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INTRODUCTION

A growing body of research offers evidence that high-ability
students from lower-income families are far less likely than
wealthier students to be identified for advanced level course
work and opportunities.* They are also less likely to achieve
at high levels, despite their aptitude.’ Lacking access to the
enriched academic opportunities, differentiated learning, and
counseling afforded to wealthier students, high-ability, low-
income children are becoming what one team of researchers
has termed a persistent talent underclass — underserved and
therefore prevented from fully developing their talents.?

Since 2000, the Jack Kent Cooke Foundation has been
committed to supporting the education of exceptionally
promising students with financial need. The Cooke Foundation
issues this periodic state-by-state analysis to measure state policy
support for advanced learning and to highlight disparities in
educational participation and outcomes of advanced learners
from low-income families. This report measures the extent

to which states are addressing the needs of high-ability,
low-income students, and identifies best practices that states
may adopt.

In the three years since we published the first edition of
Equal Talents, Unequal Opportunities, we are pleased that
policymakers and educators have noted greater interest in
addressing the country’s high-ability, low-income students.?
Income-based discrepancies in educational attainment and
opportunity have increasingly been a topic discussed in the

mainstream media.*

In light of this increased attention, this report assesses state
progress in increasing support for high-ability, low-income
students. The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), passed

“States, along with local educators
and parents, are the most
critical actors working to ensure
that every child has access to a
quality education.”

in December 2015, places considerable responsibility and
autonomy for ensuring student success in the hands of
individual states. Indeed in her letter to Chief State School
Officers, Education Secretary Betsy DeVos writes that
“States, along with local educators and parents, are the most
critical actors working to ensure that every child has access
to a quality education.”

Yet state plans have come under criticism for not doing enough
to ensure equity of opportunity regardless of family income, or
having sufficient focus on high-ability students.’

This report examines which states have implemented policy
changes that can help close excellence gaps. More importantly,
we identify those states in which we see improved participation
and achievement for high-ability, low-income students. Our
goal for this research is to illustrate the excellence gap using
indicators that are readily available, easily understood, and
comprehensive. We seek to provide clear guidance to states
on how they may better support advanced learning for

all students, by implementing policies to ensure that all
high-ability students — including those from low-income
backgrounds — have the support they require in order to
develop their talents.

*All students have talent and ability. We use the terms “high-ability” and “advanced learners” to refer to students with the intellectual capacity to reach high levels
of academic performance in school. We use the term “low-income” to identify students’ family financial resources (as opposed to “low-SES” or “economically
vulnerable”) because most of the data indicators included use some proxy of family income (free or reduced price lunch status, for example) to identify students.
This by no means is intended to de-emphasize the importance of social capital in nurturing students” academic potential.
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This project began in 2014. In conjunction with an advisory
board of national experts familiar with the landscape of state
policy as it relates to advanced learning, the project team
compiled a master list of indicators that could be used to
evaluate the extent to which state-level policies are in place,

the degree to which students are participating in targeted
interventions, and students’ success in attaining advanced levels
of achievement.® We organized these indicators into a project
logic model (Figure 1), and selected 28 of these indicators to
include in this year’s report.

We are pleased we were able to include more indicators this
year than previously. Fifteen indicators from the 2015 report
and 13 new indicators are included in this year’s report

(Figure 2).” This report also improves upon the 2015 report
with the inclusion of data on student participation, to measure

opportunity gaps.

In a major departure from the earlier report, we have grouped

indicators separately into measures of Excellence (achieving

FIGURE 1: Project Logic Model

STATE

POLICIES

e |dentification of advanced
learners
learning
e Allocation of resources to
support advanced learners

e Policies to support
advanced learners

STUDENT
PARTICIPATION

e Opportunities, in and out of
classrooms, for advanced

e Acceleration and early
graduation rates

advanced educational learning outcomes for all students) and
Closing Excellence Gaps (decreasing discrepancies between

a state’s low-income students and other students in reaching
advanced levels of achievement). Policies were mapped to these
two areas based on recent research on policy effectiveness; if
there is demonstrated evidence that a policy leads to smaller
excellence gaps, then that policy was listed as an excellence gap

measure.

