length of enrollment into
account. Thus, charter schools may be at a bit of a
disadvantage—including a very substantial fund-
ing disadvantage—in the following charts.

D.C. charters may be fighting with one hand
tied behind their backs, but that did not stop
them from scoring a knockout on NAEP. D.C. char-
ters widened their advantage in the percentage
of children scoring “basic” or better from four

points in 2011 to nine points in 2013.

Note from Figure 1, however, that despite
this considerable improvement, only 16 percent
of D.C. children scored “proficient” on the 2013
NAEP. While the amount of progress is laudable,
the overall performance of D.C. schools is still
terribly low—ahead of urban scores in only two
states. Despite the recent improvement, only 14
percent of general education low-income stu-
dents attending D.C. Public Schools (DCPS) scored
“proficient”, and only 18 percent among the
same sort of D.C. charter schools. Sad though it
certainly is, the figure for charter school students

FIGURE 5 | LOW-INCOME GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS SCORING “BASIC” ORBETTER ON NAEP
FOURTH-GRADE READING, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CHARTER AND DISTRICT SCHOOLS, 2003-2013
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was at 10 percent and district students 5 percent
as recently as 2005.

The proficiency figures are still disappointing,
but do not despair—a strong trend of kids moving
out of the “below” basic category represents a
necessary prerequisite for moving more children
into full grade-level proficiency. Figure 4 shows

2009 2011 2013

the progress in eighth-grade reading for D.C. dis-
trict and charter students.

D.C. district students saw a large improve-
ment in eighth-grade reading between the 2011
and 2013 NAEP, but they still found themselves
trailing the achievement of D.C. charter stu-
dents by 9 percent. Figure 5 shows progress in
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FIGURE 6 | LOW-INCOME GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS SCORING “BASIC” ORBETTER ON NAEP
EIGHTH-GRADE READING, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CHARTER AND DISTRICT SCHOOLS, 2005-2013
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FIGURE 7 | LOW-INCOME GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS SCORING “BASIC” ORBETTER ON NAEP
FOURTH-GRADE MATH, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CHARTER AND DISTRICT SCHOOLS, 2003-2013
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FIGURE 8 | LOW-INCOME GENERAL EDUCATION STUDENTS SCORING “BASIC” OR BETTER ON NAEP
EIGHTH-GRADE MATH, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, CHARTER AND DISTRICT SCHOOLS, 2005-2013
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fourth-grade math. District students scored a
very large gain, but charter students achieved an
even larger improvement.

On eighth-grade math, district students dem-
onstrated impressive gains, but D.C. charter stu-
dents were 19 percent more likely to score “ba-
sic” or better.

D.C. charter schools, despite receiving less
money per pupil and often struggling to find fa-
cilities, have hugely outperformed D.C. tradition-
al public schools, which themselves have been
improving. Improvement in traditional schools
has proved quite considerable, but it is difficult
to quantify how much of it is attributable to com-
petition from charter schools.

Students who actually used their scholarships
through D.C.’s OSP had graduation rates 21 per-
cent higher. Researchers found similar results for
students who transferred from the lowest per-
forming public schools.

High dropout rates have been the single larg-
est indicator that America’s schools are failing to
give every student an equal chance at success in
life. Graduating from high school is associated

2009

2011 2013

with a number of critical life outcomes, ranging
from lifetime earnings to incarceration rates. De-
spite countless efforts and attempts at reform,
changing the dismal state of graduation rates has
been an uphill battle.

In their fourth and final report, reading
achievement findings just miss the Department
of Education’s threshold for statistical signifi-
cance. As a result, the spin put out by the Obama
administration claims that there is “no conclusive
evidence that the OSP affected student achieve-
ment.” This is wrong, of course. The third year re-
port did find conclusive evidence that the pro-
gram raised student achievement in reading. A
close read of this year’s final (fourth year) report
reveals that the sample size of students in the fi-
nal year was smaller because a number of the
students participating in the study had graded
out of the program. It’s not surprising, then, that
the statistical significance of the reading effects
fell just short of the required level. Moreover, the
final report found statistically significant achieve-
ment gains for three of the six subgroups they
examined.
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In sum, the evaluations of the D.C. voucher
program have shown that low-income students
who received scholarships have higher gradua-
tion rates, higher student achievement, increased
parental views of safety and increased parent sat-
isfaction. There was not one single negative find-
ing over the entire course of the evaluation. That
is quite a success for a program that spent a frac-
tion of the per-pupil amount spent in D.C. pub-
lic schools.

In conclusion, D.C. choice options show stron-
ger academic growth and achieve it at a lower
taxpayer cost. DCPS has led the nation in spend-
ing while ranking among the worst districts in the
nation for decades. It has improved, but charter
schools are improving faster.

Moving forward, policymakers should deep-
ly study the Louisiana RSD model as a method to
achieve even faster improvement for students in
the district. The RSD model seems to represent a
better social arrangement for pursuing the inter-
ests of the District of Columbia’s children. Some
serious thought should be given to transforming
DCPS into an RSD and expanding the OSP—as-
suming, of course, that higher academic achieve-
ment and graduation rates are valued.

BLOOMBERG ERA ENDS IN NYC WITH SMALL
SCHOOL INITIATIVE FOUND A SUCCESS
Michael Bloomberg was elected mayor of New
York City in the immediate aftermath of the Sep-
tember 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, taking office
in 2002. With new authority granted to him from
the state, Bloomberg gained control over the city
school system, a goal that had eluded former
Mayor Rudolph Giuliani. Bloomberg, a Republican
who later became an independent and was pre-
viously a Democrat, was term-limited after serv-
ing three terms. His successor, Bill de Blasio, cam-
paigned for office with an overt hostility toward
Bloomberg’s reforms, especially charter schools.
A large part of Bloomberg’s strategy was to
create small schools and close underperforming
ones. Bloomberg’s administration opened 656
new schools (142 of which were charter schools)
and closed 96. MDRC, an educational and social
policy nonprofit organization, conducted a ran-
dom assignment evaluation of the small school
program. According to MDRC:
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Those findings show that the schools, which
serve mostly disadvantaged students of color,
continue to produce sustained positive ef-
fects, raising graduation rates by 9.5 percent-
age points. This increase translates to nearly 10
more graduates for every 100 entering ninth-
grade students.

