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HOLDING ON: 
Alifonsa Castillo, 55, gets a kiss 

from her husband, Ramon Castillo, 
60, as he heads off to work in San Pedro, 

Texas, on the Mexican border near 
Brownsville, while their 9-year-old son, Luis, 
watches. Texas, with an unemployment rate 
of 8.1 percent, has fared less badly than some 
states in the nationwide economic downturn 

that continues to put pressure on 
government services and education funding 
across the country. The Castillos also have 

three grown children, and Alifonsa 
Castillo recently started working 

part time to help out with 
family finances.
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|LIVE EVENTS|

Jan. 11 @ 10 a.m. Eastern  
Live Webcast of Quality Counts Launch
Tune in to edweek.org’s video stream of the public release of Quality 
Counts 2011, live from Washington. Join the report’s authors to explore 
highlights and key findings from this year’s report and stay for a series of 
discussions with noted commentators and education leaders, who will 
explore the impact of the economic downturn on America’s schools and 
the reform agenda.  Event sponsored by the American Institutes for 
Research. 

www.edweek.org/go/qc11Livestream

Jan. 12 @ 2 p.m. Eastern   
Live Chat
Given harsh economic realities, how will school districts pursue their 
academic goals while contending with lean education budgets? Join 
Education Week for a lively conversation with a pair of experts who will 
discuss the impact of the Great Recession on schools and discuss 
strategies for improving instruction and student learning during these 
difficult times.

www.edweek.org/go/qc11chat

|MULTIMEDIA GALLERy|
View an expanded gallery of photographs and video  
that accompany this report. 

www.edweek.org/go/qc11snapshots

|SPECIAL FEATURES|

state and National  
Highlights Reports 
These online-only reports will help to assess your state’s performance 
on dozens of key indicators, including information not available in the 
print edition of Quality Counts 2011.

www.edweek.org/go/qc11shr

interactive Map and Report card 
Explore the state of the states and the nation and delve into detailed 
grades in six areas of educational policy and performance. 

www.edweek.org/go/qc11map

online Grading calculator 
Try your hand at grading with this online tool. Using data from  
Quality Counts, you can recalculate national and state grades by 
assigning your own weights for the importance of various policies  
and outcomes.  

www.edweek.org/go/qc11calculate

Education counts 
The EPE Research Center’s online database has more than 1,000 
state-level education indicators from Quality Counts and other 
reports spanning more than a decade. Build your own custom tables, 
charts, and maps.

www.edweek.org/go/edcounts
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Holding steady 
in a stiff Wind

Q u ality Counts 2011, 
the 15th edition of this 
annual report produced 
through the joint efforts of 
the Education Week newsroom 
and the Editorial Projects in 
Education Research Center, ar-
rives at a time of continued fiscal 

anxiety and education policy ferment in the wake of 
what has been widely described as the “Great Reces-
sion” of 2007-09. Economists have officially declared 
the national downturn to be over. But concerns per-
sist about the recovery’s pace and stability even as 
states and school districts seek to rebuild ravaged 
budgets—and as they cope with an end to massive 
one-time federal aid to education under the Ameri-
can Recovery and Reinvestment Act, the economic-
stimulus measure passed two years ago.

In keeping with the long-standing dual mission 
of Quality Counts, the report leverages the EpE Re-
search Center’s detailed, state-level data collection 
and analysis to inform this year’s special theme: 
education and the economy. The research and the 
accompanying journalism probe the impact of the 
recession on the nation’s schools in policy, person-
nel, and programs, and outline the challenges—and 
opportunities for innovation—in store for state and 
local officials as they move forward.

Research Highlights

As with previous reports, this year’s publication 
draws deeply on the EpE Research Center’s 50-

state policy survey and original data analysis 
to provide a comprehensive, state-by-state 

evaluation that encompasses dozens of 
key education policy and achievement 

indicators. This information is the 
backbone of Quality Counts’ re-

port card on policy and perfor-
mance. In addition, the cen-

ter conducted a special 
survey to assess the 

state of public edu-
cation finances, 

and explore 
some of the 

state-
level 

responses 
to the re-
cession in such 
crucial areas as 
personnel and op-
erational flexibility for 
districts. This data-driven 
analysis, complemented 
by the reporting of Education 
Week staff writers, offers a de-
tailed portrait of how states and dis-
tricts are navigating the postrecession 
environment while seeking to maintain 
the momentum of standards-based school 
reform.

Among the highlights from the research cen-
ter’s special, 50-state inquiry into the recession’s 
impact: While states overall launched few large-
scale education policy changes as a result of the 
economic crisis, many have initiated modest policy 
changes offering local school systems greater flex-
ibility to meet those economic challenges. Changes 
include loosening the reins on the eligible uses of 
education aid previously reserved for specific pro-
grams or student populations, an approach taken 
by 21 states since the recession began; and, in the 
case of 10 states, allowing greater flexibility on the 
length of the school year, week, or day. 

State-by-State Grading

As in previous years, Quality Counts provides 
fresh results for crucial policy-and-performance 
areas that constitute the annual State of the States 
review.

This year’s report includes updated letter grades 
for the states and the nation overall in four spe-
cific categories: the Chance-for-Success Index, de-
vised by the EpE Research Center to give perspec-
tive on the link between education and beneficial 
outcomes from early childhood to adulthood; the 
K-12 Achievement Index, which weighs how well 
a state’s students perform on 18 different criteria; 
school finance, capturing spending patterns and 

how equitably those dollars are distributed; and 
policies to facilitate transitions and alignment 

across various segments of the educational 
pipeline.

In addition, the states and the nation 
each receive an overall, summative 

grade that reflects the most re-
cently available information 

from the six categories that 
make up the full Qual-

ity Counts policy-
and-performance 

framework. They 
include the  

 
 
four 
updated 
categories, 
a s  w e l l  a s 
results for the 
teaching profession 
and the standards, as-
sessments, and account-
ability sections that are 
drawn from last year’s report.

Maryland—for the third year 
in a row—ranks first when all cat-
egories are taken into account, earning 
the nation’s highest grade, a B-plus. It is 
followed by Massachusetts and New York, 
each of which received a B. In contrast, the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Nebraska, and South Dakota 
received grades of D-plus, with a majority of states 
earning a C or C-plus. The nation as a whole earned 
a C, the same grade as last year.

Room for Improvement

In the two categories that provide the broadest 
perspective on both the performance of America’s 
schools and the state of education more generally, 
this year’s results offer a less-than-sanguine na-
tional portrait. On the K-12 Achievement Index, 
the average state earned a D-plus, little changed 
since grades for that category were last issued in 
2008. On the Chance-for-Success Index, the nation 
as a whole earned a C-plus. The latter category, 
in particular, may offer some clues for policymak-
ers: As in previous years, the results show that the 
states’ rankings on Chance-for-Success strongly 
correlate with factors associated with participa-
tion and performance in formal schooling among 
their residents. —the editors

Fiscal 
woes add to 
the pressure on 

already-stressed 
states to show  
how they stack up 

academically and to 
demonstrate progress.
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Foundation for Investor 
Education’s grade 4-12 
investor education program, 
The Stock Market Game, has 
been nurturing math achieve-
ment through fi nancial literacy. 
Its Math Behind the Market 

books foster skill profi ciency in core mathematical concepts like critical 
thinking, algebra, multi-step problem solving, communicating math-
ematically, and test taking. 

Download free sample activities at 
www.mathbehindthemarket.org or get 
the full guide free when you register 
for The Stock Market Game at 
www.stockmarketgame.org
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Performance in Mathematics

A 2009 Learning Point Associates report found 
“Students who played The Stock Market Game 

scored signifi cantly higher on mathematics tests 
than their peers who did not play the game.”*
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The SIFMA Foundation also offers excellent 
fi nancial literacy resources for teachers at: 
http://www.sifma.org/education 
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Cuts to 
programs 

and personnel 
put added stress 
on states and school 

districts struggling to cope 
with mandates to improve 

their education systems.

Educators Regroup  
in Recession’s Aftermath

o ffi-
cially, 
the 
Great Re-
cession—the 
economic free-
fall that shredded 

state and local budgets as the century’s first de-
cade neared its close—ended about 18 months 
ago. The picture in the nation’s schools tells a 
very different story. 

States and school districts have seen their 
tax bases wither over the past two years, and 
the financial picture looks bleak for years to 
come. At least 46 states, plus the District of 
Columbia, struggled to close budget shortfalls 
heading into fiscal 2011, according to the Cen-
ter on Budget and Policy Priorities, a research 
organization in Washington.

And while political leaders traditionally are 
loath to cut education programs, even during 
tough economic times, the downturn’s sever-
ity has forced state and local officials to make 
deeper reductions in jobs, programs, and ser-
vices than they would have contemplated only 
a few years ago. For example: 

• Washington state officials suspended pro-
grams to reduce class size and provide profes-
sional development for teachers, saving $78.5 
million and $15.6 million, respectively.

• Missouri cut its K-12 transportation fund-
ing roughly in half, a move that many school 
administrators expect to lead to longer bus 
rides and fewer routes. 

• A number of rural Nevada districts have 
moved to four-day school weeks, in an effort to 
save on transportation, personnel, and other 
costs. 

• Virginia cut $341 million in state fund-
ing in fiscal 2010 for school support-staff 

members, from janitors to psycholo-
gists.

The pain of such cuts hits 
home at the schoolhouse 

level. Take, for example, 
the Richland School 

District Two  in 
Columbia, S.C., 

a 25,000-stu-
dent system 

that was 
forced 

to 

cut 45 
jobs—
including 
20 teaching 
positions—this 
school year.

“It’s heart-rending,” 
says Bob Davis, the chief 
financial officer, who has 
more than 30 years’ experi-
ence as a public and private bud-
get official. The educators who were 
laid off “loved their jobs, and they’re 
not coming back. ... That’s tough. These 
are the most trying fiscal times I’ve seen in 
my lifetime.”

Even as the Obama administration has 
sought to stave off K-12 cuts with emergency 
aid, U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan 
has acknowledged that poor economic times 
are likely to become the “new normal” for states 
and schools over the next few years.

From a policy standpoint, the fiscal crisis cuts 
a number of ways, with the potential to short-
circuit education reforms as states and districts 
struggle with the fiscal emergency, while ramp-
ing up pressure for innovations that may save 
costs down the road.

The challenge for state and district leaders 
over the next years will be to make choices 
that address the urgent budgetary concerns 
facing schools, while meeting long-term aca-
demic and financial priorities, says Karen 
Hawley Miles, the president and executive di-
rector of Education Resource Strategies. Her 
Watertown, Mass.-based organization ana-
lyzes district budgets, including money spent 
on academic courses and staffing, to examine 
the extent to which that spending is aligned 
with school-improvement goals.

“We don’t believe that the conversation is about 
what to cut,” says Miles, an advisory-panel mem-
ber for Quality Counts 2011. “The conversation 
is, ‘What is it that we want to do? What are our 
most important priorities? And then, how do we 
organize resources to do that in the best way?’ ”

Federal Intervention

The financial duress would al-
most certainly have been much 

worse had it not been for an 
unprecedented infusion of 

emergency federal aid 

over 
the 
past two 
years, most 
notably some 
$100 billion in 
education funding 
through the American 
Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act, the $787 billion 
economic-stimulus package 
passed by Congress in 2009 at the 
urging of President Barack Obama.

That money included the $4.35 billion 
Race to the Top program, which provided 
competitive grants that encouraged bold policy 
changes to improve student achievement. The 
law prompted several states to overhaul their 
polices in such areas as teacher merit pay and 
evaluation, data use, and charter schools, and 
led dozens of states to join together in the push 
for common academic assessments. 

But the stimulus money was all obligated 
as of last September, and the vast majority 
of it must be spent by the fall of this year—a 
deadline that  leads to what many observers 
warn is a “funding cliff.” States and districts, 
they say, will face the choice of making up for 
the loss of aid on their own, through tax hikes, 
or absorbing deep budget cuts. 

Many states, in fact, have sought to fend off 
K-12 cuts by raising taxes and tapping rainy-
day funds over the past few years. Congress 
gave states additional help last summer, 
through the approval of a $10 billion Educa-
tion Jobs Fund, which the Obama administra-
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LOCAL ROOTS:  
Jarrett Man, 27, the owner of 

Stone Soup Farm, in Belchertown, 
Mass., helps offer local farmers a 

financial buffer in a tough economic 
climate through his Community Supported 

Agriculture, or CSA, operation. Its 250 
members sign up and pay in advance for 

food the growers will produce each season. 
“Nobody’s getting rich on CSAs, but if you 

can make a good share, you can get by,” 
says Man, who has been running  

his own farm on leased land 
since 2007.
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BATTERED LANDSCAPE:   
A house sits empty and boarded 

up in the Brush Park neighborhood of 
Detroit in early December, with General 

Motors’ headquarters, the Renaissance Center, 
in the background. Michigan, home of the 

long-ailing automotive sector, was slammed 
doubly hard by the recent recession. Cutbacks to 
K-12 spending, which began in 2007 and continue 
into the current fiscal year, have begun to reach 

deep into the classroom level, school 
administrators in the state say. 

BRIGHTER PROSPECTS:  
Amy Hinkle, a geophysicist for 
ConocoPhillips Alaska Inc., uses 
the 3D Visualization Room in the 

company’s Anchorage headquarters 
to steer well drilling in the Kuparuk 

Oil Field, west of Prudhoe Bay. 
Alaska is among a handful of states 
where natural resources and an 

energy-based economy provided 
some insulation from the 

recession.

7Quality Counts 2011
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tion said would help preserve up 
to 160,000 jobs in that sector.

Yet all the federal money hasn’t 
made up for the severe loss in 
state revenue, as existing tax 
bases have contracted. At least 

34 states and the District of 
Columbia have cut funding 

to K-12 or early educa-
tion since 2008, ac-

cording to the 
Center on 

Bud-

get and Policy Priorities, which 
examines the effects of state and 
federal fiscal policy on low- and 
moderate-income households. 

And even as the nation’s econ-
omy recovers, the financial re-
bound is likely to come more 
slowly to school districts, given 
that education systems typically 
lag behind other sectors in recov-
ering from financial shocks, sev-
eral analysts say.

“All of the stimulus dollars just 
kind of delay the inevitable,” says 
John D. Musso, the executive direc-

tor of the Association of School 
Business Officials Interna-

tional, in Reston, Va. 
Even before that 

federal money 
arrived, he 

recalls, “we were telling people, ‘You 
really need a Plan B,’ because worse 
was yet to come.”

Chronic Fiscal Pain

During tough economic times, 
policymakers tend to “start on the 
periphery,” looking to trim school 
programs and services outside the 
classroom, says Noelle Ellerson, 
the assistant director of policy 
analysis and advocacy for the 
American Association of School 
Administrators, in Arlington, Va.

For example, states and dis-
tricts cut travel and delay equip-
ment upgrades. They also target 
extracurricular activities and art 
and music programs, as well as 
after-school and summer-school 
programs, says Michael Griffith, a 
senior policy analyst at the Educa-
tion Commission of the States, a 

research and policy organiza-
tion in Denver.

Only then, the 
analysts say, 

do policy-
makers 

move into cuts that could force 
changes to programs in core sub-
jects, such as reading and math, 
and affect classroom instruction, 
such as increases in class size.

South Carolina’s Richland 
School District Two illustrates the 
difficult choices facing school sys-
tems operating in the shadow of 
the deep economic downturn.

The school system, with an an-
nual general fund budget of about 
$190 million, has absorbed major 
losses in state and local tax rev-
enues, leaving it with $3.5 million 
less to operate on in fiscal 2011 than 
the previous year. Those losses come 
as the district is dealing with enroll-
ment growth that normally would 
have required it to add 38 teaching 
positions just to keep up, says Bob 
Davis, the chief financial officer.

Instead, Richland School District 
Two has cut 45 jobs, including 20 
teaching positions. It has imposed 
furloughs on teachers and admin-
istrators for a savings of $812,000, 
and is cutting bonuses it once pro-
vided to employees for perfect at-
tendance and unused sick leave, as 
well as some life-insurance bene-
fits and professional development. 

Other hard decisions await: 
Next fiscal year, the district 

will have to do without 
the $4.6 million in 

federal stimu-
lus aid it 
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Flexibility in  
at least one  
policy area

Eligible uses of 
education funds

class-size 
requirements

length of school 
year, week, or day

other types 
of flexibility

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2011

Additional Room  
to Maneuver
In addition to cutting budgets and making other changes to spending, 
many states have enacted policy changes to provide school systems 
with greater flexibility to meet the challenges posed by the economic 
crisis. Twenty-one states broadened the eligible uses of education 
funds originally intended for a particular purpose, while 11 loosened 
class-size requirements. In all, 29 states have provided some form of 
policy flexibility since the recession began. 
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“ all of the stimulus dollars just kind of delay the inevitable. ... We were  

telling people, ‘you really need a Plan B,’ because worse was yet to come.”

 JOhN D. MUSSO 

Executive Director, Association of School Business Officials International
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received this year, notes Davis. 
Across the country, state and 

local education officials know they 
will probably have to withstand 
years of lean budgets.

Recessions typically have a long 
“tail” that affects school budgets 
well after other sectors of the econ-
omy have recovered. Roughly 48 
percent of K-12 schools’ revenue 
comes from state sources, though 
a substantial amount, nearly 44 
percent, comes from local sources, 
while about 8 percent from the 
federal government, according to 
pre-recession federal estimates. 
One reason for that lag is school 
districts’ dependence on property 
taxes and the time it takes for 
property assessments to reflect 
changes in market value, says 
Donald J. Boyd, a senior fellow at 
the Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute 
of Government, at the University 
at Albany, State University of New 
York. 

State budgets, another key 
source of school funding, also tend 
to reflect an economic recovery 
more slowly than the private sec-
tor does, Boyd says. The political 
process of getting budgets ap-
proved is complex, and the gen-
eral reluctance to cut school aid 
(which states are now being forced 
to do) means that “it takes a lot of 
time for this pain to work its way 
through the system,” he says.

Federal officials sought to help 
states and school districts 
through the initial 
economic blow of 
the recession 
with the 

stimu-
lus package, 

with the added 
thought that preserv-

ing high-quality educational 
services would be essential to the 
nation’s recovery.

The stimulus aid appears to 
have greatly increased the federal 
government’s contribution to edu-
cation, for the time being. During 
the 2009-10 academic year, fed-
eral sources accounted for some-
where between 15 percent and 19 
percent of all national education 
spending, up from about 9 percent 
during the previous decade, esti-
mates Griffith of the Ecs. 

He believes states and districts 
are already beginning to cope with 
the effects of the “funding cliff,” or 
loss of stimulus money. That drop-
off is hitting states as they face 
the prospect of having to go three 
or four years before their revenues 

for education recover to prereces-
sion levels, he and other observers 
say. 

Separately, the impact of the 
one-time, $10 billion education 
jobs package is difficult to gauge. 
The 2010 legislation gave districts 
up to 26 months to use that aid. 
Some districts did so right away, 
while others are stowing it away 
for the 2011-12 year, says Ellerson 
of the aasa. Some school systems 
had already approved budgets for 
fiscal 2011 by the time Congress 
approved the jobs aid, she adds, 
meaning it may have been too late 
to have saved jobs this academic 
year.

But the aid made an immediate 
difference in some places, such 
as the 257,000-student Broward 
County, Fla., school system. The 
district, with the help of federal 
jobs money and other sources, 
recalled the vast majority of 555 
teachers it laid off last year. The 
recalled educators included An-
thony J. Tabacco, an elementary 
school music teacher. 

During the final week of classes 
last year at Nova Eisenhower El-
ementary School, in Davie, 
Fla., Tabacco was told 
he wouldn’t have 
a job come 
the fall 

because of dis-
trict budget cuts. 

The 32-year-old was only 
in his first year of teaching, so 

he lacked seniority.
Tabacco spent much of last sum-

mer looking for teaching work, 
with no luck. But in August, 
around the time the federal jobs 
bill became law, the district told 
him that a part-time position as 
a choir director had opened up. A 
short time later, the district found 
a different, full-time position at an 
elementary school for him.

“I couldn’t believe it. I almost 
cried,” Tabacco recalls. “I know how 
fortunate I am.” At the same time, 
he’s unsure what the future holds. 
“I don’t know if I’ll have a job next 
year,” he says, “but I feel better 
this year than I did last year.”

Security, or Bloat?

On the whole, government em-
ployment, including jobs in schools, 
tends to be more stable than pri-
vate-sector employment during a 
recession, because of the nature of 
the services provided by schools and 
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other public institutions, Boyd 
says. 

From a historical standpoint, 
per-pupil government spending 
on K-12 education has generally 
risen steadily since the 1930s, in 
both constant and unadjusted 
dollars, federal data show.

In recent years, spending has 
been fueled by a number of fac-
tors, says Griffith of the Ecs, 
including the budget impact of 
rising health-care costs, efforts 
to limit class sizes—a strategy 
popular among the public—and 
state and local efforts to comply 
with such laws as the federal No 
Child Left Behind Act, which set 
requirements for schools to im-
prove student achievement.

But some observers say that 
school budgets have become 
bloated over time, and that the 
recent recession could actually 
bring benefits by compelling dis-
trict leaders to re-examine how 
they spend money and to cut un-
necessary jobs and programs.

Private-sector employers pe-

riodically have to make 
cuts during tough economic 
times, and school districts also 
need to make those hard choices, 
argues Frederick W. Hess, the 
director of education policy stud-
ies at the American Enterprise 
Institute, a Washington think 
tank. It’s especially important 
for schools to cut fat from bud-
gets during downturns, he says, 
because it’s politically difficult to 
do so when coffers are flush.

“Nobody likes to make hard 
choices when times are good,” 
Hess says. But during recessions, 
states and schools “need to look 
inward” for cuts that make oper-
ations more efficient over time.

Hess was skeptical of the ne-
cessity of the $10 billion Educa-
tion Jobs Fund, saying that it 
would let districts avoid mak-
ing tough-but-necessary budget 
choices. Many claims of educa-
tion job losses have been over-
stated, he believes, and the fed-
eral jobs measure will simply 
encourage policymakers to prop 
up spending until the money 
runs out in a year or two.

Others say that while the federal 
aid has helped, states and schools 
also need to examine the steady 
growth in spending and figure out 
where they can do better.

The so-called funding cliff 
“has been defined as, [the bud-

get] didn’t continue to expand,” 
Andrés Alonso, the Baltimore 
school system’s chief execu-
tive officer, said at a November 
post-midterm-election forum 
organized by Education Week. 
“The conversation is not taking 
place ... in terms of operations 
and the linkage between opera-
tions and outcomes.”

In a November speech, Edu-
cation Secretary Duncan said 
schools would have to rethink 
established ideas about budgets 
and operations, such as the need 
for students to have a certain 
amount of “seat time” in each 
class. While he said he hoped 
school cuts would not be aimed 
at classroom instruction, he 
also asked districts to consider 
“modest but smartly targeted 
increases in class size.”

As a parent, Duncan argued, 
he’d much rather have his chil-
dren in a class of 26 with an ex-
cellent teacher than in a class of 
22 led by a mediocre one. Some 

high-performing Asian countries, 
he pointed out, have larger aver-
age class sizes than the United 
States does.

Revenue Puzzle

The recession began in De-
cember of 2007, according to the 
National Bureau of Economic Re-
search. As it took hold and states 
saw their revenue decline, they 
looked for new sources of revenue, 
which in many cases meant rais-
ing taxes. 

In 2008 and 2009, 33 states 
made tax-policy changes that 
brought more money into their 
treasuries, according to the Cen-
ter on Budget and Policy Priori-
ties. In 20 states, those changes 
“significantly” increased revenue, 
meaning producing gains of more 
than 1 percent over the previous 
year’s total state revenues. States 
imposed new taxes on personal 
income, sales, businesses, tobacco, 
alcohol, motor fuels, and other 
areas.

It’s safe to say that many state 
policymakers raised taxes re-
luctantly, says Kim S. Rueben, a 
senior fellow at the Washington-
based Urban Institute and an 
advisory-panel member for Qual-
ity Counts 2011. The prospect of 
having to close schools and librar-
ies and eliminate other public 
programs and services prompted 

them to act, she says.
Yet the new money only carried 

states so far. States lost more rev-
enue during the recession—$87 
billion in tax receipts—than they 
made up through new taxes, ac-
cording to the Center on Budget 
and Policy Priorities. And some of 
the states that raised taxes still 
face major budget woes, in part 
because the tax hikes they ap-
proved were only temporary.

For example, when Arizona vot-
ers approved a 1 percent sales-
tax increase in May 2010, they 
saved the state from having to 
make deep cuts across its budget, 
including $428 million to K-12 
schools, the state estimates.

That help has proved crucial, 
given that schools had already 
absorbed deep cuts the previous 
three years, says Janice C. Palmer, 
the director of governmental re-
lations for the Arizona School 
Boards Association. But the sales 

tax will expire in 2013, and dis-
trict revenue shortfalls could lin-
ger for five to seven years, Palmer 
estimates. She doesn’t foresee 
much appetite among state poli-
cymakers to push additional tax 
hikes, and that means school sys-
tems will have to appeal to local 
voters for help.

“It’s not a panacea to save edu-
cation,” Palmer says of the tem-
porary sales tax. “It’s a Band-
Aid to get to a more stable place 
in the future.”

The most effective budget cuts 
reduce costs and keep them 
down over time, says Marguerite 
Roza, who is on leave from her 
position as a research associate 
professor at the Center on Rein-
venting Public Education, at the 
University of Washington, and 
was an advisory-panel member 
for Quality Counts 2011. Un-
fortunately, many states and 
districts have sought to lop 
off expenses through one-time 
fixes such as furloughs, which 
bring only temporary relief, as 
opposed to more politically dif-
ficult reductions to salaries and 
benefits, argues Roza.

With furloughs, “you’ve done 
nothing to deal with your expen-
diture gap in future years,” says 
Roza, who also is a senior eco-
nomic and data advisor at the 
Bill and Melinda Gates Founda-
tion. “You’ve got the same people 
in the system, the same salaries, 

and the same service.”
Some districts, faced with the 

prospect of having to make do with 
less for years to come, are taking 
more-systematic approaches to 
bringing down costs and improv-
ing the efficiency of their opera-
tions. The Council of the Great 
City Schools, for instance, which 
represents large urban districts, 
has devised a system that allows 
districts to compare their spend-
ing and operational efficiency 
against those of other school 
systems, in areas that include 
transportation, accounting, food 
services, and custodial work. (See 
related story, Page 35.)

Derailing Policy Changes

A broader question is whether 
the budget troubles will affect 
ambitious policy changes in 

areas such as teacher compen-
sation that are being proposed 
or implemented across the coun-
try. Those pay initiatives have 
sought to link teachers’ com-
pensation to their performance 
in raising student achievement, 
among other measures.

On paper, the federal stimulus 
package, through the Race to the 
Top grant competition, should 
encourage states and schools to 
rethink spending in such areas. 
Maryland, for example, is one of 
11 states, plus the District of Co-
lumbia, to win a Race to the Top 
grant, and it has promised to re-
vamp its teacher-evaluation sys-
tem, though many details had yet 
to be worked out at year’s end.

But Alonso, the Baltimore 
schools cEo, says there is also 
countervailing pressure to leave 
in place traditional evaluation 
and compensation models. Late 
last year, his district and its 
teachers agreed on a new con-
tract that replaces many tradi-
tional salary features based on 
longevity with a system more 
heavily based on performance. 

