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Introduction 

For the first time under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), states and districts were 

mandated in 2003 to produce accountability report cards presenting information on the 

performance of states, districts and schools during the 2002-03 year.  Though for many states, 

NCLB simply added new requirements to existing reporting systems.  NCLB states that 

production of report cards is intended to hold schools accountable by providing parents with 

information to make better choices and educators and communities with information necessary to 

mount improvement efforts.  Preliminary analysis of accountability report cards produced by 

state agencies in California, Georgia and Pennsylvania and a sample of school districts from each 

state indicates that current report card have a number of limitations that impede their ability to 

contribute to improved educational outcomes.1  This paper examines preliminary evidence on the 

content, format and accessibility of report cards produced at the state, district and school levels, 

with attention to how the results of this analysis relate to the purposes of accountability reporting 

espoused by NCLB.  It concludes with recommendations for report card developers based on this 

analysis and other research on accountability reporting from the education and healthcare 

sectors. 

Objectives of Reporting 

The accountability components of the federal education policy – No Child Left Behind – 

require states to develop content standards, create assessments and set performance standards 

and annual targets.  After administering annual assessments, states must publish annual reports 

on student performance.  While other sources of information on school and school system 

performance are available, my investigation looks specifically at accountability report cards. 

Accountability report cards are potentially a key source of information on student and 

school performance, and access to information on school performance is central to the theory of 

action behind standards-based accountability.  There are two main rationales for report card 

production.  First, report cards inform parent choice of schools and foster more general parent 

involvement in the education of their children.  Parent choice is particularly relevant under 

NCLB because parents in low-performing schools will have the right to transfer their children to 

better schools.  From the perspective of educators, report cards are intended to motivate schools 

                                                 
1 California, Georgia and Pennsylvania were chosen because this research is part of a larger study –  RAND’s 
Implementing Standards Based Accountability (ISBA) project.   
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to take action to improve and specifically mount data-driven improvement efforts.  This research 

is not intended to prove or disprove these theories of action but rather to present these objectives 

since they are central to evaluating the quality of report cards. 

NCLB Reporting Requirements 

Report cards have been associated with standards-based accountability reforms from the 

early stages of the movement.  America 2000 encouraged states to prepare report cards that 

publicize student performance at the school, local, state, and national levels.  Report cards were 

first required under the 1994 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.  

Reporting requirements are more extensive under the No Child Left Behind Act and are now 

required at the state, district and school levels. 

The No Child Left Behind Act requires states and school districts to prepare and 

disseminate annual report cards beginning no later than the 2002-03 school year.  Information 

must be reported on student performance at the state, district and school level.  States must 

produce state report cards and assist districts to ensure the preparation of local report cards.  

Schools are not required to prepare and disseminate their own reports, and information about 

individual schools may be presented in individual report cards or included in either the state or 

school district reports.   

Requirements for the content, format and access to report cards are set forth under section 

1111(h) of the law.  Content must include information on state test results, accountability or 

whether schools and students are meeting annual state targets, and teacher quality.  Requirements 

are presented in more detail in Table 1, below.  Report cards are required to be concise and 

presented in “an understandable and uniform format and, to the extent practicable, provided in a 

language that parents can understand” (sections 1111(h)(1)(B)(ii) and 1111(h)(2)(E).  

Additionally, report cards must be made “widely available through public means such as posting 

on the Internet, distribution to the media…” (section (h)(2)(E)).  Other Department of Education 

documents indicate that districts must “make these local report cards available to the parents of 

students promptly and by no later than the beginning of the school year” (U.S. Department of 

Education, 2003a), and that “posting report cards on the Internet alone is not a sufficient means 

for disseminating State and district report cards” (U.S. Department of Education, 2003b).  

Department documents also state that districts must disseminate district and state report cards to 

all schools, all parents of students attending those schools, and the community and that districts 
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may use “their regular method of communicating with parents to meet the dissemination 

requirement so long as it provides information to all parents.” 

In summary, NCLB requires that report cards be produced at the state and local 

level.  They must include content on assessment results, accountability, and teacher 

quality and be presented in a concise, understandable, and uniform format.  Access to 

report cards must be made widely available through means such as posting on the Internet 

and distribution to the media, as well as distributed directly to schools and parents. 

Whenever possible, report cards should be presented in a language understood by parents. 

Methodology 

I undertook this investigation as part of a larger study on the implementation of 

standards-based accountability policy at the state, district, school and classroom level: RAND’s 

Implementing Standards Based Accountability (ISBA) project.  The ISBA project is designed to 

identify factors that enhance the implementation of standards-based accountability systems, 

foster changes in school and classroom practice, and promote improved student achievement.  

The study follows selected states, districts, schools and teachers for three years through surveys, 

interviews, focus groups and document review.   

The sample for my investigation of report cards was the same as that of the larger study.  

The three sample states — California, Georgia, and Pennsylvania — were chosen for the ISBA 

study because of their different approaches to implementing standards-based accountability, their 

capacity for assessment system design and development, their experience with test-based 

accountability, the political and policy context in which the law was being implemented, and 

their willingness to participate and encourage their districts to participate in the study.  The 

research team selected 27 districts per state to participate in the study based on analysis of an 

appropriate number of districts to have sufficient statistical power to detect significant district-

level relationships.  All districts in each state were classified based on the number of elementary 

and middle schools (roughly equivalent to district size) and divided into five strata based on this 

classification.  For each state and within each stratum the team sampled districts with a 

probability proportional to size algorithm.  Due to non-response the final sample includes 21 

districts in California, 26 districts in Georgia, and 25 districts in Pennsylvania.  When looking at 

school level report cards in each district I randomly selected a school report card for analysis 

after ascertaining that report cards were consistent throughout the district. 
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Table 1:  NCLB Report Card Requirements 
 

 State 
Report 
Card 

1111h(1)C 

LEA  
Report 
Card 

1111h(2) 

School 
Report 
Card 

1111h(2)B 
Assessment Information 
For each grade and subject test: 

1. Percentage of students assessed, and 
2. Information on students at each state defined proficiency 

level, in the aggregate and disaggregated by: 

X X 
Compared to 

state 

X 
Compared  
to state and  

district  
Gender X X X 
Major racial and ethnic groups X X X 
Migrant status X X X 
Students with disabilities  
(compared to  non-disabled students) 

X X X 

Economically disadvantaged 
(compared to non-economically disadvantaged) 

X X X 

Accountability Information 
Comparison between the actual achievement for each group and the 
State’s annual objectives for AYP                                          

X X X 

All students X X X 
Economically disadvantaged X X X 
Major racial and ethnic groups X X X 
Students with disabilities X X X 
Limited English Proficient students X X X 

Aggregate and disaggregate information on academic indicators that 
the state has selected for AYP:  
Including graduation rate for secondary and an academic indicator for 
elementary and middle schools  

X X X 

Aggregate information on any additional indicators the state may use 
to determine AYP 

X X X 

Performance of LEAs regarding achieving AYP X X  
Number of schools identified for improvement X X  
Names of schools in improvement X X  
Percentage of schools identified for improvement  X X  
How long the schools have been identified for 
improvement 

X X  

Whether school has been identified for improvement   X 
Reason(s) school was identified for improvement   X 
Measures taken to address achievement problems of schools identified 
for improvement 

  X 

Teacher Information 
Professional qualifications of teachers as defined by the state X X X 
Percentage of teachers teaching with emergency or provisional 
credentials 

X X X 

Percentage of classes taught by highly qualified teachers in the state, 
LEA, and school 

   

Percentage of classes in the state not taught by highly qualified 
teachers (aggregate and in the highest and lowest quartile schools 
based on poverty) 

X X X 

English Language Proficiency 
Information on the acquisition of English proficiency by LEP students   X 
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In order to study accountability report cards, first, I reviewed literature on educational 

indicators, healthcare quality report cards, and educational report cards.  Then, I reviewed 

relevant portions of the No Child Left Behind Act and state documents, and communicated with 

state and district officials to explore implementation strategies.  Next, I gathered report cards at 

the state, district and school level from the three states and analyzed them based on their content, 

format and accessibility.  Finally, I created rubrics for report card content, access and format and 

graded states on each dimension. 