These graduation gains can be attributed
almost entirely to Regents diplomas attained,
and the effects are seen in virtually every sub-
group in these schools, including male and fe-
male students of color, students with below
grade level eighth-grade proficiency in math
and reading, and low-income students. In ad-
dition, the best evidence that currently exists
suggests that these small high schools may in-
crease graduation rates for two new subgroups
for which findings were not previously avail-
able: special education students and English
language learners. Finally, more students are
graduating ready for college: the schools raise
by 6.8 percentage points the proportion of stu-
dents scoring 75 or more on the English Regents
exam, a critical measure of college readiness
used by the City University of New York.®

Either unaware or unimpressed with higher
graduation rates for minority, special education
and ELL, de Blasio campaigned on the notion of
charging rent to charter schools. Given the high
price of real estate in New York City, Bloomberg,
on the other hand, made use of empty space in
existing school buildings for many small schools,
including charters. Known as “colocation,” this
policy made use of underutilized public assets in
order to broaden the choices available to parents.

The Manhattan Institute analyzed the bud-
gets of co-located charter school finances and
concluded that de Blasio’s rent proposal would
have forced 71 percent of co-located charters
into deficit in 2011-2012, the last year with avail-
able data. The average impacted charter school
would have run a $682,983 deficit, equal to 10.7
percent of budget. The institute found that per-
sonnel costs consumed 70 percent of char-
ter school budgets, meaning layoffs would have
been unavoidable.®

It remains unclear at the time of this writing
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as to whether de Blasio will follow through on his
threat to charge rent to charter schools. His new
school chancellor, however, has diverted $210
million in city funds that had been intended for
new charter school facilities to other purposes. In
addition, the administration has announced the
decision to put charter school applications un-
der additional scrutiny—including several recent-
ly approved applications.

“This is an attack on the 99 percent. It’s
wrong,” Eva Moskowitz, CEO of Success Academy
Charter Schools and a former City Council mem-
ber, told the New York Post. “We need to repli-
cate what’s working, not attack what’s working.”

Ironically, just as this battle over New York
City charter schools began to unfold, a ground-
breaking study from Harvard University of the
long-term results of school vouchers in New
York City emerged. In 1997, the New York School
Choice Scholarships Foundation Program provid-
ed three-year scholarships worth up to a maxi-
mum of $1,400 annually to low-income elemen-
tary students. Utilizing the random assignment
lottery results and tracking long-term student
outcomes through the National Student Clearing-
house, the study determined that African-Amer-
ican students using a voucher attended college
at a 24 percent higher rate than lottery losers.!?
This is an impressive return on a private $4,200
investment in three years of elementary school.
The savings impresses all the more when you
consider that every participating child saved New
York taxpayers a much larger sum of money.

Keep an eye on the Big Apple to see how
events unfold.

SIGN OF THE TIMES: MAYOR EMANUEL BAT-

TLES TEACHER UNIONS IN THE WINDY CITY

Teacher unions have long served as a strong sup-
porter of the Democratic Party, and it is difficult
to find any big city mayors with stronger par-
ty credentials than Rahm Emanuel. He served
in the Clinton White House as Senior Adviser to
the President for Policy and Strategy. After his
service in the Clinton Administration, Emanuel
served three terms in the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives representing Chicago’s Fifth District.
Emanuel served as the head of the Democratic
Congressional Campaign Committee when Dem-
ocrats became the House Majority in 2006, and

then head of the House Democratic Caucus. Af-
ter Barack Obama won the presidency in 2008,
Emanuel served as his chief of staff before run-
ning for, and winning, the race for mayor of Chi-
cago, taking office in February 2011.

This might appear as an odd resume for some-
one who entered into a bitter battle with a teach-
er union once he became mayor, but these are
strange days. Emanuel took over at a troubled
time for Chicago. The Atlantic summarized the
tenure of his long-serving predecessor, Richard
Daley:

Richard M. Daley has a lot to show for his 22
years in office. He built the spectacular Millen-
nium Park, began school reform in a system that
in the 1980s was considered the worst in urban
America, and helped revitalize fading neigh-
borhoods that had long been the backbone
of Chicago. But he did much of it on borrowed
money, and by 2010 his profligate spending, a
declining population, and the economic down-
turn combined to send the city S637 million into
the red. Low-income kids were still getting shot
every day; the schools were still a mess; and
grumbling grew louder about the mayor using
half a billion a year in economic-development
money like a piggy bank for pet projects.*?

Chicago, as can be seen in the preceding
charts, has its fair share of academic problems.
In a city where only a small minority of students
read proficiently, average teacher compensation
exceeds $75,000 a year—$10,000 higher than
the statewide average. Only 61 percent of stu-
dents graduate from high-school, and for Afri-
can-American males, the percentage is only 45
percent.’* Emanuel campaigned on a pledge to
lengthen the school day in Chicago, noting that
Chicago students spent one of the lowest num-
bers of hours per year in school.

Emanuel, like both Obama and former Chica-
go school superintendent and current Secretary
of Education Arne Duncan, also supported the in-
clusion of student test scores as a part of teacher
evaluations. Extending the school day and includ-
ing student achievement in evaluating educator
performance may seem innocuous, but the Chi-
cago Teachers Union viewed it as a casus bel-
li and went on strike for a week during a school
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year, leaving hundreds of thousands of students
stranded.

The city and the union eventually settled
the strike. The teachers’ new contract includ-
ed compromises on increased teacher pay, the
rules governing the rehiring of laid-off teachers
and the inclusion of student test scores in teach-
er evaluations. Tensions between the mayor and
the union, however, did not end with the strike.
The Emanuel Administration moved to close 50
schools. The district reported having 511,000
desks for 403,000 students. Before the closures,
the district reported that 140 of its 681 schools
were more than half empty.!* The administration
described the moves as long overdue, and in any
case needed to find funds to cover the teacher
pay increase that settled the strike.

The Chicago Teachers Union leadership ap-
parently believes it’s possible to increase pay by
17 percent without any need to economize else-
where. When the Emanuel campaign announced
that they had raised $5 million for his reelection,
it drew a rather frosty response from the union.
“He needs every damn dime,” said Stacy Davis
Gates, political legislative director for the Chicago
Teachers Union, relating that the mayor should
expect an “all-out battle in his next campaign.”*®

CONCLUSION: THE CLOCK IS TICKING
Economically disadvantaged inner-city children
would face more than enough challenges in life
even if they had abundant access to the nation’s
most effective schools. Instead, we find districts
still largely wedded to unionized industrial factory
models. Spending is up, but low achievement re-
mains common. Dropout rates remain high, and
waiting lists at the still far-too-scarce high-quality
charter schools remain long. Policymakers have
been making changes and showing progress with
them, but the average urban student may have
yet to notice that anything has changed.

At the time of this writing, policymakers in
Michigan and Tennessee have adopted RSD leg-
islation. While the RSD model requires a great
deal of hard work to attract the talent needed to
start the new schools in existing buildings, there’s
nothing magic about this approach. It creates a
clear mechanism for pulling the plug on low-per-
forming schools and for returning large educa-
tional assets (mainly buildings) to productive use.
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The RSD model fundamentally rethinks the role
of a school district and thus represents the most
exciting trend in urban education.