“You have the rhetoric of re-
form and change superimposed 
on an operational frame which is 
essentially conservative,” Alonso 
said at November’s postelection 
forum. “You have a kind of huge 
gravitational pull toward not 
disrupting what is there.”

Many existing pay-for-perfor-
mance plans add extra costs be-

cause the extra money they offer 
effective teachers is not offset by 
cuts to salaries for other teachers 
who don’t meet the assigned stan-
dards. New compensation models 
also typically need to be negoti-
ated with local teachers’ unions.

Hess of the American Enter-
prise Institute says most merit-
pay systems have a “dysfunc-
tional” structure in that they 
simply “leave all the old dollars 
in place and layer new dollars 
on top.” But he contends that 
lean education budgets in the 
coming years will give districts 
interested in paying teachers 
differently more bargaining 
power, since making changes to 
pay systems is more appealing 
to teachers than layoffs.

“On the whole, tight budgets 
are going to be good for reform,” 
Hess predicts. “Tough times 

make it possible to do the kind 
of negotiation that’s impossible 
when the sun is out.” 

Over time, districts may be 
able to save money by using on-
line tools and other technology 
in areas such as grading stu-
dent work and foreign-language 
study, says Roza of the Center on 
Reinventing Public Education—
but only if those systems replace 
existing spending. Today, school 
technology too often amounts 
to an “add-on,” which does not 
increase the productivity of dis-
tricts, she argues.

Financially strapped districts, 
meanwhile, are likely to face 
continued pressure to raise class 
sizes if the economic picture does 
not improve, as the U.S. educa-
tion secretary acknowledged. 
Class size is relatively easy to 
measure, and small class sizes 
are popular among the public, 
notes Roza, even though research 
suggests that focusing on teacher 
effectiveness has a greater impact 
on student achievement. Faced 
with tough choices during an era 
of budget shortfalls, she believes, 
policymakers would be better off 
focusing on attracting and re-
taining teachers who are capable 
of working with larger classes, 
rather than trying to reduce class 
sizes for all teachers.

Many parents, Roza contends, 
also would be inclined to support 
that policy shift. But to date, she 
says, “we haven’t given [the pub-
lic] that trade-off.” l

“ 

these are the most trying fiscal times     

                    i’ve seen in my lifetime.”  
BOB DAVIS 

Chief Financial Officer  

Richland School District Two, Columbia, S.C. 
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the largest share of the education funding in the 
ARRA was directed to K-12 programs through the 
U.s. department of education. the department 
received slightly more than $79 billion that could be 
used for that purpose. More than half of that money 
was allocated to the state fiscal stabilization fund to 
help states restore funding for education programs 
cut from their budgets as a result of the economic 
downturn. Most of the money in that stabilization 
fund was distributed to states based on population; 
$5 billion in discretionary incentive and innovation 
grants was awarded through competitive processes.

 total Recovery Act
$787 Billion

tracking Key Economic indicators 
And stimulus Funding 

$17.9 Billion
Higher education

$5.4 Billion
Other education-related funding

The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act,  
the federal government’s $787 billion economic- 
stimulus package, provided more than $100 billion  
in funding for education programs. In addition to  
preventing the loss of education jobs because  
of budget cuts, the ARRA legislation, signed into law 
in February 2009, also aimed to promote innovative 
education policies. In August 2010, the Education 
Jobs Fund sent an additional $10 billion in federal  
aid to states to help avert teacher layoffs. 

These charts track trends in three key economic indicators: the Dow Jones 
Industrial Average daily close values, new single-family houses sold in the  
United States, and the national unemployment rate. In 2005, home prices began 
to flatten, housing sales started to fall, and foreclosure rates began to climb.  
These factors, along with bank failures, weakened the already-faltering economy, 
and an 18-month recession began in December 2007.

Dow Jones  
Industrial Average 

(DJIA) daily  
close value 

10,729

New single-family 
houses sold  

1.2 million units
Unemployment 

rate 
5.3%

Jan ’05 Jan ’06

K-12 Funding
$79.3 Billion

Key:
Dow Jones Industrial Average daily close value (Dow Jones & Co. Inc., daily averages, Oct. 15, 2010)

New single-family houses sold (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010)

Unemployment rate (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010)

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act obligated funding to states by U.S. Department of Education  
(The Recovery Accountability and Transparency Board, 2010)

 

 

 

 

unemployment rate 1990-2010

’90     ’91      ’92      ’93     ’94      ’95      ’96     ’97      ’98     ’99       ’00     ’01      ’02      ’03     ’04      ’05      ’06      ’07     ’08      ’09     ’10

Long-Term Trends 
1990-2010

EDUCATION 
AND THE 
ECONOMy

2005-06: Continued market slowdown 

2005: 846,982 properties are 
 in some stage of foreclosure

(RealtyTrac)
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  $70 Million  Education for homeless children and youths                      

$100 Million   impact aid (construction)  
$100 Million  teacher-quality enhancement 

$250 Million  statewide longitudinal Data systems  
$200 Million  teacher incentive Fund

$650 Million  Educational technology state grants

$4 Billion
Race to the Top
State Competitive 
Grants

$350 Million
race to the top 

assessment 
grant program

$650 Million
investing in 

innovation grants (i3)

$10 Billion 
Title I grants  
to local education 
agencies  

$5 Billion 
SFSF incentive and 
innovation grants

$3 Billion School  
Improvement  
Grants

$11.3 Billion
Individuals with  
Disabilities Education Act  
Part B grants to states 

$48.6 Billion
State Fiscal Stabilization 
Fund (SFSF) State Grants  

>>Online: www.edweek.org/go/qc11

February 27, 2007: Freddie Mac  
announces it will no longer  
buy the most risky subprime  

mortgages and mortgage-related 
securities 

 September 7, 2008: Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac 
placed in government  

conservatorship

 September 15, 2008: 
Lehman Brothers holdings 

Inc. files for Chapter 11 
February 17, 2009:  
ARRA signed into law, 
providing $787 billion in 
stimulus aid to states 

October 14, 2009: Dow closes  
above 10,000 for the first time since  
October 3, 2008

                        October 2009:  
            Unemployment rate   
      exceeds 10% for  
 first time since 1983  

August 10, 2010:  
Education Jobs Fund  

becomes law; additional 
$10 billion in aid to states 

and local districts

Jan ’07 Jan ’08 Jan ’09 Jan ’10

December 2007: Recession begins 
(National Bureau of Economic Research)

October 3, 2008: The Emergency 
Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 

becomes law; Troubled Asset Relief 
Program (TARP) established

December 19, 
2008:  President 
George W. 
Bush and  
Congress agree 
on $17.4 billion 
emergency 
bailout package 
for Big Three 
automobile 
companies

April 30, 2009: Chrysler 
files for Chapter 11 

November 3, 2010: Federal  
Reserve will stimulate  
economy by buying  
$600 billion in bonds

November 10, 2010: General 
Motors reports $1.96 billion 
third-quarter profit and sells 
shares of company in IPO

October 2010:   
1 in every 389 housing units 

received a foreclosure filing 
(RealtyTrac)

June 1, 2009:   
General Motors 
files for Chapter 11 

10,788 
DJIA

Total ARRA funding  
obligated by U.S. Department  
of education  
($97.3 billion as of  
September 30, 2010)

note: higher education programs receiving arra funds through the u.s. Department  
of Education include: Federal Pell Grants ($15.64 billion), mandatory Pell Grants 
supplemental funding ($1.474 billion), Vocational rehabilitation state grants  
($540 million), Federal Work-study ($200 million), and student aid administration 
($60 million).  other education-related programs receiving arra funds include: head 
start ($2.1 billion), child care and Development ($2 billion), iDEa Part c grants for 
infants and families ($500 million), iDEa Part B preschool grants ($400 million), 
independent living ($140 million), child nutrition ($100 million), Education and 
human resources ($100 million), youthBuild ($50 million), and the office of the 
inspector General ($14 million).  

sourcEs:  american recovery and reinvestment act of 2009;  
EPE research center, 2011; u.s. Department of Education, 2010.

9.6%  
unemployment 
rate

307,000  
units sold

2005-06: Continued market slowdown 

June 2009:  
Recession ends 
(National Bureau  
of Economic Research)

October 9, 2007: Dow Jones Industrial 
Average reaches all-time high of 14,165

March 9, 2009: Dow closes at 6,547; 
market has lost 54% of value since 
peak in October 2007
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Looking Under the Hood  
Of the Economic Recovery

                                                                                                                                     $80.6 Billion 
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An Engine of Job Recovery

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2011

This page reports an original EPE 
Research Center analysis of the data 
contained in detailed quarterly 
reports submitted to the federal 
government by some 222,000 prime 
and subrecipients of funding under 
the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act. The data were 
obtained through the recovery.gov 
website and are cumulative through 
Sept. 30, 2010, the end point of the 
most recent reporting period. 
Recipient-reported data may not be 
consistent with other public sources 
because of differences in reporting 
periods, the types of funding tracked, 
and other causes.  

Education jobs  
created or saved
 5 jobs or fewer
 6 to 10
 11 to 50
 More than 50

stimulus spending  
By Agency
To date, ARRA recipients have 
received a total of $242.6 billion in 
funding, with those dollars flowing 
at an average rate of about $12.4 
billion per month since the 
stimulus was enacted in February 
2009. The U.S. Department of 
Education leads all federal agencies 
with awards of $80.6 billion, about 
one-third of total recovery 
spending. 

HUD 
4%

Percent of jobs created 
or saved by agency

Education 
52%

HHS 
11%

Transportation 
10%

Energy 
6%

Labor 
3%

Justice 
3%

EPA 
2%

Interior 
2% GSA 

1%

All other 
agencies 

6%

(651,570 total jobs)

Strengthening American education has been touted as a key ingredient for sustained economic 
renewal. The unprecedented infusion of federal funding through the stimulus also aims to counteract 
job losses resulting from the worsened economic environment. Recipients of ARRA aid report that 
those dollars have helped create or save about 650,000 jobs, more than half of which were linked to 
funds distributed by the U.S. Department of Education. To gauge the rate of return for stimulus 
spending against the key objective of job creation, the EPE Research Center calculated the number of 
jobs created or saved for every $1 million of ARRA funding awarded.  With a score of 4.2 on this jobs-
creation index, the U.S. Department of Education ranks first among the 10 agencies accounting for 
the largest numbers of jobs. Across all federal agencies, an average of 2.7 jobs have been created for 
every $1 million in stimulus spending.  

Education

Transportation

Energy

Health and Human Services

Housing and Urban Development

Agriculture

Environmental Protection Agency

Commerce

General Services Administration

Labor

Justice

National Science Foundation

Interior

Homeland Security

Army

Air Force

Veterans Affairs

Navy

Defense

National Aeronautics and Space Administration

All Other Agencies

Jobs-Creation 
Index
Number of jobs 
created or saved 
for every $1 million 
in funding awarded

Education 4.2
Labor 3.8
Justice 3.6
Interior 3.3
HHS 3.2

HUD 2.4
EPA 2.2
Transporation 1.7
Energy 1.3
GSA 1.0
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SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2011

Common Core 
State Standards
FROM WHAT TO HOW: How Common Core State Standards 
Should Infl uence Teaching, Learning, and Leadership
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Recession’s toll on Education Budgets  
Proves Both Widespread and Uneven 

i n its impact on state and local 
education budgets, the Great 
Recession of 2007-09 was like a 
vicious storm that swept across 
the landscape and left a broad—
but far from uniform—trail of 
wreckage in its wake.

Though nearly every state felt 
the sting of what has been called the worst 
economic crisis since the Great Depression, 
a complex and varied set of regional factors 
amplified the fiscal damage for states already 
struggling with budget pressures, while leav-
ing a handful of others virtually unscathed.

But with education typically making up 
at least half of a state’s overall spend-

ing mandate, K-12 suffered in most 
states—and badly.

The economic situation was 
particularly dire in states that 

bore the brunt of the fore-
closure crisis in the hous-

ing market—including 
Arizona, California, 

Florida, and Ne-
vada—with a 

correspond-
ing  im-

pact on 
pre-

collegiate education owing to the close linkage 
between property-tax revenues and school 
funding. 

And in Illinois, Indiana, and Michigan, Rust 
Belt states long squeezed by the slowdown in 
manufacturing, an already-challenged eco-
nomic climate turned even bleaker as the 
national economic boom that had virtually 
passed them by went bust.

The situation proved somewhat less rough 
in a few states with more agrarian economies, 
including Nebraska. Those states “never had 
the sort of rapid increases in spending and 
demand for services that some other places 
[experienced],” says Stacey Mazer, a senior 
staff associate at the National Association of 
State Budget Officers, in Washington. That 
shielded them to some degree from the fund-
ing effects of the economic decline, she says.

And some states with relatively small popu-
lations and energy-based economies—among 
them Alaska, Montana, North Dakota, and 
Wyoming—came through the recession in 
fairly solid fiscal shape and, in some cases, in 
a position to boost education spending.

But such bright spots are conspicuous 
exceptions.

“One of the hallmarks of this recession is 
that it’s just been enormously widespread,” 
says Phil Oliff, a Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities analyst. “I don’t think there’s any re-
gion of the country that has been unscathed, 
there are [just] differences in degrees.” 

In Crisis

In no state was the confluence of underly-
ing economic problems and national reces-
sionary pressures more acute than Michigan. 
The Wolverine State, home to the long-ailing 
auto-manufacturing sector, was one of the 
first to feel the pinch of the economic down-
turn. And, experts say, it’s likely to be one of 
the last to recover.

The state’s K-12 reductions, which began 
in 2007, “started out being very cosmetic and 
ended up being extremely aggressive cuts 

By Alyson KleinStates 
that 

never 
enjoyed a 

boom were hit 
doubly hard by the 

national downturn, while 
others skated by.
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Most states Have cut  
Public services since 2008

According to recent data from the Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities, 46 states and the District of Columbia have made 
cuts in public services since 2008. State workforces and higher 
education programs have been hit hardest, with more than 40 
states making reductions in those expenditures. At least 34 
states and the District of Columbia cut K-12 or early education. 

state workforce

higher education

k-12 or early education

Public health

Elderly and disabled

45

43

35

31

30

NUMBER OF STATES

takinG stock, surVEyinG thE DaMaGE



[targeted] at the classroom,” says 
Brad Biladeau, the associate ex-
ecutive director of government 
relations for the Michigan Asso-
ciation of School Administrators. 

Most districts have increased 
class size, resulting in classes of 
more than 30 at the elementary 
school level in a number of places, 
he says.

And the pressures have con-
tinued, as state officials sliced 
Michigan’s education funding in 
fiscal year 2011 by about $154 per 
student, to $7,162 per student, 
according to Jan Ellis, a spokes-
woman for the state department 
of education. However, as of Dec. 
1, 2010, it appeared that fund-
ing from the Education Jobs 
Act would reduce those losses in 
most districts, and even provide 
an increase for some.

On top of that, says Biladeau, 
the state is facing rising health-
care and pension costs. “Our rev-
enues can’t keep pace with our 
expenses,” he says.

Nevada Housing Bust

If Michigan illustrates the plight 
of a state with underlying struc-
tural problems in its economy, Ne-
vada provides a prime example of 
the effect the housing crisis had 
on school funding. Nevada expe-
rienced one of the biggest hous-
ing booms; and it remains in the 
midst of a devastating bust that 
has squeezed revenues. 

Keith W. Rheault, the state su-
perintendent of schools, antici-
pates that there could be a cut of 
at least 10 percent in the fiscal 
2012 and 2013 budget cycle. (Ne-
vada has a biennial budget.) The 
state is facing about a $3 billion 
gap in a $6.4 billion statewide 
budget for that cycle.

But nearly all districts in Ne-
vada have already taken drastic 
action. For instance, the largest 
district in the state, the Clark 
County school district, which 
includes Las Vegas, laid off more 
than 500 school employees last 
year. Many districts have cut af-
ter-school, art, music, and drama 
classes, says Dotty Merrill, the 
executive director of the Nevada 
School Boards Association. Of 
the state’s 17 school districts, 
eight have shortened the school 
week to four days in at least 
some schools, she says. 

At the state level, programs 
that embrace education redesign 
priorities prized by the Obama 
administration were among the 
first to go.

For instance, Nevada scrapped 
a $10 million program aimed at 
helping districts create pay-for-
performance programs for teach-
ers. And the state eliminated a 
$90 million program that helped 
districts finance school improve-
ment efforts that offer mentoring, 
after-school programs, and other 
extra services. That program had 
shown great promise, Rheault 
says.

Nevada may also have to delay 

implementation of a law it passed 
to revamp its teacher-evaluation 
system, tying teachers’ ratings 
in part to their students’ perfor-
mance. The state doesn’t yet have 
an assessment system in place 
that will enable such a linkage. 
That may have to wait for the 
common-assessment system 
being developed by a consortium 
of states, including Nevada, with 
funds provided under the federal 
economic-stimulus program.

In neighboring California, which 

has been wrestling with massive 
deficits for several years, schools 
have been tightening their belts 
since the 2008-09 school year, 
says Rick Pratt, the assistant ex-
ecutive director for governmental 
relations for the California School 
Boards Association.

Nearly half of districts cut posi-
tions for counselors, nurses, and 
school psychologists, according to 
a survey conducted by the Califor-
nia Department of Education and 
published in June 2010. 

Initially, California districts 
mostly were forgoing cost-of-living 
increases for staff members, but 
over the past year, “they’ve actu-
ally had to start hacking away at 
programs,” Pratt says. Forty-eight 
percent cut art, music, and drama 
programs, according to the state 
survey. The survey asked school 
officials about the 2008-09 and 
2009-10 school years. Forty-five 
percent of districts responding 
had reduced certified staff posi-
tions, and 34 percent had dropped 

some electives for students. 
School library budgets were cut 
by more than a third. 

Dodging the Bullet

By contrast, natural resource-
rich Montana was able to in-
crease education spending by 3 
percent in fiscal 2010 and make 
a $15 million annual investment 
in school facilities. 

Education remains a top prior-
ity for funding in Montana, along 
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with health and public safety, 
says Dan Villa, the education 
policy adviser for the governor.

And in Wyoming, the state 
has been able to keep its fund-
ing commitment to schools, says 
Kathryn Valido, president of the 
Wyoming Education Associa-
tion, a 7,000-member affiliate 
of the National Education As-
sociation. 

Some Wyoming school districts 
have asked their employees to 
contribute more to their health 
or retirement plans, but some of 
those cuts in district spending 
could be restored through the 
one-time federal education jobs 
money approved by Congress 
last summer, Valido says. 

She acknowledges that such 
aid wasn’t enough to stave off 

layoffs in other states. 
“We didn’t lay off any teachers 

in this state. ... I would compare 
the options we have with that 
money to [the difficult situation 
in] California,” Valido says. “We 
feel really fortunate.”

Federal Leverage

Indeed, for most states, the 
prospects for education funding 
remain worrisome, especially 
as federal aid from the Ameri-
can Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act—the $787 billion economic-
stimulus package adopted in 
February 2009—dries up. 

The recovery act provided 
some $100 billion overall for 

education, including $53.6 bil-
lion to stabilize state budgets. 
That one-time aid covered only 
federal fiscal year 2009 and fis-
cal year 2010, which ended Sept. 
30—confronting state and local 
officials with what has been 
dubbed a post-stimulus “fund-
ing cliff.”

Cash-strapped districts got 
a bit of a reprieve when Con-
gress provided additional aid 
to states last year through 
a more targeted, $10 billion 
measure aimed at staving off 
education layoffs in the 2010-11 
school year. But the prospects of  
another such package gaining 

traction in a new, more conser-
vative Congress are considered 
dim.

Against that backdrop, the re-
maining pots of stimulus-related 
funding carry even more lever-
age. Chief among them: the $4.35 
billion in federal money under 
the Race to the Top Fund.

Under that program, 11 states 
and the District of Columbia 
split $4 billion in competitive 
grants to help them develop 
comprehensive education over-
haul plans. Separately, 45 states 
and the District had, as of late 

“  

new initiatives are difficult in this financial climate. Folks are trying to hang  

on to programs that we have today that we know are working.”
 JACK O’CONNELL 

Former California State Superintendent of Public Instruction

SHINY FUTURE:   
A student walks through the 

commons of the new, $70 million 
South High School, in Cheyenne, 

Wyo., a 265,000-square-foot facility 
that includes an eight-lane, 25-meter 

swimming pool, spectator seats, and a 
viewing area. About 90 percent of the 

school’s cost was funded through 
mineral leases in a state where 
revenues from natural resources 

have helped keep recessionary 
pressures at bay. 
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last year, joined one of two 
consortia that received a total 
of $350 million to devise and 
implement better assessment 
systems.

The almost uniformly grim fis-
cal circumstances have helped 
turn those initiatives into na-
tional movements, says Kim 
Rueben, a senior fellow at the 
Urban Institute, a Washington-
based research organization. 
The difficult economy “makes 
that federal money much more 
powerful—people are trying 
hard not to lose it,” she says.

Still, some precollegiate lead-
ers in states that have been hit 
particularly hard by the reces-
sion say that education over-

haul efforts may be pursued at 
a slower pace. 

For instance, in the past leg-
islative session, California 
lawmakers had to resolve a  
$19 billion deficit in a fiscal 2011 
budget of $82 billion. That left 
little room for reform-related in-
vestments such as new data sys-
tems for school districts, in the 
view of Jack O’Connell, who re-
tired this month after two terms 
as the state superintendent of 
public instruction.

“New initiatives are difficult 
in this financial climate,” says 
O’Connell. “Folks are trying to 
hang on to programs that we 
have today that we know are 
working.” l
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Investing in Innovation (i3) funding program.

Success for All has “the best sustained 
record of producing better-educated children 
in diffi cult circumstances, in hundreds of schools 
over many years.”  —Nicholas Lemann in the New Yorker

Empowering Schools. Engaging Students.

www.successforall.org/i3

The contents of this ad were developed under a grant from the U.S. Department 
of Education, Investing in Innovation (i3) Program. However, those contents do not 
necessarily represent the policy of the U.S. Department of Education, and you 
should not assume endorsement by the Federal government.

Wyoming
l state Population, 2009  
(U.S. Census Bureau): 

544,270
l unemployment rate,  
Sept. 2010  
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics):

6.8%
l Pre-k-12 student Enrollment, 
2008-09 (National Center for 
Education Statistics): 

87,161
l Per-Pupil Expenditures, 2008  
(National Center for Education 
Statistics): 

$13,856
l State cuts in K-12 or  
early-education funding since  
recession began (Center on  
Budget and Policy Priorities): 
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t he recessionary pres-
sures that have forced 
school leaders to make 
painful program and 
personnel cuts may 
also have accelerated 
the quest for savings 
through innovation—

and enhanced the allure of educational tech-
nology as a vehicle.

Online curricula, distance learning, net-
books and cellphones in the classroom, and 
Web 2.0 tools—think Facebook and Skype—
as a means of student collaboration have all 
gained luster as the drive to do more with 
less overlaps with the demands of educating 
a generation of digital natives.

Still unclear, though, is just how signifi-
cant such innovations are likely to prove as 
a cost-cutting strategy, whatever their edu-
cational value.

It’s a front-and-center issue for adminis-
trators involved in educational technology, 
so much so that the theme of this spring’s 
Consortium for School Networking confer-
ence—hosted by the Washington-based ad-
vocates for the nation’s precollegiate and 
postsecondary chief technology officers—is 
how to use the financial climate to their ad-
vantage.

“In times of a severe economic crisis, ... the 
public sector, as well as the private sector, 
has been asked to rethink and be innova-

tive,” says Keith R. Krueger, the president 
of cosn. “To not do everything, but to really 
think about what is going to move the nee-
dle. … What can we do that will get us ten 
times the result at 20 percent the cost?”

Emerging Trends

Some of the emerging trends are clear.
Over the past year, districts have re-ex-

amined their policies on the use of student-
owned, multifunctional smartphones, in 
many cases adjusting policies so that such 
devices can be used to achieve the 1-to-1 
classroom computing-ratio desired by many 
technology advocates.

Meanwhile, such states as Illinois and Or-
egon are launching cloud-computing projects. 
Cloud applications are hosted on the Internet 
instead of an on-site network server. 

In Oregon, officials estimate the state will 
save $1.5 million annually after agreeing to 
use Google Apps. Teachers and students in 
the state will be able to use e-mail, docu-
ments, video, phone, and website-building 
tools that Google hosts on the cloud, though 
security concerns mean student data will be 

hosted elsewhere.
“Once we figure out how really secure it 

might be, and there’s a common understand-
ing of that, I think you’re going to see cloud 
computing take off at a really fast rate,” says 
Carla Wade, an educational technology spe-
cialist at the Oregon Department of Educa-
tion.

Still, Wade notes that even she has ques-
tions about exactly how the cloud works. “If 
I don’t understand it in my position,” she 
says, “we’ve got a lot of work to do.” 

Other options, such as the use of online 
and so-called blended courses, the employ-
ment of digital textbooks, and online cur-
ricula, are also gaining appeal for their 
money-saving potential.

According to an issue brief from the Na-
tional Governors Association, California has 
estimated potential savings in the range of 
$200 million over several years from using 

By ian Quillen

New technology May offer Fresh Vistas 
For savings and for Educational Benefits
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Leveraging Digital tools to save costs
Web-based strategies and technologies may add educational value while offering the promise of greater operational efficiency.

l   DistancE lEarninG: 
Offering online courses in 
such labor-intensive, 
specialized, and/or hard-to-
staff subjects as foreign 
languages, Advanced 
Placement in rural areas, 
and credit recovery.

 SOURCE: Education Week

l   clouD coMPutinG:  
Using Web-based, rather 
than school-based, servers  
to host everything from 
office e-mail and school 
business documents to 
student and employee 
records, allowing the central 
office to cut down on a host 
of technology-based 
hardware and utility costs.

l   MoBilE DEVicEs: 
Piggybacking on the 
widespread ownership of 
smartphones and other 
hand-held devices by 
students across the 
socioeconomic spectrum to 
boost access to online 
educational content and 
move closer to the goal of 

1-to-1 computing 
without big new 
investment in laptops 
and netbooks.

l   social nEtWorkinG: 
Utilizing tools such as 
Facebook and 
Skype to 
expand the 
classroom 
community beyond school 
hours without a big 
investment in infrastructure. 
Benefits can include greater 
teacher-student interaction, 
online discussions, and the 
development of professional 
learning communities 
among teachers.

iStockphotos:  PHONE: Sandeep Singh;  CLOUD: Henrik Jonsson;  THUMBS ICON: Alex Slobodkin;  BUTTON: Jamie Farrant
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open-source digital textbooks, 
though its current digital-text-
book initiative does not specifi-
cally stipulate the use of open-
source content.

Meanwhile, one recent survey 
of more than 400 high school 
principals found that most were 
interested in expanding online 
course offerings—particularly 
to resource-intensive Advanced 
Placement and credit-recovery 
students—despite possible mis-
givings about the effectiveness of 
online teachers.

A logical conclusion may be 
that cost-cutting is pushing 
that interest. A recent compen-
dium by cosn supports such a 
view, showing the cost per stu-
dent of delivering two online 
courses to students in Michi-
gan’s 15,000-student Walled 
Lake school district to be only 
40 percent of the cost of deliver-
ing two traditional courses. The 
compendium estimates the cost 
of two traditional courses to be 
just under $1,000.