The remainder of this document will review the findings at each stage of analysis with 

particular attention to the process used in my investigation.  It will conclude with preliminary 

recommendations for report card development and areas for further research related to 

accountability report cards. 

Relevant Literature 

To assist analysis of report cards I reviewed selected literature from three bodies of 

research with relevance to discussions of school report cards.  The first relates to identification of 

appropriate school indicators.  The second specifically examines the construction of school 

profiles.  The third comes from health care, where there is more research on quality reports.  

While not providing a comprehensive review of the literature, the selections reviewed highlight 

critical issues to consider when evaluating the effectiveness of accountability reporting 

programs.  The literature is organized around the three dimensions of my analysis – content, 

format and access, though access literature is very limited. 

Content 

 Research identifies two main types of indicators of school quality – indicators related to 

inputs into the education process and outcomes of the process.  The NCLB Act required content 

for report cards is primarily composed of outcome measures.  But research indicates that other 

indicators are valuable especially for the objectives of report card production discussed earlier – 

guiding parent choice of schools and general involvement in education, and aiding school 

improvement efforts. 

Robert Johnson (2002) categorizes indicators frequently included in accountability report 

cards as related to context, resource, process or outcome.  Context indicators report on the 

demographic characteristics of students and the school community including percentage of 

students receiving free/reduced lunch and parent educational levels.  Resource indicators convey 
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the financial capability of the school and professional capabilities of teachers including teacher 

educational level and per pupil expenditure.  Process indicators provide information on the 

educational policies and instructional practices including percentage of the school day dedicated 

to reading and extracurricular activities offered.  Finally, outcome indicators present educational 

results such as test scores and graduation rates. 

Johnson recommends that choice of indicators be rooted in the purpose intended for the 

report cards.  If school profiles are primarily used for accountability, then outcome indicators 

would be combined with context and resource indicators to enable equitable comparison between 

schools serving similar students.  Given that current accountability legislation focuses on 

progress based on state curriculum, then criterion-referenced assessments aligned to state 

curricula make appropriate outcome indicators.  Standardized norm-reference achievement tests 

are appropriate if national levels of achievement are the desired outcome.  Profiles designed to 

aid school improvement efforts should report outcome indicators together with process indicators 

(Johnson, 2002). 

Ideally, input indicators should have a clear and empirically established relationship to 

outcomes.  If the purpose of a school report card is to support stakeholder decision making that is 

focused on improvement of student outcomes, than the validity of those decisions will be 

supported if a statistical relationship exists between the input indicators and the student outcomes 

that are the target of the school improvement efforts.  This is often discussed in terms of the 

amount of outcome variance that can be accounted for by indicators.  Therefore, selection of 

indicators may be guided by asking: which indicators capture more of the variance associated 

with student outcomes?  In terms of context indicators, the socio-economic status of students is 

consistently related to achievement outcomes.  Indicators of SES include the percent of students 

receiving free and reduced lunch and parent education levels.  Resource indicators associated 

with achievement scores include teacher turnover rates and expenditure per pupil in elementary 

and middle schools.  Valid process indicators can be culled from the effective schools literature 

including length of school day/year, curriculum emphases, parent involvement, grouping or 

tracking practices, focus on teaching and learning and collegiality (Oakes, 1989).  Though, 

process indicators are more difficult to capture in a school profile and measure in a reliable way 

(Johnson, 2002).  Another consideration is the quality of indicators.  “Indicators should be 

generally accepted as valid and reliable statistics” (Oakes, 1989).  This is accomplished by 
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ensuring that indicators have a clear, unambiguous definition, that indicators align with the 

purpose of the profile and that indicators meet stakeholder information needs. 

Another factor relevant to report card content selection is the types of indicators that 

motivate key decision makers, in this case parents and educators.  If report cards are designed to 

stimulate action on the behalf of parents and educators, it is relevant to consider what type of 

content they desire in report cards.  A study of report card content conducted by A-Plus 

Communications suggests that parents and taxpayers want a mix of qualitative and quantitative 

indicators, specifically safety indicators and teacher qualifications, along with performance data 

such as text scores and promotion rates, presented in a succinct format and including relevant 

comparative data (1998).  Parents, taxpayers and educators ranked the following indicators most 

useful: (1) safety, (2) teacher qualifications, (3) test scores, (4) class size, (5) graduation rates, 

and (6) drop-out rates.  While safety was a top concern, respondents were unsure about how to 

accurately measure or indicate safety.  Educators were more likely than parents and taxpayers to 

want information on resources such as per pupil spending.  Parents found school demographic 

data least useful.  Parents, taxpayers, and educators expressed some unease about use of test 

scores as the main measure of school performance.  Test scores were considered an important but 

incomplete measure of school quality.  

However, caution should be taken in interpreting these findings.  There are a number of 

factors that influence what types of information consumers’ desire.  For example, in studying 

health quality report cards Hibbard and Jewett’s (1997) found that comprehension drives 

salience; if consumers do not understand information they are more likely to dismiss it as 

unimportant.  Therefore, understanding of indicators is a key dimension of investigating which 

indicators are most motivating to key decision making.  These findings also underscore the 

complexity of communicating quality information effectively to consumers.  The process of 

determining what should appear in report cards and what is salient to consumers will necessarily 

be an iterative one, in which consumers’ interest in quality information evolve along with their 

understanding of quality indicators.  Therefore, report cards may be used to educate the public 

and expose them to new measures of quality.   

Format and Access 

 Report card format impacts how report cards are viewed, understood and used.  There is 

ample research recommending aspects of report card format that would aid their 
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comprehensibility.  These include the use of headers and differentiated test types, inclusion of 

comparison data, a mix of narrative explanation along with tables or charts, and presentation of 

short summary reports with options to access more detailed information.   

This section first discusses research from the health care sector.  This literature is relevant 

to education because research suggests that publication of performance data in health care will 

influence the behavior of both consumers and providers.  These objectives are very similar to 

those driving the production of education report cards.  In the health care sector there are two 

primary reasons for publicizing performance data.  The first reason is to increase the 

accountability of health care organizations, professionals and managers.  Greater accountability 

allows patients a more informed basis on which to hold providers accountable directly through 

purchasing and treatment decisions or indirectly through political processes.  The second reason 

is to stimulate improvements in the quality of care provided.  This is accomplished through 

economic competition, performance management, or appeals to professional interest of those 

working in health care (Marshall, Shekelle, Davies, and Smith, 2003).  Two similar causal 

accounts apply in the education sector. 

Health care report cards can influence consumer decision making, but getting consumer 

attention may be difficult.  In an experiment testing whether or not health plan report cards 

influenced employee decision making, Hibbard, Berkman, and Jael (2002) found that half of 

employees did not remember seeing report cards despite receiving them by mail.  Those that 

remembered seeing report cards reported being influenced by the reports.  Therefore, this 

research suggests that improving the process of dissemination and design of reports could 

increase the effect of the reports on consumer decisions.  The findings call for greater efforts to 

increase exposure to the reports. 

Vaiana and McGlynn (2002) draw on research from cognitive science to explore the link 

between how information is displayed and its comprehension and use.  Their findings identify 

several key features of user-friendly documents.  First, headers should contain an action or 

indicate that the text will answer a question the reader wants answered.  Type choices should 

help distinguish between body text and headings or titles.  And attention needs to be paid in 

creating effective tables and graphs.  They also make specific recommendations related to the 

design of web-based reports.  Web sites should be interactive, allowing users to select the 
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information they want in the format they are most comfortable.  Web sites are particularly well 

equipped to present information in usable and flexible ways through interactive interfaces. 