Policymakers should, however, not ignore the
continuing success of voucher programs. High-
quality random assignment studies show a very
impressive track record of improving graduation
and college attendance rates for disadvantaged
urban youth. Policymakers need to seek out as
many seats in high-quality schools as possible—
and some of them are in private schools.
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APPENDIX A | METHODOLOGY FOR RANKING THE STATES

TABLE 6 | Change in NAEP Scores for All Students from 2003 to 2013
(Non-IEP, Non-ELL) Average scores

Change in Fourth-Grade Change in Fourth-Grade
Reading Scores Math Scores

Alabama 10
Alaska 3

Arizona 1
Arkansas 1
California 7
Colorado 12
Connecticut 2
Delaware 7
District of Columbia 17 24
Florida 9 8
Georgia 8 10
Hawaii 7 16
Idaho 1 6
Illinois 2 6
Indiana 5 1
lowa 1 8
Kansas 3 4
Kentucky 5 12
Louisiana 6 5

Maine 1 8
Maryland 13 12
Massachusetts 5 1
Michigan -1 1

Minnesota 4 1
Mississippi 3 8
Missouri 0 5

Montana 0 8
Nebraska 3 7
Nevada 7 8
New Hampshire 4 10
New Jersey 4 8
New Mexico 3 10
New York 2 4
North Carolina 1 3

North Dakota 2 8
Ohio 2 8
Oklahoma 3 10
Oregon 2 4
Pennsylvania 8 8
Rhode Island 6 1
South Carolina -1 1

South Dakota -4 4
Tennessee 8 12
Texas 2 5

Utah 4 8
Vermont 2 6
Virginia 5 7
Washington 4 8
West Virginia -5 6
Wisconsin 0 8
Wyoming 4 6
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Math Scores

Alabama 4

Alaska 5 3
Arizona 5 9
Arkansas 4 12
California 1 9
Colorado 3 7
Connecticut 7 1
Delaware 1 5
District of Columbia 9 22
Florida 9 10
Georgia 7 9
Hawaii 9 15
Idaho 6 6
Illinois 1 8
Indiana 2 7
lowa 1 1
Kansas 1 6
Kentucky 4 7
Louisiana 4 7
Maine 1 7
Maryland 12 9
Massachusetts 4 14
Michigan 2 4
Minnesota 3 4
Mississippi -2 10
Missouri 0 4
Montana 2 3
Nebraska 3 3
Nevada 10 10
New Hampshire 3 10
New Jersey 8 15
New Mexico 4 10
New York 1 2
North Carolina 3 5
North Dakota -2 4
Ohio 2 8
Oklahoma 0 4
Oregon 4 3
Pennsylvania 8 11
Rhode Island 6 12
South Carolina 3 3
South Dakota -2 2
Tennessee 7 10
Texas 5 1
Utah 6 3
Vermont 3 9
Virginia 0 6
Washington 8 9
West Virginia =3 3
Wisconsin 2 5
Wyoming 4 4

Change in Eighth-Grade

APPENDIX A | METHODOLOGY FOR RANKING THE STATES

Change in Eighth-Grade
Reading Scores
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TABLE 7 | Education Policy Grade Components

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

State Academic
Standards
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Charter
School

Law

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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Yes
Yes
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Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
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Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Overall Teacher Quality

and Policies Grade

Wyoming
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Digital Learning
Grade

min
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Listed below are model policies of the ALEC Task Force on Education.

For more information on these model policies, please contact Lindsay Rus-
sell, director of the Task Force on Education, at Irussell@alec.org, or view
them online at www.alec.org.

The 140 Credit Hour Act

The act imposes a 25 percent tuition surcharge on students who take more than 140 credit hours to
complete a baccalaureate degree in a four-year program at any state-supported college or university,
or more than 110 percent of the credit hours necessary to complete a baccalaureate degree in a five-
year program. This act will also prohibit colleges and universities subject to this act from counting stu-
dents in their full-time equivalent counts for funding purposes after the students reach the 140 cred-
it hour limit in a four-year program or 110 percent of credit hours necessary in a five-year program.

A-Plus Literacy Act

The A-Plus Literacy Act is inspired by a comprehensive set of K=12 reforms implemented by Florida
lawmakers in 1999. The chapters of this model are: “School and District Report Cards and Grades,”
“School Recognition Program,” “Opportunity Scholarship Program,” “Special Needs Scholarship Pro-
gram Act,” “Great Schools Tax Credit Program Act,” “Alternative Teacher Certification Act,” “Stu-
dent Promotion to a Higher Grade” and “School and Teacher Bonuses for Advanced Placement Exam
Success.”

Alternative Certification Act

Teacher quality is crucial to instruction improvement and student performance. However, certification
requirements that correspond to state-approved education programs in most states prevent many in-
dividuals from entering the teaching profession. To obtain an education degree, students must often
complete requirements in educational methods, theory and style rather than in-depth study in a cho-
sen subject area. Comprehensive alternative certification programs improve teacher quality by open-
ing up the profession to well-educated, qualified and mature individuals. States should enact alternative
teacher certification programs to prepare persons with subject area expertise and life experience to
become teachers through a demonstration of competency and a comprehensive mentoring program.

The Autism Scholarship Program Act
The Autism Scholarship Program Act provides students with autism the option to attend the public or
non-public school of their parents’ choice.

Career Ladder Opportunities Act

The Career Ladder Opportunities Act requires school districts to adopt extraordinary performance
pay plans for elementary and secondary public school teachers who demonstrate success in the class-
room. The local school district must design the plan in consultation with teachers and administrators.
Reward systems in the past have often failed because of premature abandonment, so the district must
keep the plan in place for three years and make improvements on it when necessary.
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Charter School Growth with Quality Act

The Charter School Growth with Quality Act intends to expand quality public education opportunities
for all children by establishing a state public charter school commission to serve as an independent
statewide charter authorizer.

Civic Literacy Act

Many states have enacted legislation to require the teaching of the Declaration of Independence, U.S.
Constitution and Federalist Papers during high school years. It is important that all citizens, regardless
of origin, are made aware of our nation’s political heritage. Indeed, the future of our democratic in-
stitutions may be jeopardized if civic illiteracy is permitted to continue unabated. Nevertheless, a re-
versal of this trend may take place only if legislators enact new laws that provide clear and detailed
instructions about curriculum and other related matters, as well as sanctions and appropriate enforce-
ment mechanisms.