A well-taken criticism of the earlier report was the degree to
which a state with favorable excellence policies and data but a
poor track record with excellence gaps could score well overall.
Separating “Excellence” from “Closing Excellence Gaps”
better allows us to highlight states that are doing well in both
areas. It also allows for a state to score well in its support and
outcomes for advanced learners in general, but score poorly for
support and outcomes related to excellence gaps. The ability to
highlight any such discrepancies is a major improvement in this
line of research and also explains why states may perform quite
differently across the two iterations of the report.

STUDENT

OUTCOMES

e Percent of students reaching
advanced levels

e Excellence gaps in percentage of
low-income and other students
reaching advanced levels

e Equity of participation between

low-income and other students

e Tracking and reporting the
progress of advanced learners
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FIGURE 2: Indicators Used in This Report

[tems in bold are new to this report in 2018

INDICATORS

POLICIES
(13 MEASURES)

STUDENT PARTICIPATION
(4 MEASURES)

STUDENT OUTCOMES
(11 MEASURES)

[a—

3.

EXCELLENCE

MEASURES

. Annual state education agency (SEA)
monitoring and/or report for gifted
education

. Require identification of and services
for advanced learners

. State accountability models focus on

high achieving students
. Early entrance to kindergarten policy

. State acceleration policy

. Middle school / high school concurrent

enrollment with credit received for
high school

. Early college entrance / dual
enrollment policies

. Percent of students identified as
gifted

. Percent of students taking Advanced
Placement (AP) coursework

. & 2. Percent of students scoring
advanced on National
Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), grade 4
(math, reading)

& 4. Percent of students scoring
advanced on NAEP, grade 8
(math, reading)

Percent of students scoring 3 or
higher on AP exams

MEASURES TO CLOSE

EXCELLENCE GAPS

. State accountability models weight

growth significantly

. Universal screening required and

funded

. State financial support for SAT/ACT/

AP testing fees

. State financial support for dual

enrollment costs

. Coursework on advanced learners

required in teacher and administrator
training

. Coursework on advanced learners

required in school counselor
training

. Percent of low-income students

identified as gifted

. Percent of low-income students in

AP coursework

. & 2. Percent of low-income students

scoring advanced on NAEP,
grade 4 (math, reading)

. & 4. Percent of low-income students

scoring advanced on NAEP,
grade 8 (math, reading)

Representation of low-income
students among AP exam
test-takers

Representation of low-income
students among students
scoring highly on AP exams
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METHODS AND LIMITATIONS

Project staff compiled a database to record each variable for

all 50 states plus the District of Columbia. Data were drawn
from multiple online and documentary sources (Appendix A).®
When critical data were missing, project staff contacted state
education agency (SEA) staff directly, and if that effort was
unsuccessful, we used data from earlier versions of the targeted

data sets.

Much of the policy data are self-reported by SEA officials

on various surveys. Self-reported data have well-known
limitations, but the consistency of responses across the past few
administrations of the surveys, in combination with random
checks of the responses by the research team, provide a level of

confidence in the reliability and validity of those data.

The biggest limitation of this report is the lack of available data
on the education of advanced students, especially as it relates
to excellence gaps and low-income students and their families.
Many of the indicators recommended by the expert panel are
not readily available, and in some cases the data of interest do

not appear to be publicly available.’

In the following section, we describe our grading approach and
our findings of the extent to which states have implemented
these policies and achieved these desired outcomes.

GRADING SYSTEM

Every state receives eight grades in this report: two overall
grades, and six measure grades (Figure 3). The first two grades
measure broadly the extent to which we observe progress

in states:

* Excellence Grade: the extent to which states promote and
achieve learning for their high-ability students

* Closing Excellence Gaps Grade: the extent to which
states ensure that low-income students have equal access to
advanced learning opportunities and are equally likely to
achieve high levels of academic excellence as other students

To maximize this report’s usefulness, we calculate six additional
measure grades to assess each state’s policies, participation, and

outcomes as they relate to excellence and excellence gaps.