Hibbard (1998) reviews results of three studies of health care report cards and raises 

several issues about their use in stimulating improvement.  First, consumers are found to have 

difficulty understanding the meaning of outcome indicators and have difficulty processing 

information.  This suggests that report cards should be made more digestible, but in so doing, 

there may be a tradeoff with some of the market effects (e.g., improved health plan performance) 

that justify report card efforts in the first place.  A common strategy to reducing the information 

processing burden inherent in current comparative quality reports is to provide fewer 

performance measures for consideration by summarizing individual measures into scores (“roll-

up”).  Roll-ups may mask real differences among plans and may make it harder for health plans 

to show improvement.  If plans perceive it this way, it may reduce their incentive to improve. 

In sum, studies of health care quality reports have several lessons with salience to 

educational reporting.  First, publicizing performance data may lead to improvement by 

influencing the behavior of consumers and providers (Marshall et al., 2003).  The fact that report 

cards influence decision making in health care suggests that the same may be possible in the 

education sector (Hibbard, Berkman, and Jael, 2002).  However, the same study highlights the 

need to design report cards in ways that will be memorable and comprehensible for users.  Vaina 

and McGlynn’s (2002) work suggests that use and comprehension can be aided through attention 

to design and layout, especially through the use of web technology that presents report cards in 

flexible and interactive formats.  However, Hibbard cautions report card producers not to 

simplify information to such an extent that it makes it harder for service providers to demonstrate 

progress.   

Studies of educational report cards also provide guidance on the format of report cards, 

including the type of summary statistics (e.g., percentile ranks) used and types of comparisons 

made.  Research conducted by the Louisiana Department of Education suggests that the way 

indicators are presented drive stakeholder behavior (Rafferty and Treff, 1994).  For example, the 

use of percentage passing to summarize test scores encouraged educators to focus on students 

near the cutoff thresholds.  Therefore, use of percentage passing or proficiency categories may 

motivate educators to ignore students at either extreme of the achievement continuum.  Results 

from the Louisiana study indicate that data in tables should include frequencies along with 
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percentages.  Jaeger, Gorney and Johnson’s (1993) results indicate that achievement data should 

be shown over several years, and points of comparison should be provided with district 

information.   

Another consideration when evaluating school report cards is the appropriate use of 

comparisons to provide context for interpreting outcome measures.  School outcomes can be 

compared to those of the nation, the school district or similar schools.  Equitable comparisons of 

school outcomes require formation of comparison groups of schools operating in similar 

contexts.  Indicators used to form comparison groups should meet two criteria: (a) the indicators 

are factors beyond the control of the schools; and (b) research should indicate that there is a 

relationship between the grouping indicators and student outcomes.  More sophisticated forms of 

comparisons involve regression models that use context variables to predict the performance of 

schools and then compare actual performance with predicted performance; although, these types 

of comparisons may be more difficult for stakeholders to interpret (Johnson, 2002).  In a study 

conducted by A-Plus Communications (1998), respondents felt comparisons were an important 

component of report cards but were split on the type of comparison.  For example, some parents 

and taxpayers felt measuring against a standard was useful, while others disagreed based on the 

potential consequences of labeling schools as failing.  Comparing schools to “similar schools” 

also received mixed reviews with educators favoring this comparison, taxpayers opposing and 

parents mixed.  Respondents favored comparisons to other schools in the district and state and 

trend data indicating patterns in achievement over time. 

Research on the optimal length of school profiles is generally consistent.  Jaeger, Gorney, 

et al. (1993) found that parents and school board members prefer four-page profiles to two-page 

profiles.  In addition, these groups were more accurate in judging the quality of schools with the 

longer profiles.  Parents and taxpayers in the A-Plus Communications study (1998) preferred 

short, three- to four-page report cards, but many suggested that longer report cards be available 

upon request.  While, the A-Plus Communications study found that design and layout were 

important elements, but parents and taxpayers did not want this to overshadow content.   

Summarizing the studies of education report cards, Johnson (2000) advocates the 

following considerations when designing accountability report cards for a clearly specified 

purpose: (1) the quality of potential indicators, (2) stakeholder information needs, (3) preferences 

in profile formats and data presentation, and (4) the accuracy of judgments about school 
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conditions based on the school profiles.  Notably absent from the literature on report cards is 

research on access to report cards.  Optimal ways to get report cards to key stakeholders is an 

area that warrants study. 

The following sections examine the state role in reporting, results of analysis of report 

cards at the state, district and school levels, and findings across states related to report card 

content, format and accessibility.   

State Role in Reporting 

No Child Left Behind requires that states produce accountability report cards at the state 

level, but permits either districts or states to produce and disseminate district and school report 

cards.  In addition, districts may choose to produce district report cards which include 

information on each school in the district or separate school report cards.  The three states in the 

Implementing Standards-Based Accountability project sample display a range of responses to 

reporting requirements. 

California 

State Proposition 98, signed into law in 1988, requires each school to file an annual 

School Accountability Report Card (SARC).  The document has historically been submitted to 

the California Department of Education (CDE), posted on the state web site, and distributed to 

parents and community members.  The CDE modified the content required in the SARC for the 

2002-03 school year in order to comply with NCLB reporting requirements. 

The California Department of Education (CDE) produced a state report card for 2002-03 

which is available at this time only upon request.  The CDE is required by state law to maintain a 

centralized set of links to facilitate access to School Accountability Report Cards throughout the 

state.  According to California Education Code, school districts do not have to produce district-

level accountability report cards as long as the school accountability report cards include the 

information about district performance required by NCLB.  The CDE provides templates and 

downloadable data to facilitate the production of school accountability report cards by districts.   

Georgia 

Under state law, the Office of Student Achievement (OSA) – a separate agency from the 

Georgia Department of Education (GDOE) – is the accountability reporting agency for K-12 

education.  OSA produces a report card for every school, district and the state as a whole that 
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includes all components that are mandated by state law and most federal requirements.  In 

addition, the OSA together with the GDOE produces separate AYP reports.    

Georgia emphasizes a distinction between report cards and AYP reports.  In compliance 

with NCLB and state law, report cards must show results on state assessments for all students 

tested.  On the other hand, AYP academic achievement reflects students who meet the definition 

of attending a full academic year.  Currently this information is disseminated in separate reports, 

however the AYP reports will soon be added under an “Accountability” tab on the OSA report 

card web page. 

The report cards and AYP reports are available through the Georgia Department of 

Education web site.  Eventually, PDF versions of the report card will be available on the web 

site, but implementation has been delayed due to budget constraints.  Some districts have their 

own resources to produce accountability reports, while others rely solely on the OSA report card. 

Pennsylvania 

 Pennsylvania produces state-level report cards but leaves district and school reporting up 

to local districts.  However, the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) provides much of 

the data required for district and school reporting on its web site as well as an Excel template for 

districts to use in creating their report cards and sample district and school report cards.  

Pennsylvania plans to eventually include links to district report cards on the PDE web site.  Right 

now, PDE is encouraging districts to forward report cards to them so they can begin development 

of the web site. 

 In sum, state authorities in Georgia are producing state, district and school report cards.  

In California, the state is producing the state report card and templates with preloaded data for 

districts.  The state also aids in dissemination by providing links to district and school report 

cards.  In Pennsylvania, the state is producing state report cards.  Districts are producing their 

own school report cards, including limited district information, with assistance from the state.   

Findings by State  

California 

State Report Cards 

The California Department of Education (CDE) produces a paper version of a 

consolidated state accountability report card (see Appendix A).  The report card is composed of 

outcome indicators, including percent of students scoring at each proficiency level on the 
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California Standards Test, proficiency levels for the high school exit examination, the statewide 

API average and graduation rate, the number and percent of school and districts making Annual 

Yearly Progress (AYP), and the number and percent of schools designated for Program 

Improvement status.  Proficiency levels for the California Standards Tests and the High School 

Exit Examination are presented for each grade level tested and by subject, as well as being 

disaggregated for all major subgroups.  Aggregated proficiency level data is provided for the 

2001-02 school year as a point of comparison. 