But Donald G. Knezek, the 
executive director of the Inter-
national Society for Technology 
in Education, or istE, based in 
Washington, cautions that on-
line learning is more effective at 
reducing spending when imple-
mented under the right condi-
tions, and not merely as a finan-
cial measure.

“Online professional develop-
ment and online learning for 
low-demand courses can provide 
savings,” Knezek says. Less clear, 
he says, is what educational 
leaders can do with technology 
to reduce stress on their opera-
tional budgets.

Anthony Picciano, a co-author 
of the principals’ survey, pub-
lished by the Babson Survey Re-
search Group, based at Babson 
College in Wellesley, Mass., says 
other factors could contribute 
to interest in online learning. 
He points out that the survey 
found the biggest rise in online 
learning came in credit-recovery 
courses, which are seen as impor-
tant from a dropout-prevention 
standpoint, but are often viewed 
as putting significant stress on 
teachers.

“There’s incredible pressure 
on the part of all principals, 
whether primary, middle, or 
secondary, to get their students 
through the program,” Picciano 
says. “If you look at it within the 
high school, frequently these 
students are the most difficult to 
teach. And now they have a vehi-
cle that is largely dependent on 
technology to get them through 
these courses.”

Booming Demand

The drive to economize is re-
flected in the rapidly increasing 
demand for connectivity on K-12 
and community college campuses, 
says Wendy Wigen, a government-
relations officer for postsecondary 
information-technology advocacy 
group Educause, which is based 

in Boulder, Colo.
That demand was reflected in 

the Federal Communications 
Commission’s decision last year 
to, for the first time, index for 
inflation the federal E-rate pro-
gram, which provides schools 
subsidized discounts for Internet 
technology.

“The need to share facilities 
and resources has really bur-
geoned as a method of saving 
precious funds,” says Wigen, 
who is working on the Unified 
Community Anchor Network, a 

project that aims to help extend 
higher education’s broadband 
access to libraries and public 
schools. “The demand for band-
width is just skyrocketing.”

That the recession arrived 
just as many technologies were 
entrenching themselves in the 
mainstream may have served 
only to enhance their perceived 
value as tools for cost savings.

Free Web 2.0 tools such as You-
Tube (2005), the Facebook social 
network (2004), and the video-
conferencing software Skype 

(2003) had been in use for some 
time when, in fall 2008, the fi-
nancial crisis deepened the re-
cession that officially began the 
preceding December. Technology 
experts already shared a sense 
of their educational potential. 
Similarly, cheaper, more por-
table laptops called netbooks hit 
the market before the downturn, 
making a budget-driven transi-
tion to the machines possible.

In the 11,000-student Daviess 
County, Ky., school system, Su-
perintendent Tom Shelton and 

Director of Technology Matthew 
Constant helped found a 1-to-1 
laptop-computer program for 
high school students in 2004. As 
budgets have contracted since 
then, the district has been able 
to cut machine and software 
costs in half by switching from 
laptops to netbooks. Including all 
add-ons, the devices now used by 
3,300 students cost roughly $800 
per unit, down from $1,600 when 
the program started.

“If the recession would’ve hap-
pened earlier, … I don’t necessarily 
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What if a team of 

world-class engineers collaborated with 

administrators and teachers to develop 

our most comprehensive, user-friendly 

interactive teaching tools ever?

(Imagine that.)

©2011 DYMO, a Newell Rubbermaid company

The NEW MimioClassroom™ family of products. We took award-winning teaching 
technologies. We gathered meticulous input from teachers and administrators. We then 
challenged some of the best engineering minds in the industry to create an entirely new 
standard. 

All MimioClassroom tools are designed to work together. Simply. The MimioTeach™ 
interactive system transforms the whiteboards you already have into interactive 
whiteboards. The MimioCapture™ ink recording system lets you use dry erase 
markers to write, edit, and erase directly to your computer. The MimioVote™ 
assessment system provides instant testing results with a handset that’s easier for 
students—it automatically renumbers in a convenient storage and charging tray. The 
MimioView™ document camera displays high-resolution images and launches the 
onscreen software simultaneously.

When Ken Royal of Scholastic experienced the new MimioClassroom tools,
he said they were “…simple to use, priced right, and not confusing for 
teachers….” Exactly what we had in mind.

Request your free information kit:
visit mimio.dymo.com/A1 
or call 877.MY.MIMIO

In the world of interactive teaching, Mimio products stand apart.
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SWEET SITUATION:  
Jess Knueppel, 20, works the 

counter at Modern Dwellers Chocolate 
Lounge in Anchorage, Alaska, which 

features hand-dipped chocolate truffles along 
with chocolate drinks. Alaska, which has 

weathered the recession in stable fiscal shape, 
was at one end of the spectrum in the recent 
economic downturn that had a varied impact 

Alaska
l state Population, 2009  
(U.S. Census Bureau): 

698,473
l unemployment rate, Sept. 2010 
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics):

 7.7%
l Pre-k-12 student Enrollment, 
2008-09 (National Center for  
Education Statistics):

130,662
l Per-Pupil Expenditures, 2008 
(National Center for Education  
Statistics): 

$14,641
l State cuts in K-12 or early-education 
funding since recession began (Center 
on Budget and Policy Priorities): 

no

“ in times of a severe economic crisis, ... the public sector, as well  

as the private sector, has been asked to rethink and be innovative.”

 KEITh R. KRUEGER 

President, Consortium for School Networking
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think it would’ve changed the 
technology we use as much as it 
may have killed the whole pro-
gram,” says Shelton, who had to 
petition the state for the right to 
use netbooks with state funding, 
and also needed those first years 
to show results to win more local 
funding. “Our board would not 
have been as open to making the 

tax levies that they did.”
Experts say other 

savings can be 
gained from 

more fully 
utiliz-

ing the technology already on 
campus. The range of steps may 
include encouraging teachers to 
seek available online content in 
place of a workbook or textbook, 
keeping more-thorough elec-
tronic records to eliminate paper 
waste, and electronically control-
ling the building thermostat.

“If you think about where we 
spend our money,” cosn’s Krue-
ger says, “let’s say 75 to 80 per-
cent is on personnel, probably 
another 10 percent is on facility. 
Facility has a huge opportu-
nity for technology to save you 
money.”

Krueger adds that the inte-
gration of technology is more 

successful when healthy 
relationships exist be-

tween technology 
professionals 

and other 

school administrators, so the 
benefit of technology projects 
for other portions of the school 
budget can be fully explained.

Beyond that, it may depend on 
a shift in priorities—and per-
haps in budgetary focus.

“Our board here has said that 
they recognize two facts,” says 
Shelton, the superintendent in 
Daviess County. “One, that kids 
are living in a digital world, and 
that’s a part of who they are 
and a part of how they learn. 
And two, that’s a part of what 
they’re going to have to know 
when they get out of school.

“When you make that a prior-
ity,” Shelton continues, “we may 
have to come in and evaluate 
our budget and say, well, there’s 
something else that may have to 
go. … You can’t always look for 
new dollars. You’ve got to look  
to be creative with your own 
funds.” l
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Pre-K Advocates 
Feel Fiscal Jitters, 
But stay Hopeful 

By Maureen Kelleher

“ 

a state might not cut its 
preschool [program], but if they cut 
their child-care funding, where do 

people turn? that creates a lot  
           of pressure on preschool.”

 
STEVEN BARNETT 

Co-Director, National Institute for Early Education Research

“ 

lawmakers on both sides of 
the aisle recognize the value of quality 

pre-k and are continuing to invest.”
 
MARCI yOUNG 

Project Director, Pre-K Now
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i n a reces-
sion-al-
tered world 
where state 
leaders struggle 
to maintain their 
constitutional com-
mitments to public edu-

cation, early-childhood programs—popu-
lar, valued, but largely discretionary—find 
themselves on treacherous fiscal ground.

For a decade, at least, efforts to expand 
state-financed early-childhood education have 
gained momentum nationally, with 40 states 
now paying for some form of prekindergarten. 
The initiatives range from small pilot projects 
in such states as Rhode Island to Oklahoma’s 
universal, voluntary program funded through 
the state’s K-12 education formula.

The good news for early-education advocates: 
The recession slowed but failed to stop those ef-
forts. In fiscal 2011, 26 states have maintained 
or increased their investments in prekinder-
garten programs, according to Pre-K Now, a 
Washington-based research and advocacy arm 
of the Pew Center on the States.

At the same time, however, 10 states have 
cut their programs for the same fiscal year—
and another 10 have yet to start one, the center 
said.

The split appears to be between states that 
view pre-K as an economic-development tool 
and a long-term cost-savings strategy, and 
states where budget pressures are taking a uni-
versal toll or—a much rarer situation—where 
pre-K is still considered a frill.

Southern states have made early education a 
priority through bipartisan leadership, observes 
Steven Barnett, a co-director of the National In-
stitute for Early Education Research, based at 
Rutgers University, in New Brunswick, N.J.

“Many Southern states see their economic fu-
ture as tied to educational excellence and view 
high-quality early-learning programs as the 
foundation of such a system,” he says.

States that view early-childhood education 
as an investment also tend to have dedicated 
funding to early childhood, whether through the 
state education formula or a revenue-stream 
set-aside, Barnett adds.

Varied Landscape

According to a December 2010 report by 
Pre-K Now, overall state spending on prekin-
dergarten programs has held roughly steady at 
$5.3 billion in fiscal 2011, a 1 percent rise from 
the previous fiscal year.

Of the 40 states with programs, 15 increased 
their funding for fiscal 2011, and four included 
prekindergarten in their K-12 formulas but 

could not 
project their 
funding in time for 
the report. 

Some advocates see the glass 
as half full, given that prekindergarten 
has taken much less of a budget hit than have 
other initiatives or program areas, such as 
state child-care subsidies.

“Lawmakers on both sides of the aisle rec-
ognize the value of quality pre-K and are con-
tinuing to invest,” says Marci Young, the project 
director for Pre-K Now.

Optimists suggest that the “invest early” ar-
gument—that money spent on early childhood 
reaps later dividends, from fewer 3rd grade 
retentions and special education referrals to 
more law-abiding, tax-paying adults—is still 
gaining ground, though more slowly because 
of the economy.

“People’s commitment to early childhood is 
making this happen,” says Cornelia Grumman, 
the executive director of the Chicago-based 
First Five Years Fund. “With all the research 
that’s come out about those years, you can’t af-
ford not to” make such investments, she says.

Others are more pessimistic, especially when 
viewing the early-childhood landscape beyond 
state prekindergarten programs.

“The picture looks worse [overall] than if you 
look at any particular segment” of the early-
learning spectrum, Barnett of the National In-
stitute for Early Education Research says. “A 
state might not cut its preschool [program], but 
if they cut their child-care funding, where do 
people turn? That creates a lot of pressure on 
preschool” to meet increased demand without 
an increase in funds, he says.

California illustrates Barnett’s point. After 
a protracted battle, the legislature in Octo-
ber passed a fiscal 2011 budget that held 
pre-K funding steady. But the governor, in a 
decision that was challenged by advocates, 
used a line-item veto to cut $256 million 
from the state’s child-care program, elimi-
nating up to 80,000 slots.

States that have made the commitment to 
maintain or even expand their spending on early-

child-
hood edu-
cation have used 
federal economic-stimulus 
aid, private philanthropy, and 
other resources to do so. A nascent trend 
is to include pre-K in state K-12 education fi-
nance formulas, thus guaranteeing a steadier 
funding source than annual appropriations—
something that proves especially valuable dur-
ing recessionary times.

Oklahoma, for example, has been a leader in 
state-funded, voluntary prekindergarten for 30 
years. “There’s a deep commitment here,” says 
Steven Dow, the executive director of the Com-
munity Action Project of Tulsa County.

In 1998, the state legislature incorporated 
prekindergarten into its K-12 funding for-
mula and opened the program to all 4-year-
olds, regardless of family income. By 2006, 98 
percent of Oklahoma districts offered a pre-K 
program, often by partnering with Head Start 
and private child-care centers. Though state 
law allows districts to opt out of pre-K, Dow 
and others say few have chosen not to provide 
programs.

In January 2010, then-Gov. Brad Henry, 
a Democrat, chose to expand the program. 
Through a mix of federal economic-stimulus 
money matched with school bonds, federal Title 
I aid for disadvantaged students, and private 
philanthropy, Henry allocated money to serve 
children 3 years old and younger in Tulsa who 
were deemed at risk of faring poorly in school. 
The state is also piloting a “zero to three” 
program—for youngsters from birth to age 
3—with a $10 million appropriation matched 
with $15 million in private money, mostly from 
the George Kaiser Family Foundation.

“Through the downturn and the recession, 
the commitment to younger kids has remained 
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a very high priority at all levels 
within the state,” Dow says.

Because of term limits, Gov. 
Henry did not run in the Novem-
ber election. His Republican suc-
cessor, Mary Fallin, has repeatedly 
affirmed her support for early edu-
cation, with an emphasis on pub-
lic-private partnerships to stretch 
limited state dollars. 

In September, Fallin visited a 
Tulsa Educare center, part of a na-
tional network of highly regarded 
birth-to-five education and child-

care centers developed by the Chi-
cago-based Ounce of Prevention 
Fund. “This is a great example of 
how we can target our money to 
get the most bang for our buck,” 
she said at the time.

Rhode Island started a pilot 
pre-K effort in September 2009, 
despite the recession. In June, its 
legislature adopted a new educa-
tion formula that will gradually 
phase in early-childhood funding 
over 10 years.

“Because of our budget difficul-

ties, we knew it would be impor-
tant to have a gradual increase,” 
says Elizabeth Burke Bryant, 
the director of Rhode Island Kids 
Count, an advocacy group. “Even 
with our budget problems, it’s clear 
our education leadership and leg-
islative leadership understand the 
importance of trying to close the 
preparation gap in [ages] zero to 
five that leads to the achievement 
gap in K-12.”

Meanwhile, states that cut 
pre-K seem to fall into two catego-

ries: those where the ax fell with 
relative equality, and those where 
prekindergarten was looked at as 
expendable.

In New Mexico, after a three-
year expansion from $5 million in 
state funding in fiscal year 2006 to 
almost $20 million in fiscal year 
2009, state-supported pre-K is see-
ing its first, mild reduction in fiscal 
2011. 

“We’ve just hit hard times. It’s a 
sad story,” says Dan Haggard, dep-
uty director of the early childhood 

services division of New Mexico’s 
Office of Child Development. He 
said there were budget concerns 
across all departments.

So far, the damage has been 
minor, thanks to a special account 
that the New Mexico legislature 
created when it began funding 
state pre-K in fiscal 2006 and 
which preserves unspent funds 
from year to year. 

“We’ve been able to use [that 
fund] to absorb most of our cuts,” 
says Haggard. But if economic 
troubles persist long enough to 
deplete the fund, things will get 
tougher, he says. 

Cuts in Arizona

By contrast, neighboring Ari-
zona eliminated its Early Child-
hood Block Grant two years ago 
as a cost-cutting measure.

“We were just starting to get pre-
school expansion off the ground,” 
says Rhian Evan Allvin, the ex-
ecutive director of First Things 
First, the state early-education 
agency, which is financed through 
Arizona’s tobacco-tax fund. She 
says that, earlier in 2010, First 
Things First offered to lend the 
state $350 million from the fund 
to balance the budget. The gover-
nor supported the deal, she says, 
but the legislature refused it. 

Instead, key Arizona lawmak-
ers proposed a ballot referen-
dum that would have returned 
the tobacco-tax fund set aside 
for early-childhood initiatives to 
the general fund. The goal was to 
use the money to restore cuts in 
K-12 education, says Paul Boyer, 
a spokesman for the Republican 
majority in the Arizona House of 
Representatives.

“Keeping K-12 teachers is much 
more important” than some pro-
grams subsidized through First 
Things First, he argues, such as 
one that taught parents how to 
brush their children’s teeth.

However, in November, voters 
rejected the referendum by 69 
percent to 31 percent.

Nationally, pre-K advocates 
expect continuing state-level 
struggles to maintain funding in 
the face of economic and political 
head winds.

Tennessee is a case in point. The 
state piloted prekindergarten in 
2005 and expanded its efforts ag-
gressively until the recession hit, 
when funding reached a plateau 
of about $84 million. The state 
went on to boost funding to $86.3 
million in fiscal 2011, according to 
Pre-K Now.

Although both candidates for 
governor made much of their sup-
port for the state pre-K program 
in last fall’s electoral contest, ad-
vocates remain cautious.

“We are really encouraged by the 
popularity of the program, ... but 
that doesn’t mean we don’t expect 
a big battle in the legislature this 
year” to preserve it, says Stewart 
Clifton, a lobbyist for the Tennes-
see Association for the Education 
of Young Children. l

Our Mission:
AIR’s purpose is to conduct 
and apply behavioral and social 
science research to improve 
people’s live and well-being, 
with a special emphasis on the 
disadvantaged.

 
The American Institutes for 
Research (AIR), established  
in 1946, is a nonpartisan  
not-for-profit organization that 
conducts behavioral and social 
science research and delivers 
technical assistance both 
domestically and internationally 
in the areas of education, health 
and workforce productivity.

For more information, visit 
www.air.org. 
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Person-
nel costs—
the salaries 
and benefits 
that sustain the 

K-12 workforce—consume an enormous 
portion of school budgets, and many policy-
makers are determined to drive those ex-
penses down, even as they also seek to im-
prove academic achievement and the quality 
of instruction. 

Yet reducing those costs is not as simple 
as chopping away at the state or local edu-
cation budget, or eliminating programs or 
services.

State pension systems, which typically 
cover teachers, generally are protected 
by state constitutions and other laws, and 
courts have made it difficult to reduce ben-
efits for current enrollees. And teachers’ sal-
ary schedules and health-care costs are often 
protected by hard-fought collective bargain-
ing agreements at the local level.

There’s a lot of money at stake. The na-
tion’s public schools employ more than 6 mil-
lion workers, and instructional staff receive 
about $295 billion in salary and benefits, 
according to federal estimates. And all told, 
personnel costs consume about 80 percent 
of school districts’ budgets, according to the 
Educational Research Service, an Alexan-
dria, Va., nonprofit that examines K-12 data 
and policy. 

Policy officials and unions have long ar-
gued that generous benefits packages are 
necessary to lure teachers into a profession 
with relatively modest salaries. But many 

observers predict that state and local gov-
ernments will face increasing pressure 

to cut those benefits in the years to 
come, as states enter what is 

likely to be a prolonged period 
of fiscal austerity.

“The trend over the 
years was to pro-

vide compensation 
t h r o u g h  t h e 

relatively hid-
den cost of 

retiree 

health 
care and 
pensions,” 
says Donald J. 
Boyd, a senior fel-
low at the Nelson A. 
Rockefeller Institute of 
Government, based at the 
University at Albany, State 
University of New York, who 
has examined the recent reces-
sion’s impact on government spend-
ing. “The chickens are getting ready to 
come home to roost.” 

The economic turmoil has socked states 
just as many are attempting to move for-
ward with ambitious new personnel models 
that could have big implications for those 
entrenched cost centers. A number of states 
and school districts are implementing or con-
sidering performance-based pay and other 
alternatives to the traditional longevity- and 
credential-based salary scales. 

Yet whether new compensation models—
which, in some districts, have required new 
infusions of cash—can survive in an era of 
shrunken state and local budgets remains 
unclear.

“A lot of state agencies and school districts 
are at a particular point where they barely 
have the money to cover the basic cost esca-
lators in salaries,” says Raegen T. Miller, the 
associate director for education research at 
the Center for American Progress, a Wash-
ington think tank. “It seems there wouldn’t 
be a lot of new money to stimulate the flex-
ibility to implement new compensation re-
forms. ... It doesn’t mean they can’t. It just 
means it’s harder, because they’ve got to deal 
with their existing bread and butter.”

Policy experts say that while there may be 
many reasons, from an educational stand-
point, to change school employees’ salaries 
and benefits, there’s no guarantee that those 
steps will produce cost savings. Changes 

that are popular in some quarters, such as 
moving to merit pay, may strengthen 

the workforce, but at a cost.
Others note that making 
changes to school employees’ 

retirement benefits—a pri-
ority among many state 

elected officials—is 

not 
only 
challeng-
ing legally 
and politically, 
but also may not 
bring immediate 
savings to states and 
districts.

Pension Shortfall

The cost of current and future retir-
ees’ pensions and health insurance has 
become an increasing source of worry among 
state officials. A report published last year by 
the Pew Center on t he States, titled “The Tril-
lion Dollar Gap,” found that states face a $1 tril-
lion shortfall between what they are obligated 
to pay current and retired workers—including 
teachers—in pensions and retiree health-care 
benefits and the money they have on hand to 
cover those costs.

States’ pension systems, on the whole, were 84 
percent funded, a fairly positive showing, given 
that most experts recommend an 80 percent 
funding level, Pew found. Even so, states had a 
combined $452 billion in unfunded pension obli-
gations, and their individual pension obligations 
varied greatly. Pew identified four states—Flor-
ida, New York, Washington, and Wisconsin—as 
having fully funded pension systems, as of 2008, 
the most recent year examined. Yet 21 states, 
including Colorado, Illinois, and New Jersey, 
had met less than the 80 percent theshhold, ac-

 

Personnel costs Are Huge Hurdle  
in checking spending Growth

By sean cavanagh

  
Pay and 

pensions 
constitute a 

massive portion of 
schools’ costs, but 

reining them in requires 
creativity and realistic 

expectations.

Policy FuturE: harD choicEs ahEaD
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Tackling Teacher 
Compensation
Personnel costs constitute the single-
largest category of expenses in public  
education, and teachers make up the 
largest group of school employees. In an 
effort to manage costs in a time of 
shrinking budgets, some states have 
moved to enact changes in the rules 
governing teacher salaries and benefits. 
For example, six of the 20 states with 
statewide teacher-salary schedules have 
recently enacted changes related to 
compensation levels. Although some 
recent policy actions are meant to 
address immediate economic challenges, 
others are intended to help states 
manage their longer-term cost 
trajectories and fiscal obligations.

Teacher Layoffs
Big issue, little state role 
The prolonged economic downturn has 
resulted in widespread concern over 
the impact that state budget cuts may 
have on education jobs. While reduc-
tions in states’ school funding may  
ultimately lead to teacher layoffs,  
only 12 states play a significant role  
in determining whether seniority will 
be a criteria for teacher-dismissal deci-
sions. The remaining states allow local 
school officials to choose whether  
to use seniority as a basis for teacher 
layoffs. 

an information Gap 
Detailed information on layoffs could 
help policymakers identify and under-
stand patterns in teacher dismissals.  
However, few state education agencies 
have collected such data during the 
past two years. Among states that do 
maintain such records, twice as many 
collect data at the district level than for 
individual schools. 

Statewide salary schedule  
or benefits plan in place

Change in compensation levels or 
rules on benefits because of recession

Requires that seniority be used as basis for 
teacher layoffs (11 states) 

Bans use of seniority to assign priority for 
teacher layoffs (1 state)

 Collects district-level data on teacher layoffs 
(10 states) 

Collects school-level data on teacher layoffs  
(5 states)
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cording to Pew’s report.
The majority of states’ $1 trillion 

shortfall came from $587 billion in 
total liability for retiree health in-
surance and other nonpension ben-
efits—only $32 billion, or roughly 
5 percent of which is funded, ac-
cording to Pew’s research. States 
tend to fund retiree health care 
and other nonpension benefits by 
paying-as-they-go—covering costs 
as they are incurred by current 
retirees; for states that have made 
significant future promises, “the 
future fiscal burden will be enor-
mous,” Pew concludes. Moreover, 
health care costs, and the number 
of retirees, are growing each year, 
increasing states’ financial burden, 
the authors say.  Pew’s estimates 
count retiree health-care and pen-
sion liabilities if they belong to the 
states or to local school systems 
participating in state-administered 
plans. They do not include the li-
abilities that locally run pension 
and health-care plans might have 
accrued. 

The stakes for an individual state 
can be huge. For instance, the Cali-
fornia State Teachers’ Retirement 
System, known as Calstrs, has 
848,000 enrollees—and roughly 
$40.5 billion in unfunded liability. 
California’s entire budget for fiscal 
2011, by comparison, is $87.5 bil-
lion. 

Health insurance for current em-
ployees, meanwhile, has long been 
a concern for states and districts. 
School employees’ health insur-
ance consumes about 8 percent 
of all education spending at the 
combined local, state, and federal 
levels, estimates Michael Griffith, 
a senior policy analyst at the Edu-
cation Commission of the States, a 
research and policy organization in 
Denver. Those costs have been ris-
ing 10 percent to 15 percent annu-
ally, he adds. 

Pew’s estimates of pension costs 
are probably conservative, given 
that they’re based on data col-
lected before state investments 

were sapped by Wall Street losses 
during the downturn, says Stephen 
C. Fehr, a researcher who worked 
on the report for the Pew Center on 
the States, a nonpartisan organiza-
tion based in Washington.  

Despite legal obstacles to reduc-
ing benefits for current enrollees, 
state elected officials have moved 
to cut costs in a variety of ways, 
reasoning that their governments 
simply can’t afford to maintain the 
current system.

Policymakers recognize that 
“every dollar that a state has to 
spend covering unfunded pension 
obligations can’t be used for educa-
tion, for public safety, and for other 
needs a state has,” Fehr says. “It 
means policymakers have to look 
at cutting services, raising taxes, 
borrowing money.”

While the economic downturn 
may have contributed to states’ 
pension shortfalls, a larger factor 

was states’ failure to provide the 
yearly amounts needed to keep up 
with pension obligations during 
both good and bad times, the Pew 
report says.

Plan Type Matters

More than 80 percent of pub-
lic school teachers are enrolled in 
“defined benefit” pension plans, 
according to the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics. In public sector 
defined benefit plans, employers 
and employees typically make con-
tributions toward their pensions, 
and workers are promised a set 
amount once they reach retire-
ment. Employers, such as states, 
calculate how much money the 
plans need and are obligated to 
cover the promised payouts. The 

“  

the trend over the years was to provide compensation through  

the relatively hidden cost of retiree health care and pensions. ...  

the chickens are getting ready to come home to roost.”
 DONALD J. BOyD 

Senior Fellow, Nelson A. Rockefeller Institute of Government

Continued from Page 26

STRUGGLING ON:  
Angela Froom, an unemployed single 

mother of two in Sacramento, Calif., 
carries her 4-year-old-son, Tiger, as she 

waits for her 8-year-old daughter, Baily, to pick 
up items at the grocery store. Froom, 28, lost 

her job when the company she worked for went 
out of business. She was forced to leave the 

house she was renting when the bank foreclosed 
on its owner. She now rents rooms from a former 

co-worker about 10 miles from where her 
daughter attends school. In a state where 
unemployment remains higher than the 

national average, she spends most days at a 
coffee shop near her daughter’s school 

searching online for work.

California
l state Population, 2009  
(U.S. Census Bureau): 

36,961,664
l unemployment rate, Sept. 2010  
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics):

12.4%

l Pre-k-12 student Enrollment, 2008-09 
(National Center for Education Statistics): 

6,322,528
l Per-Pupil Expenditures, 2008  (National 
Center for Education Statistics): 

$9,706
l State cuts in K-12 or early-education 
funding since recession began (Center on  
Budget and Policy Priorities): 

yes

manny Crisostomo for education Week
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pension amount is based on a for-
mula that typically includes salary, 
length of service, and a multiplier 
used to calculate benefits. 