EXCELLENCE MEASURES:

* Dolicies that support excellence

e Darticipation rates of all students in advanced learning
opportunities

¢ Outcomes of all students at the advanced level

EXCELLENCE GAP MEASURES:

* Dolicies that help close excellence gaps

* Participation rates of low-income students in advanced
learning opportunities

¢ Outcomes of low-income students at the advanced level
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FIGURE 3: Grading System

State policies, programs, and funding allocations
that support high-ability students

The extent to which a state’s students participate
in advanced learning opportunities

The extent to which students in a state reach
advanced levels of academic excellence

e

CLOSING EXCELLENCE GAPS GRADE

The extent to which states ensure that low-income
students have access to advanced learning
opportunities and are equally likely to achieve high
levels of academic excellence as other students

POLICIES

I(

State policies, programs, and funding allocations
that help ensure that low-income students have
equal access to advanced learning opportunities

PARTICIPATION

I(

The extent to which a state’s low-income students
participate equally as other students in advanced
learning opportunities

OUTCOMES

I(

The extent to which a state’s low-income students
reach advanced levels of academic excellence,
relative to other students
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RESULTS

SUPPORTING EXCELLENCE

Figure 4 presents the state grades for EXCELLENCE, i.c.,

the extent to which states promote and achieve learning for
their high-ability students. Fourteen states receive a grade

of B or better for their work supporting excellence. Four of
these states (Colorado, Minnesota, North Carolina, and
Wisconsin) had strong results across all three grading areas
— policies, participation, and outcomes (Figure 10, Page 13).
The remaining states had more mixed results. Nationwide, the
average excellence grade was a C.

Since our first report, we see modest improvement among states
implementing policies that support excellence. All states have at
least two of the seven policies intended to promote excellence in
place; 10 states have all seven (Figure 5). The most frequently
observed policy was “identifying and serving advanced
students,” now required in 33 states (up from 32 in 2015). On
average states had five of the seven policies. Of course, a raw
count of policies does not account for the strength of policies.
Strength and degree of implementation are considered in the
detailed results presented later in this report.

New to this year’s report are participation indicators. In
2015, participation data were difficult to find. They proved
equally difficult in the preparation of the current report, and

l//:////

we relied on proxy variables to provide at least some sense of
how participation compares among states. We included two
measures of overall participation for excellence: identification
for gifted services, and participation in Advanced Placement
(AP) courses. Nationwide, on average 6 percent of students
are identified for gifted services. Participation is higher for AP
courses; on average 29 percent of states’ high school graduates
took an AP Exam during high school.

We included the same five outcome measures as the first

report: grades 4 and 8 math and reading, and high school

AP test results. Outcomes are mixed. Some states have strong
outcomes, with over 10 percent of elementary or middle school
students scoring “advanced” on the National Assessment for
Education Progress (NAEP). The exception is grade 8 reading,
where very few students seem to excel. Compared to two years
ago, fewer states report high outcomes in grades 4 and 8; one
more state scored highly on the AP measure.

Overall, the excellence measures of this report paint a mixed
picture of progress when it comes to supporting learning at
the advanced level. States are beginning to require supportive
policies, students are participating, and outcomes in 18 states

are high.

%

B°
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FIGURE 4: State Grades for Excellence

The extent to which states promote and achieve learning for their high-ability students
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The picture is starkly different when we examine
EXCELLENCE GAPS. Not a single state in the nation
received a good grade for closing excellence gaps (Figure 6).
In fact, the average grade across the nation was a D+.

The consistently low grades for excellence gaps — in all 50
states and the District of Columbia — stems from a lack of
pertinent policies and from abysmally poor advanced learning
participation and outcomes among states’ low-income students
relative to their peers (Figure 10, Page 13). Indeed we saw only
one state (Colorado) receive a B for policies, and one (Idaho)

receive a B fOI' outcomes.