The California state report card meets the majority of the NCLB requirements for state 

report cards.  Required information not included are disaggregated information for API scores 

and graduation rates (the additional indicators selected by the state), and the percentage of 

classes not taught by highly qualified teachers, both in the aggregate and in the highest and 

lowest quartile schools based on poverty.  Finally, there is a link to the California Department of 

Education web site to receive a list of the names of schools in improvement status and the length 

of time they have been identified for improvement, but no list included in the report card.  

Comparison data is presented for each aggregated proficiency level for the California Standards 

Test and the High School Exit Examination for the 2001-02 school year alongside the 2002-03 

school year to facilitate comparisons.   

The data are presented in tabular format with brief narrative descriptions.  For example, 

the results for each tested grade and subject area are presented in separate tables.  Each table is 

accompanied by the following explanation:  

“The California Standards Tests show how well students are doing in relation to 

the state content standards.  Student scores are reported as performance levels.  

The five performance levels are Advanced (exceeds state standards), Proficient 

(meets state standards), Basic (approaching state standards), Below Basic (below 

state standards), and Far Below Basic (well below state standards).” 

The narrative introductions also include referrals to web links in order to find additional 

information.  The state report card is 20 pages long. 

At present, access to the state report card is limited.  It is available upon request but it is 

unclear what the state is doing to let the public know how to obtain the report.  According to a 

CDE official, the report card will soon be posted on the CDE web site, but the timeline for this 

posting was not determined as of July, 2004.  The same data presented on the report card is 
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available through the CDE web site.  Though not consolidated into a single report card, 

information is available on AYP, disaggregated student performance, and graduation rates.  This 

data is also provided in Spanish.  It takes “5 clicks”2 off of the main CDE web page to access 

state report card data.  The links have labels such as AYP reports and Phase I or Phase III 

reports, which assumes users understand this terminology. 

District Report Cards 

The CDE interprets NCLB as requiring the production of school accountability report 

cards but not separate district report cards, as long as the required information on districts is 

included in the school-level reports.  Out of the 21 California school districts in the ISBA 

sample, only two districts post district accountability report cards on their web sites. Both district 

report cards provide a wide range of information, including outcome, process, resource and 

context indicators, in a mix of narrative, graph and tabular formats.   

School Report Cards 

Out of the 21 California school districts in the ISBA sample, 12 districts have school 

accountability report cards posted on their web site.  The SARCs in 10 out of 12 districts follow 

the state template with minor variations.  The remaining two offer abbreviated versions.  The 

California school accountability report card template includes process, resource, context, and 

outcome indicators (see Appendix D).  Process information includes opportunities for parent 

involvement, school safety indicators such as the number of suspensions and expulsions, school 

climate information, such as the programs to recognize student success, and textbooks and 

instructional materials.  Resource indicators include class size, teacher experience and credential 

information, the number of counselors and other support staff, professional development 

activities, instructional minutes and fiscal and expenditure data.  Context information portrays 

student demographics such as racial and ethnic backgrounds and percent of students qualifying 

for free and reduced price lunches.  Outcome indicators include API scores, STAR test results, 

and AYP status. 

California is the only state out of the three in which SARCs consistently include process 

indicators, yet, the process information is not very informative.  For example, several districts in 

California include generic statements about curriculum and instruction such as “curriculum is 

developed and appropriately aligned in accordance with the state frameworks, model curriculum 

                                                 
2 Clicks refers to the number of selections a user must make in order to find the desired web page. 
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standards, district policies, and student instructional needs.”  The same is true of textbook and 

instructional materials.  Reports generally state when different subject area programs were 

adopted, but do not list the names of programs.  In addition, there is a fair amount of overlap in 

narrative between report cards in different districts.  This suggests that districts are relying 

heavily on the state template to produce report cards.  In addition, most districts in the sample are 

not customizing descriptive information for various schools.  For example, many of the school 

report cards in one large urban district had the same “message from the principal.” 

There is some variation in the format of report cards in California.  Most include 

narrative explanatory information and data displayed in tables.  Three districts include sidebars 

with pictures, explanatory information (e.g., Q: What is API?  A: The Academic Performance 

Index …), and quotes (e.g., “The secret in education lies in respecting the students” R.W. 

Emerson). 

Georgia 

State Report Cards 

In Georgia, the Governor’s Office of Student Achievement (OSA) produces a web-based 

version of the state accountability report card.  Report card data is currently available for the 

2000-01, 2001-02, and 2002-03 school years.  The report cards present a mix of context and 

outcome indicators (see Appendix B).  Context indicators include total state enrollment, 

enrollment disaggregated by race, disability status, LEP status, eligibility for free/reduced price 

meals, and migrant status.  Outcome indicators include state test results by grade and subject area 

– GA Kindergarten Assessment Program, GA Criterion Referenced Competency Test, Middle 

and High School Writing Assessments, High School Graduation Test, and the GA Alternate 

Assessment (for students with severe disabilities).  In addition, results are presented for national 

tests including NAEP, SAT and ACT.  Finally, the report card provides dropout rates and 

attendance rates.  All data is provided for the 2001-02 (and sometimes also 2000-01) alongside 

the 2002-03 results to facilitate comparison.  In addition, the comparison tab on the web site 

provides links to the Georgia School Council Institute and the Georgia Public Policy Foundation 

web sites, which provide more advanced comparison tools. 

The Georgia state report card meets the majority of the NCLB requirements.  AYP data is 

currently not available on the report card but available on the Georgia Department of Education 

web site.  The OSA is in the process of adding it to the state report card.  Also, the report card 
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presents the number of students in each subgroup and as a whole tested, but not the percent of 

students in each group tested.  A separate web page provides AYP reports, including the names 

of schools in improvement and how long they have been identified, but there is no summary data 

on the number of schools or percentage of schools identified for improvement.  And again, this 

data is not presented on the actual state report card.  Finally, a separate web site/report provides 

data on the percent of out-of-field teachers, but no teacher quality data is presented on the state 

report card. 

The format of the report card is a web page with the following tabs: Georgia Tests, 

Indicators, Demographics, National Tests, and Comparisons.  Indicators include dropout rates, 

graduation rates, attendance data, and the percent of students participating in alternate 

assessment.  Each tab presents tables.  Under the Georgia Tests tab, data is presented for each 

tested grade and subject in the form of charts that display the percent of students scoring at each 

performance level (Does not meet, Meets, Exceeds) for all students and for each significant 

subgroup.  The way the chart is constructed is somewhat confusing and does not facilitate 

comparison because results are clustered by subgroup listing each content area (see Appendix B).  

It may be easier to see the differences in performance between groups if scores were clustered by 

content area, and then results for each group listed below.  The web-based report card presents 

all information in a similar chart format.  There is no narrative explanatory information provided.  

However, the web page providing links to the various report cards provides general information 

about the type of information included in report cards. 

The report card is accessible only on the web site at this time.  The OSA plans to provide 

a PDF version, but delayed development due to budgetary constraints.  The web-based report 

cards are accessible in “five-clicks” off of the Georgia Department of Education home page.  

Once the report card web page is found, it is fairly easy to navigate by selecting different tabs 

with different information.  According to the state, information is provided in chart format in 

order to make it easier for parents who speak other languages to access the data.  However, it 

would be very difficult to interpret the charts without being able to read the labels. 