The College Funding Accountability Act

Each college or university that requests an appropriation and following reauthorization from the state
that exceeds monies received in the prior fiscal year, except for allowances for cost-of-living and pop-
ulation, must submit to an outside financial audit to determine if the additional increase in funding is
both necessary and prudent to meet the financial needs of the college or university.

The Collegiate Learning Assessment Act

This model policy requires public colleges and universities to administer the Collegiate Learning As-
sessment to all students during their freshman and senior years. The schools would also be required
to publish the results broken down by academic majors. The act focuses on transparency in student
learning outcomes as the first step toward raising public awareness about areas of academic strength
and weakness in certain schools and majors. This would guide prospective students toward schools
and majors shown to yield significant increases in learning and achievement.

The College Opportunity Fund Act
This model will create a voucher program for students to use to attend the higher education institu-
tion of their choice.

Course Choice Program Act

The Course Choice Program created by this act would allow students in public schools and public char-
ter schools to enroll in online, blended and face-to-face courses not offered by the student’s school
and would allow a portion of that student’s funding to flow to the course provider. This act creates an
authorization process for providers and identifies provider and course eligibility criteria. This act re-
quires course providers and the state’s department of education to regularly report on the key mea-
surements of student success and enrollment. This act gives the state’s department of education au-
thority to enter into an interstate course reciprocity agreement, allowing students within the state to
take courses from providers located in other states. This model is written in a format to allow for flex-
ibility among individual states’ needs. As written, there are options available to tailor funding and stu-
dent eligibility based on the educational needs of each state.

Credit Articulation Agreements Act

The Credit Articulation Agreements Act would require statewide degree transfer agreements to trans-
fer associate of arts (AA) degrees and associate of science (AS) degrees from one state institution of
higher education to another. A student who earns an AA or AS degree that is the subject of a transfer
agreement and who is admitted to a four-year institution will be enrolled at the grade level appropriate
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with the standard requirements of the four-year institution. However, an institution that admits the
student may require the student to complete additional prerequisite courses if necessary for the de-
gree program to which the student transfers, so long as the additional credits do not extend the stu-
dent’s time to degree completion beyond that required for a student who begins and completes his or
her degree at the institution.

Early Intervention Program Act

This act creates an early intervention program targeted to at-risk students. It requires the state board
of education to select one or more technology providers through a request for proposals process to
provide adaptive computer software for literacy or numeracy instruction—or both—and assessments
for students in kindergarten through grade three. It also requires the state board of education to re-
port final testing data regarding an interactive computer software program, including student learn-
ing gains, to an education interim committee and the governor.

Education Savings Account Act
The Education Savings Account Act allows parents to use the funds that would have been allocated to
their child at their resident school district for an education program of the parents’ choosing.

The Family Education Savings Account Act

The Family Education Savings Account Act would create a tax deduction/credit for contributions made
by state taxpayers into students’ Coverdell education savings accounts, which allow tax-free savings
for both K-12 and higher education expenses.

Free Enterprise Education Act

The Free Enterprise Education Act mandates instruction in the free enterprise system, a course that
requires an interdisciplinary study of economics, political science, history, geography, culture and cur-
rent events. This act requires a stand-alone course in the free enterprise system that lasts at least one
semester and a passing grade in order for students to receive a certificate or diploma of graduation.

Foster Child Scholarship Program Act

The Foster Child Scholarship Program Act would create a scholarship program that provides children
who have been placed in foster care the option to attend the public or private elementary or second-
ary school of their guardians’ choice.

Founding Principles Act

The Founding Principles Act would require that high school students be taught a semester-long course
on the philosophical understandings of the nation’s founding and the founders’ principles, which are
the foundation of our form of government for a free people, as incorporated in the Declaration of In-
dependence, U.S. Constitution and Federalist Papers.

Founding Philosophy and Principles Act

The Founding Philosophy and Principles Act recognizes that the survival of the republic requires that
the nation’s children have a clear understanding of the country’s founding philosophy and principles
of government, which are found in the Declaration of Independence, U.S. Constitution, Federalist Pa-
pers and writings of the founders.
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The Full Faith and Credit for Properly Constructed Individualized Education Plans (IEP) Act

Under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, all students are entitled to a free and appropri-
ate public education, and school districts are required to provide services in accordance with an indi-
vidualized education plan that outlines the particular educational needs and appropriate services for
each child.

The Great Schools Tax Credit Program Act

The Great Schools Tax Credit Program Act authorizes a tax credit for individual and corporate contri-
butions to organizations that provide educational scholarships to eligible students so they can attend
qualifying public or private schools of their parents’ choice.

Great Teachers and Leaders Act

The Great Teachers and Leaders Act reforms the practice of tenure, known as non-probationary status
in some states. Under the act, teachers can earn tenure after three years of sufficient student academ-
ic growth. Tenure is revocable following two consecutive years of insufficient growth. The act requires
principals to be evaluated annually, with 50 percent of the evaluation based on student achievement
and their ability to develop teachers in their buildings and increase their effectiveness. The act elimi-
nates the practice of forced teacher placement and replaces it with mutual consent hiring. The act al-
lows school districts to make reduction—in-force decisions based on teacher performance rather than
on seniority.

Higher Education Capital Projects Transparency Act

The Higher Education Capital Projects Transparency Act requires a public institution of higher educa-
tion to develop and promulgate procedures for maximum utilization of existing facilities, to make data
on the average weekly usage of classrooms and laboratories available on its Web site in a format clear-
ly comprehensible to the public and to hold public discussion of each proposed capital construction
project exceeding $10 million in total cost. This includes—but is not limited to—evaluation of utiliza-
tion of existing campus instructional buildings for a period not less than the three years preceding the
construction proposal.

Higher Education Scholarships for High School Pupils Act

This policy enables a school district to adopt and offer higher education scholarships for high school
pupils to any high school pupil who graduates early and who achieves a score of “proficient” or above
on all subjects tested in the statewide assessment. The scholarship would be equivalent to one-half of
the total per-pupil expenditure for high school pupils in such school district to be used to defray tuition
costs at any public or private institution of higher education within or outside of the state.

The Honest Transcript Act

The Honest Transcript Act looks to correct grade inflation by requiring all public colleges and univer-
sities to include on student transcripts the average grade given by the professor for the entire class
alongside the individual grade the student received for each class. This would help potential employers
learn whether a given high grade-point average signifies superlative talent or merely that the student
completed undemanding courses. The policy does not seek to make universities do anything different-
ly; it only asks them to make transparent for students, parents and taxpayers what it is they are doing.