Six excellence gap policies were examined, policies that remove
financial or administrative barriers that might keep low-income
students from accessing advanced learning opportunities. No
state has all six policies in place (Figure 7). Colorado alone has
five of the six; only 13 other states have even half of the policies
in place. On average states have mandated only #wo of the

six policies.

To measure participation of low-income students in advanced
learning, we sought to include two indicators: the percentage of
low-income students identified as gifted, and the percentage of
those who take AP tests. Unfortunately, the U.S. Department
of Education does not report on gifted education by socio-

economic status. Thus we only included a single participation
measure, and the results are mediocre: in only 10 states are low-
income students even somewhat represented among AP exam
takers (Figure 9, Page 12). Texas alone has equal representation
of low-income students among its AP exam takers as its student
body generally. This may be attributable to Texas’ robust

AP subsidy program, which provides test fee subsidies to

students and reimbursement of teacher training costs.

Results are even worse for outcomes. Every state in the nation
has excellence gaps — in grade 4, grade 8, and high school; in
math and in reading (Figure 8). These excellence gaps range in
size. In grades 4 and 8, in math and reading, we observe state
excellence gaps as small as 1 percent (North Dakota, grade 8
reading) and as large as 28 percent (District of Columbia, grade
4 reading). In other words, in the District of Columbia, only

1 percent of low-income students score at the advanced level in
grade 4 reading, while 29 percent of other students do so!

These examples highlight a stark reality: the size of excellence
gaps is driven primarily by how well ozher students perform,
relative to their low-income peers. In the case of excellence
gaps, a rising tide does 70¢ raise all boats. Regardless of how
well other students do, the percentage of low-income students
scoring at the advanced level hovers around 2 to 3 percent, and
is never higher than 7 percent (Massachusetts, grade 8 math).



https://tea.texas.gov/Academics/Learning_Support_and_Programs/Texas_Advanced_Placement_and_International_Baccalaureate_Incentive_Program/
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FIGURE 6: State Grades for Closing Excellence Gaps

The extent to which states ensure that low-income students have equal access to advanced learning
opportunities and are equally likely to achieve high levels of academic excellence as other students
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FIGURE 7: Number of Policies States Have Implemented to Close Excellence Gaps
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Outcome Excellence Gaps, Grade 4, Math and Reading

FIGURE 8

GRADE 4, MATH
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LOW-INCOME STUDENTS

W OTHER STUDENTS

Source: Percentage of students scoring at the “Advanced” level. National Assessment of Education Progress, 2015.
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Source: Percentage of students scoring at the “Advanced” level. National Assessment of Education Progress, 2015.
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There is hope, though. When we look at each state across the through 16 present the national results for each measure, and
six measure areas (i.e., policies, participation, and outcomes Appendix B contains state-by-state results. On every indicator,
related to either excellence or closing excellence gaps), we see at least some states are doing well. So although practices and
tremendous variation. Thirty-eight states received a B results range widely among and within states, we see signs

or higher in at least one measure (Figure 10). Figures 11 of progress.

FIGURE 9: Participation Excellence Gaps, AP Exam Takers
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Source: The 10th Annual AP Report to the Nation, College Board, 2014.
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FIGURE 10: State Grades by Measure