District Report Cards 

The OSA presents the same information for districts that it does for states on its web site 

(see Appendix B).  The state is the primary producer of report cards in Georgia.  Out of 26 

districts sampled in Georgia, only one posts a district report card; one district posts an extensive 
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“annual report” on the district, including information on curriculum and instruction, testing and 

accountability, staff development and technology, finance and capital improvements, community 

and public relations, school nutrition, human resources, and mini-profiles of each school.  One 

large urban school district posts school profiles with links to state report card sites.  A total of 

five out of 26 sample districts post links to the OSA web site with school and district report 

cards.  Two of the 26 districts post a list of schools in the district and their AYP status.  E-mail 

communications with an official at the Office of Student Achievement confirm that the majority 

of districts in Georgia rely on the state-produced report cards.  Parents are referred to the state 

web site when they inquire about school performance.  When I contacted officials from the two 

ISBA sample case study districts, neither had knowledge of report cards when I inquired about 

them. 

School Report Cards 

The OSA produces the same web page for the school-level reports as is produced for the 

state and district levels (see Appendix B).  As discussed above, these report cards focus 

exclusively on context and outcome data, such as percent of students proficient on state exams 

and attendance and graduation rates.  A review of the sample districts did not reveal any 

additional school-level report cards.  

 Pennsylvania 

 State Report Cards 

The Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) produces a web-based version of the 

state accountability report card (see Appendix C).  It is in the form of a web site with explanatory 

information and links to data tables provided in PDF or Excel formats.  An older version of the 

report card is also available for the 2001-02 school year.  The report card contains outcome and 

resource indicators, including percent of students scoring at each proficiency level based on the 

state test in mathematics and reading, graduation rates, attendance rates, and information on 

highly qualified teachers.  In the achievement section of the report card, proficiency levels for 

the state test are presented for each grade level tested and by subject, as well as being 

disaggregated for all major subgroups.  In the accountability section of the report card, 

proficiency levels for all students and each major subgroup are presented for mathematics and 

reading, with the state standard for proficiency posted at the top of each table.  These tables also 

include participation rates.   
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Like the other two states in the sample, the Pennsylvania state report card meets the 

majority of the NCLB requirements for state report cards.  While the number, names and 

percentage of schools meeting/not meeting AYP are not listed on the report card, this 

information is available on another report on the PDE website.  A link to this report card is 

provided on the report card web page.  On this report the total number of schools in each 

category (Meeting AYP, Making Progress, and School Improvement – Warning, School 

Improvement I, School Improvement II, Corrective Action I, and Corrective Action II) is listed, 

as well as a link to an Excel table listing all schools in each category with information on which 

subgroups in each school are meeting AYP standards. 

Information on highly qualified teachers is presented through a link on the state report 

card.  This information is the most complete out of the three sample states.  The state’s definition 

of “highly qualified” is presented along with the number and percent of teachers meeting the 

definition.  This information is presented for the state as a whole as well as disaggregated for 

high and low poverty districts.  Other data includes the percentage of teachers teaching with 

emergency credentials.  The only NCLB requirements not met are the percent of schools 

identified for improvement, how long each school in this category has been identified, and highly 

qualified teacher information is presented as the absolute number and percentage of teachers as 

opposed to the percentage of classes not taught by highly qualified teachers. 

The data are presented in tabular form with narrative descriptions and summaries.  

Pennsylvania has the most information to support interpretation included with its web site.  At 

present, access to the state report card is available only on the PDE web site.  Users can access 

the state report card with “one-click” off of the PDE home page through a link labeled “2002-03 

State Report Card.”  A link on the side of the report card page takes the user to the AYP reports.   

District and School Report Cards 

Twelve out of 25 sample districts post report cards on their web sites.  Out of this 12, 

seven post separate school and district report cards, and the others incorporate school-specific 

data into the district report card.  The report cards generally follow the state template, focusing 

exclusively on outcome indicators such as proficiency percents and AYP information.  Report 

cards in six of the 12 districts are composed entirely of charts and/or tables, lacking any narrative 

interpretation or explanation (See Appendix E).   
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Cross-state Findings 

Content 

 What research suggests and what parents and educators want in report cards does not 

entirely match what I found in report card content.  Report cards in Georgia and Pennsylvania 

focus primarily on test score-related outcome measures.  Pennsylvania also includes the percent 

of highly qualified teachers on their report cards, and Georgia also includes information on 

graduation and attendance rates and student demographic data.  California report cards include a 

variety of input and outcome measures, including indicators such as school safety and climate for 

learning, class size, teacher credentials, and fiscal and expenditure data, as well as test results.  

However, many of the input indicators included in the California report cards are not very 

specific, relying on generic, prefabricated statements. 

 Using what the literature recommends on indicators of school quality and the objectives 

driving the production of report cards, I created a rubric to rate the content of report cards in each 

state.  The rubric includes three dimensions of content: (1) the degree to which report cards 

include meaningful indicators of school quality, (2) the degree to which content supports parent 

choice, and (3) the degree to which content supports school improvement by including indicators 

that relate directly to high-quality teaching and learning.3  The complete rubric is presented in 

Appendix F. 

 In Georgia I rated the school-level accountability report cards produced by the state and 

displayed on the state web site.  In the other two states I rated the template that districts follow to 

create report cards, and then verified the rating with a sample of report cards from each state.  I 

chose to focus on school-level report cards for my ratings because information on the school 

level is central to the two theories of action driving the production of report cards: guiding parent 

choice and fostering greater involvement, and motivating educators to mount improvement 

efforts. 

 California received a “B” on report card content for its inclusion of more informative 

indicators including both input and outcome measures, as well as many of the indicators valued 

by parents and educators.  Georgia and Pennsylvania score a “D” for focusing primarily on test 

scores (see Appendix I). 

                                                 
3 This analysis drew on a framework presented by Jeannie Oakes in her 1989 article on educational indicators that 
relate to high-quality teaching and learning: resource use, organizational policies, and school culture. 
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Format 

There is ample research recommending aspects of report card formats that would aid their 

comprehensibility.  These include use of headers and differentiated text types, inclusion of 

comparison data, a mix of narrative explanation along with tables or charts, and presentation of 

short summary reports with options to access more detailed information.  All three states use 

headings and different text typologies to highlight different indicators on their report cards.  In 

addition, all three states consistently provide some type of comparison data on school report 

cards, either longitudinal or between different levels of score aggregation.  Report cards in 

Georgia and Pennsylvania tend to rely primarily on charts and tables to convey information.  On 

the contrary, California report cards use a combination of narrative and charts/ tables to present 

data.   Overall, the charts and tables on the California report cards tend to display less 

information, making them easier to interpret.  Comprehensibility is also aided by the inclusion of 

narrative explanation.  Overall, the California report cards are quite long, averaging 18 pages.  

Some districts provide short forms of the report cards to parents, with long versions available 

upon request.  The Pennsylvania report cards are frequently shorter.  The Georgia report cards 

are comprised of a series of web pages and are not available in a format that is easy to print.  A 

few districts in California and Pennsylvania are producing more stylized report cards.  They 

include colorful charts and pictures, and sidebars that provide extra explanations such as “What 

is a norm referenced test?” 

My format rubric focuses on the dimensions that are more variable between states, 

including (1) effective use of headings and differentiated text typology, (2) comparison data, and 

(3) a mix of narrative and charts or tables (see Appendix G).  Since format did vary between 

report cards, I rated all sampled report cards and then averaged to get a score for each state. 

California received an “A” on format for its use of section headings, inclusion of comparison 

data and mix of narrative explanation and simplified tables and charts.  Pennsylvania received a 

“B,” primarily because fewer report cards include both narrative and charts and tables.  Finally, 

Georgia received a “C” for including only charts and tables (see Appendix I). 
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Access 

Based on communications with officials in the three states, it is clear that state and 

district web sites are the main access points for school accountability report cards.  There is 

limited evidentiary warrant to comment on access to report cards from this exploratory study.  