Inclusive College Savings Plan Act
This act will increase opportunities for state residents to invest in the 529 college savings plan.
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Indiana Education Reform Package

The Indiana Education Reform Package is inspired by the comprehensive set of K-12 education reforms
adopted by the Indiana General Assembly in the spring of 2011 and signed by Gov. Mitch Daniels.
This act incorporates several of the key reforms the assembly passed, including the Charter Schools
Act, School Scholarships Act, Teacher Evaluations and Licensing Act, Teacher Collective Bargaining Act,
Turnaround Academies Act, Early Graduation Scholarship Act and Textbooks and Other Curricular Ma-
terial Act.

Informed Student Document Act
To aid students and their parents, the Informed Student Document Act would publish the following
outcomes by which a state’s universities can be compared:
1. “Sticker-price” tuition relative to other institutions.
Net price, after grants and scholarships, relative to other institutions.
Retention rate relative to other institutions.
Graduation rate relative to other institutions.
Average student debt relative to other institutions.
Loan repayment rates relative to other institutions.
Employment potential relative to other institutions.
8. Average starting salaries for each academic major (gleaned from national employment surveys).
In addition to posting this information online, all potential applicants to a state college or university
would receive this document in their application packet.

Noukwbn

The Innovation Schools and School Districts Act

The Innovation Schools and School Districts Act creates a mechanism for schools, groups of schools
and districts to adopt plans that try new ways of delivering instruction and/or allocating resources. It
creates a new classification of school districts called “Districts of Innovation” that have one or more
schools implementing these plans. Districts of Innovation are given a greater degree of autonomy and
can waive some statutory requirements.

K-12 Technology-Based Reading Intervention for English Learners Act

The K-12 Technology-Based Reading Intervention for English Learners Act calls on the state depart-
ment of education to implement a language development software program in grades K-12 to assist
those identified as English Language Learners.

The Lifelong Learning Accounts Act

The Lifelong Learning Accounts (LiLA) Act would provide for the creation, administration and opera-
tion of the Lifelong Learning Accounts program. Under this program, participating employers match
employee contributions into a LiLA, up to an established cap. Third parties are encouraged to match
contributions.

Local Government Transparency Act

This act requires that a unit of local government or school district having an annual budget equal to,
or more than, $500,000 must maintain and post on its Web site for the current calendar or fiscal year,
as the case may be, and the four years immediately before that calendar or fiscal year the following in-
formation: (1) contact information for elected and appointed officials, (2) notice of regular and special
meetings, (3) procedures for requesting information from the unit of local government or school dis-
trict, (4) annual budget, (5) ordinances under which the unit of local government or school district op-
erates, (6) procedures to apply for building permits and zoning variances, (7) financial reports and au-
dits, (8) information concerning employee compensation, (9) contracts with lobbying firms, (10) taxes
and fees imposed by the unit of local government or school district, (11) rules governing the award of
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contracts, (12) bids and contracts worth $25,000 or more, (13) campaign contributions made by a ven-
dor and (14) the searchable expenditure and revenue Web site database. This act also provides that
any citizen who is a resident of the unit of local government or school district may bring a mandamus
or injunction action to compel the unit of local government or school district to comply with the Inter-
net posting requirements.

The Military Family Scholarship Program Act

The Military Family Scholarship Program Act creates a scholarship program to provide all children of
veterans and active military personnel the option to attend the public or private elementary or sec-
ondary school of their parents’ choice.

National Teacher Certification Fairness Act
This act creates a level and open playing field among nationally recognized teacher certification
programs.

The Next Generation Charter Schools Act

This act recognizes establishment of charter schools as necessary to improving the opportunities of all
families to choose the public school that meets the needs of their children and affirms that the state
believes that charter schools serve a distinct purpose in supporting innovations and best practices that
can be adopted among all public schools. It also says the state recognizes there must be a variety of
public institutions that can authorize the establishment of charter schools as defined by law and rec-
ognizes that independent but publicly accountable multiple authorizing authorities, such as indepen-
dent state commissions or universities, contribute to the health and growth of strong public charter
schools. The purpose of this act is to establish that existing (or new) public entities may be created to
approve and monitor charter schools in addition to public school district boards. This act also removes
procedural and funding barriers to charter school success.

Open Enroliment Act

The Open Enrollment Act stipulates that a student may, with the assistance of the state, attend any
public school in the state. The model policy allows the parents of the student to apply for attendance
in any nonresident school. The nonresident school district would advise the parent within an estab-
lished time whether the application was accepted or rejected. The nonresident school district would
be obligated to adopt standards for consideration of such applications. State aid follows the transfer-
ring student from the resident to the nonresident district. State funds are thus used to facilitate the ex-
pansion of educational choice available to the student and the parent.

Parent Trigger Act

The Parent Trigger Act places democratic control into the hands of parents at the school level. Parents
can, with a simple majority, opt to usher in one of three choice-based options of reform: (1) transform-
ing their school into a charter school, (2) supplying students from that school with a 75 percent per-pu-
pil cost voucher or (3) closing the school.

The Parental Choice Scholarship Program Act (Means-Tested Eligibility)
The Parental Choice Scholarship Program Act creates a scholarship program that provides all children
the option to attend the public or private elementary or secondary school of their parents’ choice.

Parental Choice Scholarship Program Act (Universal Eligibility, Means-Tested Scholarship Amount)

The Parental Choice Scholarship Program Act creates a scholarship program that provides all children
the option to attend the public or private elementary or secondary school of their parents’ choice.
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The Parental Choice Scholarship Program Act (Universal Eligibility)
The Parental Choice Scholarship Program Act creates a scholarship program that provides all children
the option to attend the public or private elementary or secondary school of their parents’ choice.

Resolution Adopting the 10 Elements of High-Quality Digital Learning for K-12

This resolution adopts Digital Learning Now’s 10 Elements of High-Quality Digital Learning.

This states the 10 elements should be incorporated, as necessary, through future legislation as well as
immediate state regulation, strategic planning, guidelines and/or procedures on the part of the state
education agency, local education agencies and any other relevant public or private bodies.

Resolution in Support of Private-Sector Colleges and Universities

The Resolution in Support of Private-Sector Colleges and Universities recognizes the unique role of
private-sector colleges and universities in our nation’s system of higher education. The resolution ex-
presses support for laws and regulations that promote fair and equal access to all sectors of higher
education.

Resolution on Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
This act empowers states to tie Title | dollars to students and allow them to carry the money to the
school of their choice.

Resolution Opposing Federal Intrusion in State Education Content Standards

Education is inherently a state issue, since those closest to students have always been best equipped
to make appropriate educational decisions, including choosing academic content standards. Any fed-
eral government action, through administrative fiat or congressional act, to dictate or prescribe a par-
ticular set of academic content standards—or to dictate how such standards are implemented—is an
intrusion into the states’ long-established rights and responsibilities to deliver K=12 education and vi-
olates fundamental principles of federalism. This resolution opposes any effort by the federal govern-
ment to deny the authority of any state to set its own education academic content standards or to at-
tempt to overturn decisions made duly by a state.