CLOSING EXCELLENCE GAPS

State Policies Participation Outcomes
Alabama C+ B D

Alaska D C+ C-

Arizona B C+ C

Arkansas C+ B+ C-

California D B+ C+

Colorado B B B+

Connecticut D C B+

Delaware C+ C C-

District of Columbia D+ C C

Florida B- B C+

Georgia G B+ C+

Hawaii G G C-

Idaho C- D+ C

[llinois D C+ B

Indiana C+ A B-

lowa © C+ C+

Kansas C+ D+ C

Kentucky A- A C+

Louisiana C+ D D-

Maine D+ B B-

Maryland C+ A B+

Massachusetts D G A-

Michigan D C C-

Minnesota B B+ B

Mississippi C+ D+ F C

Missouri © D+ D+ D-

Montana © C C F

Nebraska C- B C- D-

Nevada D+ c C-

New Hampshire D- D+ B+ F

New Jersey C- B A- C-

New Mexico D+ B D B+

New York D- C B- B-

North Carolina B A B- D-

North Dakota D D C- F

Ohio B+ G C+ F

Oklahoma G B+ D+ C-

Oregon C+ C+ C C-

Pennsylvania B- © B+ D-

Rhode Island D+ C C+

South Carolina C+ A C D-

South Dakota F D C- F F C+
Tennessee B- D+ C- D+ C- D
Texas C+ B+ C+ D [ A C-
Utah C- C+ B D F C
Vermont D- C A- F F C
Virginia C+ A B+ F D D
Washington C+ C+ A- F [ B | D+
West Virginia B- D+ D F D- C+
Wisconsin B B B+ D F C-
Wyoming C- D+ © D+ F C+

13
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FIGURE 11: Policies Promoting Excellence

To what extent do state policies support and facilitate advanced learning for all students?

Excellence Policy Indicator 1:
State produces an annual report on gifted and talented
(G&T) programs or monitors/audits local G&T programs

A state that emphasizes advanced education should have some
form of state-level monitoring for related Local Education
Agency (LEA) programs and interventions. States received full
credit on this indicator if they reported either monitoring/
auditing LEA gifted education services or preparing an annual

report on the “state of the state” regarding advanced education.

Progress since 2015: Sligbtly Positive. One additional state
monitors, audits, or reports on advanced education.

Source: NAGC State of the States Report, 2014-2015 (“NAGC report”)

Does SEA Audit, Monitor, or Report on
LEA Gifted and Talented Programs?

No

29

Excellence Policy Indicator 2:
State mandates identification or services for identified
advanced learners

Requiring identification and service delivery for advanced
students is an indicator of the value a state places on academic
excellence, including for low-income students who may be
attending schools in which proficiency is valued more highly
than advanced performance. States received full credit on

this indicator if they require services (i.e., with identification
implied), and partial credit if they only require identification.

Progress since 2015: Slightly Positive. One more state has
added requirements for identification and services.

Source: NAGC report

Does State Require Gifted Identification and Services?

33

14
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FIGURE 11 (cont’d): Policies Promoting Excellence

Excellence Policy Indicator 3:
State accountability system includes measures of
advanced learning and excellence

State K-12 accountability systems drive the priorities of our
schools, yet they traditionally focus only on low-achieving
students and minimum competency. The inclusion of
indicators representing high levels of academic performance
is a strong, formal statement of the importance of advanced
education, especially when those indicators give schools

and districts credit for helping low-income students achieve
at high levels. We used four characteristics of each state’s
accountability system to derive an accountability excellence
score: whether the system gives credit for advanced
achievement; includes high achievers in its growth model;
separately reports growth for high achievers; and includes
other indicators of excellence (e.g., number of identified
gifted students, AP participation and outcomes, availability
of AP/IB classes, dual/concurrent enrollment, career/
technical education, graduation rates, college-going rates,
SAT/ACT performance). States received full credit if all four

characteristics were in place.
New indicator.

Source: Fordham Institute report, “High Stakes for High Achievers” (“Fordham
report”), 2016; state accountability plans as described in policy documents

How Does the State Accountability System
Address Advanced Achievement?

1 Element

No Elements

Excellence Policy Indicator 4:
State policy allowing early entrance to kindergarten

Children should be able to enter kindergarten when they are
intellectually ready to do so, not only when their birthday falls
on the correct side of an arbitrary cut-off date. This may be
especially important for low-income students, who may benefit
from additional educational supports and social services that are
available in K~12 schools. States were given full credit on this
indicator if they have a state policy that allows early entrance to
kindergarten, partial credit if they leave such policy decisions to
local districts, slight credit if they have no applicable policies,
and no credit if they expressly forbid it.

Progress since 2015: Mixed. The number of states who
forbid early entrance to kindergarten has decreased from 20 to
16, but the number of states with formal policies permitting
early entrance to kindergarten has decreased from 11 to 9.