Most private-sector workers were 
enrolled in defined-benefit plans 
a quarter-century ago, but now 
roughly 80 percent of them belong 
to “defined contribution” systems, 
such as 401(k)s, according to the 
bls. In those plans, employers con-
tribute a percentage of an employ-
ee’s salary to savings, in addition 
to what workers chip in; workers 
manage their own investments and 
bear the risk or the reward, if the 
market drops or soars. 

Many public officials and politi-
cal candidates interested in cutting 
costs have proposed switching fu-
ture employees from defined-ben-
efit to defined-contribution plans. 
In California’s recent gubernatorial 
campaign, for example, Republican 
nominee Meg Whitman, who ulti-
mately lost, called for converting 

the state retirement system to a 
401(k)-style system for new hires, 
while leaving current enrollees in 
the defined-benefit plan. Whitman 
said the pension system was in “cri-
sis” and needed to be aligned with 
“what most private-sector workers 
receive.”

Changing pensions for future 
workers appeals to state officials, 
partly because it avoids the legal 
tangles associated with attempt-
ing to cut current enrollees’ ben-
efits. When Colorado lawmakers, 
for example, approved a measure 
last year to reduce the benefits pro-
vided to state and school workers’ 
pensions, individual retirees sued 
to block it, arguing that it was un-
constitutional and broke a contract. 
In legal battles, states have argued 
that not making changes will put 
their financial systems at risk. 

Yet some states, such as Vermont, 
have managed to make substantial 
changes to teacher pensions that 

preserve their core structure, while 
saving substantial costs.

In a deal worked out between 
state officials and the 12,000-mem-
ber Vermont National Education 
Association, teachers agreed to 
allow an increase in the retirement 
age for most educators from 62 to 
65, or “the rule of 90,” a combina-
tion of teachers’ age and years of 
service. Teachers also were asked 
to contribute more to their pen-
sions, 5 percent of salary, up from 
3.4 percent.

In return, the cap on teachers’ 
maximum retirement benefit will 
rise from 50 percent of average 
final pay to 60 percent, with an ad-
ditional increase in the multiplier 
used to calculate benefits. Retiree 
health benefits will also be made 
available to spouses, a provision 
long sought by the union.

Those changes will result in the 
state’s costs falling from $63.5 mil-
lion to $48 million for fiscal 2011.

State Treasurer Jeb Spaulding 
says he had no desire to let the 
state become entangled in a court 
fight. He also says he came to be-
lieve that switching new employ-
ees from a defined-benefit plan to a 
401(k)-style system was the wrong 
move. Doing so, he says, would 
have meant keeping current en-
rollees in the defined-benefit plan, 
with fewer employees contributing 
to it, thus taking 10 or 15 years for 
the state to save money. 

“That’s the wrong medicine for 
the illness we have,” Spaulding 
says. “It doesn’t save you money at 
the critical time, which is now.”

Drag on Recruitment?

Teacher pension plans also have 
drawn criticism in recent years 
from those who say they do not en-
courage the recruitment and reten-
tion of effective teachers.

Michael Podgursky, a professor of 

Maryland
l state Population, 2009 (U.S. Census Bureau): 

5,699,478
l unemployment rate, Sept. 2010  
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics):

7.4%
l Pre-k-12 student Enrollment, 2008-09 
(National Center for Education Statistics): 

843,861

l Per-Pupil Expenditures, 2008 (National 
Center for Education Statistics): 

$13,235
l State cuts in K-12 or early-education  
funding since recession began (Center on  
Budget and Policy Priorities): 

yes

QUIET TIME:   
Candice Kemp-Smothers 

settles Sylar Rosenberg at 
Tomorrow’s Child, a day-care 

center in Baltimore. Kemp-
Smothers, 23, owns a small dance 
studio and helps make ends meet 
by working at the center, which 

is owned by her mother.
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economics at the University of Mis-
souri, in Columbia, and Robert M. 
Costrell, a professor of education 
reform and economics at the Uni-
versity of Arkansas at Fayetteville, 
argue that pension benefits are 
backloaded and aren’t structured 
in a way to keep the most effective 
educators in the classroom.

Teachers accumulate relatively 
little pension wealth until their 
early 50s, essentially encouraging 
them to stay in the profession, re-
gardless of their ability or motiva-
tion to stay, the two scholars say. 
At that point, teachers’ pensions 
abruptly peak, and then decline, 
creating an incentive for them to 
quit, regardless of whether they 
might have many good years of 
teaching left, the authors say.

“You’re pulled to a certain point, 
and then you’re pushed out,” 
Podgursky says. “This pension 
system is an enormous lever for 
retiring your best teachers. ... We’re 

missing an enormous opportunity. 
Another system would recognize 
[the talents] of their people, and 
keep them on the job.”

Teacher-pension systems also 
tend to discourage educators’ mobil-
ity, Podgursky and Costrell argue. 
Those systems do so, they contend, 
by requiring teachers to spend a 
lengthy period in one system before 
they become vested, and by not al-
lowing “split-career” teachers, who 
change pension systems, to accu-
mulate as much for retirement as 
those who stick it out in one plan, 
among other features. 

The result is a pension system 
that “may exacerbate the challenge 
of attracting to teaching young 
workers, who change jobs and move 
more often than did previous gen-
erations,” Podgursky and Costrell 
wrote in a 2010 article in the jour-
nal Education Next.

Others, like Michael Griffith, of 
the Ecs, disagree, saying that most 
teachers, when they find schools or 

districts that appeal to them, base 
their choices about where they 
work on factors such as salaries, 
working conditions, and adminis-
trative support. “They tend to like 
where they teach,” Griffith says. 
“You can change the retirement 
system any way you want. They’re 
not leaving.”

Current teacher-pension plans 
can be modified in ways that can 
encourage the recruitment and re-
tention of effective educators, says 
Bill Raabe, the director of collective 
bargaining and member advocacy 
for the 3.2 million-member Na-
tional Education Association. But 
he says defined-benefit plans will 
continue to appeal to future educa-
tors for a simple reason: They offer 
retirement security, insulated from 
swings in the markets.

Many policymakers also over-
state the risks of unfunded li-
abilities in state pension systems, 
Raabe argues. While some states 
will face “difficult decisions” about 
how to meet future obligations, 

the vast majority of state pension 
systems are in solid shape, he says, 
even after having absorbed heavy 
losses during the recession, he 
says.

And Podgursky, while critical of 
many pension systems, believes 
much of the defined-benefits-
vs.-defined-contributions de-
bate is “extremely polarized and 
simple-minded.” Like Raabe, he 
says states and unions can make 
changes to defined-benefit plans 
that create the right kinds of in-
centives, and don’t require switch-
ing to a 401(k)-style system.

Podgursky also says states 
should consider using “cash bal-
ance” plans. Typically in those 
plans, sometimes referred to as 
hybrids of defined benefit and de-
fined contribution models, employ-
ers’ and employees’ contributions, 
as well as interest, produce a cash 
balance. The plans often offer a 
guaranteed benefit, with money 
being available as either a lump 
sum or annuity, upon retirement. 
Supporters say cash balance plans 
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this pension system is an enormous lever for retiring your best teachers. 

... another system would recognize [the talents] of their people,  

and keep them on the job.”  
MIChAEL PODGURSKy 

Professor of Economics, University of MissouriB
a

ck
 t

o
 t

o
c Ü

CliCk for more information about this advertiser 

http://e-news.edweek.org/ct/9708208:12176752686:m:1:219339464:539099422CC32CB476005086F03E78AF


31Quality Counts 2011

>>Online: www.edweek.org/go/qc11

model, known as ProComp, re-
ceives an extra $25 million in 
yearly property-tax revenue. The 
nation’s capital last year approved 
a new contract with its teachers, 
which was supported with $64.5 
million in donations from foun-
dations; about $32 million of that 
money will support a voluntary 
pay-for-performance plan, Wash-
ington school officials say. 

One example of a pay-for-per-
formance plan that is designed to 
bring no extra costs is that of Colo-
rado’s Harrison School District 
Two, an 11,000-student system 
in Colorado Springs. Last fall, the 
district launched a plan that links 
teachers’ salaries to their abil-
ity to raise student performance, 
classroom observations, and other 
factors.

The Harrison district, which has 
an annual general-fund budget of 
$80 million, gave about 75 percent 
of its teachers an initial salary 
boost at the beginning of the school 
year when they were placed on the 
new performance scale for the first 
time. The district estimates that 
only about 20 percent of teachers 
will be given raises based on their 
performance this academic year, 
and that the remaining 80 per-
cent will have their salaries fro-
zen, though those numbers could 
change, Superintendent Mike 
Miles says.

The Harrison district does not 
give automatic pay increases, or 
stipends for advanced degrees. It 
also does not provide extra pay for 
teachers’ service as mentors, and it 
saves considerable money by not 
paying educators extra to serve as 
department chairs or team leaders; 
the district regards those duties as 
professional responsibilities, Miles 
says. 

The district spent about $1.2 
million to create the performance-
pay system, with $800,000 coming 
from a foundation grant, Miles 
says. But after that initial expense, 

he believes the 
system will be 
revenue-neutral. 
He also says other 
districts, including 
larger ones, could rep-
licate pay models like 
Harrison’s without incur-
ring new costs, though he 
thinks the primary motivation 
for such plans is to recruit new 
teaching talent and raise student 
achievement.

Making such changes is popular 
with the public, which believes 
that “salaries for teachers should 
be higher,” Miles argues, “as long 
as we’re getting results.”

A handful of other school dis-
tricts, meanwhile, have sought to 
move away from giving automatic 
raises to teachers based merely 
on years of service and degrees 
held, and toward systems that 
determine base pay partly ac-
cording to performance. But those 
approaches, being tried in Eagle 
County, Colo., and in Pittsburgh, 
for example, have not been widely 
imitated so far, and their applica-
bility in other school systems is 
unclear. 

Shayne Spalten, the chief 
human-resources officer for the 
78,000-student Denver school dis-
trict, says the financial and con-
tractual constraints that states 
and districts face don’t necessar-
ily impede their ability to change 
their pay models.

“The economic climate cre-
ates even more of a demand for a 
performance-based system,” she 
argues. “The challenge is to tie re-
sources to the goals you’re trying 
to achieve.” l

Texas
l state Population, 2009 (U.S. Census Bureau): 

24,782,302
l unemployment rate, Sept. 2010  
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics):

8.1%
l Pre-k-12 student Enrollment, 2008-09  

(National Center for Education Statistics): 

4,752,148
l Per-Pupil Expenditures, 2008 

 (National Center for Education Statistics): 

$8,350
l State cuts in K-12 or early-education  

funding since recession began (Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities): 

no

WORKING THE ROOM:   
Alifonsa Castillo hands out popcorn  

to students while volunteering at Villa 
Nueva Elementary School near her home  
in San Pedro, Texas, on the Texas-Mexico 

border. Texas has managed to avoid cuts to 
prekindergarten, elementary, and 

secondary education during the economic 
downturn and has an unemployment 

rate below the national average.

erich schlegel for education Weekallow savings to accumuluate 
gradually and do not result in in-
centives that push or pull teachers 
out of the profession. 

Addressing Teacher Pay

While pensions and health-
insurance costs have long been 
a state and district concern, poli-
cymakers are paying increased 
attention to another aspect of 
personnel costs: changing how 
teachers are paid. While those ef-
forts are driven primarily by the 
goal of raising teacher quality and 
student achievement, some ana-
lysts say changing compensation 
systems has the potential to bring 
financial savings to districts—even 
if evidence of those savings so far 
is limited.

Most states and school districts 
pay teachers according to a tradi-
tional salary schedule, in which 
pay increases with longevity, as 
well as with master’s degrees and 
other credentials. Yet critics ques-
tion that approach, arguing that 
there is little evidence that accu-
mulating more years of experience 
increases teachers’ effectiveness.

For instance, forthcoming re-
search by Stanford University 
economist Eric A. Hanushek shows 
that 9.5 percent of teachers’ total 
salaries is devoted to paying them 
for obtaining advanced degrees, 
and that 27 percent goes to paying 
them for accumulated experience, 
based on 2008 data, factors that he 
concludes have not been shown to 
improve the achievement of stu-
dents. Conceivably, districts could 
take that money and redirect it to 
providing teachers with bonuses 
based on their performance, he 
adds. Few districts, however, have 
taken steps to rework compensa-
tion in that way. 

Two heavily scrutinized pay-for-
performance systems, in Denver 
and in the District of Columbia, 
reward teachers for improving 
student achievement. But both 
of those systems are supported 
through extra infusions of cash 
into the school budgets. Denver’s 
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Finding Efficiencies  
in special Education Programs

E ducat-
ing stu-
dents with 
disabilities—a 
federally man-
dated responsibil-
ity—is seen as one of the 

costliest services school districts must provide, 
and one of the last that can be cut. 

The federal Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act provides a set of protections 
for 6.6 million students—about 13 percent of 
total student enrollment—who have dyslexia, 
autism, intellectual disabilities, blindness, or 
other impairments that affect educational 
performance. Those students are entitled to 
a “free, appropriate public education” in the 
least-restrictive environment that meets their 
needs. Fail to provide such services, and par-
ents can sue in federal court.

Those guidelines have led to the percep-
tion that special education is an untouchable 
expense, even in lean economic times. While 
states and school districts are encouraged 
to squeeze out every dime in other areas of 
spending, trying to save money in special edu-
cation services is thought to be a third rail: 
Touch it, and you’ll get shocked. 

“A lot of school districts want to avoid even 
the threat of litigation,” says Michael Griffith, 
a school finance expert with the Denver-based 
Education Commission of the States. “The 
minute you start talking about efficiencies for 
special education, there is a huge uproar from 
parents. People look at that as cutting back 
on things.” 

But like everything else in the world of spe-
cial education, the reality is complicated.

States and districts are able to adjust what 
they spend on special education, though the 
adjustments may not be billed as cuts. Dis-

tricts can, for example, save resources 
by pushing for inclusion of as many of 

their special education students as 
possible in regular classrooms, 

though the rationale for in-
clusion is rarely framed in 

terms of cost.
Also, despite the  per-
ception that special 

education money 
is untouchable, 

a t  l e a s t 
seven 

states 

have 
asked, 
or  p lan 
to ask, per-
mission from 
the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education 
to cut their spending 
on special education for 
fiscal 2010 or 2011. The re-
quests from Iowa, Kansas, and 
West Virginia have been granted; 
requests from Alabama, New Jersey, 
and South Carolina  are under review; 
and Oregon planned to file a request in 
early 2011. And because of a provision in the 
idEa that allows districts to cut back on local 
spending when more federal dollars come 
in, the infusion of more than $12 billion in 
one-time additional aid for special education 
under the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act—the economic-stimulus program—
may prompt districts to make reductions in 
local spending that will last after the stimulus 
money is spent. Because of a technical loop-
hole in the federal law, districts would not be 
required to return to their prestimulus levels 
of local spending. 

Agreement Scarce

Even advocacy groups for students with 
disabilities don’t agree on what, if anything, 
should be done to address special education 
costs—other than a belief that the federal 
government should provide more resources. 
Some disability-rights groups argue strongly 
in favor of inclusion, while others believe the 
only way to properly educate some students 
is in smaller groups or special schools, which 
cost more than regular classrooms. 

One point of agreement that cuts across ad-
vocacy groups is that special education fund-
ing is a tangled web.

“The piece that gets to me is, we don’t have 
an idea of what special education costs, and 
yet we continue to hear all this hot air about 
how expensive special education is,” says Can-
dace Cortiella, the director of The Advocacy 
Institute, in Marshall, Va., a training and 

support group for people with disabilities 
and their families. She also runs the 

website idEa Money Watch, which 
tracks special education stimulus 

funding. 
The last in-depth, feder-
ally financed study on 

how states and dis-

tricts 
spend 
their spe-
cial educa-
tion money was 
conducted by the 
Special Education 
Expenditure Project, a 
part of the Center for Spe-
cial Education Finance, in Palo 
Alto, Calif. The sEEp researchers 
examined data collected during the 
1999-2000 school year. That report, last 
updated in 2004, said that the 50 states 
and the District of Columbia spent about 
$50 billion on special education services. It 
also concluded that districts pay about two 
times as much to educate students in special 
education as they do to educate students in 
general education. But the study didn’t ad-
dress whether those numbers are on target 
for the results that districts get, or whether  
districts should be paying less or more.

One noteworthy aspect of special education 
is that while Congress enacted the education 
policy for children with disabilities, states and 
districts shoulder most of the costs. Of the so-
called “excess costs” of educating a child with 
a disability, which are costs over and above 
the cost of educating a general education stu-
dent, the federal government covers about 17 
percent through the idEa. The remaining ex-
cess costs come from districts and states.

How a state chooses to pay for special edu-
cation plays a big part in what kinds of ser-
vices districts can provide and to how many 
children. Funding formulas can also play 
some role. 

For example, 12 states use a “multiple stu-
dent weights” formula, meaning they give dis-

By christina A. samuels

As they 
look to 

identify savings 
in a high-cost 
mandated area, 

officials walk  
a delicate legal line, 

but see room for innovation.
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tricts a certain amount of money 
based on the severity of a child’s 
disability, according to an April 
2010 report from Project Forum, a 
federally funded research center 
that works through the National 
Association of State Directors of 
Special Education, in Alexandria, 
Va. But some research has found 
that the multiple student weights 
formula can provide an incentive 
to place children in restrictive, 
and expensive, settings.

The Project Forum report found 
that seven states use a “census 
based” measure, which distrib-
utes an equal share of money to 

all districts, based on assump-
tions about the numbers of spe-
cial education students they serve 
and their disability categories. 
Studies have found that this type 
of funding formula is correlated 
with a decrease in special edu-
cation enrollment, presumably 
because there is no “incentive” to 
identify more students than aver-
age if the district’s funding from 
the state won’t change. 

The problem with the census-
based method, some say, is that it 
presupposes that students with 
disabilities are evenly spread 
through a state. It’s quite possi-

ble for one district to legitimately 
have more high-need students 
than another, says Bruce D. 
Baker, an associate professor in 
the graduate school of education 
at Rutgers University, in New 
Brunswick, N.J., and the lead 
author of a textbook on school fi-
nance policy.

Other funding methodolo-
gies, each with its own pros and 
cons, also exist. But Baker notes 
that individual districts have 
little recourse when states adjust 
their funding formulas or, as has 
happened with the seven states 
that plan to cut special educa-

tion funding, cite 
severe economic hard-
ship. There’s currently no 
method for a district to force a 
state to provide more special edu-
cation money.

“Districts are at the mercy of 
what states are doing on their 
behalf,” Baker says. 

So what are districts doing to 
get the most from the dollars they 
have? That is a question that 
Thomas B. Parrish, the director 
of the Center for Special Educa-
tion Finance, is trying to answer 
using some California districts as 
models. His center is 
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Massachusetts
l state Population, 2009  
(U.S. Census Bureau): 

6,593,587
l unemployment rate, Sept. 2010  
(U.S. Bureau of Labor  
Statistics):

8.4%

l Pre-k-12 student Enrollment, 2008-09 
(National Center for Education Statistics): 

985,910
l Per-Pupil Expenditures, 2008 
(National Center for Education Statistics): 

$13,667
l State cuts in K-12 or early-education 
funding since recession began (Center 
on Budget and Policy Priorities): 

yes

HARVEST TIME:   
The last of the season’s kale 

from Stone Soup Farm, in 
Belchertown, Mass., heads out 
to members of the Community 
Supported Agriculture operation 

that Jarrett Man, the owner of 
Stone Soup, supplies with fresh-

grown local produce. Such 
operations can offer a measure  
of financial security to small 
farmers in Masschusetts’ 
still-fragile economy.

erik Jacobs for education Week
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a part of the Washington-based 
American Institutes for Research, 
and has conducted several national 
and state-focused examinations of 
special education spending.

Often, Parrish says, the debate on 
special education finance reforms 
focuses on getting more money 
into the system, either from the 
federal government or the states. 
Research on outcomes is more rare: 
whether districts are getting the 
results they’d like to see based on 
the money they have.

“This is not an argument for 
spending less in special education,” 
he says. “We should be spending 
every dollar to the maximum ben-
efit.” 

Parrish and his colleagues are 
examining some districts that, 
based on their demographics and 
funding, are getting better-than-
expected test scores for special 
education students. 

One common element in their 
success seems to be inclusion, Par-
rish says. The more students are 

included in a general classroom 
setting, the better their test scores 
seem to be.

“Almost every single one of [the 
districts to be profiled] told about 
some way that general educa-
tion and special education work 
together collaboratively,” Parrish 
says.

A California Example

One of the districts to be pro-
filed is the 10,500-student Sanger 

Unified School District in Fresno 
County, Calif., where about 7 
percent of students are in spe-
cial education. The district has a 
population that is 80 percent mi-
nority, with 25 percent English-
language learners, and 75 percent 
eligible for free or reduced-price 
lunches. It has a budget of about 
$5 million for special education, 
out of an $80 million districtwide  
budget, says Matthew Navo, the 
district’s director of pupil ser-
vices.

California measures its schools 
on an “academic performance 
index,” or api, an annual mea-
sure of test-score performance 
that starts at 200 and tops out at 
1,000. The target for subgroups to 
meet is 800 points. The students-
with-disabilities subgroup in the 
Sanger district has risen from 501 
points on the api in the 2007-08 
school year to 651 points on the 
api in the 2009-10 school year. 

By comparison, the api for the 
district’s overall student popula-
tion has risen from 808 points to 
823 points over that time. Though 
there is still a sizable gap between 
students in special education and 
their counterparts in general edu-
cation, the growth in achievement 
among special education students 
is encouraging, says Navo. 

Part of the improvement is 
based on a strategic move to 
more inclusion, Navo says. “We’re 
not out there trying to create a 
program for every different child. 
We have built-in supports that 
already exist,” he explains. “We 
push the staff and the school-site 
teams to meet service needs in 
the regular classroom.”

Navo also credits “response to 
intervention,” or rti, an educa-
tional framework used to sup-
port struggling young readers, 
as playing a role in the district’s 
success compared with the re-
cords of many of its peers.

Other studies have also shown 
that well-done inclusion appears 
to be a common characteristic of 
districts that see higher test scores 
among students with disabilities. 
But some are wary of overstating 
the value of inclusion.

Patricia Lillie, the president of 
the Learning Disabilities Associa-
tion of America, a large advocacy 
organization of parents, people 
with disabilities, teachers, and 
supporters, based in Pittsburgh, 
says inclusion is overused.

Inclusion “can be a good thing,” 
she says. But “there are so many 
kids who need that specialist or 
that one-to-one remediation. And 
they’re just not doing that any-
more.”

Cortiella, of The Advocacy Insti-
tute, is in favor of inclusion done 
well.

“If we tried harder to educate 
students in their neighborhood 
schools with their neighborhood 
teachers, clearly it couldn’t be 
more expensive,” she says. “It may 
not be a matter of spending more 
or less, but spending what you 
have differently.” l
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Districts turn introspective 
in Quest for operational savings

W ith noth-
i n g  b u t 
financial 
hardship on 
the immedi-
ate horizon, 
many d is -
t r ic t s  a re 

taking new approaches to scouring their bud-
gets for potential savings—and, in some cases, 
also comparing their performance against that 
of other school systems.

Some of their strategies focus on cutting costs 
in the nuts and bolts of district operations, such 
as transportation, purchasing, and maintenance. 
Other cost-saving measures are aimed at rework-
ing teacher assignments and class schedules. In 
many cases, school leaders say that their primary 
goal in making changes is to improve services and 
streamline operations for the benefit of students, 
parents, and taxpayers—not to reduce costs.

Yet the potential financial payoff from those 
strategies has become increasingly important 
to district officials during this difficult finan-
cial period, as they face pressure to trim bud-
gets while also meeting standards for academic 
achievement. School systems like Florida’s Or-
ange County district have made changes with 
dual purposes in mind. Administrators in the 
180,000-student district, which has a $1.3 billion 
annual operating budget, found savings every-
where from their bus routes to their warehouse 
and supply operations.

Up until last year, the district, which has its 
headquarters in Orlando and runs 936 bus 
routes a day, used a “radio-relief fleet” of buses, 
a dedicated group of about 100 stand-by drivers 
who were supposed to fill in if regular drivers 
called in sick or if their vehicles broke down. 
But that system required the district to keep 
more vehicles and drivers standing by than it 
needed, which added to maintenance and fuel 

expenses.
Beginning this school year, the district 
did away with that system, and instead 

arranged to have a much smaller 
group of “float” substitute drivers 

on call when buses break down. 
That change alone has al-

lowed the district to sell 
off 71 buses; a total of 

about 270 buses have 
been sold by the 

district as part 
of its trans-

portation 
reorga-

niza-
tion. 
Orange 
County also 
has reduced the 
number of driv-
ers through attrition, 
and cut costs on gas and 
maintenance, says Michael 
Eugene, the chief operations 
officer for the district. Some of 
those changes were prompted by 
an audit of the school bus system, he 
notes. The sales of buses, as well as other 
significant changes across the transporta-
tion department, have saved a combined $5.9 
million in fiscal 2011.

“It was new for us, but it was old for everybody 
else,” Eugene says of the strategy. “All we did was 
apply a model from other school districts.”

State regulations spell out how far students 
should walk to bus stops and the length of their 
rides. The district also made changes that were 
meant to minimize disruptions to students’ rides 
and to family schedules, says Jim Beekman, the 
district’s senior director of transportation.

“Constituents won’t stand for that,” Beekman 
says.

Seeking Efficiencies

Officials in the Florida district found other 
ways to cut costs and streamline operations, too. 
Employees used to wait up to a month to receive 
supplies they ordered from the district’s central 
warehouse. The Orange County schools moved to 
outsource delivery of those materials to a private 
contractor, and most orders are arriving in three 
days. The district expects to save $56,000 in fiscal 
2011 through the move.

Employees used to purchase new equipment for 
their schools, unaware that used equipment and 
materials were available in storage. Now schools 
are being encouraged to use that equipment, and 
the district has saved at least $400,000 so far.

Many of the changes being made in Orange 
County were directly influenced by information 
the district gathered from an effort being run by 
the Council of the Great City Schools, known as 
the Performance Measurement and Benchmark-
ing Project. Eugene, the Orange County opera-
tions chief, helped the council develop the model, 
which was based partly on strategies he used as 
the business manager for the Los Angeles Uni-
fied School District, where he worked from 2002 
to 2009.

The project, which was begun in 2004, allows 
districts to compare themselves financially 

and operationally against each other—as 
they might compare academic perfor-

mance through test scores.
When the council first began 
looking for models that might 

help develop a standard-
ized tool for comparing 

dis-
tricts’ 
perfor-
m a n c e ,  i t 
didn’t have any 
luck, recalls Mi-
chael Casserly, the 
executive director of the 
Washington-based council, 
which represents large urban 
districts. School districts that 
wanted that sort of analysis typically 
had to hire a private company to help 
them do it.

“There was simply nothing in place in pub-
lic education, nor in municipal government, or at 
the state level either, that provided the data we 
needed,” Casserly says.

Under the project, districts provide raw data 
in four major areas: business operations, finance, 
human resources, and information technology, ex-
plains Bob Carlson, the director of management 
services for the council. Local officials can now 
use nearly 340 separate key-performance indica-
tors in 20 functional areas to compare their per-
formance. The system automatically calculates 
and analyzes the data, allowing districts to ad-
just variables to identify increased effectiveness 
and savings, if certain actions were taken. For 
example, a district could examine whether its 
costs of preparing paychecks would rise or fall, 
and by how much, if it increased the number of 
deposits it makes online. 