Communications with a few districts in each state highlight a wide range of dissemination 

efforts.  One district in Pennsylvania reported that parents receive notices distributed at each 

school to attend a PTO meeting or other evening meeting where the report card web site is 

demonstrated.  Though despite this effort to get parents involved, only one parent actually 

participated.  A district in California indicated that parents were notified in school newsletters 

and condensed forms of the report card were sent home to all parents.  Finally, Georgia district 

officials report relying on parent inquiries to initiate referral to the report cards.  I cannot 

comment on the extent to which these mechanisms reach parents. 

Despite the fact that state and district web sites are the primary access point for school 

accountability report cards, not all sample district report cards are available on the web.  While 

100 percent of report cards are available in Georgia, only 67 percent are available in California, 

and 48 percent in Pennsylvania.  In addition, web sites can be difficult to navigate, requiring 

knowledge of accountability jargon.  Required information is frequently not consolidated into a 

single web page.  A final point related to access is the availability of report cards in other 

languages.  NCLB requires that report cards be distributed in other languages to the extent 

possible.  Out of 72 sample districts, only one posted a report card in Spanish on the web. 

My rubric to rate report card access includes the following dimensions: (1) percent of 

school accountability report cards (SARCs) found on the web, (2) presence of links to SARCs on 

the state web site, (3) the number of clicks needed to get to state report card web pages, and (4) 

the degree to which data required by NCLB is consolidated into a single report (see Appendix 

H).  When determining an access grade, I counted the first dimension – percent of report cards 

found on the web – twice because it seemed the central indicator of access. 

California received a “B” on access for providing links to SARCs on the state web site 

and consolidating all required data onto a single report, yet not all reports are available on the 

web.  Georgia received a “C” despite having all SARCs available on the web, because the report 

card web page was difficult to find and required navigation to several web pages in order to find 

all required information.  Pennsylvania also received a “C” because not all SARCs were found 
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on the web and for failing to provide links to SARCs on the state web site, requiring consumers 

to search them out on individual district sites, which can also be difficult to navigate. 

Finally, I averaged the grades for each state to get overall averages (see Appendix I).  

California is doing fairly well in terms of report card content, format and access, receiving an 

overall score of “B+,” followed by Pennsylvania with a “C,” and then Georgia with a “C-.”  

While based on the available research on report cards and quality indicators, these grades remain 

fairly subjective and should only be considered a rough indicator of the relative quality of report 

cards.  More importantly, the process of rating report card content, access and format reveals a 

number of general recommendations for improvement.  Since reporting programs in compliance 

with NCLB are in their early stages, this is an ideal time to make recommendations. 

Recommendations 

Expand report card content to include more meaningful indicators of school quality. 

Current report card content is primarily composed of test-based outcome indicators and 

generic, marketing-type statements about school processes.  The lack of quality indicators 

reflects the limitations of current measurement strategies.  More meaningful measures of school 

quality would enable report cards to provide valuable information about schools to parents and 

educators.  This in turn would allow parents to make more informed decisions about which 

schools to select for their children, or when choices are not available, direct parents to aspects of 

the school program that they can pressure schools to improve.  Better measures of school quality 

would help educators direct school improvement efforts and mitigate the tendency to focus 

improvement efforts solely on raising test scores. 

Involve a full range of stakeholders in the development process. 

Different stakeholders desire different types of indicators in report cards.  For example, , 

Jaeger, Gorney, and Johnson (1994) found that parents prefer information about school 

environment and safety, while superintendents and school board members prefer achievement 

data.  In order to meet the needs of multiple stakeholders, input should be solicited from all 

groups for whom production of report cards is intended to influence behavior.  In addition, if 

report cards are intended to be part of larger school improvement efforts, the development of 

report cards could be a form of annual self-assessment in which school staff engage in a process 

of examining practices and outcomes. 
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Design studies to investigate the impact of report cards on decision making. 

Lessons from the health care sector demonstrate the value of studying the use of report 

cards.  For example, evaluations should be conducted to assess the degree to which parents use 

performance information to make choices.  In addition, the degree to which and ways in which 

educators use report cards in improvement efforts should be monitored.  The results of this 

analysis could guide future development of report cards, indicating which dimensions of report 

cards should be given priority.   

Expand dissemination efforts beyond web-based formats/ Increase access. 

If districts are going to rely on the web as the primary vehicle for dissemination, links to 

report cards should be presented more prominently on state, district and school home pages.  In 

addition, labels should avoid jargon such as “AYP reports.”  Interactive web-based reports 

should be accompanied by PDF versions.  This makes it easier for schools to provide copies to 

parents upon request.  Finally, report cards should be made available in the languages spoken by 

parents at each school. 

Recommendations for ISBA Project 

In order to gain greater understanding of the role accountability report cards play in 

reform efforts, it would be necessary to ascertain the level of stakeholder access to and 

awareness of report cards.  Some data regarding parent access and awareness could be collected 

through inclusion of a related question in the parent focus groups, though few conclusions could 

be drawn due to selection issues.  Information on school- and district-level awareness of report 

cards could be determined through inclusion of a question in the superintendent, principal and 

teacher surveys.  This question could probe awareness and access to report cards in addition to 

whether individuals find report cards a useful tool in their improvement efforts. 
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Appendix A: Selected Pages from the California State Report Card (page 2) 

 
Grade 2 

English-Language Arts 
 
The California Standards Tests show how well students are doing in relation to the state content standards. Student 
scores are reported as performance levels. The five performance levels are Advanced (exceeds state standards), 
Proficient (meets state standards), Basic (approaching state standards), Below Basic (below state standards), and Far 
Below Basic (well below state standards). Students scoring at the Proficient or Advanced level meet state standards 
in that content area. More information can be found at the California Department of Education Web site at 
http://star.cde.ca.gov/.  

 
California Standards Test Results in English-Language Arts, 2001-02 and 2002-03 

 
Proficiency Percentages 

Year Total 
Enrollment 

Number 
Tested 

Percent 
Tested 

Far 
Below 
Basic 

Below 
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced 

2001-02 494,442 456,794 92 15 22 31 23 9 
2002-03 490,952 482,219 98 13 19 32 24 12 
 

California Standards Test Results in English-Language Arts  
Disaggregated by Student Subgroup, 2002-03 

 
Proficiency Percentages 

 Total 
Enrollment 

Number 
Tested 

Percent 
Tested 

Far 
Below 
Basic 

Below 
Basic Basic Proficient Advanced 

Ethnic Group 
African American  38,487 37,658 98 16 22 34 21 7 
American Indian or 
Alaska Native 3,966 3,871 98 14 18 34 24 10 

Asian 37,003 36,514 99 5 9 26 33 28 
Filipino 11,653 11,499 99 3 9 32 37 19 
Hispanic or Latino 243,300 239,516 98 18 25 35 18 5 
Pacific Islander 2,942 2,905 99 8 17 38 27 10 
White (not Hispanic) 148,728 145,636 98 6 11 29 33 21 

Subgroup 
Socioeconomically 
Disadvantaged 291,136 277,669 95 18 25 35 18 5 

English Learners 178,975 169,695 95 20 28 34 15 4 
Students with 
Disabilities 41,197 36,068 88 36 24 23 12 5 

Migrant Education 
Services  13,691 13,465 98 26 32 30 10 2 

Gender 
Male 251,767 246,423 98 15 20 32 23 10 
Female 239,125 235,741 99 10 18 32 26 14 
Note:  The state goal for Adequate Yearly Progress for English-Language Arts is 13.6% of students at or above 

Proficient. 
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Appendix A: Selected Pages from the California State Report Card (page 17) 

 

Academic Performance Index 
 
The Academic Performance Index (API) is a score ranging from 200 to 1000 that annually 
measures the academic performance and progress of individual schools in California. More 
information on the API can be found at the California Department of Education Web site at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ap/.   
 
The API is one component of California’s definition of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), 
required under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). A procedure established by 
NCLB determined the statewide API goal of 560. The API goal under AYP will increase over 
time so that all schools are expected to reach 800 by 2013-14. 
 