Resolution Supporting Training and Continuing Education for Higher Education Governing Boards
This resolution expresses the sense of the legislature regarding the importance and value of continu-
ing education for college and university governing boards.

Resolution Supporting United States History Education
This resolution expresses the sense of the legislature regarding the importance and value of educa-
tion in U.S. history.

School Board Freedom to Contract Act

This act encourages the establishment of public-private partnerships between school boards and the
private sector for outsourcing and delivery of ancillary services under the direction of school boards,
when said services/programs can be executed more efficiently and more cost effectively by the pri-
vate sector.

School Choice Directory Act

This model policy requires the state department of education to produce a catalog of educational op-
tions available in the state. The catalog will provide a brief description of all educational choices for
students in K-12 as they apply to the state, including (as applicable) open enrollment, charter schools,
vouchers, education savings accounts, homeschooling and tax credit scholarships.
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School Collective Bargaining Agreement Sunshine Act

For the purpose of transparency, this model policy requires school district boards of education to pro-
vide copies of all collective bargaining agreements entered into by such boards to the state board of
education and to the largest public library in the school district. Each school board is required to post
copies of all current collective bargaining agreements on its Web site—if the district has a Web site.
Available for public inspection, the state board of education shall create a repository for all current
collective bargaining agreements and post all current collective bargaining agreements on the state
department of education’s Web site. Also available for public inspection, the library board of trustees
shall create a repository for all current collective bargaining agreements at the library.

Smart Start Scholarship Program

This model policy creates a scholarship program that helps children from low- and middle-income fam-
ilies attend the public or non-public preschool program for 4-year-olds or kindergarten program for
5-year-olds, of their parents’ choice.

Special Needs Scholarship Program Act

The Special Needs Scholarship Program Act creates a scholarship program that provides students with
special needs the option to attend the public or private elementary or secondary school of their par-
ents’ choice.

Statewide Online Education Act

The Statewide Online Education Act creates a statewide program that provides high school students
with access to online learning options, regardless of where the students live. The options are designed
to be high quality and allow for maximized learning potential by focusing on student mastery of a sub-
ject at their own pace and own time instead of the traditional seat-time learning requirements.

Student Achievement Backpack Act

This model policy provides access by a student’s parent or guardian or an authorized local education
agency user to the learning profile of a student from kindergarten through grade 12 in an electronic
format known as a Student Achievement Backpack.

Student-Centered Funding Act

The Student-Centered Funding Act would create a student-centered finance model based on a weight-
ed student formula in which money “follows” a child to his or her school. Funds follow students to
whichever public school they attend—both district and charter—which better ensures that funding
can be more accurately adjusted to meet the real costs to schools of all sizes and locations of educat-
ing various students based on their unique characteristics. This allows parents, regardless of income
or address, to have a greater array of education options for their children based on their unique, indi-
vidual needs.

Student Data Accessibility, Transparency and Accountability Act

The Student Data Accessibility, Transparency and Accountability Act would require the board of educa-
tion or department of education of a state to make publicly available an inventory and index of all data
elements with definitions of individual student data fields currently in the statewide longitudinal data
system. The state’s education body would be required to create a data security plan, ensuring compli-
ance with federal and state data privacy laws and policies. Certain contracts would be required to in-
clude privacy and security provisions. A chief privacy officer will be created within that body whose
primary mission includes ensuring department-wide compliance with all privacy laws and regulations.
This model policy adds new annual security and privacy reporting requirements to a state’s governor
and legislature.

118 Report Card on American Education


http://www.alec.org/model-legislation/school-collective-bargaining-agreement-sunshine-act
http://www.alec.org/model-legislation/the-smart-start-scholarship-program
http://www.alec.org/model-legislation/the-special-needs-scholarship-program-act
http://www.alec.org/model-legislation/statewide-online-education-act
http://www.alec.org/model-legislation/student-achievement-backpack-act
http://www.alec.org/model-legislation/the-student-centered-funding-act
http://www.alec.org/model-legislation/student-data-accessibility-transparency-accountability-act

APPENDIX D | MODEL POLICY FOR K-12 EDUCATION

Student Futures Program Act
This act creates a career planning program.

Student Protection Act

This act requires all persons applying for certification or classification as school employees to submit
their fingerprints to the state’s department of corrections (or its equivalent) and to the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation.

Substantive Transparency in Education Act

The Substantive Transparency in Education Act requires that each public school make available all cur-
rent textbooks, curricula, instructional materials and instructional programs for inspection by any par-
ent or guardian of a child enrolled in that school.

Taxpayers’ Savings Grants Act

The Taxpayers’ Savings Grants Act establishes a program by which willing residents can opt to receive
less public funding for their child’s education in order to take that funding to a private school. The dif-
ference in the amount slated for that child and the amount of the savings grant will be considered tax-
payer savings and not allotted to any other program.

Teacher Choice Compensation Act

The Teacher Choice Compensation Act would create a program whereby teachers may be eligible for
performance-based salary stipends if they opt out of their permanent contract and meet measurable
student performance goals based on a value-added test instrument developed by the state depart-
ment of education.

Teacher Quality and Recognition Demonstration Act

The need for quality teachers in improving student achievement is generally recognized as one of the
most crucial elements of state reform efforts. A primary concern in the quality of the performance of
teachers is the forecast for an increasing need for more teachers. This model policy is directed toward
creating a new structure of the current teaching system that will promote the retention and reward of
good teachers and attract new talent to the profession. This model policy establishes teacher quality
demonstration projects wherein local education agencies are exempt from education rules and regu-
lations regarding teacher certification, tenure, recruitment and compensation, and are granted fund-
ing for the purpose of creating new models of teacher hiring, professional growth and development,
compensation and recruitment.

Virtual Public Schools Act

The Virtual Public Schools Act would allow the use of computer- and Internet-based instruction for stu-
dents in a virtual or remote setting.
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Alliance for School Choice
www.allianceforschoolchoice.org

The Alliance for School Choice is a national leader
in promoting school vouchers and scholarship tax
credit programs. The alliance works to improve
K-12 education by advancing public policy that
empowers parents, particularly those in low-in-
come families, to choose the education they de-
termine is best for their children.

American Board for Certification

of Teacher Excellence

www.abcte.org

The American Board for Certification of Teacher
Excellence recruits, prepares, certifies and sup-
ports dedicated professionals to improve student
achievement through quality teaching.