The program does not guarantee cost savings, 
notes Casserly. In fact, districts that go through 
the analysis may find that they need to spend 
more money to improve some aspect of their op-
erations. But he believes the current economic 
conditions make the information the tool pro-
vides especially valuable. To date, 64 of the coun-
cil’s 65 member districts are supplying the sys-
tem with data. Casserly believes the standards 
and indicators can help smaller school systems 
save money and improve operations, too.

“The financial environment is such that it’s 
forcing them to find every efficiency they can 
come up with,” he says. “The general goal is to 

By sean cavanagh

Cost-cutting 
measures seek 

to streamline 
everything from 

transportation to teacher 
assignment and student 

scheduling.  

Policy FuturE: harD choicEs ahEaD

B
a

ck
 t

o
 t

o
c Ü



36 eduCation Week   l   January 13, 2011

keep as many of these budget cuts 
as far away from the classroom as 
we possibly can.”

Academic Realm

Some schools, meanwhile, are 
finding ways to save money by 
rethinking how they provide aca-
demic services.

One such model is the one used 
by Rocketship Education, a non-
profit operator of elementary char-
ter schools in northern California 
that works with low-income com-
munities. The program supple-
ments traditional classroom les-
sons with online instruction. Its 
model allows it to reallocate about 
$500,000 annually per school, 
based on savings in staffing and 
class structure, and put that 
money toward higher teacher sala-
ries, tutoring, mentoring teachers, 
and other areas. 

In Rocketship’s schools, stu-
dents receive instruction through-
out the school day from certified 

teachers. But the school also 
carves out about 40 minutes of 
time each day for a “learning lab,” 
supplementary lessons focused 
on math or literacy skills, which 
are led by noncertified teachers. 
Using online technology, learning 
labs build upon the math and lit-
eracy content students receive in 
their traditional classes. The labs 
allow for more individualized les-
sons that can be tailored to meet 
the needs of both struggling stu-
dents, who may need extra time 
on a topic, and more advanced 
students who are ready to move 
at a faster pace. 

Rocketship Education saves 
money from not having to pay a 
certified teacher for the lab portion 
of the day, says Judith McGarry, 
the vice president for marketing 
and development for the organiza-
tion, headquartered in Palo Alto, 
Calif. It also keeps costs low be-
cause the learning labs allow for 
relatively large class sizes, serving 
up to 40 children, she says.

That money is reallocated into 
teacher salaries that are higher 
than those of surrounding dis-
tricts, she says. It also pays for 
electives such as art and music, 
which, in hard-pressed districts, 
are often targeted for cuts. In ad-
dition, the money allows Rock-
etship to hire “academic deans,” 
administrators focused on im-
proving achievement on its cam-
puses. 

“Kids are getting better, individ-
ualized instruction,” McGarry says. 
“On top of that, we’re able to make 
the economics swing so they’re get-
ting more enrichment than in typi-
cal public schools.”

Rocketship Education’s model 
offers some advantages over tradi-
tional public schools that allow it 
to use funding creatively, she says. 
It has more freedom to modify its 
curriculum and school day than 
might be the case in many districts 
and states. In addition, in some 
regular schools, building design 
and space limitations might make 

it difficult to accommodate learn-
ing labs or classrooms structured 
like them, McGarry says.

Targeting Resources

Retooling class sizes and school 
and staffing schedules to provide 
more-targeted support for students 
is just one of the approaches rec-
ommended by Education Resource 
Strategies, a Watertown, Mass.-
based nonprofit group that advises 
districts on whether resources are 
aligned with school-improvement 
strategies. Too often, districts have 
fixed policies on class size and 
scheduling that don’t consider the 
academic needs of their students, 
Ers contends. District spending 
in other areas meant to improve 
instruction, such as professional 
development, also tends to follow a 
one-size-fits-all model, without fo-
cusing on teachers’ greatest areas 
of need, such as building their 
understanding of curriculum and 
standards, Ers experts argue. 

Ers analyzes district budgets, as 
well as human-resource and aca-
demic-course data. In some cases, 
Ers finds vast discrepancies in the 
amount that districts spend per 
course.

One district studied by the 
organization, for example, was 
spending $500 per student for a 
9th grade algebra class, but up to 
$7,000 per student for an upper-
level elective course. While that 
gap could partly be explained by 
the resources needed to offer the 
advanced class, the discrepancy 
probably didn’t make sense, given 
the district’s needs, says Karen 
Hawley Miles, Ers’ president and 
executive director and a member 
of the technical advisory group for 
Quality Counts 2011. 

Cost-effectiveness doesn’t mean 
having a “lower-quality result,” 
Miles says. “The design of pro-
grams and the way they’re deliv-
ered can lower costs and improve 
outcomes. That’s the story we’re 
trying to tell.” l

Michigan
l state Population, 2009  
(U.S. Census Bureau): 

9,969,727
l unemployment rate, Sept. 2010 
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics):

13.0%
l Pre-k-12 student Enrollment, 
2008-09 (National Center for  
Education Statistics): 

1,659,921
l Per-Pupil Expenditures, 2008 
(National Center for Education Statistics): 

$10,075
l State cuts in K-12 or early-education 
funding since recession began (Center 
on Budget and Policy Priorities): 

yes

SEARCHER:   
Steven Bradley, of Jackson, 

Mich., checks the online job listings 
at South Central Michigan Works, a 

workforce-development agency that 
assists job seekers and employers. 

Michigan’s structural economic 
problems predated the recession,  
and the state remains mired in a 

climate of joblessness and anemic 
government revenue that 

continues to squeeze state and 
local budgets.

brian Widdis for education Week

“ 

the financial environment is such that it’s forcing [officials] to find every 
efficiency they can come up with. ... the general goal is to keep as many of these 

budget cuts as far away from the classroom as we possibly can.”  

 
MIChAEL CASSERLy 

Executive Director, Council of the Great City Schools

B
a

ck
 t

o
 t

o
c Ü



Policy FuturE: harD choicEs ahEaD

>>Online: www.edweek.org/go/qc11

thin coffers, Ambitious Education Agendas 
Put Newly Elected Leaders on spot 

t he 2010 midterm elec-
tions may have brought 
seismic political changes 
at the state and national 
levels, but new governors, 
state legislators, and 
members of Congress 
confront a familiar set of 

hurdles as they seek to carry out education 
policy goals in the face of continued economic 
uncertainty.

The challenge: how to reconcile sluggish rev-
enues and calls for slimmed-down government 
with a long list of ambitious—and potentially 
costly—education overhaul projects already in 
progress. 

“This is education’s ‘General Motors’ mo-
ment,” says Bob Wise, a former Democratic gov-
ernor of West Virginia, as K-12 systems across 
the country push to produce a higher-quality 
product while clamping down on costs.

As new governors take office, the first reports 
they will get from their staffs are likely to be 
“here’s your budget situation and how bad it 
is,” coupled with “our state has committed it-
self to far-reaching education reforms,” says 
Wise, who is now the president of the Alliance 
for Excellent Education, a Washington-based 
group that works to ensure students graduate 
from high school prepared for college and the 
workplace.

Politics is likely to complicate the matter, 
even though education has often provided 
ground for bipartisan cooperation.

Republicans were highly successful at the 
state level in the 2010 elections and now con-
trol both legislative chambers in 25 states.

And the gop won control of six additional 
governors’ mansions; Republicans now hold 29 
governorships to 20 for the Democrats, along 
with one Independent, in Rhode Island. 

Many successful contenders ran on platforms 
of controlling spending. But, despite all the 
rhetoric around fiscal restraint, even conser-
vative governors and legislatures are unlikely 
to relish the prospect of cutting K-12 funding, 
says Jennifer Cohen, a policy analyst who 
tracks federal and state education spending for 
the New America Foundation, a self-described 
nonpartisan think tank in Washington.

“Cutting funding for schools is going to be po-
litically unpopular and politically difficult no 
matter what administration is in power,” she 
says. 

Still, says Cohen, state policymakers must 
balance the need to finance education with 
other pressing priorities, including health and 
public safety—and, in most cases, shrinking 
revenues. 

Issues of Continuity

New governors and state legislators also 
must decide how to deal with initiatives that 
were launched or agreed to by their predeces-
sors—and which may or may not dovetail with 
their own educational and political agendas.

For instance, more than 40 states have signed 
on to the Common Core State Standards Ini-
tiative. The effort, led by the Council of Chief 
State School Officers and the National Gover-
nors Association, is aimed at creating a set of 
more uniform, rigorous standards in English/
language arts and mathematics. On a parallel 

track, 45 states and 
the District of Colum-
bia have received a share 
of $350 million in federal 
funding under the Race to the 
Top program, part of the 2009 eco-
nomic-stimulus package, to develop 
shared, richer tests.

But the “common core” initiative, as it 
is known, is not without its detractors, in 
particular among those—including some of 
the newly elected conservatives—who view 
common standards as part of a slippery slope 
toward national standards or even a national 
curriculum. That could have big implications 
for the initiative, since governors and legisla-
tures will have a significant role in how stan-
dards are carried out at the state level.

Policymakers at the state and local levels will 
also be wrestling with the end of the massive 
one-time federal funding tied to the economic 
stimulus. That includes some $100 billion in 
education aid under the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act, adopted in 2009 and 
covering fiscal years 2009 and 2010, and the 

By Alyson Klein
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control of Governorships, After 2010 Elections 
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$10 billion in emergency aid under 
the Education Jobs Fund, passed 
last summer.

More such aid is unlikely to be 
forthcoming. Republicans gained at 
least 60 seats in the U.S. House of  
Representatives, enough to retake 
the chamber, and bolstered their 
margins in the Senate, picking 
up six seats. Before the elections, 
Republican congressional lead-
ers issued a “Pledge to America,” 
promising to roll back federal dis-
cretionary spending to fiscal 2008 
levels, and gop lawmakers have 
pledged to curtail spending at all 

levels of government. 
Already, there are signs that 

some states and districts may be 
backing away from education over-
haul goals because of the continu-
ing economic doldrums.

Case in point: Ohio, which is 
struggling with the decline in the 
manufacturing sector. The state is 
among the 11 states, plus the Dis-
trict of Columbia, that won a slice 
of $4 billion in competitive grants 
under the federal Race to the Top 
Fund to bolster their progress in 
certain education redesign areas.

As of late last year, however, 50 

of the initial 538 participating 
schools and districts had backed 
out of the state’s Race to the Top 
plan—which won Ohio $400 mil-
lion—with some saying that they 
would have to spend more money 
than they’d get from the program. 
They feel they simply can’t afford 
to participate.

Despite the impending drop in 
federal aid and the likelihood of 
sluggish state revenues, incoming 
governors and legislatures would 
be prudent to stick with the edu-
cation redesign initiatives, says 
Wise, of the Alliance for Excellent 

Education. Ultimately, they will 
get political credit for successful 
implementation, he says, adding, 
“Nobody ever remembers you for 
being the governor who simply cut 
the budget.”

‘More With Less’

U.S. Secretary of Education 
Arne Duncan, an architect of the 
education portion of the recovery 
act, acknowledges that the lack 
of further emergency aid is going 
to make life more difficult for 
states and school districts, many 

of which have already entered 
what may be an era of prolonged 
austerity.

“It’s easy to say, hard to do, 
[but] ... we’re going to have to do 
more with less,” Duncan told edu-
cation stakeholders at a meeting 
in Washington last fall. 

The U.S. Department of Edu-
cation, he added, will help by 
encouraging states and school 
districts to begin thinking about 
ways to cope with the new finan-
cial circumstances. 

And, at a separate November 
event, sponsored by the American 
Enterprise Institute, the educa-
tion secretary  put forward ideas 
about where he’d like to see dis-
tricts cut—and areas he’d like to 
see held harmless. 

For instance, he discouraged ad-
ministrators from cutting areas 
that directly affect the classroom, 
such as instructional time, and 
art and music classes. He also 
doesn’t want districts laying off 
“talented young teachers.”

“Unfortunately, this pattern of 
cutbacks has too often prevailed 
in the past,” he said.

Instead, districts might want 
to take such steps as rethinking 
transportation routes, and closing 
schools that are underenrolled, 
Duncan suggested. And he urged 
districts to consider “modest but 
smartly targeted increases in 
class size.”

Limited Options

But in some cases, states and 
districts have a limited set of read-
ily available options for additional 
cuts. Districts may already have 
laid off teachers, cut programs, 
and reduced administrative costs. 
Many state education agencies are 
operating with skeletal staffs. 

Other solutions—including ex-
amining issues that directly affect 
the teaching force—could prove 
politically perilous, or may not be 
legally viable, the New America 
Foundation’s Cohen says. 

For example, districts may want 
to look more closely at teacher dis-
tribution, ensuring that the most 
effective educators are working in 
the schools most in need of raising 
student achievement. But much 
teacher-distribution policy is deter-
mined by agreements negotiated 
between district leaders and their 
local teachers’ unions.

Budgetary situations “aren’t 
going to rewrite contracts over-
night,” Cohen says. “Making orga-
nizational and cultural changes in 
education is really hard.”

Still, some superintendents have 
begun to think about whether 
they should examine pensions and 
health benefits—two big-ticket 
personnel expenses—says Noelle 
Ellerson, the assistant director for 
policy analysis and advocacy at the 
American Association of School Ad-
ministrators, in Arlington, Va. (See 
related story on Page 26.) 

And most districts aren’t likely to 
be hiring anytime soon, she says.

“We’re seven moons from an ex-
pansion of the teaching workforce,” 
Ellerson says. l 

am me

Give your students instruction that’s as individual 
as they are with Imagine Learning English®  
the language and literacy solution.

Scan with your phone 
for more info and video

www.imaginelearning.com/i  
Toll-free 866.377.5071

B
a

ck
 t

o
 t

o
c Ü

CliCk for more information about this advertiser 

http://e-news.edweek.org/ct/9708190:12176752686:m:1:219339464:539099422CC32CB476005086F03E78AF


MANAGE YOUR DISTRICT 
CREATIVELY TO BOOST LEARNING

 INNOVATION   
  INSIGHT

REGISTER NOW AND SAVE $150
SUPER EARLY-BIRD REGISTRATION ENDS FEBRUARY 25

May 2, 2011  New York, NY

May 13, 2011  Chicago, IL

REGISTER 
EARLY 
FOR ONLY 
$249!

 

JOIN FORWARD-THINKING 
superintendents and other senior district 
leaders for an in-depth, interactive day 

focused on smart strategies to raise student 
achievement while containing costs. 

 INVENTIVE NEW WAYS 
to attract, retain, and 
motivate your teaching 
force to make your 
district the best
it can be.

 FRESH IDEAS to reimagine 
the school day, week, 
and year for more effective 
learning—and reduced 
spending.

FORWARD-LOOKING 
PERSPECTIVES on what’s 
at stake in the push to 
ensure college- and career-
ready graduates.

 CUTTING-EDGE 
APPLICATIONS 
of blended curriculum 
that can drive down your 
district’s costs and increase 
student engagement.

www.edweekevents.org

B
a

ck
 t

o
 t

o
c Ü

CliCk for more information about this advertiser 

http://e-news.edweek.org/ct/9708214:12176752686:m:1:219339464:539099422CC32CB476005086F03E78AF


20102010

Online: www.edweek.org/go/buyQC

Toll-Free: 800-445-8250

Order the digital edition for immediate download: 
www.edweek.org/go/buyQCdigital
Back issues of prior years are also available.

ORDER MORE: 

Need extra copies of 
QUALITY 
COUNTS 2011?

$12 PER 
COPY

Education Week’s 
benchmark annual report 
on state-level efforts to 
improve public education. 

ALSO AVAILABLE:

QUALITY COUNTS 2011 

State Highlights 
Reports

EXTRA! EXTRA!EXTRA! EXTRA!EXTRA! EXTRA!EXTRA! EXTRA!

See how your state stacks up in 
Quality Counts 2011. Find grades in key 
areas of policy and performance, including:

• The Chance-for-Success Index
• Achievement
• School Finance
• Teaching Profession Policies

Order online only, for just $4.95
www.edweek.org/go/qc11/shr
Prior years are also available.

tk
Order online only, for just $4.95
www.edweek.org/go/qc11/shr

B
a

ck
 t

o
 t

o
c Ü

CliCk for more information about this advertiser 

http://e-news.edweek.org/ct/9708211:12176752686:m:1:219339464:539099422CC32CB476005086F03E78AF
http://e-news.edweek.org/ct/9708213:12176752686:m:1:219339464:539099422CC32CB476005086F03E78AF


41Quality Counts 2011

>>Online: www.edweek.org/go/qc11

state Performance and Policymaking:
Weighing in, Measuring Up

A t a time 
of persis-
tent turbu-
lence for Amer-
i ca ’s  e conomy 
and schools, Quality 
Counts has contin-
ued its long-standing 

mission of regularly evaluating the status of 
states’ educational performance and policy-
making. This 15th edition of Education Week’s 
annual report issues summative scores and 
letter grades to the states and features newly 
updated analysis from the Editorial Projects 
in Education Research Center in four of the 
six areas tracked in the report: the Chance-
for-Success Index, the K-12 Achievement 
Index, school finance, and policies related to 
transitions and alignment across stages of 
education.

To complement Quality Counts 2011’s jour-
nalistic focus on the interconnections between 
the larger economy and education, the EpE 
Research Center fielded an original survey to 
assess the state of public education finances 
and explore reactions to the Great Recession 
by school systems nationwide.  

Key findings from this special 50-state sur-
vey appear elsewhere in the report. The overall 
findings of that investigation point to relatively 
few large-scale education policy changes at the 
state level that can be attributed directly to 
the economic downturn, which officially began 
in December 2007 and ended in June 2009. We 
find, however, that many states have enacted 

some more-modest policy modifications that 
provide local school systems with greater 

flexibility to meet the challenges posed 
by the financial crisis. For example, 

since the recession began, 21 
states have broadened the eli-

gible uses of education funds 
that had previously been 

reserved for spending 
on particular pro-

grams or groups 
of students. 

In a similar 
vein, 10 

states 

have 
loos-
ened 
their regu-
lations on the 
length  o f  the 
school year, week, 
or day.  

Those policy adjust-
ments generally represented 
quick fixes at the margins, and 
were often paired with budget cuts 
and other fiscal responses. By and 
large, they were not fundamental struc-
tural reforms. A more extensive portrait 
of this policy activity, as well as an update 
on states’ core school finance policies, can be 
found in the EpE Research Center’s online-only 
State Highlights Reports.

Overall Grades 

Each year, Quality Counts provides new 
results for a portion of the policy-and-perfor-
mance areas that constitute the framework 
for the report’s State of the States analysis. 
The 2011 edition presents updated scores 
and letter grades in four critical areas, for the 
states and the nation as a whole. The Chance 
for Success, K-12 Achievement, and School 
Finance grades, respectively, capture signifi-
cant aspects of the broader educational envi-
ronment, school performance, and the level 
and equitability of school funding. The fourth 
updated category focuses on policies related 
to transitions and alignment across the vari-
ous segments of the educational pipeline. The 
grades are based on more than 50 indicators 
from original survey data and analysis by the 
EpE Research Center.

In this year’s report, readers will also find 
overall, summative letter grades and scores 
for the nation and the individual states. These 
grades incorporate the most recent information 
available from all six categories that make up 
Quality Counts’ full policy-and-performance 

framework. Results for the teaching pro-
fession and the standards, assessments, 

and accountability sections are drawn 
from last year’s report. Each cate-

gory carries equal weight when 
calculating the summative 

scores.
For the third year in a 
row, Maryland is the 

top-
ranked 
state, earn-
ing the na-
tion’s highest 
overall grade, a B-
plus. Massachusetts 
and New York follow 
close behind, each receiv-
ing a B. At the other end of the 
rankings, the District of Colum-
bia, Nebraska, and South Dakota 
received grades of D-plus. A majority 
of states fell somewhere in the middle of 
the grading curve, with 36 states earning 
grades between a C-minus and a C-plus. The 
nation overall earned a C, the same grade as 
last year.

Chance for Success

The Chance-for-Success Index provides a 
unique perspective on the link between educa-
tion and beneficial outcomes at each stage of a 
person’s life. As in past years, the index com-
bines information from 13 indicators that span 
childhood through adulthood to capture three 
broad life stages: the early-childhood years, 
participation and performance in formal edu-
cation, and educational attainment and work-
force outcomes during adulthood. 

The grading for this section follows a “best in 
class” approach, in which each state’s perfor-
mance on a given criterion is evaluated rela-
tive to the nation’s top-ranked state on that 
same indicator. The leading state is awarded 

By Amy M. Hightower

An 
annual 

survey finds 
modest policy 
changes as states 
work to keep school 

improvement efforts 
afloat amid turbulent  

fiscal waters.
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100 points for the indicator; other 
states receive points in proportion 
to their performance as bench-
marked against the national 
leader.  

Massachusetts earned the only 
A in Chance for Success and re-
mains at the top of the national 
rankings for the fourth year run-
ning. Connecticut, New Hamp-
shire, and New Jersey each re-
ceived an A-minus. These states 
have collectively been the na-
tion’s top scorers since 2008. By 
contrast, two states—Nevada and 
New Mexico—received grades of 

D and D-plus, respectively, 
placing their results 

on a par with 
past per-

for-

mance. 
The nation 
as a whole earned 
a C-plus in this category. 
Thirteen states experienced 
some increase or decrease in their 
letter grades since last year’s re-
port; the changes were generally 
modest, however.

We continue to find that fac-
tors associated with participa-
tion and performance in formal 
schooling, which account for the 
largest share of indicators in this 
category, are the driving force 
behind state rankings. States 
differ somewhat in the oppor-
tunities for children to acquire 
a solid foundation during the 
early years and for job prospects 
in adulthood. However, deliver-
ing on the promise of elementary 
and secondary education and ac-
cess to postsecondary schooling 
tends to be more influential in 
shaping residents’ opportuni-
ties.

K-12 Achievement

The K-12 Achievement Index 
evaluates how well a state’s stu-
dents perform compared with 
those in the top-ranked state on 
18 separate criteria. Last updated 
for Quality Counts 2008, the index 
takes into account three perfor-
mance-based categories: current 
state performance, improvements 
over time, and equity as measured 
by poverty-based achievement 
gaps. Each of these achievement 
outcomes is measured in terms of 
both current performance levels 
and changes over time. 

The top-achieving state this year 
is Massachusetts, which earned 
a grade of B, followed closely by 
Maryland and New Jersey, each 

with a B-minus. Scores for the 
three states fall within about 3 
points of one another. These states 
were also the nation’s top perform-
ers in 2008. At the other end of 
the achievement continuum, four 
states—Louisiana, Mississippi, 
New Mexico, and West Virginia—
and the District of Columbia re-
ceived grades of F on the K-12 
Achievement Index. 

The average grade for the nation 
is a D-plus, marking little change 
since 2008. About two-thirds of 
the states posted increases or de-
creases in their grades from 2008 
to 2011. Nearly all of these shifts 
were quite minor, on the order of 
half a letter grade. States gener-
ally fared somewhat better on 
outcomes related to improvements 
over time and achievement equity 

than they did in the overall 
current performance 

category. Detailed 
subcategory 

scores 

and 
grades can 
be found online in 
this year’s State High-
lights Reports.

No state consistently demon-
strates excellence across all three 
elements of the K-12 Achievement 
Index. That is, no state earned at 
least a B on each of the achieve-
ment dimensions: status, change, 
and equity. Most of the top-ranked 
states fared well on current levels 
of achievement and improvements 
over time, but rather poorly on eq-
uity. Massachusetts, for example, 
finished first on current achieve-
ment and second on gains over 
time, but fell to 37th place when 
evaluated on achievement dispari-
ties between poor and nonpoor 
students. By contrast, Florida, 
which finished sixth in the nation 
overall, ranked 24th for current 
achievement, but emerged as one 
of the top states on both improve-
ments and equity.

Transitions and Alignment

Last updated for Quality 
Counts 2009, this section tracks 
state efforts to better coordinate 
the connections between K-12 
schooling and other segments of 
the educational pipeline, with a 
particular focus on three stages: 
early-childhood education, college 
readiness, and links to the world 
of work. 

In Transitions and Alignment, 
we track activity around a set 
of 14 individual policies, each 

of which factors equally into a 
state’s grade for the section. A 
state’s final score reflects the 
number of focal policies it has 
implemented. A state that has, 
in theory, enacted all 14 polices 
would receive the full credit of 
100 points. In reality, no state has 
yet earned that perfect score.  

For 2011, the average grade for 
Transitions and Alignment is a 
C-plus. Five states—Arkansas, 
Maryland, Tennessee, Texas, and 
West Virginia—received an A for 
their policy work in this area. 
Most states have enacted at least 
eight of the 14 policies tracked in 
this year’s report, with 13 having 
10 or more in place. But not all 
states have pursued transitions-
and-alignment policymaking 
with enthusiasm. Montana and 
South Dakota, for instance, have 
put just three such policies in 
place, and Nebraska only two.

Few changes are evident in 
policies targeting linkages to 
early education since 2009. But 

we do see significant move-
ment further along the 

pipeline, related to 
establishing 

college-

readiness 
policies to help 
prepare high school 
graduates for the rigors of 
postsecondary education. 

As of this year, 33 states have 
defined college readiness, mark-
ing a dramatic 13-state increase 
since 2009. This surge is not 
surprising in light of two influ-
ential efforts that have emerged 
during the intervening period, 
both of which encourage college 
preparedness and enrollment: 
the Common Core State Stan-
dards Initiative and the federal 
Race to the Top program. All high 
school students must now take a 
college-preparatory curriculum to 
earn a high school diploma in 10 
states, compared with just three 
in 2009. North Carolina showed 
the greatest improvement on 
Transitions and Alignment, with 
its grade climbing from a D-plus 
in 2009 to a B in 2011. This rise 
was propelled, in large part, by 
strong gains in college-readiness 
policy, as well as in linkages to 
the economy and workforce.

Overall, state efforts to con-
nect education and workforce 
preparation remain the most 
mature of the areas examined 
in this section of Quality Counts. 
Twenty-four states have imple-

Note: States are ranked based on unrounded scores. 

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2011

Nation Earns a c  
For Education Policy 
And Performance
The nation receives a C when graded across the 
six distinct areas of policy and performance 
tracked by Quality Counts. For the third year in a 
row, Maryland ranks first in the nation, earning a 
B-plus, and posting a total score of 87.6 points. 
New york ranks second and Massachusetts 
third, each earning a grade of B. Most states fall 
between a C-plus and a C-minus in the grading. 
Two states and the District of Columbia received 
a D-plus, the lowest grades awarded.  