 

Actual Statewide API Compared to Statewide API Goal, 2002-03 
 

Statewide API Statewide API Goal 

686 560 

 
 

High School Graduation Rate 
 
The high school graduation rate is a required component of California’s definition of 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), required under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
(NCLB). The graduation rate is calculated by dividing the number of high school 
graduates by the sum of dropouts for grades 9 through 12, in consecutive years, plus the 
number of graduates. A procedure established by NCLB determined the statewide 
graduation rate goal of 82.8%.  
 
 

Actual Statewide Graduation Rate Compared  
to the Statewide Graduation Rate Goal, 2001-02 

 

Statewide Graduation 
Rate 

Statewide Graduation 
Rate Goal 

86.8% 82.8% 
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Appendix A: Selected Pages from the California State Report Card (page 18) 

 
Adequate Yearly Progress Status 

 
The federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) requires that all students perform at or above the 
Proficient level on the state's standards-based assessments by 2013-14. In order to achieve this 
goal, districts and schools must make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in meeting minimum 
annual measurable objectives in English-language arts and mathematics. Detailed information 
about AYP can be found at the California Department of Education Web site at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ay/.   
 
Schools and local education agencies (LEAs) that do not make AYP for two consecutive years 
enter Program Improvement (PI). PI is a federal intervention program where schools and LEAs 
are subject to increasingly severe sanctions for each year they do not make AYP.  The list of all 
schools and LEAs identified for PI can be found at the California Department of Education Web 
site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/ac/ay/. 
 
Note:  LEA refers to school districts, county offices of education that operate schools, and direct-
funded charter schools. 
 
 

Adequate Yearly Progress and Program Improvement Status 
of Local Education Agencies and Schools, 2002-03 

 

Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) Status 

Program 
Improvement (PI) 

Status  Total 
Number Number 

making 
AYP 

Percent 
making 

AYP 

Number 
in PI 

Percent 
in PI 

Local Education Agencies 
(LEAs) 1,039 456 43.9% -- --

Schools 9,019 4,690 52.0% 1,201 22.0%
 
Note:  Local Education Agencies (LEAs) will be first identified for Program Improvement (PI) in 
2004-05.  The percent of schools reflects the number of schools in PI divided by the total number 
of schools that received Title I funding in 2002-03.  
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Appendix A: Selected Pages from the California State Report Card (page 19) 

 
Teacher Qualifications 

 
The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) requires that all teachers teaching in core academic subjects be “highly 
qualified” not later than the end of the 2005-06 school year. In general, NCLB requires that each teacher must have: 
(1) a Bachelor’s degree, (2) a state credential or an Intern Certificate/Credential for no more than three years, and (3) 
demonstrated subject matter competence for each core subject they teach. More information on teacher 
qualifications required by NCLB can be found at the California Department of Education’s Web site at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/nclb/sr/tq/.  
 
 

Type of Teacher Credential, 2001-02 
 

Type of Credential Percent* 
Full 86.4 
Alternative routes to certification (District Internship, 
University Internship) 2.4 

Pre-Internship 2.6 
Teachers with Emergency Permits (not qualified for a 
credential or internship but meeting minimum 
requirements) 

10.6 

Waiver 1.0 
 
*Teacher credential data may not have been submitted or a teacher may hold more than one type of credential. As a 
result, percentages reported in this table may not add to 100%.  
 
 

Teacher Education Level, 2001-02 
 

Education Level Percent 
Doctorate 1.0 
Master’s Degree plus 30 or more semester hours 14.8 
Master’s Degree 15.1 
Bachelor’s Degree plus 30 or more semester hours 47.0 
Bachelor’s Degree 21.5 
Less than Bachelor’s Degree 0.6 
None Reported 0.0 

 
 

Percentage of Core Academic Courses Taught  
by Highly Qualified Teachers, 2001-02 

 

 
Percent of core courses 

taught by 
highly qualified teachers 

Statewide NA 
In High-Poverty Schools NA 
In Low-Poverty Schools NA 
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Appendix B: Selected Pages from the Georgia State Report Card 
http://reportcard.gaosa.org/k12/reports.asp?ID=ALL:ALL&TestKey=C*6&TestType=qcc 

 

 

Update 2/16/04: 
OSA is currently working on augmenting the K-12 Report Card with data elements that the Georgia 
Department of Education published in previous years’ report cards. The state has moved to one official 
report card to minimize any confusion for our public. Many school districts asked for these additions, and 
we decided to respond this year instead of delaying until next year. During this period, we will post 
additions as they are readied and provide an update notice. For this reason, the printable report cards in 
pdf format are being delayed in a cost-effective effort until further notice. We are sorry for any 
inconvenience this delay may cause, but in this time of budget shortfalls we are being judicious in the use 
of the agency funds. We appreciate your patience as we continue to improve the information and 
presentation in the Report Card in order to make it more user-friendly for our public who have a stake in 
improving the future of Georgia's children by providing quality educational opportunities.  

 
 

 

   
GKAP-R  CRCT1  CRCT2  CRCT3  CRCT4  CRCT5  ·CRCT6·  CRCT7  CRCT8  MGWA  GHSGT  GHSWT   

 

 

State of Georgia 
Total Enrollment: 1,496,012  

6th Grade - Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT) 
Percentage of Students at Each Performance Level: Comparison For All Students 
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Appendix B: Selected Pages from the Georgia State Report Card – continued 

 

6th Grade - Georgia Criterion-Referenced Competency Tests (CRCT) 
Percentage of Students at Each Performance Level: Comparison By Race/Ethnicity 
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Appendix B: Selected Pages from the Georgia State Report Card – continued 

 

   
Graduation Rate  Grades 7-12 Dropout Rates  Grades 9-12 Dropout Rates  ·Attendance·  GAA   

 

 

State of Georgia 
Total Enrollment: 1,496,012  

Percentage of Students by Range of Days Absent 
For All Students and All Subgroups 
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Appendix C: Selected Pages from the Pennsylvania State Report Card  

http://www.pde.state.pa.us/pas/cwp/view.asp?a=3&q=97989 

 

Accountability System  
  

2003 STATE REPORT CARD 

The Pennsylvania Department of Education’s State Report Card shows how well students 
across the Commonwealth are doing in mathematics and reading in elementary, middle 
and high schools as measured by the Pennsylvania Assessment System.  This data is 
based on the State’s content and achievement standards and other key indicators of 
school success and meets the requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB).   It 
can be used to show not only the absolute level of achievement of a school’s students and 
their growth from one year to the next, but how well each group of students within that 
school is doing.   
  
While there are pockets of excellence in many parts of the state, there is also a significant 
gap between how well low-income students, students of color, migrant, those for whom 
English is not their primary language, and youngsters with disabilities are faring compared 
to their white, non-poor peers.  The achievement of low-income students, racial and ethnic 
minorities, English language learners, migrants, and students with disabilities must meet 
the standards of Adequate Yearly Progress in order for a school to be considered one that 
is meeting the standard Pennsylvania has set to respond to the requirements of the NCLB. 
High levels of performance by one group of students can no longer mask the low level of 
performance of other groups of students. 
  
While not the good news hoped for, the data collected and analyzed to meet the 
requirements of the NCLB is helping the State focus on the problem and to see it clearly.  
This is the first step in meeting the goals and standards Pennsylvania has set for providing 
the kind of education that all of the children in the State need and deserve.   

Accountability Section    

• excel  
• pdf   

The purpose of the Accountability section of the Pennsylvania State Report Card is to show 
how well students have done in their measurement against the No Child Left Behind 
goals.  This section includes the proficiency levels and participation rate for the students 
who took the Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA) in Reading and 
Mathematics in the Spring of 2003. 
  