American Enterprise Institute

www.aei.org

The American Enterprise Institute (AEl) is a com-
munity of scholars and supporters committed to
expanding liberty, increasing individual opportu-
nity and strengthening free enterprise. AEl pur-
sues these unchanging ideals through indepen-
dent thinking, open debate, reasoned argument,
facts and the highest standards of research and
exposition.

Black Alliance for Educational Options
www.baeo.org

The Black Alliance for Educational Options works
to increase access to high-quality education-
al options for black children by actively support-
ing transformational education reform initiatives
and parental choice policies that empower low-
income and working-class black families.

Cato Institute

www.cato.org

The Cato Institute’s education research is found-
ed on the principle that parents are best suited
to make important decisions regarding the care
and education of their children. Cato’s research-
ers seek to shift the terms of public debate in fa-
vor of the fundamental rights of parents.
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Center for Education Reform
www.edreform.com

The Center for Education Reform drives the cre-
ation of better educational opportunities for all
children by leading parents, policymakers and the
media in boldly advocating for school choice, ad-
vancing the charter school movement and chal-
lenging the education establishment.

Center on Reinventing Public Education
WWW.crpe.org

The Center on Reinventing Public Education en-
gages in independent research and policy analy-
sis on a range of K-12 public education reform is-
sues, including school choice and charter schools,
finance and productivity, teachers, urban district
reform, leadership and state and federal reform.

Clayton Christensen Institute for Disruptive
Innovation

www.christenseninstitute.org

The Clayton Christensen Institute is a nonprofit,
nonpartisan think tank dedicated to improving
the world through disruptive innovation. Found-
ed on the theories of Harvard professor Clay-
ton M. Christensen, the institute offers a unique
framework for understanding many of society’s
most pressing problems. Its mission is ambitious
but clear: Work to shape and elevate the conver-
sation surrounding these issues through rigorous
research and public outreach.

Digital Learning Now!
www.digitallearningnow.com

Digital Learning Now is a national initiative under
the Foundation for Excellence in Education with
the goal of advancing state policies that will cre-
ate a high-quality digital learning environment to
better equip all students with the knowledge and
skills to succeed in this 21st century economy.

Evergreen Education Group
www.evergreenedgroup.com

The Evergreen Education Group seeks to under-
stand the national landscape of K-12 online learn-
ing and apply its understanding to the challeng-
es that schools, agencies, legislators and others
face.
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Foundation for Excellence in Education
www.excelined.org

Founded and chaired by former Florida Governor
Jeb Bush, the Foundation for Excellence in Edu-
cation is igniting a movement of reform, state by
state, to transform education for the 21st centu-
ry economy by working with lawmakers, policy-
makers, educators and parents to advance edu-
cation reform across America.

The Freedom Foundation
www.myfreedomfoundation.com

The Freedom Foundation’s mission is to advance
individual liberty, free enterprise and limited, ac-
countable government. Its primary research ar-
eas are budget and taxes, education, labor, elec-
tions, citizenship and governance.

Friedman Foundation for Educational Choice
www.edchoice.org

The Friedman Foundation for Educational Choice
works to educate the public and policymakers
about school choice, how it works and why it is
needed. It provides education, outreach and ad-
vocacy support to parents and community groups
interested in school choice, offers research and
data analysis to those pursuing school choice and
develops promotional materials for supporters
working to reach more audiences. It was found-
ed by Milton and Rose D. Friedman to advance a
system of K-12 education in which all parents, re-
gardless of race, origin or family income, are free
to choose a learning environment that is best for
their children.

Goldwater Institute
www.goldwaterinstitute.org

The Goldwater Institute’s mission is to advance
freedom and protect the Constitution. The Gold-
water Institute believes in the power of the states
to restore America to the founding principles that
made it a beacon of opportunity, prosperity and
freedom.

Heartland Institute
www.heartland.org
The Heartland Institute’s mission is to discover,
develop and promote free-market solutions to
social and economic problems. Such solutions in-
clude parental choice in education, choice and
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personal responsibility in health care, privatiza-
tion of public services and deregulation in areas
where property rights and markets do a better
job than government bureaucracies.

Heritage Foundation

www.heritage.org

The Heritage Foundation is the nation’s most
broadly supported public policy research insti-
tute. Heritage works to formulate and promote
conservative public policies based on the princi-
ples of free enterprise, limited government, indi-
vidual freedom, traditional American values and
a strong national defense.

Hispanic Council for Reform

and Educational Options

www.hcreo.com

The Hispanic Council for Reform and Education-
al Options works to improve educational out-
comes for Hispanic children by empowering fam-
ilies through parental choice. It achieves this by
providing parents with free information and
resources.

Home School Legal Defense Association
www.hslda.org

The Home School Legal Defense Association is a
nonprofit advocacy organization established to
defend and advance the constitutional right of
parents to direct the education of their children
and to protect family freedoms.

Hoover Institution

www.hoover.org

The Hoover Institution seeks to secure and safe-
guard peace, improve the human condition and
limit government intrusion into the lives of indi-
viduals by collecting knowledge, generating ideas
and disseminating both.

Independence Institute

www.i2i.org

The Independence Institute is established upon
the eternal truths of the Declaration of Indepen-
dence dedicated to providing timely information
to concerned citizens, government officials and
public opinion leaders.
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Institute for Justice

WWwWWw.ij.org

The Institute for Justice challenges the govern-
ment when it stands in the way of people try-
ing to earn an honest living, when it unconstitu-
tionally takes away individuals’ property, when
bureaucrats instead of parents dictate the edu-
cation of children and when government stifles
speech.

International Association for

K-12 Online Learning (iNACOL)

www.inacol.org

The International Association for K-12 Online
Learning works to ensure all students have access
to world-class education and quality online learn-
ing opportunities that prepare them for a lifetime
of success.

James Madison Institute
www.jamesmadison.org

The James Madison Institute is a Florida-based
research and educational organization engaged
in the battle of ideas. The institute’s ideas are
rooted in a belief in the U.S. Constitution and
such timeless ideals as limited government, eco-
nomic freedom, federalism and individual liberty
coupled with individual responsibility.

John Locke Foundation

www.johnlocke.org

The John Locke Foundation employs research,
journalism and outreach programs to transform
government through competition, innovation,
personal freedom and personal responsibility.
The foundation seeks a better balance between
the public sector and private institutions of fami-
ly, faith, community and enterprise.

K*?Inc.

www.k12.com

The mission of K'? Inc. is to provide any child ac-
cess to exceptional curriculum and tools that en-
able him or her to maximize his or her success in
life, regardless of geographic, financial or demo-
graphic circumstance.
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The LIBRE Initiative

www.thelibreinitiative.com

The LIBRE Initiative is a nonpartisan, nonprofit
grassroots organization that advances the princi-
ples and values of economic freedom to empow-
er the U.S. Hispanic community so it can thrive
and contribute to a more prosperous America.