1. Maryland b+ (87.6)
2. New York b (84.7)
3. Massachusetts b (82.6)
4. Virginia b- (81.8)
5. Florida b- (81.5)
6. Arkansas b- (81.4)
7. New Jersey b- (80.7)
8. Georgia b- (80.5)
9. Pennsylvania b- (80.1)
10. West Virginia b- (79.9)
11. Ohio b- (79.8)
12. Vermont b- (79.7)
13. Texas C+ (78.8)
14. Indiana C+ (78.6)
15. South Carolina C+ (78.3)
16. Connecticut C+ (78.3)
17. Oklahoma C+ (78.1)
18. Wisconsin C+ (77.8)
19. North Carolina C+ (77.8)
20. Hawaii C+ (77.6)
21. Louisiana C+ (77.6)
22. Delaware C+ (77.5)
23. Tennessee C+ (77.4)
24. Michigan C+ (77.2)
25. Alabama C+ (76.8)
26. Iowa C+ (76.7)
27. Maine C+ (76.6)
28. New Hampshire C (76.3)
29. Wyoming C (76.3)
30. California C (76.2)
31. Rhode Island C (75.7)
32. New Mexico C (75.7)
33. Washington C (75.4)
34. Kentucky C (75.2)
35. North Dakota C (74.9)
36. Minnesota C (74.6)
37. Kansas C (74.4)
38. Missouri C (73.9)
39. Colorado C (73.7)
40. Illinois C (73.0)
41. Utah C- (72.4)
42. Arizona C- (71.5)
43. Oregon C- (71.5)
44. Idaho C- (71.2)
45. Nevada C- (70.7)
46. Alaska C- (70.7)
47. Montana C- (70.4)
48. Mississippi C- (70.0)
49. South Dakota D+ (69.2)
50. District of Columbia D+ (69.1)
51. Nebraska D+ (68.6)

 Policy adjustments generally represented  

quick fixes at the margins,  

often paired with budget cuts. 
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mented all four of the economy-
and-workforce policies tracked 
in this year’s survey. Notably, all 
but three states—Montana, Ne-
braska, and North Dakota—have 
established pathways by which 
high school students can earn 
credits that will transfer to the 
state’s postsecondary education 
system.

School Finance

The final section of the State 
of the States update investigates 
school finance. The eight indica-
tors on which states are graded 
encompass two crucial dimen-
sions of education finance: school 
spending patterns and the dis-
tribution of resources within a 
state. When gauging expenditure 
patterns, the EpE Research Cen-
ter does not consider raw dol-
lars spent. Rather it evaluates 
educational spending relative to 
some relevant criterion or bench-
mark, such as regionally varying 
differences in costs, the nation-
wide level of per-pupil spend-
ing, or the total size of a state’s 
budget. Like Chance for Success 
and K-12 Achievement, school 
finance grades are calculated 
using a best-in-class rubric.

For 2011, the nation as a whole 
earns a C for School Finance, 
holding steady from the 2010 re-
port. The grades in this category 
tend to be tightly clustered, with 
half of the states scoring in the 
C-minus to C-plus range. 

Again this year, Wyoming leads 
the nation with an A-minus. Con-
necticut, New Jersey, New York, 
and Rhode Island round out the 
top five, followed by Maryland, 
each of which earns a B-plus. 
Five states—Idaho, Mississippi, 
Nevada, Tennessee, and Utah—
receive grades of D or D-minus.

Finance grades are not issued 
for Hawaii and the District of 
Columbia. Because they are 
single-district jurisdictions, it is 
not possible to calculate scores 
for equity indicators, which deal 
with the distribution of funds 
across multiple school districts. 

The research center’s equity 
analysis continues to find wide 
disparities in funding patterns 
across districts in many states. 
For example, the Restricted 
Range indicator, which reports 
the difference in per-pupil spend-
ing levels for districts at the 95th 
and 5th expenditure percentiles, 
finds a gap of $11,500 in Alaska, 
the largest in the nation. At the 
other end of the spectrum, about 
$1,600 separates high- and low-
spending school systems in Utah. 
And seven states fund property-
poor districts at equal or higher 
levels than they fund wealthier 
systems, according to the Wealth 
Neutrality Score.

Despite significant disparities, 
states tend to fare relatively bet-
ter on the equity measures ex-
amined in Quality Counts 2011 
than on the spending indicators, 
owing in large part to the dra-

matic divides that separate the 
states that devote the most and 
the least resources to education. 
Few states rank at the top or 
bottom of the nation for both as-
pects of finance; and several post 
especially mixed performances. 
Utah, for example, ranks second 
in the nation if the equity indi-
cators are taken together, but 
last on spending. Conversely, 
Vermont ranks near the bottom 
(48th) for the equitability of its 
school funding, but leads the na-
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MARYLAND

NORTH DAKOTA

MINNESOTA

VIRGINIA

IOWA

COLORADO

NEW YORK

PENNSYLVANIA

WISCONSIN

KANSAS

NEbRASKA

RHODE ISLAND

DELAWARE

ILLINOIS

UTAH

SOUTH DAKOTA

WYOMING

MAINE

WASHINGTON

MISSOURI

OHIO

MONTANA

HAWAII

DISTRICT OF COLUMbIA

INDIANA

MICHIGAN

OREGON

NORTH CAROLINA

FLORIDA

GEORGIA

IDAHO

ALASKA

KENTUCKY

SOUTH CAROLINA

OKLAHOMA

TExAS

CALIFORNIA

ALAbAMA

TENNESSEE

ARKANSAS

WEST VIRGINIA

LOUISIANA

ARIzONA

MISSISSIPPI

NEW MExICO

NEVADA

u.s.1

  

Note:  States are ordered based on unrounded values for the Chance-for-Success Index.   
1 Values in the U.S. row report results for the nation as a whole, if it had been treated as a state.   

SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2011

Chance for Success

A
A-
A-
A-
B+
B+
B+
B+
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B-
B-
B-
B-
B-
B-
B-
B-
B-
C+
C+
C+
C+
C+
C+
C+
C+
C+
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C-
C-
C-
C-
C-
C-
D+
D
C+

Family income Parent Education
Parental 

Employment
linguistic 

integration
Preschool 
Enrollment

Kindergarten 
Enrollment

94.0
90.6
90.5
89.6
88.4
87.8
87.8
87.2
85.6
84.7
84.1
84.0
83.4
83.3
82.8
82.4
82.0
81.5
81.4
81.2
80.7
80.6
80.2
80.1
79.5
79.4
79.4
79.1
77.7
77.5
77.2
76.8
76.7
75.8
75.2
74.9
74.8
74.6
73.9
73.5
73.2
72.7
72.6
72.0
71.8
71.4
71.1
70.9
69.7
67.9
65.6

78.3

Percent of children 
in families with 

incomes at least 
200% of poverty 

level

   72.7%
73.6
71.0
74.2
68.1
72.4
69.6
68.4
68.7
64.3
63.6
61.1
62.8
63.0
59.7
61.9
62.6
63.2
60.2
63.7
58.2
65.1
57.2
63.1
56.6
57.5
55.7
69.2
50.7
57.2
55.7
57.2
53.6
54.0
55.3
52.4
67.3
50.3
51.3
50.7
51.1
56.4
51.8
53.2
47.1
54.6
54.0
52.2
45.5
48.1
58.0

   58.2%

Percent of children 
with at least one 

parent with a 
postsecondary 

degree

   59.1%
55.7
54.4
58.9
55.3
52.3
65.2
56.6
51.8
52.7
51.0
50.5
47.4
51.1
48.6
54.2
50.7
44.7
46.7
52.2
51.0
43.2
48.0
48.8
43.2
44.6
49.5
48.4
36.7
42.9
45.3
43.5
45.2
43.6
43.1
43.3
41.1
39.4
40.7
36.8
35.6
38.5
40.1
38.8
35.1
36.5
34.5
38.3
35.0
35.6
34.6

   44.2%

Percent of children 
with at least one 

parent working full 
time and year-round

   74.1%
77.5
77.5
80.1
76.1
79.6
81.1
78.3
78.7
81.7
75.1
73.3
74.9
76.0
78.5
81.6
72.6
76.8
72.7
81.0
78.8
80.9
72.0
73.7
73.8
71.9
72.4
74.9
60.7
72.0
67.2
70.5
70.9
72.3
72.6
73.4
66.1
66.4
70.0
75.3
74.5
70.3
68.8
69.3
69.9
70.8
70.3
70.9
65.9
71.9
71.7

   73.0%

Percent of children 
whose parents are 

fluent English- 
speakers

   85.1%
86.6
80.7
95.3
96.0
89.3
98.9
90.7
90.1
94.8
85.0
79.0
93.2
92.8
90.4
89.3
83.6
89.1
82.1
89.9
95.9
96.9
96.6
83.6
95.7
96.2
98.4
82.9
90.6
94.0
93.5
84.7
89.3
80.3
87.9
92.3
88.3
95.9
93.6
92.2
72.1
62.0
95.1
94.2
92.7
99.2
96.6
76.6
97.3
81.1
72.4

   83.4%

Percent of 3- and 
4-year-olds enrolled  

in preschool

   61.2%
62.8
65.9
51.3
52.5
50.8
34.9
46.5
49.4
47.2
48.2
58.3
49.2
45.8
45.7
43.5
51.3
49.4
55.4
40.0
38.9
44.8
39.4
42.1
43.4
45.8
38.4
55.1
64.6
40.5
48.4
42.6
47.1
51.0
50.7
33.3
39.0
45.7
50.2
42.5
42.7
50.0
44.5
41.0
49.7
37.0
53.9
33.5
53.0
40.5
28.5

   48.3%

Percent of eligible 
children enrolled  
in kindergarten 

programs

   78.5%
76.4
76.1
76.5
73.7
79.3
78.9
72.1
76.4
76.3
74.7
77.7
73.8
80.5
78.4
76.4
74.3
82.1
78.0
77.8
74.9
78.9
81.4
75.0
79.1
74.0
76.0
81.3
85.4
76.2
75.2
74.8
79.4
78.5
78.4
76.8
80.3
78.9
80.0
77.7
78.3
80.1
78.0
77.0
79.5
75.7
78.5
78.3
80.4
78.4
75.7

   77.7%

gradE

Early Foundations sChool yEars
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MASSACHUSETTS

CONNECTICUT

NEW JERSEY

NEW HAMPSHIRE

VERMONT

MARYLAND

NORTH DAKOTA

MINNESOTA

VIRGINIA

IOWA

COLORADO

NEW YORK

PENNSYLVANIA

WISCONSIN

KANSAS

NEbRASKA

RHODE ISLAND

DELAWARE

ILLINOIS

UTAH

SOUTH DAKOTA

WYOMING

MAINE

WASHINGTON

MISSOURI

OHIO

MONTANA

HAWAII

DISTRICT OF COLUMbIA

INDIANA

MICHIGAN

OREGON

NORTH CAROLINA

FLORIDA

GEORGIA

IDAHO

ALASKA

KENTUCKY

SOUTH CAROLINA

OKLAHOMA

TExAS

CALIFORNIA

ALAbAMA

TENNESSEE

ARKANSAS

WEST VIRGINIA

LOUISIANA

ARIzONA

MISSISSIPPI

NEW MExICO

NEVADA

u.s.

4th grade 
reading

8th grade 
Mathematics

high school 
graduation

young adult 
Education

adult Educational 
attainment annual income

steady 
Employment

Percent of 4th grade 
public school 

students “proficient” 
on NAEP

   47.2%
42.4
40.2
41.3
41.4
37.1
34.8
37.2
38.5
34.2
40.2
36.0
36.6
32.7
35.1
34.8
35.6
35.1
32.3
31.0
32.8
32.6
35.5
33.5
35.7
35.7
34.6
25.7
16.8
33.7
29.7
30.9
32.2
35.8
29.3
32.3
27.2
36.2
27.6
27.7
27.7
23.7
28.2
28.0
28.8
25.7
18.3
24.7
21.7
19.8
24.0

   31.5%

Percent of 8th grade 
public school 

students “proficient” 
on NAEP

   51.7%
39.8
44.4
43.3
43.5
40.1
43.1
46.9
35.6
33.9
39.7
33.7
39.8
39.3
39.5
34.6
27.8
31.7
33.1
35.1
41.5
34.7
35.3
39.4
35.5
35.7
43.6
25.3
11.2
36.2
30.5
36.6
35.6
29.0
26.8
38.4
33.5
27.2
30.2
23.8
36.2
23.4
20.4
25.2
27.0
19.4
20.3
29.0
15.2
20.2
24.8

   32.6%

Percent of public high 
school students  
who graduate 
with a diploma 

   77.3%
77.7
83.3
76.2
82.3
73.7
80.9
77.2
69.9
80.2
73.2
70.6
77.6
81.0
75.1
74.3
71.1
65.0
74.6
77.1
75.4
72.6
77.6
67.9
75.3
74.6
75.2
65.1
59.5
72.4
77.8
74.1
57.8
62.1
57.8
73.5
65.2
71.8
54.9
71.8
65.1
62.7
62.5
65.8
69.3
71.6
57.4
68.2
62.5
54.9
41.8

   68.8%

Percent of young 
adults (18-24) enrolled 

in postsecondary 
education or with  

a degree

   67.2%
62.2
60.2
59.9
62.9
56.7
62.1
60.0
57.1
61.7
53.7
63.6
59.5
57.5
55.2
54.7
65.2
57.4
58.3
55.9
52.5
47.2
55.5
48.8
52.5
55.6
49.4
43.4
65.7
53.8
56.6
51.2
51.2
51.4
48.9
44.9
37.4
46.5
49.0
47.6
46.2
54.4
50.8
45.4
43.2
51.1
47.9
45.1
50.4
44.9
37.9

   53.8%

Percent of adults  
(25-64) with a 
2- or 4-year 

postsecondary 
degree

   50.2%
46.4
44.6
44.7
43.9
44.6
45.0
44.8
43.4
40.5
45.8
44.5
37.7
38.3
40.2
41.1
42.2
38.3
41.3
38.9
37.7
34.6
38.3
41.9
35.2
34.6
37.9
43.6
53.7
32.9
36.0
39.4
38.1
36.4
36.3
34.8
35.8
30.4
35.0
31.7
33.3
38.8
31.4
31.8
27.0
26.2
28.2
34.7
29.3
34.2
30.4

   38.1%

Percent of adults  
(25-64) with incomes 
at or above national 

median

   61.2%
61.4
60.7
55.8
51.0
62.2
48.8
55.2
57.4
49.2
53.6
55.2
51.1
50.4
49.4
46.1
55.3
54.2
52.6
48.7
41.4
52.4
46.2
55.7
46.5
47.5
41.7
53.2
64.4
46.6
46.7
46.9
45.0
42.9
46.8
40.9
58.8
43.5
42.6
44.6
47.1
51.5
45.0
43.0
39.6
43.0
47.3
47.2
39.7
44.2
48.9

   50.0%

Percent of adults 
(25-64) in labor force 

working full time  
and year-round

   68.2%
68.7
70.9
68.6
69.0
73.8
73.4
69.4
75.0
74.8
69.4
71.1
70.5
69.2
73.8
75.0
67.8
72.1
68.6
68.2
74.9
73.1
67.3
66.8
71.2
67.6
67.1
72.5
71.8
67.3
61.3
62.7
68.3
68.0
70.4
65.7
60.9
69.9
69.0
75.2
73.4
65.7
71.2
68.8
72.1
73.3
73.5
68.3
72.1
70.9
68.2

   69.4%

sChool yEars adult outCoMEs

>>Online: www.edweek.org/go/qc11
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   K-12 Achievement

Note:  states are ordered based on unrounded values for the K-12 achievement index.
1  Values in the U.s. row report results for the nation as a whole, if it had been treated as a state.

soURCe:  ePe Research Center, 2011
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gradE

aChiEvEMEnt lEvEl aChiEvEMEnt gains PovErty gaP

naEP Mathematics 2009  
Percent Proficient 

naEP reading 2009  
Percent Proficient 

naEP Math scale score
Change 2003 to 2009

naEP reading scale score
Change 2003 to 2009

national school lunch Program
noneligible Minus Eligible 2009

Poverty-gap Change
2003 to 2009

(negative value = narrowing gap)

4th Grade 8th Grade 4th Grade 8th Grade 4th Grade 8th Grade 4th Grade 8th Grade

Reading  
4th Grade   

naep Scale Score 
Difference

Math  
8th Grade  

naep Scale Score 
Difference

4th Grade 8th Grade

massaChUseTTs B 85.0    56.8%    51.7%    47.2%    42.9% +10.6 +12.3 +6.1 +0.7 28.1 29.3 +1.6 -4.4 massaChUseTTs

New JeRseY B- 82.3 48.8 44.4 40.2 41.6 +7.8 +11.3 +4.3 +5.0 26.3 30.4 -4.2 -4.1 New JeRseY

maRYlaNd B- 81.8 43.7 40.1 37.1 35.6 +10.7 +10.6 +7.4 +5.7 26.5 30.9 -4.9 +0.8 maRYlaNd

VeRmoNT C+ 79.4 50.7 43.5 41.4 41.0 +5.8 +7.2 +2.6 +1.8 20.3 23.0 +2.6 0 VeRmoNT

New hamPshiRe C+ 78.2 55.7 43.3 41.3 39.4 +8.0 +6.1 +1.4 0 20.4 20.2 -6.0 -1.2 New hamPshiRe

FloRida C+ 78.0 40.4 29.0 35.8 31.8 +8.2 +8.0 +7.7 +7.1 18.5 20.4 -7.8 -7.9 FloRida

PeNNsYlVaNia C 75.6 45.5 39.8 36.6 40.1 +7.6 +9.8 +5.0 +6.4 28.3 29.7 -4.8 -1.3 PeNNsYlVaNia

New YoRK C 74.3 40.2 33.7 36.0 33.3 +4.7 +2.8 +2.2 -1.0 21.7 23.1 -8.4 -7.9 New YoRK

miNNesoTa C 73.7 53.8 46.9 37.2 38.4 +7.5 +3.8 +0.7 +2.0 29.6 29.0 +2.3 +3.3 miNNesoTa

moNTaNa C 73.6 45.5 43.6 34.6 37.7 +8.6 +5.6 +1.9 +0.6 18.3 22.2 -5.5 +3.5 moNTaNa

CoNNeCTiCUT C 73.1 46.2 39.8 42.4 42.5 +4.1 +4.9 +0.6 +4.6 30.5 34.1 -2.4 +2.2 CoNNeCTiCUT

NoRTh daKoTa C- 72.1 44.5 43.1 34.8 34.1 +7.6 +5.7 +4.3 -0.5 15.2 18.0 -1.7 +0.6 NoRTh daKoTa

idaho C- 72.0 40.5 38.4 32.3 32.8 +6.1 +7.4 +2.8 +0.4 18.0 18.0 -0.8 -1.9 idaho

ViRgiNia C- 71.8 42.5 35.6 38.5 32.2 +3.9 +4.4 +3.2 -2.4 24.7 26.2 -2.4 -1.1 ViRgiNia

maiNe C- 71.7 45.0 35.3 35.5 34.6 +6.8 +4.5 -0.1 -0.6 20.1 21.8 +3.2 +2.2 maiNe

washiNgToN C- 70.5 43.2 39.4 33.5 35.7 +4.0 +7.6 +0.2 +2.4 25.2 28.2 +3.5 +5.6 washiNgToN

Texas C- 70.3 38.4 36.2 27.7 27.1 +3.2 +9.6 +4.1 +1.6 22.7 23.7 +1.3 -0.2 Texas

KaNsas C- 69.8 46.3 39.5 35.1 33.0 +3.6 +4.4 +3.8 +0.8 21.7 22.7 -1.7 +2.1 KaNsas

KeNTUCKY C- 69.7 36.5 27.2 36.2 33.3 +10.1 +5.0 +6.6 +0.7 20.7 21.9 +0.9 -0.6 KeNTUCKY

ohio C- 69.5 45.3 35.7 35.7 36.7 +5.9 +4.0 +2.7 +2.1 26.8 25.7 +2.7 +0.4 ohio

ColoRado D+ 69.5 45.2 39.7 40.2 32.4 +7.9 +4.0 +2.0 -2.1 32.2 30.2 +7.6 +0.2 ColoRado

delawaRe D+ 69.4 36.4 31.7 35.1 30.6 +3.6 +6.7 +1.6 +0.5 19.2 20.7 -0.5 -3.2 delawaRe

wisCoNsiN D+ 69.3 45.1 39.3 32.7 33.9 +6.8 +4.2 -0.7 -0.7 29.5 27.6 +7.3 -5.7 wisCoNsiN

missoURi D+ 69.2 41.1 35.5 35.7 34.3 +5.8 +7.0 +1.6 -0.5 23.7 22.1 -0.4 -0.8 missoURi

soUTh daKoTa D+ 69.2 41.8 41.5 32.8 36.9 +4.8 +5.7 -0.1 +0.1 21.0 21.0 +0.8 +1.6 soUTh daKoTa

iNdiaNa D+ 69.2 41.6 36.2 33.7 32.1 +4.6 +5.6 +2.3 +0.9 22.0 21.6 -1.3 -0.2 iNdiaNa

geoRgia D+ 69.0 33.8 26.8 29.3 26.9 +5.8 +7.9 +4.3 +2.5 24.6 25.8 -2.8 -6.1 geoRgia

illiNois D+ 67.7 37.6 33.1 32.3 32.7 +5.4 +5.3 +2.9 -1.9 31.9 30.2 -2.9 -3.9 illiNois

wYomiNg D+ 67.7 40.5 34.7 32.6 34.4 +0.9 +2.6 +0.6 +1.2 16.1 17.3 -0.5 0 wYomiNg

UTah D+ 67.7 41.2 35.1 31.0 32.9 +5.5 +3.4 -0.1 +1.3 21.4 22.0 +1.3 +2.1 UTah

TeNNessee D 66.3 28.4 25.2 28.0 27.9 +4.1 +6.6 +4.8 +2.8 22.8 24.0 -1.5 -4.5 TeNNessee

Rhode islaNd D 66.3 39.4 27.8 35.6 27.6 +8.5 +5.9 +6.2 -1.0 29.3 26.5 +0.7 -4.0 Rhode islaNd

iowa D 65.9 41.4 33.9 34.2 32.2 +4.1 +0.2 -1.8 -2.6 20.7 23.2 -1.0 -0.6 iowa

NebRasKa D 65.5 37.9 34.6 34.8 34.6 +2.5 +2.1 +1.9 +0.8 22.2 27.3 +0.3 +2.3 NebRasKa

oKlahoma D 65.0 32.7 23.8 27.7 25.7 +7.7 +3.8 +3.6 -2.2 21.2 18.8 -2.2 -3.0 oKlahoma

aRKaNsas D 64.8 36.3 27.0 28.8 26.7 +8.5 +10.2 +2.5 +0.1 23.6 25.7 +1.0 +5.6 aRKaNsas

NoRTh CaRoliNa D 64.8 43.2 35.6 32.2 28.7 +1.7 +3.1 -1.9 -2.2 27.9 30.2 +0.7 +2.3 NoRTh CaRoliNa

hawaii D 64.7 36.7 25.3 25.7 22.0 +8.8 +8.0 +2.4 +3.5 23.2 20.8 +1.7 -0.1 hawaii

NeVada D 64.7 32.1 24.8 24.0 22.4 +7.6 +6.1 +4.2 +1.5 19.8 17.2 -5.7 -2.9 NeVada

oRegoN D 64.6 37.1 36.6 30.9 33.3 +1.7 +4.1 +0.5 +1.1 26.8 25.8 +8.3 +6.0 oRegoN

alasKa D 64.5 37.8 33.5 27.2 27.0 +4.2 +4.0 -0.4 +3.0 31.0 22.8 -1.2 -2.4 alasKa

miChigaN D 63.9 35.1 30.5 29.7 30.5 +0.6 +1.8 -0.6 -2.5 24.5 28.9 -4.1 +1.4 miChigaN

aRizoNa D 62.7 28.0 29.0 24.7 26.9 +1.1 +6.2 +1.1 +2.3 28.1 29.3 -3.4 +4.8 aRizoNa

alabama D 62.5 24.5 20.4 28.2 23.8 +4.6 +6.6 +9.2 +1.7 26.9 26.8 -4.7 -2.6 alabama

soUTh CaRoliNa D- 62.4 34.0 30.2 27.6 24.5 -0.1 +3.1 +1.1 -0.8 25.5 26.0 -0.4 0 soUTh CaRoliNa

CaliFoRNia D- 62.2 30.2 23.4 23.7 22.2 +4.2 +3.4 +4.1 +1.6 30.8 26.8 -0.1 -3.0 CaliFoRNia

New mexiCo F 59.4 26.2 20.2 19.8 21.7 +7.5 +6.4 +4.5 +2.5 25.8 23.5 -0.4 +0.8 New mexiCo

loUisiaNa F 58.6 22.8 20.3 18.3 20.4 +3.2 +6.1 +2.8 -0.1 21.2 24.8 -8.1 +0.8 loUisiaNa

disTRiCT oF ColUmbia F 57.6 17.0 11.2 16.8 13.7 +14.3 +10.5 +13.6 +3.8 33.0 24.4 +9.4 +6.0 disTRiCT oF ColUmbia

wesT ViRgiNia F 57.1 28.1 19.4 25.7 22.4 +2.2 -0.4 -4.7 -4.8 19.6 18.2 +4.0 -0.4 wesT ViRgiNia

mississiPPi F 55.3 22.2 15.2 21.7 19.3 +4.4 +4.1 +5.0 -3.7 24.2 26.9 -4.7 +2.7 mississiPPi

U.S. 1 d+ 68.7    38.4%    32.6%    31.5%    30.4% +5.1 +5.6 +3.1 +1.0 26.1 26.9 -1.8 -1.5 U.S. 