The information on the chart is divided into a number of groups: 
All Students:                         All students that were tested 

Race Subgrouping:                   White Students   
                                           Black or African American Students   
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                                           Latino or Hispanic Students   
                                           Asian Students   
                                           Native American or American Indian Students 

IEP:                                     Students who have individual education programs,    
                                          usually related to Special Education 

Limited English Proficient:        Those students whose first language is not English in    
                                          the process of learning English 

Migrant Students:                   Children of migrant workers 

Economically Disadvantaged:   Determined through eligibility for free and reduced   
                                         lunch  

Achievement Section 

•  excel    
•  pdf   

The purpose of the Achievement Section of the Pennsylvania State Report Card is to 
compare how students have performed on the PSSA test over the past two years.  The 
proficiency levels for 2001-02 and 2002-03 are presented side by side for comparative 
purposes. 

The information on the chart is divided into a number of groups:  

All Students:                        All students that were tested 

Race Subgrouping:                White Students   
                                         Black or African American Students   
                                         Latino or Hispanic Students   
                                         Asian Students   
                                         Native American or American Indian Students 

IEP:                                    Students who have individual education programs,    
                                         usually related to Special Education 

Limited English Proficient:       Those students whose first language is not English in    
                                         the process of learning English 

Migrant Students:                 Children of migrant workers 

Economically Disadvantaged:  Determined through eligibility for free and reduced   
                                        lunch  
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Highly Qualified Teachers 
  
Click on this link to view the information gathered on Highly Qualified Teachers at the state
and district level.  
  
  
  
Other Factors  

• excel  
• pdf  

Along with the achievement information, participation rate, and accountability information, 
schools also have to show improvement each year in attendance and graduation rates.  
Attendance is applicable for K through 8 grade schools, and graduation rate is applied to 
high schools.  Please note that the attendance rate was not computed on all public schools 
because some schools did not provide their attendance data to the Department.   
  
In addition the identification of where all schools fall within the NCLB designated categories
is provided.  Each category requires certain actions by the district, as defined below:  
Meeting AYP             School has met all of the targets for the Accountability System  
  
Warning                  The school is in its first year of not making the targets in the 

Accountability System, and needs to address the appropriate issues.  
School                    School choice, school assistance teams, and a specific plan for  
Improvement           improvement. 
Year I  
  
School                   Same as above, plus supplemental services such as tutoring 
Improvement 
Year II 
  
Corrective               Same as School Improvement plus significant changes in  
Action Year I           leadership, curriculum, professional 
  
Corrective               Same, plus significant changes in governance such as  
Action Year II          reconstitution, chartering, or privatization 
  
Things to Know About the State Report Card 
Click here for interesting facts about the state Report Card and its components. 
  
For more information contact: 
Sheri Rowe 
Bureau of Assessment and Accountability  
srowe@state.pa.us  
Voice:  717.705.2343  
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Appendix D: Sample California School Accountability Report Card – page 1 
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Appendix D: Sample California School Accountability Report Card – page 2 
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Appendix D: Sample California School Accountability Report Card – page 3 
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Appendix D: Sample California School Accountability Report Card – page 4 
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Appendix E: Sample Pennsylvania School Accountability Report Card – page 1 
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Appendix E:  Sample Pennsylvania School Accountability Report Card – page 2 
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Appendix F: Content Rubric 

 

 
Content:   

 A B C D F 

M
ix

 o
f i

np
ut

 &
 

ou
tc

om
e 

in
di

ca
to

rs
 Mix of input and 

outcome indicators 
with specific 
information about 
school processes 
 
 

Mix of input and 
outcome indicators 
 
CA 

Multiple outcome 
measures 
 
GA 
PA  

At least one 
outcome indicator 

No income or 
outcome indicators 

Su
pp

or
ts

 p
ar

en
t c

ho
ic

e 

Includes 
the 
following 
indicators: 
9 School safety 
9 Teacher 

qualifications 
9 Class size 
9 Graduation 

rates 
 
CA 

Includes 3 out of 4 
indicators: 
9 School safety 
9 Teacher 

qualifications 
9 Class size 
9 Graduation 

rates 
 

Includes 2 out of 4 
indicators: 
9 School safety 
9 Teacher 

qualifications 
9 Class size 
9 Graduation 

rates 

Includes 1 out of 4 
indicators: 
9 School safety 
9 Teacher 

qualifications 
9 Class size 
9 Graduation 

rates 
 
GA 
PA 

Includes 0 out of 4 
indicators: 
9 School safety 
9 Teacher 

qualifications 
9 Class size 
9 Graduation 

rates 

Su
pp

or
ts

 s
ch

oo
l i

m
pr

ov
em

en
t Includes specific 

process 
information related 
to: 
9 Resource use, 
9 Organizational 

policies, 
9 School culture 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Includes a mix of 
specific and more 
general process 
information in all 
three areas: 
9 Resource use, 
9 Organizational 

policies, and 
9 School culture 

Includes some 
general process 
information on all 
three areas 
 
CA 

Includes process 
information in at 
least one of the 
three areas 

Includes no process 
information 
 
GA 
PA 
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Appendix G: Format Rubric 

 

Format:   

 A B C D F 

Ef
fe

ct
iv

e 
us

e 
of

 
he

ad
in

gs
 a

nd
 

di
ffe

re
nt

ia
te

d 
te

xt
 

ty
po

lo
gy

 

Nearly every 
report card has 
very effective 
use of 
headings to 
flag indicators. 
(e.g. sidebars) 
 
CA  
PA 
GA 

75% show 
effective use of 
headings 

50% display 
use of headings 
and 
differentiated 
text typology 

25% display use 
of headings and 
differentiated 
text typology 

No differentiation 
in text typology. 

C
om

pa
ris

on
s 

Nearly every 
report card has 
both 
comparison 
data over time 
and with 
higher levels 
of aggregation. 
Comparisons 
presented in 
ways that 
make 
comparisons 
easy to spot. 
 
GA 
CA 
 

At least 50% have 
both comparison 
data over time and 
with higher levels 
of aggregation and 
all have at least 
one type. 
 
PA 

At least one 
type of 
comparison 
data provided 
in all report 
cards. 

Only some report 
cards have 
comparison data. 

No comparison 
data 

M
ix

 o
f q

ua
lit

at
iv

e 
an

d 
qu

an
tit

at
iv

e 
da

ta
 

Both 
quantitative 
and qualitative 
data presented 
so that 
narrative 
supports 
interpretation 
of quantitative 
data. 
 
CA 
 
 

 Mix of 
quantitative 
and qualitative 
data in 50 % of 
schools. 
 
PA 

 Either quantitative 
or qualitative data. 
 
GA 
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Appendix H: Access Rubric 

 

Access:   

 A B C D F 

# 
of

 c
lic

ks
 to

 
ge

t t
o 

st
at

e 
w

eb
si

te
 

1-click 
 
PA 
 

2-clicks 
 
 
 
 
 

3-clicks 4-clicks 
 
CA 
 

5 or more clicks 
 
GA 
 
 

Li
nk

s 
to

 S
A

R
C

s 
of

f s
ta

te
 o

r 
di

st
ric

t 
w

eb
si

te
s.

 

Yes 
 
CA 
GA 

   No 
 
PA 

%
 o

f S
A

R
C

s 
fo

un
d 

on
 th

e 
w

eb
 

100% 
 
GA 

75% 
 
CA 
 

50% 
 
PA 

25% 0% 

D
eg

re
e 

to
 w

hi
ch

 
da

ta
 is

 c
on

so
lid

at
ed

 
on

to
 o

ne
 p

ag
e 

or
 

re
po

rt
 

All in one report 
 
CA 
PA 

Two reports to 
find major NCLB 
requirements 

Three reports 
to find NCLB 
requirements 
 
GA 
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Appendix I: Report Card Ratings 
 
 

 California Georgia Pennsylvania 

Content B D D 

Access B C C 

Format A C B 

Overall Average B+ C- C 
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