Mackinac Center for Public Policy
www.mackinac.org

The Mackinac Center for Public Policy is a non-
partisan research and educational institute that
promotes sound solutions to Michigan’s state
and local policy questions. The center assists pol-
icymakers, business people, the media and the
public by providing objective analysis of Michi-
gan issues.

Magnet Schools of America

www.magnet.edu

Magnet Schools of America is a professional asso-
ciation that is driven by its members representing
nearly 2,000 magnet schools nationwide, as well
as members of the community including parents
and families, school district leaders, businesses
partners and institutions of higher education.

Maine Heritage Policy Center
www.mainepolicy.org

The Maine Heritage Policy Center is a research
and educational organization whose mission is to
formulate and promote conservative public pol-
icies based on the principles of free enterprise,
limited constitutional government, individual
freedom and traditional American values.

National Alliance for Public Charter Schools
www.publiccharters.org

The National Alliance for Public Charter Schools
works to increase the number of high-quality
charter schools available to all families, particu-
larly in disadvantaged communities that lack ac-
cess to quality public schools.

National Coalition for Public School Options
www.publicschooloptions.org

The National Coalition for Public School Options
is an alliance of parents that supports and de-
fends parents’ rights to access the best public
school options for their children. The coalition



supports charter schools, online schools, magnet
schools, open enrollment policies and other inno-
vative education programs.

National Council on Teacher Quality
www.nctq.org

The National Council on Teacher Quality is a non-
partisan research and advocacy group commit-
ted to restructuring the teaching profession, led
by its vision that every child deserves effective
teachers.

Oklahoma Council of Public Affairs
www.ocpathink.org

Oklahoma Council of Public Affairs (OCPA) was
founded in 1993 as a public policy research or-
ganization focused primarily on state-level is-
sues. OCPA has been part of an emerging, nation-
al trend of free-market, state-based think tanks.
Throughout its 21 years of existence, OCPA has
conducted research and analysis of public issues
in Oklahoma from a perspective of limited gov-
ernment, individual liberty and a free-market
economy.

Pacific Research Institute
www.pacificresearch.org

The Pacific Research Institute champions free-
dom, opportunity and personal responsibility for
all individuals by advancing free-market policy
solutions. The institute’s activities include pub-
lications, legislative testimony and community
outreach.

Policy Innovators in Education (PIE Network)
www.pie-network.org

Nonpartisan in ideas and bipartisan in approach,
PIE Network groups provide a consistent, evi-
dence-based and credible public voice in the pro-
cess of education policy-making.

State Policy Network

WWW.spn.org

The State Policy Network (SPN) is dedicated sole-
ly to improving the practical effectiveness of in-
dependent, nonprofit, market-oriented, state-fo-
cused think tanks. SPN’s programs enable these
organizations to better educate local citizens, poli-
cymakers and opinion leaders about market-orient-
ed alternatives to state and local policy challenges.
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StudentsFirst

www.studentsfirst.org

StudentsFirst formed in 2010 in response to an
increasing demand for a better education system
in America. Its grassroots movement is designed
to mobilize parents, teachers, students, adminis-
trators and citizens throughout country, and to
channel their energy to produce meaningful re-
sults on both the local and national level.

Texas Public Policy Foundation
www.texaspolicy.com

The Texas Public Policy Foundation’s mission is
to promote and defend liberty, personal respon-
sibility and free enterprise in Texas by educating
and affecting policymakers and the Texas public
policy debate with academically sound research
and outreach.

Thomas B. Fordham Institute
www.edexcellence.net

The Thomas B. Fordham Institute believes all chil-
dren deserve a high-quality K-12 education at
the school of their choice. The institute strives
to close America’s vexing achievement gaps by
raising standards, strengthening accountability
and expanding education options for parents and
families.

Washington Policy Center
www.washingtonpolicy.org

The Washington Policy Center improves the lives
of Washington citizens by providing accurate,
high-quality research for policymakers, the me-
dia and the public. The center provides innova-
tive recommendations for improving education.
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About the American Legislative
Exchange Council

The American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC)
is America’s largest nonpartisan, voluntary mem-
bership organization of state legislators. ALEC
provides a unique opportunity for state lawmak-
ers, business leaders and citizen organizations
from around the country to share experienc-
es and develop statebased, pro-growth models
based on academic research, existing state pol-
icy and proven business practices. The ultimate
goal of ALEC is to help state lawmakers make gov-
ernment work more efficiently and move gov-
ernment closer to the communities they serve,
thereby creating opportunity for all Americans.

In state legislatures around the country, citizen
groups foster ideas, participate in discussions and
provide their points of view to lawmakers.
This process is an important part of American
democracy.

ALEC and its nine task forces closely imitate the
state legislative process: Resolutions are intro-
duced and assigned to an appropriate task force
based on subject and scope; meetings are con-
ducted where experts present facts and opinion
for discussion, just as they would in committee
hearings; these discussions are followed by a vote.

ALEC task forces serve as testing grounds to judge
whether resolutions can achieve consensus and
enough support to survive the legislative process
in a state capitol. All adopted model policies are
published at www.alec.org to promote increased
education and the open exchange of ideas across
America.

ALEC’s Nine Task Forces and Issue Areas Include:

TASK FORCE ON CIVIL JUSTICE
o Civil Liability Predictability

e Fairness in Damages

¢ Discouraging Lawsuit Abuse

TASK FORCE ON COMMERCE,

INSURANCE AND ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT

¢ Limiting Government Mandates on Business
e Transportation and Infrastructure

¢ Employee Rights and Freedoms

TASK FORCE ON COMMUNICATIONS
AND TECHNOLOGY

¢ Broadband Deployment

e Consumer Privacy

e E-Commerce

TASK FORCE ON EDUCATION

e Education Reform

¢ Parental Choice

o Efficiency, Accountability and Transparency

TASK FORCE ON ENERGY,
ENVIRONMENT AND AGRICULTURE
e Energy Affordability and Reliability
e Regulatory Reform

e Agriculture and Land Use

TASK FORCE ON HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

¢ Pro-Patient, Free-Market Health Policy
¢ Private and Public Health Insurance

e Federal Health Reform

TASK FORCE ON INTERNATIONAL
RELATIONS

¢ International Trade

¢ Intellectual Property Rights Protection
¢ Federalism

JUSTICE PERFORMANCE PROJECT

e Recidivism Reduction

e QOvercriminalization

e Data-Driven Criminal Justice Reform

TASK FORCE ON TAX AND FISCAL POLICY
e Pro-Growth Tax Reform

¢ Priority-Based Budgeting

* Pension Reform
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