47Quality Counts 2011

>>Online: www.edweek.org/go/qc11

B
a

ck
 t

o
 t

o
c Ü

gradE

aChiEvEMEnt lEvEl aChiEvEMEnt gains PovErty gaP

naEP Mathematics 2009  
Percent Proficient 

naEP reading 2009  
Percent Proficient 

naEP Math scale score
Change 2003 to 2009

naEP reading scale score
Change 2003 to 2009

national school lunch Program
noneligible Minus Eligible 2009

Poverty-gap Change
2003 to 2009

(negative value = narrowing gap)

4th Grade 8th Grade 4th Grade 8th Grade 4th Grade 8th Grade 4th Grade 8th Grade

Reading  
4th Grade   

naep Scale Score 
Difference

Math  
8th Grade  

naep Scale Score 
Difference

4th Grade 8th Grade

massaChUseTTs B 85.0    56.8%    51.7%    47.2%    42.9% +10.6 +12.3 +6.1 +0.7 28.1 29.3 +1.6 -4.4 massaChUseTTs

New JeRseY B- 82.3 48.8 44.4 40.2 41.6 +7.8 +11.3 +4.3 +5.0 26.3 30.4 -4.2 -4.1 New JeRseY

maRYlaNd B- 81.8 43.7 40.1 37.1 35.6 +10.7 +10.6 +7.4 +5.7 26.5 30.9 -4.9 +0.8 maRYlaNd

VeRmoNT C+ 79.4 50.7 43.5 41.4 41.0 +5.8 +7.2 +2.6 +1.8 20.3 23.0 +2.6 0 VeRmoNT

New hamPshiRe C+ 78.2 55.7 43.3 41.3 39.4 +8.0 +6.1 +1.4 0 20.4 20.2 -6.0 -1.2 New hamPshiRe

FloRida C+ 78.0 40.4 29.0 35.8 31.8 +8.2 +8.0 +7.7 +7.1 18.5 20.4 -7.8 -7.9 FloRida

PeNNsYlVaNia C 75.6 45.5 39.8 36.6 40.1 +7.6 +9.8 +5.0 +6.4 28.3 29.7 -4.8 -1.3 PeNNsYlVaNia

New YoRK C 74.3 40.2 33.7 36.0 33.3 +4.7 +2.8 +2.2 -1.0 21.7 23.1 -8.4 -7.9 New YoRK

miNNesoTa C 73.7 53.8 46.9 37.2 38.4 +7.5 +3.8 +0.7 +2.0 29.6 29.0 +2.3 +3.3 miNNesoTa

moNTaNa C 73.6 45.5 43.6 34.6 37.7 +8.6 +5.6 +1.9 +0.6 18.3 22.2 -5.5 +3.5 moNTaNa

CoNNeCTiCUT C 73.1 46.2 39.8 42.4 42.5 +4.1 +4.9 +0.6 +4.6 30.5 34.1 -2.4 +2.2 CoNNeCTiCUT

NoRTh daKoTa C- 72.1 44.5 43.1 34.8 34.1 +7.6 +5.7 +4.3 -0.5 15.2 18.0 -1.7 +0.6 NoRTh daKoTa

idaho C- 72.0 40.5 38.4 32.3 32.8 +6.1 +7.4 +2.8 +0.4 18.0 18.0 -0.8 -1.9 idaho

ViRgiNia C- 71.8 42.5 35.6 38.5 32.2 +3.9 +4.4 +3.2 -2.4 24.7 26.2 -2.4 -1.1 ViRgiNia

maiNe C- 71.7 45.0 35.3 35.5 34.6 +6.8 +4.5 -0.1 -0.6 20.1 21.8 +3.2 +2.2 maiNe

washiNgToN C- 70.5 43.2 39.4 33.5 35.7 +4.0 +7.6 +0.2 +2.4 25.2 28.2 +3.5 +5.6 washiNgToN

Texas C- 70.3 38.4 36.2 27.7 27.1 +3.2 +9.6 +4.1 +1.6 22.7 23.7 +1.3 -0.2 Texas

KaNsas C- 69.8 46.3 39.5 35.1 33.0 +3.6 +4.4 +3.8 +0.8 21.7 22.7 -1.7 +2.1 KaNsas

KeNTUCKY C- 69.7 36.5 27.2 36.2 33.3 +10.1 +5.0 +6.6 +0.7 20.7 21.9 +0.9 -0.6 KeNTUCKY

ohio C- 69.5 45.3 35.7 35.7 36.7 +5.9 +4.0 +2.7 +2.1 26.8 25.7 +2.7 +0.4 ohio

ColoRado D+ 69.5 45.2 39.7 40.2 32.4 +7.9 +4.0 +2.0 -2.1 32.2 30.2 +7.6 +0.2 ColoRado

delawaRe D+ 69.4 36.4 31.7 35.1 30.6 +3.6 +6.7 +1.6 +0.5 19.2 20.7 -0.5 -3.2 delawaRe

wisCoNsiN D+ 69.3 45.1 39.3 32.7 33.9 +6.8 +4.2 -0.7 -0.7 29.5 27.6 +7.3 -5.7 wisCoNsiN

missoURi D+ 69.2 41.1 35.5 35.7 34.3 +5.8 +7.0 +1.6 -0.5 23.7 22.1 -0.4 -0.8 missoURi

soUTh daKoTa D+ 69.2 41.8 41.5 32.8 36.9 +4.8 +5.7 -0.1 +0.1 21.0 21.0 +0.8 +1.6 soUTh daKoTa

iNdiaNa D+ 69.2 41.6 36.2 33.7 32.1 +4.6 +5.6 +2.3 +0.9 22.0 21.6 -1.3 -0.2 iNdiaNa

geoRgia D+ 69.0 33.8 26.8 29.3 26.9 +5.8 +7.9 +4.3 +2.5 24.6 25.8 -2.8 -6.1 geoRgia

illiNois D+ 67.7 37.6 33.1 32.3 32.7 +5.4 +5.3 +2.9 -1.9 31.9 30.2 -2.9 -3.9 illiNois

wYomiNg D+ 67.7 40.5 34.7 32.6 34.4 +0.9 +2.6 +0.6 +1.2 16.1 17.3 -0.5 0 wYomiNg

UTah D+ 67.7 41.2 35.1 31.0 32.9 +5.5 +3.4 -0.1 +1.3 21.4 22.0 +1.3 +2.1 UTah

TeNNessee D 66.3 28.4 25.2 28.0 27.9 +4.1 +6.6 +4.8 +2.8 22.8 24.0 -1.5 -4.5 TeNNessee

Rhode islaNd D 66.3 39.4 27.8 35.6 27.6 +8.5 +5.9 +6.2 -1.0 29.3 26.5 +0.7 -4.0 Rhode islaNd

iowa D 65.9 41.4 33.9 34.2 32.2 +4.1 +0.2 -1.8 -2.6 20.7 23.2 -1.0 -0.6 iowa

NebRasKa D 65.5 37.9 34.6 34.8 34.6 +2.5 +2.1 +1.9 +0.8 22.2 27.3 +0.3 +2.3 NebRasKa

oKlahoma D 65.0 32.7 23.8 27.7 25.7 +7.7 +3.8 +3.6 -2.2 21.2 18.8 -2.2 -3.0 oKlahoma

aRKaNsas D 64.8 36.3 27.0 28.8 26.7 +8.5 +10.2 +2.5 +0.1 23.6 25.7 +1.0 +5.6 aRKaNsas

NoRTh CaRoliNa D 64.8 43.2 35.6 32.2 28.7 +1.7 +3.1 -1.9 -2.2 27.9 30.2 +0.7 +2.3 NoRTh CaRoliNa

hawaii D 64.7 36.7 25.3 25.7 22.0 +8.8 +8.0 +2.4 +3.5 23.2 20.8 +1.7 -0.1 hawaii

NeVada D 64.7 32.1 24.8 24.0 22.4 +7.6 +6.1 +4.2 +1.5 19.8 17.2 -5.7 -2.9 NeVada

oRegoN D 64.6 37.1 36.6 30.9 33.3 +1.7 +4.1 +0.5 +1.1 26.8 25.8 +8.3 +6.0 oRegoN

alasKa D 64.5 37.8 33.5 27.2 27.0 +4.2 +4.0 -0.4 +3.0 31.0 22.8 -1.2 -2.4 alasKa

miChigaN D 63.9 35.1 30.5 29.7 30.5 +0.6 +1.8 -0.6 -2.5 24.5 28.9 -4.1 +1.4 miChigaN

aRizoNa D 62.7 28.0 29.0 24.7 26.9 +1.1 +6.2 +1.1 +2.3 28.1 29.3 -3.4 +4.8 aRizoNa

alabama D 62.5 24.5 20.4 28.2 23.8 +4.6 +6.6 +9.2 +1.7 26.9 26.8 -4.7 -2.6 alabama

soUTh CaRoliNa D- 62.4 34.0 30.2 27.6 24.5 -0.1 +3.1 +1.1 -0.8 25.5 26.0 -0.4 0 soUTh CaRoliNa

CaliFoRNia D- 62.2 30.2 23.4 23.7 22.2 +4.2 +3.4 +4.1 +1.6 30.8 26.8 -0.1 -3.0 CaliFoRNia

New mexiCo F 59.4 26.2 20.2 19.8 21.7 +7.5 +6.4 +4.5 +2.5 25.8 23.5 -0.4 +0.8 New mexiCo

loUisiaNa F 58.6 22.8 20.3 18.3 20.4 +3.2 +6.1 +2.8 -0.1 21.2 24.8 -8.1 +0.8 loUisiaNa

disTRiCT oF ColUmbia F 57.6 17.0 11.2 16.8 13.7 +14.3 +10.5 +13.6 +3.8 33.0 24.4 +9.4 +6.0 disTRiCT oF ColUmbia

wesT ViRgiNia F 57.1 28.1 19.4 25.7 22.4 +2.2 -0.4 -4.7 -4.8 19.6 18.2 +4.0 -0.4 wesT ViRgiNia

mississiPPi F 55.3 22.2 15.2 21.7 19.3 +4.4 +4.1 +5.0 -3.7 24.2 26.9 -4.7 +2.7 mississiPPi

U.S. 1 d+ 68.7    38.4%    32.6%    31.5%    30.4% +5.1 +5.6 +3.1 +1.0 26.1 26.9 -1.8 -1.5 U.S. 



aChiEving EXCEllEnCE  high sChool graduation   advanCEd PlaCEMEnt 

naEP Math 2009 
Percent advanced

naEP Math Percent 
advanced 

Change 2003 to 2009

graduation rates 
(all students, Public schools)

high test scores (3 or above) 
Per 100 students in grades 11 and 12 

(Public schools)

8th Grade 8th Grade 2007
Change 2000  

to 2007
2009

Change 2000  
to 2009

   17.2%    +8.9%   77.3%    +2.1% 25.6 +12.9

14.1 +7.8 83.3 +1.0 25.6 +13.4

12.2 +5.4 73.7 +0.9 42.1 +27.8

12.8 +6.0 82.3 +8.7 21.4 +12.5

11.2 +4.7 76.2 +2.7 15.3 +8.9

5.6 +1.4 62.1 +12.1 28.1 +17.9

9.7 +4.6 77.6 +2.3 15.2 +7.5

7.6 +1.8 70.6 +10.1 30.2 +12.8

13.3 +4.5 77.2 -1.4 19.5 +12.2

10.0 +4.4 75.2 -1.5 11.5 +4.8

10.1 +1.8 77.7 +1.4 26.8 +14.8

7.4 +2.5 80.9 +1.0 5.8 +1.2

8.0 +3.7 73.5 -1.1 12.1 +7.1

8.3 +2.4 69.9 -7.4 35.2 +19.7

8.1 +3.2 77.6 +5.7 20.8 +12.9

10.7 +4.7 67.9 +5.7 18.5 +12.5

8.5 +4.4 65.1 +2.2 21.5 +12.6

8.4 +2.0 75.1 +1.6 10.6 +6.3

4.8 +1.1 71.8 +8.1 14.6 +9.9

7.8 +2.8 74.6 +3.9 13.8 +7.4

10.0 +2.5 73.2 +3.1 24.0 +14.8

6.2 +1.8 65.0 -2.0 19.2 +12.8

8.4 +1.9 81.0 +4.4 18.9 +9.9

6.7 +2.6 75.3 +4.0 8.9 +5.7

7.1 +2.3 75.4 -2.9 12.3 +6.2

7.3 +2.1 72.4 +1.7 11.5 +7.0

5.5 +1.4 57.8 +4.4 23.5 +16.4

7.2 +1.3 74.6 +0.9 22.9 +12.1

6.8 +2.4 72.6 -2.3 6.9 +3.5

6.5 +0.8 77.1 -2.2 20.7 +3.9

4.4 +1.5 65.8 +17.0 10.0 +5.2

5.6 +2.5 71.1 -1.5 11.3 +6.1

6.5 +1.0 80.2 +1.9 10.2 +5.4

7.6 +2.5 74.3 -4.0 8.5 +5.8

3.4 +1.4 71.8 +4.2 11.9 +5.7

4.3 +2.2 69.3 -0.3 13.6 +9.3

9.2 +2.0 57.8 -2.5 24.1 +14.5

4.4 +2.0 65.1 +2.8 8.8 +3.8

4.6 +1.9 41.8 -13.5 16.2 +10.4

8.3 +1.6 74.1 +11.1 11.8 +7.2

6.2 +0.5 65.2 +5.9 12.5 +4.2

6.6 +1.8 77.8 +4.8 15.0 +8.0

6.1 +3.4 68.2 +9.8 11.7 +7.6

3.6 +1.7 62.5 +1.2 9.1 +5.5

6.7 +1.8 54.9 +6.5 16.5 +7.6

5.1 +0.7 62.7 -5.8 25.3 +13.0

3.3 +1.6 54.9 -5.8 9.5 +4.4

4.2 +2.4 57.4 -2.2 3.5 +1.6

2.2 +1.0 59.5 +6.0 12.5 +5.9

2.4 +0.7 71.6 +1.4 8.8 +3.9

1.6 +0.6 62.5 +3.3 3.7 +1.9

   7.5%    +2.5%   68.8%    +2.0% 20.4 +11.3
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aChiEving EXCEllEnCE  high sChool graduation   advanCEd PlaCEMEnt 

naEP Math 2009 
Percent advanced

naEP Math Percent 
advanced 

Change 2003 to 2009

graduation rates 
(all students, Public schools)

high test scores (3 or above) 
Per 100 students in grades 11 and 12 

(Public schools)

8th Grade 8th Grade 2007
Change 2000  

to 2007
2009

Change 2000  
to 2009

   17.2%    +8.9%   77.3%    +2.1% 25.6 +12.9

14.1 +7.8 83.3 +1.0 25.6 +13.4

12.2 +5.4 73.7 +0.9 42.1 +27.8

12.8 +6.0 82.3 +8.7 21.4 +12.5

11.2 +4.7 76.2 +2.7 15.3 +8.9

5.6 +1.4 62.1 +12.1 28.1 +17.9

9.7 +4.6 77.6 +2.3 15.2 +7.5

7.6 +1.8 70.6 +10.1 30.2 +12.8

13.3 +4.5 77.2 -1.4 19.5 +12.2

10.0 +4.4 75.2 -1.5 11.5 +4.8

10.1 +1.8 77.7 +1.4 26.8 +14.8

7.4 +2.5 80.9 +1.0 5.8 +1.2

8.0 +3.7 73.5 -1.1 12.1 +7.1

8.3 +2.4 69.9 -7.4 35.2 +19.7

8.1 +3.2 77.6 +5.7 20.8 +12.9

10.7 +4.7 67.9 +5.7 18.5 +12.5

8.5 +4.4 65.1 +2.2 21.5 +12.6

8.4 +2.0 75.1 +1.6 10.6 +6.3

4.8 +1.1 71.8 +8.1 14.6 +9.9

7.8 +2.8 74.6 +3.9 13.8 +7.4

10.0 +2.5 73.2 +3.1 24.0 +14.8

6.2 +1.8 65.0 -2.0 19.2 +12.8

8.4 +1.9 81.0 +4.4 18.9 +9.9

6.7 +2.6 75.3 +4.0 8.9 +5.7

7.1 +2.3 75.4 -2.9 12.3 +6.2

7.3 +2.1 72.4 +1.7 11.5 +7.0

5.5 +1.4 57.8 +4.4 23.5 +16.4

7.2 +1.3 74.6 +0.9 22.9 +12.1

6.8 +2.4 72.6 -2.3 6.9 +3.5

6.5 +0.8 77.1 -2.2 20.7 +3.9

4.4 +1.5 65.8 +17.0 10.0 +5.2

5.6 +2.5 71.1 -1.5 11.3 +6.1

6.5 +1.0 80.2 +1.9 10.2 +5.4

7.6 +2.5 74.3 -4.0 8.5 +5.8

3.4 +1.4 71.8 +4.2 11.9 +5.7

4.3 +2.2 69.3 -0.3 13.6 +9.3

9.2 +2.0 57.8 -2.5 24.1 +14.5

4.4 +2.0 65.1 +2.8 8.8 +3.8

4.6 +1.9 41.8 -13.5 16.2 +10.4

8.3 +1.6 74.1 +11.1 11.8 +7.2

6.2 +0.5 65.2 +5.9 12.5 +4.2

6.6 +1.8 77.8 +4.8 15.0 +8.0

6.1 +3.4 68.2 +9.8 11.7 +7.6

3.6 +1.7 62.5 +1.2 9.1 +5.5

6.7 +1.8 54.9 +6.5 16.5 +7.6

5.1 +0.7 62.7 -5.8 25.3 +13.0

3.3 +1.6 54.9 -5.8 9.5 +4.4

4.2 +2.4 57.4 -2.2 3.5 +1.6

2.2 +1.0 59.5 +6.0 12.5 +5.9

2.4 +0.7 71.6 +1.4 8.8 +3.9

1.6 +0.6 62.5 +3.3 3.7 +1.9

   7.5%    +2.5%   68.8%    +2.0% 20.4 +11.3
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gradE

Early-Childhood EduCation                                                     CollEgE rEadinEss   EConoMy and WorKForCE

Early-learning  
standards

school-readiness  
definition

school-readiness  
assessment

readiness  
interventions

Kindergarten  
standards

defining  
readiness

College-Prep  
required

Course Credits  
aligned

aligning  
high school 
assessments

Postsecondary  
decisions

Work  
readiness

Career-tech  
diploma

industry  
Certification

Portable  
Credits

State early-
learning standards 

aligned with 
elementary-grade 

academic standards  
(2010-11)

State has  
formal definition  

of school readiness  
(2010-11)

State requires 
districts to assess 

readiness of
entering students  

(2010-11)

State has programs 
for children 
not meeting 

school-readiness 
expectations  

(2010-11)

Kindergarten-
learning

expectations are 
aligned with 
elementary-

secondary standards 
(2010-11)

State has defined  
college readiness  

(2010-11)

State requires 
all high school 

students to take 
a college-

preparatory 
curriculum to 

earn a diploma  
(2010-11)

Course credits 
required for 
diploma are  
aligned with 

postsecondary 
system 

(2010-11)

State high school 
assessments are 

aligned with 
postsecondary 

system  
(2010-11)

Statewide high school 
assessment results 
used for admission, 

placement, or 
scholarship decisions  

in state postsecondary 
system 

(2010-11)

K-12 education 
system has 

definition of work 
readiness  
(2010-11)

State offers 
standard high 

school diploma 
with career 

specialization  
(2010-11)

K-12 system offers  
pathway leading  

to industry- 
recognized  

certificate or license  
(2010-11)

K-12 system offers  
pathway to earn  

credits to transfer  
to postsecondary  
education system  

(2010-11)

ArkANsAs A 96.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 ArkANsAs

MArylAND A 96.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 MArylAND

TeNNessee A 92.9 4 in progress 4 4 4 4 Class of 2013 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 TeNNessee

TexAs A 92.9 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 TexAs

WesT VirgiNiA A 92.9 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 WesT VirgiNiA

georgiA B+ 89.3 4 4 4 4 4 4 Class of 2012 4 4 4 4 4 georgiA

iNDiANA B+ 89.3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 iNDiANA

NeW MexiCo B+ 89.3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NeW MexiCo

NeW york B+ 89.3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NeW york

oklAhoMA B+ 89.3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 oklAhoMA

MAiNe B 85.7 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 4 MAiNe

MiChigAN B 85.7 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 MiChigAN

NorTh CAroliNA B 85.7 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NorTh CAroliNA

AlABAMA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 Class of 2013 Class of 2013 4 4 4 4 AlABAMA

CAliForNiA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 CAliForNiA

FloriDA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 4 FloriDA

ioWA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 ioWA

keNTuCky B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 Class of 2012 Class of 2012 4 4 in progress 4 4 4 keNTuCky

louisiANA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 Class of 2012 4 4 4 4 louisiANA

PeNNsylVANiA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 PeNNsylVANiA

VirgiNiA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 4 4 VirgiNiA

hAWAii C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 in progress 4 in progress 4 4 4 hAWAii

NeVADA C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NeVADA

NeW Jersey C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NeW Jersey

ohio C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 4 Class of 2014 Class of 2014 in progress 4 4 4 ohio

oregoN C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 4 in progress Class of 2014 4 4 4 oregoN

WisCoNsiN C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 Class of 2015 Class of 2015 4 4 4 4 WisCoNsiN

ArizoNA C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 ArizoNA

ColorADo C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 ColorADo

CoNNeCTiCuT C 75.0 4 4 4 Class of 2018 Class of 2018 Class of 2018 4 4 4 4 CoNNeCTiCuT

illiNois C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 illiNois

MAssAChuseTTs C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 MAssAChuseTTs

MississiPPi C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 Class of 2012 4 4 MississiPPi

WAshiNgToN C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 WAshiNgToN

WyoMiNg C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 WyoMiNg

DelAWAre C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 DelAWAre

DisTriCT oF ColuMBiA C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 DisTriCT oF ColuMBiA

MiNNesoTA C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 MiNNesoTA

Missouri C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 Missouri

NeW hAMPshire C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NeW hAMPshire

rhoDe islAND C- 71.4 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 4 rhoDe islAND

souTh CAroliNA C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 souTh CAroliNA

uTAh C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 uTAh

VerMoNT C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 VerMoNT

AlAskA D+ 67.9 4 4 4 4 4 AlAskA

kANsAs D+ 67.9 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 kANsAs

NorTh DAkoTA D+ 67.9 4 4 4 4 4 NorTh DAkoTA

iDAho D 64.3 4 4 Class of 2013 4 4 iDAho

MoNTANA D- 60.7 4 in progress 4 4 MoNTANA

souTh DAkoTA D- 60.7 4 Class of 2014 4 4 souTh DAkoTA

NeBrAskA F 57.1 4 4 Class of 2015 Class of 2015 in progress NeBrAskA

U.S. 1 C+ 78.3 48 22 19 23 51 33 10 11 15 11 33 38 42 48 U.S. 

Transitions and Alignment

Note:  states are ordered based on unrounded scores. 
1  The U.s. row reports the grade and score for the average state and the numbers of states receiving credit for policies in the respective columns.  

soURCe: ePe Research Center, 2011
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gradE

Early-Childhood EduCation                                                     CollEgE rEadinEss   EConoMy and WorKForCE

Early-learning  
standards

school-readiness  
definition

school-readiness  
assessment

readiness  
interventions

Kindergarten  
standards

defining  
readiness

College-Prep  
required

Course Credits  
aligned

aligning  
high school 
assessments

Postsecondary  
decisions

Work  
readiness

Career-tech  
diploma

industry  
Certification

Portable  
Credits

State early-
learning standards 

aligned with 
elementary-grade 

academic standards  
(2010-11)

State has  
formal definition  

of school readiness  
(2010-11)

State requires 
districts to assess 

readiness of
entering students  

(2010-11)

State has programs 
for children 
not meeting 

school-readiness 
expectations  

(2010-11)

Kindergarten-
learning

expectations are 
aligned with 
elementary-

secondary standards 
(2010-11)

State has defined  
college readiness  

(2010-11)

State requires 
all high school 

students to take 
a college-

preparatory 
curriculum to 

earn a diploma  
(2010-11)

Course credits 
required for 
diploma are  
aligned with 

postsecondary 
system 

(2010-11)

State high school 
assessments are 

aligned with 
postsecondary 

system  
(2010-11)

Statewide high school 
assessment results 
used for admission, 

placement, or 
scholarship decisions  

in state postsecondary 
system 

(2010-11)

K-12 education 
system has 

definition of work 
readiness  
(2010-11)

State offers 
standard high 

school diploma 
with career 

specialization  
(2010-11)

K-12 system offers  
pathway leading  

to industry- 
recognized  

certificate or license  
(2010-11)

K-12 system offers  
pathway to earn  

credits to transfer  
to postsecondary  
education system  

(2010-11)

ArkANsAs A 96.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 ArkANsAs

MArylAND A 96.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 MArylAND

TeNNessee A 92.9 4 in progress 4 4 4 4 Class of 2013 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 TeNNessee

TexAs A 92.9 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 TexAs

WesT VirgiNiA A 92.9 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 WesT VirgiNiA

georgiA B+ 89.3 4 4 4 4 4 4 Class of 2012 4 4 4 4 4 georgiA

iNDiANA B+ 89.3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 iNDiANA

NeW MexiCo B+ 89.3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NeW MexiCo

NeW york B+ 89.3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NeW york

oklAhoMA B+ 89.3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 oklAhoMA

MAiNe B 85.7 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 4 MAiNe

MiChigAN B 85.7 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 MiChigAN

NorTh CAroliNA B 85.7 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NorTh CAroliNA

AlABAMA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 Class of 2013 Class of 2013 4 4 4 4 AlABAMA

CAliForNiA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 CAliForNiA

FloriDA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 4 FloriDA

ioWA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 ioWA

keNTuCky B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 Class of 2012 Class of 2012 4 4 in progress 4 4 4 keNTuCky

louisiANA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 Class of 2012 4 4 4 4 louisiANA

PeNNsylVANiA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 PeNNsylVANiA

VirgiNiA B- 82.1 4 4 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 4 4 VirgiNiA

hAWAii C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 in progress 4 in progress 4 4 4 hAWAii

NeVADA C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NeVADA

NeW Jersey C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NeW Jersey

ohio C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 4 Class of 2014 Class of 2014 in progress 4 4 4 ohio

oregoN C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 4 in progress Class of 2014 4 4 4 oregoN

WisCoNsiN C+ 78.6 4 4 4 4 Class of 2015 Class of 2015 4 4 4 4 WisCoNsiN

ArizoNA C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 ArizoNA

ColorADo C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 ColorADo

CoNNeCTiCuT C 75.0 4 4 4 Class of 2018 Class of 2018 Class of 2018 4 4 4 4 CoNNeCTiCuT

illiNois C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 illiNois

MAssAChuseTTs C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 MAssAChuseTTs

MississiPPi C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 Class of 2012 4 4 MississiPPi

WAshiNgToN C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 WAshiNgToN

WyoMiNg C 75.0 4 4 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 WyoMiNg

DelAWAre C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 DelAWAre

DisTriCT oF ColuMBiA C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 DisTriCT oF ColuMBiA

MiNNesoTA C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 MiNNesoTA

Missouri C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 Missouri

NeW hAMPshire C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 NeW hAMPshire

rhoDe islAND C- 71.4 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 4 rhoDe islAND

souTh CAroliNA C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 souTh CAroliNA

uTAh C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 uTAh

VerMoNT C- 71.4 4 4 4 4 4 4 VerMoNT

AlAskA D+ 67.9 4 4 4 4 4 AlAskA

kANsAs D+ 67.9 4 4 4 in progress 4 4 kANsAs

NorTh DAkoTA D+ 67.9 4 4 4 4 4 NorTh DAkoTA

iDAho D 64.3 4 4 Class of 2013 4 4 iDAho

MoNTANA D- 60.7 4 in progress 4 4 MoNTANA

souTh DAkoTA D- 60.7 4 Class of 2014 4 4 souTh DAkoTA

NeBrAskA F 57.1 4 4 Class of 2015 Class of 2015 in progress NeBrAskA

U.S. 1 C+ 78.3 48 22 19 23 51 33 10 11 15 11 33 38 42 48 U.S. 

>>Online: www.edweek.org/go/qc11
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WYOMING

RHODE ISLAND

NEW JERSEY

NEW YORK

CONNECTICUT

MARYLAND

VERMONT

MASSACHUSETTS

WISCONSIN

MAINE

ALASKA

NEW HAMPSHIRE

KANSAS

VIRGINIA

GEORGIA

PENNSYLVANIA

DELAWARE

WEST VIRGINIA

OHIO

MICHIGAN

NEbRASKA

ALAbAMA

MINNESOTA

CALIFORNIA

OREGON

INDIANA

ARKANSAS

IOWA

SOUTH CAROLINA

LOUISIANA

FLORIDA

NEW MExICO

WASHINGTON

ILLINOIS

KENTUCKY

MONTANA

MISSOURI

NORTH DAKOTA

SOUTH DAKOTA

ARIzONA

OKLAHOMA

TExAS

NORTH CAROLINA

COLORADO

MISSISSIPPI

TENNESSEE

UTAH

NEVADA

IDAHO

DISTRICT OF COLUMbIA3

HAWAII3

u.s.5

Note: States are ordered based on unrounded scores. 
1  Figures in this column are adjusted to reflect regional cost differences and weighted for student needs.      
2   The Clark County school district enrolls the majority of students in Nevada, making its per-pupil spending the statewide median. In addition, Clark County is Nevada’s lowest-

spending district. because of these two factors, a value for the McLoone Index comparable to other states’ cannot be calculated. Nevada’s grade is based on all other 
available indicators.

3   The District of Columbia and Hawaii are single-district jurisdictions. As a result, it is not possible to calculate measures of financial equity, which capture the distribution of 
funding across districts within a state. The District of Columbia and Hawaii do not receive grades for school finance.     

4  The District of Columbia does not have a state-level revenue source.         
5  The U.S. row reports the indicator value for the average state. 
SOURCE: EPE Research Center, 2011          

School Finance

A-
B+
B+
B+
B+
B+
B
B
B
B-
B-
C+
C+
C+
C+
C+
C+
C+
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C
C-
C-
C-
C-
C-
C-
C-
C-
C-
D+
D+
D+
D+
D+
D+
D+
D
D
D
D
D-
NA
NA
C

EQuity sPEnding

Wealth-neutrality 
score  
(2008)1

90.3
87.6
87.5
87.3
86.9
86.8
85.9
82.6
82.6
82.5
82.1
78.8
78.3
78.3
77.8
77.7
77.7
77.5
75.6
75.1
74.6
74.5
74.2
73.7
73.7
73.6
73.1
72.7
72.0
72.0
71.9
71.7
71.1
71.1
71.0
70.5
70.5
68.7
68.0
67.2
67.0
66.9
66.6
66.5
65.7
65.7
65.6
65.5
62.3
NA
NA
75.3

0.001
0.122

-0.002
0.104
0.025
0.201
0.123
0.023
0.060
0.110

-0.229
0.148

-0.018
0.181
0.128
0.154
0.295
0.067
0.037
0.162

-0.162
0.128
0.043
0.020
0.070
0.000
0.076
0.051
0.179
0.212
0.143
0.020
0.065
0.176
0.035
0.072
0.113
0.064
0.003
0.064
0.035
0.090
0.145
0.110
0.277
0.164

-0.010
-0.020
0.317

NA
NA

0.085

gradE
Relationship between 

district funding and local 
property wealth 

(negative value indicates 
higher funding for 
poorer districts)

Mcloone 
index  
(2008)1

91.4
90.1
90.9
97.7
90.6
93.0
83.7
88.6
91.6
87.3
91.2
87.2
89.4
89.4
90.1
89.3
86.5
94.4
90.7
91.5
92.9
92.3
92.4
91.1
91.2
89.8
92.3
91.4
91.0
94.0
95.1
92.9
91.8
88.2
85.7
91.8
90.0
91.0
90.4
92.0
92.6
90.3
92.0
93.6
88.9
89.8
94.7
NA2

88.8
NA
NA

    90.9

Actual spending 
as percent of 

amount needed 
to bring all 
students to 
median level

Coefficient of 
variation 

(2008)1

0.153
0.128
0.189
0.144
0.135
0.109
0.223
0.196
0.105
0.200
0.327
0.197
0.157
0.134
0.126
0.166
0.144
0.079
0.170
0.134
0.194
0.106
0.156
0.163
0.143
0.142
0.123
0.121
0.131
0.135
0.100
0.213
0.146
0.150
0.132
0.286
0.169
0.228
0.188
0.181
0.178
0.195
0.127
0.223
0.162
0.129
0.162
0.141
0.224

NA
NA

0.163

Amount of 
disparity in 

spending across 
districts (lower 
value indicates 
greater equity)

restricted 
range  
(2008)1

$4,666
4,596
8,657
6,381
5,549
3,784
7,911
7,400
2,854
5,782

11,498
6,001
3,706
3,782
3,802
5,017
4,642
2,091
4,592
3,643
4,386
3,011
3,850
3,172
2,950
3,614
2,943
2,867
3,604
3,827
2,765
4,070
2,501
5,239
3,224
5,197
4,447
3,876
4,372
2,933
2,772
3,980
2,652
6,298
4,427
3,015
1,632
2,781
3,256

NA
NA

$4,286 

Difference  
in per-pupil 
spending 

levels at the 
95th and 5th 
percentiles

Per-pupil 
expend itures 

(PPE), 
adjusted 

for regional 
cost 

differences 
(2008)

$17,114
14,310
15,598
15,012
13,283
12,239
17,050
12,559
11,370
14,087
15,424
12,840
11,680
9,851
9,897

12,320
11,949
11,880
10,795
10,318
12,491
10,496
10,396
8,852

10,467
9,983

10,541
11,367
10,051
11,540
9,810

10,593
8,722

10,030
9,893

13,228
10,538
11,629
11,221
8,435
9,137
8,439
8,261
9,541
9,498
8,507
6,525
8,228
8,633

13,311
12,457

$11,223 

Percent  
of students 
in districts 
with PPE  

at or  
above u.s. 

average 
(2008)1

 
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
88.9
99.6
64.1
76.4
96.4
69.1
41.9
72.6
48.5
52.8
88.4
7.0

31.4
24.6
20.3
18.1
30.5
33.5
27.2
13.4
10.0
8.5
9.9

28.1
10.7
18.1
19.1
27.4
6.9

22.2
15.7
15.6
10.3
4.3
3.3

10.8
5.2

20.6
4.3
1.7
1.0

10.4
4.0

100.0
100.0
40.6

spending index (2008)1

100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
100.0
98.8

100.0
97.4
97.0
98.9
97.1
91.5
97.6
95.1
95.2
99.5
92.1
90.7
90.5
84.7
90.4
90.5
92.3
89.2
84.1
82.7
84.8
87.4
92.1
87.5
86.8
89.7
90.7
84.9
86.3
85.5
85.4
78.6
74.0
71.9
83.1
80.7
86.9
75.5
78.3
57.4
81.5
68.8

100.0
100.0
89.3

Percent  
of total 
taxable 

resources 
spent 

on 
education 

(2008)

4.2
4.3
5.0
4.3
4.2
4.5
5.5
3.8
4.1
4.8
4.1
4.1
4.1
3.4
4.3
4.2
2.5
4.6
4.5
4.7
3.6
4.1
3.7
3.5
3.4
4.5
4.2
3.6
4.5
2.9
3.6
4.0
3.2
3.7
3.7
3.8
3.8
2.9
2.8
3.7
3.3
3.4
2.8
3.0
4.0
2.9
3.7
3.1
3.7

NA4

3.5
3.8

Per-pupil spending levels 
weighted by the degree  
to which districts meet  

or approach the national 
average for expenditures 
(cost and student need 

adjusted)

% %

% % %

100.0%
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aBout thE statE  
Policy surVEy
To collect information on state education 
policies for Quality Counts 2011, the Edi-
torial Projects in Education Research 
Center sent surveys to the chief state 
school officers in all 50 states and the 
District of Columbia. The surveys, distrib-
uted electronically on June 30, 2010, in-
cluded sections regarding transitions and 
alignment, school finance, and the im-
pact of the economy on education.

Respondents were asked to answer the 
questions and provide appropriate docu-
mentation to verify that the reported 
policies were in place at the time of the 
survey or for the 2010-11 school year. 
Such documentation might include state 
statutes, administrative rules, or Web 
links for information available online.

To ensure that answers were accurate 
and that consistent standards were ap-
plied uniformly across the states, EPE Re-
search Center staff members carefully 
evaluated each state’s responses and 
documentary evidence over a 15-week 
period. That process often included dis-
cussions with the respondents. In the ab-
sence of documentation, the center did 
not award credit or assume the policy 
was in place.

Between Sept. 23 and Oct. 22, 2010,  the 
EPE Research Center sent each chief 
state school officer a completed survey 
indicating the state’s initial responses 
and the independent determinations by 
the center based on the available evi-
dence. Officials in the state were asked 
to review the final answers and supply 
any corrections or changes that could be 

supported by additional documentation.

All 50 states and the District of Columbia 
participated in the survey. The EPE Re-
search Center would like to thank the 
many dedicated individuals at state edu-
cation agencies who generously contrib-
uted their time and effort in providing in-
formation for this year’s report. The 
Quality Counts editors and the center 
staff hope this examination of policies 
across the states will inform the efforts of 
researchers, legislators, policymakers, 
and practitioners.

hoW WE GraDED  
thE statEs 

For Quality Counts 2011, the Editorial 
Projects in Education Research Center 
graded the states based on results from 
53 distinct indicators spanning four per-
formance and policy categories. Those 
data were based on original analyses of 
state and federal data by the EPE Re-
search Center as well as the center’s an-
nual policy survey conducted during the 
summer of 2010. Survey responses were 
carefully verified with documentation, 
such as a state statute or other evidence 
provided by the state. States receive 
credit only for policy indicators that are 
determined to be in place based on the 
center’s review of the documentation 
provided. 

Quality Counts 2011 presents newly up-
dated scores and letter grades for the 
states in four critical areas. The Chance-
for-Success Index, the K-12 Achievement 
Index, and school finance grades, re-
spectively, capture key aspects of a 
state’s broad educational environment, 
school performance, and the level and 

equitability of school funding. The 
fourth updated category focuses on pol-
icies related to transitions and align-
ment from one segment of the educa-
tional pipeline to the next. 

This year’s report also includes the 
states’ overall, summative letter grades 
and scores. These grades incorporate 
the most recent information available 
from all six categories that make up 
Quality Counts’ full policy-and-perfor-
mance framework. Results for the 
teaching profession and the standards, 
assessments, and accountability sec-
tions were last updated for Quality 
Counts 2010. The overall state score is 
computed by taking the average of the 
six individual section grades, with each 
category carrying equal weight.

As is customary, indicators related to this 
year’s special focus—education and the 
economy—are not graded. The scoring 
rubric used to grade within a particular 
category depends on whether that cate-
gory consists of numerical measures or 
policy indicators. For the former, we em-
ploy a best-in-class approach for grading; 
for the latter, a policy-implementation 
tally.  

Best-in-Class GradinG:  
chance for success, k-12 achieve-
ment, school Finance 

Categories consisting of numerical indica-
tors—Chance for Success, the K-12 
Achievement Index, and school finance—
are scored using a best-in-class rubric. 
Under this approach, the leading state on 
a particular indicator receives 100 points, 
and other states earn points in propor-
tion to the gaps between themselves and 
the leader. 

This calculation is straightforward for in-
dicators with a clearly bounded measure-
ment scale. Examples of such indicators 
might be the zero-to-100-point scale for 
the percent of students proficient in 
reading, or states’ per-pupil expenditures 
expressed in positive dollar amounts. 

But some of the indicators—such as 
those related to the equity of education 
spending—use more-complex scales for 
which minimum or maximum values are 
not as clearly defined. For such indica-
tors, we evaluate a particular state based 
on its performance relative to the mini-
mum and maximum values on that indi-
cator. Those indicators are scored on a 
50-point base, meaning that all states 
start with 50 points rather than zero. 

To compute a state’s score for a given 
category, we average points across the 
applicable set of indicators. On a best-in-
class scale, a state’s overall score for a 
category can be gauged against an im-
plicit standard where 100 points would 
correspond to a state that finished first in 
the nation on each and every measure.

Policy GraDinG:  
transitions and alignment

The indicators reported in the Transitions 
and Alignment section of Quality Counts 
2011 consist of non-numerical measures 
showing whether a state has imple-
mented a particular policy or program. 
The three subcategories in this policy-ori-
ented section are scored on a 50-point 
base, with a state’s score reflecting the 
percent of tracked policies that it has im-
plemented. The scores and grades for 
major policy sections are calculated by 
averaging subcategory scores. For the 
Transitions and Alignment section, a 

state that has enacted all policies would 
receive a perfect score of 100 points.

thE GraDinG scalE

Using the scoring rules described above, 
each state receives a numerical score for 
each of the indicator categories. After 
rounding scores to the closest whole-
number values, we assign letter grades 
based on a conventional grading scale, as 
follows: 

a = 93 to 100 

a-minus = 90 to 92 

B-plus = 87 to 89 

B = 83 to 86 

B-minus = 80 to 82 

c-plus = 77 to 79 

c = 73 to 76 

c-minus = 70 to 72 

D-plus = 67 to 69 

D = 63 to 66 

D-minus = 60 to 62 

F = Below 60 

chancE For succEss
Early FounDations

Family income: Percent of dependent 
children (under 18 years of age) who live 
in above-low-income families. Low 
income is defined as 200 percent of the 
federal poverty level, which depends on 
the size and composition of the family. 
EPE Research Center analysis of data 
from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American 
Community Survey, 2009. 

Parent Education: Percent of dependent 
children with at least one parent who 
holds a two- or four-year postsecondary 
degree. Ibid. 

Parental Employment: Percent of 
dependent children with at least one 
parent who is steadily employed, defined 
as working full time (at least 35 hours per 
week) and year-round (at least 50 weeks 

during the previous year). Those not in 
the labor force are excluded from 
calculations. Active-duty military service 
is considered participation in the labor 
force. Ibid. 

linguistic integration: Percent of 
dependent children whose parents are 
fluent speakers of English. Fluency is 
defined as being a native speaker or 
speaking the language “very well.” All 
resident parents must be fluent in English 
for a family to be considered linguistically 
integrated. Ibid. 

school yEars

Preschool Enrollment: Percent of 3- and 
4-year-olds who are attending preschool, 
based on a three-year average. Both 
public and private education programs 
are counted. EPE Research Center 

analysis of data from the U.S. Census 
Bureau’s American Community Survey, 
2007, 2008, and 2009. 

kindergarten Enrollment: Percent of 
eligible children attending public or 
private kindergarten programs, based on 
a three-year average. The size of the 
entering kindergarten cohort is 
calculated based on the number of 5- 
and 6-year-olds in a state. Ibid. 

Elementary reading achievement: 
Percent of 4th graders in public schools 
who score at or above the “proficient” 
level in reading on the 2009 State NAEP 
assessment. National Assessment of 
Educational Progress, National Center for 
Education Statistics, U.S. Department of 
Education, 2009.

Middle school Mathematics 
achievement: Percent of 8th graders in 

public schools who score at or above the 
“proficient” level in mathematics on the 
2009 State NAEP assessment. National 
Assessment of Educational Progress, 
National Center for Education Statistics, 
U.S. Department of Education, 2009.

high school Graduation rate: Percent of 
public high school students who 
graduate on time with a standard 
diploma for the 2006-07 school year. The 
graduation rate is calculated using the 
EPE Research Center’s Cumulative 
Promotion Index (CPI) formula with data 
from the U.S. Department of Education’s 
Common Core of Data. EPE Research 
Center, 2010. 

young-adult Education: Percent of young 
adults (ages 18 to 24) who are either 
currently enrolled in a postsecondary 
education program or who have already 
earned a postsecondary credential. 

Those still enrolled in high school 
programs are excluded from the 
calculation. EPE Research Center analysis 
of data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 
American Community Survey, 2009. 

aDult outcoMEs

adult Educational attainment: Percent 
of adults (ages 25 to 64) who have 
earned a postsecondary degree. 
Calculations include all individuals whose 
highest level of attained education is an 
associate, bachelor’s, graduate, or 
professional degree. Ibid. 

annual income: Percent of adults (ages 
25 to 64) whose annual personal income 
reaches or exceeds the national median 
($35,082 in July 2009 dollars). Only 
individuals in the labor force are included 
in calculations. Ibid. 

Methodology

Sources  
And Notes
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steady Employment: Percent of adults 
(ages 25 to 64) who are steadily 
employed, defined as working full time 
(at least 35 hours per week) and year-
round (at least 50 weeks during the 
previous year). Those not in the labor 
force are excluded from calculations. 
Active-duty military service is considered 
participation in the labor force. Ibid. 

K-12 aCHieVeMent
achiEVEMEnt lEVEl 

naEP Mathematics 2009 (4th and 8th 
grades): Percent of public school 
students who score at or above the 
“proficient” level in mathematics on the 
2009 State NAEP assessment. National 
Assessment of Educational Progress, 
National Center for Education Statistics, 
U.S. Department of Education, 2009. 

naEP reading 2009 (4th and 8th 
grades): Percent of public school 
students who score at or above the 
“proficient” level in reading on the 2009 
State NAEP assessment. Ibid. 

achiEVEMEnt Gains 

naEP Mathematics change 2003-2009 
(4th and 8th grades): Change in NAEP 
scale scores for public school students 
between 2003 and 2009. Ibid. 

naEP reading change 2003-2009 (4th 
and 8th grades): Change in NAEP scale 
scores for public school students 
between 2003 and 2009. Ibid. 

PoVErty GaP 

Poverty Gap (4th grade reading and 8th 
grade math): Scale-score difference in 
2009 NAEP achievement between public 
school students eligible and non-eligible 
for the National School Lunch Program. 
Larger values indicate wider gaps in 
performance with higher scores for non-
eligible students. Ibid. 

 Poverty-Gap change 2003-2009 (4th 
grade reading and 8th grade math): 
Change in the size of the poverty gap for 
public school students between 2003 
and 2009. Ibid. 

achiEVinG ExcEllEncE 

naEP Mathematics 2009 Percent 
advanced (8th grade): Percent of public 
school students who score at the 
“advanced” level in mathematics on the 
2009 State NAEP assessment. National 
Assessment of Educational Progress, 
National Center for Education Statistics, 

U.S. Department of Education, 2009. 

naEP Mathematics Percent advanced 
change 2003-2009 (8th grade): Change 
in the percent of students scoring at the 
NAEP “advanced” level in mathematics 
between 2003 and 2009. Ibid. 

hiGh school GraDuation 

high school Graduation rate: Percent of 
public high school students who graduate 
on time with a standard diploma for the 
2006-07 school year. The graduation rate is 
calculated using the EPE Research Center’s 
Cumulative Promotion Index (CPI) formula 
with data from the U.S. Department of 
Education’s Common Core of Data. EPE 
Research Center, 2010. 

change in Graduation rate: Change in 
public high school graduation rate 
between 2000 and 2007. Ibid. 

aDVancED PlacEMEnt 

high aP test scores: Number of high AP test 
scores (3 or above) per 100 students in 
grades 11 and 12. Analysis is specific to 
public school students. EPE Research Center 
analysis of data from the College Board’s AP 
Summary Reports and the  U.S. Department 
of Education’s Common Core of Data, 2009. 

change in high aP scores: Change in the 
ratio of high AP scores for public school 
students between 2000 and 2009. Ibid.   

transitions  
anD aliGnMEnt
earlY-CHildHOOd edUCatiOn

Early-learning standards: State has 
early-learning standards that describe 
what preschool students should know 
and be able to do and has aligned those 
expectations with academic standards in 
the elementary grades. EPE Research 
Center annual state policy survey, 2010.

school-readiness Definition: State has a 
formal definition of school readiness that 
specifies the characteristics of a child 
ready to enter school and become a 
successful student. Ibid.

school-readiness assessment: State 
administers a statewide school-readiness 
assessment or requires local school 
districts to assess the readiness of 
entering students. Ibid.

readiness interventions: State provides 
students not meeting school-readiness 
expectations with targeted services that 

go beyond what is required under the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 
Programs that identify children based 
solely on demographic characteristics do 
not receive credit. Ibid.

kindergarten standards: State has 
standards describing what kindergarten 
students should know and be able to do 
and has aligned those expectations with 
elementary and secondary academic 
standards.  Ibid.

collEGE rEaDinEss

college-readiness Definition: State has 
formal expectations for what students 
will need to know and be able to do in 
order to be admitted to the state’s 
postsecondary institutions and enroll in 
credit-bearing courses. EPE Research 
Center annual state policy survey, 2010.

college-Prep required: State requires all 
students to take courses designed for 
students bound for four-year colleges or 
universities in order to receive a standard 
high school diploma. States receiving 
credit have defined a college-preparatory 
curriculum or identified its components. 
Ibid.

course credits aligned: State has aligned 
course-credit requirements for earning 
the standard high school diploma with 
requirements for admission into the 
state’s postsecondary institutions. Ibid.

aligning high school assessments: State 
has aligned the content of high school 
assessments with academic expectations 
for two-year and/or four-year colleges 
and universities. Ibid.

Postsecondary Decisions: State uses 
results from its standardized high school 
assessments to determine whether 
students will be admitted to state 
universities, be permitted to enroll in 
credit-bearing college courses in 
particular academic subjects, or be 
selected to receive academic 
scholarships. Ibid.

EconoMy anD WorkForcE 

Work-readiness Definition: State has 
formal expectations for what high school 
students will need to know and be able to 
do in order to be prepared for the 
workplace. EPE Research Center annual 
state policy survey, 2010.

career-tech Diploma: State gives students 
the option of earning a standard high 
school diploma with a concentration or 
endorsement in a career or technical field 

based upon the completion of a sequence 
of career-technical coursework. Ibid.

industry certification: State offers high 
school students the option of participating 
in a career or technical program or 
pathway that leads to an industry-
recognized certificate or license. Ibid.

Portable credits: State offers high school 
students the option of participating in a 
career or technical program or pathway 
allowing them to earn course credits that 
will be accepted by programs in the 
state’s postsecondary education system. 
Ibid.

school FinancE
EQuity

The EPE Research Center conducted an 
original analysis to calculate four dis-
tinct indicators that capture the degree 
to which education funding is equitably 
distributed across the districts within a 
state. In analyses adjusting for charac-
teristics of the student population, stu-
dents in poverty receive a weight of 1.2 
and special education students receive a 
weight of 1.9.

Wealth-neutrality score: This indicator 
captures the degree to which a school 
district’s revenue (state and local 
sources) is correlated with its property-
based wealth. Positive values indicate 
that wealthier districts have higher 
revenue levels. EPE Research Center 
analysis using: U.S. Department of 
Education’s Common Core of Data (CCD) 
2005-06, 2006-07, and 2007-08 (district-
level data); nCes Comparable Wage 
index 2005; U.s. Census Bureau’s Public 
Elementary-Secondary Education 
finance data for 2008; U.s. Census 
Bureau’s Small-Area Income and Poverty 
estimates 2008; U.s. department of 
Education’s School District 
Demographics data from the 2000 
Census.

Mcloone index: Indicator value is the 
ratio of the total amount spent on 
pupils below the median to the amount 
that would be needed to raise all 
students to the median per-pupil 
expenditure in the state. The index 
defines perfect equity as a situation in 
which every district spends at least as 
much as the district serving the median 
student in the state (ranked according 
to per-pupil expenditures). EPE 
Research Center analysis using: U.S. 
Department of Education’s Common 
Core of Data (CCD) 2005-06, 2006-07, 
and 2007-08 (district-level data); nCes 
Comparable Wage index 2005; U.s. 
Census Bureau’s Public Elementary-
Secondary Education Finance Data for 

2008; U.s. Census Bureau’s small-Area 
Income and Poverty Estimates 2008.

coefficient of Variation: This indicator 
measures the level of variability in 
funding across school districts in a state. 
The value is calculated by dividing the 
standard deviation of per-pupil 
expenditures (adjusted for regional cost 
differences and student needs) by the 
state’s average spending per pupil. Ibid.

restricted range: The restricted range 
is the difference between spending 
levels for the districts serving students 
at the 5th and 95th percentiles of the 
per-pupil-expenditure distribution. Ibid.

sPEnDinG

adjusted Per-Pupil Expenditures: 
Average statewide per-student 
spending, adjusted for variations in 
regional costs using the NCES 
Comparable Wage Index 2005. EPE 
Research Center analysis using: National 
Center for Education Statistics, 
Revenues and Expenditures for Public 
Elementary and Secondary Education: 
School year 2007-08 (Fiscal year 2008), 
May 2010.

Percent of students in Districts With 
PPE at or above u.s. average: 
Expenditures are adjusted for regional 
cost differences and student needs. EPE 
Research Center analysis using: U.S. 
Census Bureau’s Public Elementary-
Secondary Education Finance Data for 
2008; CCd district-level data 2005-06, 
2006-07, and 2007-08; nCes 
Comparable Wage index 2005; and U.s. 
Census Bureau’s Small-Area Income and 
Poverty Estimates 2008.

spending index: Index gauges state 
spending according to the percent of 
students served by districts spending at 
or above the national average as well as 
the degree to which lower-spending 
districts fall short of that national 
benchmark. Expenditures are adjusted 
for regional cost differences and student 
needs. Ibid.

Percent of total taxable resources 
spent on Education: Share of state 
resources spent on K-12 education. EPE 
Research Center analysis using: state 
and local revenues from the National 
Center for Education Statistics, 
Revenues and Expenditures for Public 
Elementary and Secondary Education: 
School year 2007-08 (Fiscal year 2008), 
May 2010; 2008 gross-state-product 
data from the U.S. Department of 
Commerce’s Bureau of Economic 
Analysis.
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As the assessment division of global education leader 

Houghton Mifflin Harcourt, Riverside is uniquely 

positioned to assist educators with the full range of 

activities that support student success, from instruction 

to intervention, and assessment to strategic planning. 

Riverside offers a complete line of educational solutions 

which provide everything from research-based 

assessments to clinical instruments to standards-aligned 

teaching and testing tools.

Riverside is the source for today’s most powerful 

solutions to assist schools as they strive for excellence. 

Our tools streamline the cycle of teaching, testing, 

reteaching, and analysis so educators spend less time 

analyzing data and more time with students.

Visit riversidepublishing.com or call 800-323-9540 

to learn more about what’s new throughout the year.
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MEANINGFUL
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sustainable solutions

800.733.6786  solution-tree.com 

Richard DuFour Rebecca DuFour Robert Eaker Robert J. Marzano Timothy Waters

Solution Tree introduces

Sustainable Solutions 
An extraordinary school-improvement program
We have brought together leaders in education to create a comprehensive, research-based approach to school 
improvement that brings results in two years—and helps educators build a sustainable culture of continuous 
improvement for the future. 

Solution Tree’s experienced Project Managers work with participating schools and districts to analyze their 
speci� c local needs, develop goals, align resources, design and implement an action plan, monitor progress, 
and celebrate success. Our experience in delivering inspired professional development, innovative publishing, 
and in-demand events allows us to provide unprecedented support for the two-year process.

Research has shown just how powerful the solutions identi� ed and developed by these education leaders are. 
We know Sustainable Solutions can meet your needs and ful� ll our vision of transforming education 
worldwide to ensure learning for all. 

building culture

strengthening leadership
supporting teachers

Call today to learn more!

How can we get real results in just two years? 

A Proven Foundation of Research
Renowned authors and researchers collaborate to bring your district the data-supported practices that will best 
meet your improvement goals. Sustainable Solutions focuses on three critical areas of school improvement.

1. Building Culture: Professional Learning Communities at WorkTM

 —Richard DuFour, Rebecca DuFour, and Robert Eaker

Schools and districts that are realizing positive growth create a culture of collaboration, collective inquiry, and 
continuous improvement. Educators must be working toward common goals. Sustainable Solutions schools 
create the structures and systems of a professional learning community using data analysis and SMART goals 
to drive continuous improvement toward a shared vision of excellence.    

2. Supporting Teachers: Curriculum, Assessment, and Instruction
 —Marzano Research Laboratory (Robert J. Marzano)

Schools and districts that are realizing positive growth focus on learning. However, most schools spend far 
too much time and effort on practices that do not impact student success. Robert J. Marzano’s research has 
identi� ed the high-impact practices. Sustainable Solutions schools create a quality student feedback system, 
ensure effective teaching in every classroom, and build background knowledge for all students.    

3. Strengthening Leadership: Balanced Leadership®

 —McREL (Timothy Waters)

Schools and districts that are realizing positive growth have effective leadership at every level. Building 
leadership capacity is essential to sustaining results. McREL meta-analyzed decades of research to identify 
critical leadership practices. Sustainable Solutions schools develop leadership responsibilities and practices most 
aligned with increasing student achievement.
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