As a result, there has been a shift towards no policy or local
control policies.

Source: NAGC report

Does State Permit Early Entrance to Kindergarten?

No Policy
Not Permitted
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FIGURE 11 (cont’d): Policies Promoting Excellence

Excellence Policy Indicator 5:
State acceleration policy

Students should be able to move through the K—12 system
at their own pace. For some students, this pace can be
considerably accelerated, and the benefits of academic
acceleration are well documented.'® Having a state acceleration
policy both sends a strong message that acceleration is valued
and permissible and provides a policy lever for educators and
parents to use when they encounter anti-acceleration bias.
States were given full credit on this indicator if they have

a state acceleration policy, partial credit if they leave such
policy decisions to local districts, slight credit if they have no
applicable policies, and no credit if they expressly forbid it.

Progress since 2015: Positive. The number of states requiring

all schools to allow acceleration has increased from 9 to 15.
Delaware, Florida, Kentucky, Mississippi, Rhode Island, and
Wisconsin have all added policies permitting acceleration.

Source: NAGC report

Does State Policy Permit Acceleration?

Local Policy

No Policy

Excellence Policy Indicator 6:
Middle school / high school concurrent enroliment and
credit in high school

Having access to high school courses while attending middle
school provides students with challenging coursework that
their school may not otherwise be able to offer. This may be
especially important for low-income students, who are more
likely to attend schools with limited resources, therefore
restricting advanced options in the middle school. Students
who take high school coursework while in middle school
should also be able to get high school credit, allowing them

to move through the K-12 system at a more appropriate pace
and experience greater enrichment opportunities when they
enter high school. States were given full credit on this indicator
if they have policies that specifically allow middle school /

high school dual enrollment, and if the state allows for such
enrollment to result in the granting of high school credit. States
received partial credit if they leave such policy decisions to local
districts, slight credit if they have no applicable policies, and no
credit if they expressly forbid it.

Progress since 2015: Mixed. While the number of states
forbidding concurrent enrollment dropped by three, five fewer
states have state-wide policies permitting it.

Source: NAGC report; Acceleration Institute

Does State Permit MS / HS Concurrent Enroliment and Credit in HS?

Local Policy

No Policy
Not Permitted
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FIGURE 11 (cont’d): Policies Promoting Excellence

Excellence Policy Indicator 7:
Early college / dual enrollment policies

Allowing talented students to move through high school

at an accelerated pace is both educationally desirable

and potentially cost saving. Some states encourage early
graduation and entrance into college, and others support

dual enrollment programs that allow students to complete
college coursework while still in high school. A robust early
college / dual enrollment system has the potential to accelerate
achievement for many students. We used four characteristics
of each state’s policies to derive this score: whether the

state has a dual enrollment policy in place; whether dual
enrollment is voluntary or required in every high school in the
state; whether public postsecondary institutions are required
to accept students’ dual enrollment credits; and whether the
state has an early graduation incentive policy. Only three
states have all four policies in place: Indiana, Kentucky, and
Arizona.

New indicator.

Source: Education Commission of the States and Jobs for the Future reports
(“ECS reports”); state policy documents

Does State Participate in Early College / Dual Enroliment?

3 Policies

2 Policies

1 Policy
No Policy
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FIGURE 12: Policies to Close Excellence Gaps

To what extent do state policies support and facilitate advanced learning for all students regardless of student income?

Excellence Gap Policy Indicator 1:
Prominence of growth for every student in state
accountability system

A state accountability system may encourage schools to focus
on excellence without incentivizing educators to address
excellence gaps. For this indicator, states received full credit for
ensuring that at least half of a school or district’s accountability
rating is based on growth for a// students (as opposed to growth
for just lower-performing students).

New indicator.

Source: Fordham report

Does State Emphasize Growth for All Students?

No

Excellence Gap Policy Indicator 2:
State policy for universal screening

In the three years since our last report, research support for
universal screening has significantly increased. Universal
screening is the practice of putting every student in a targeted
grade through the identification process for gifted education
and talent development programs. Research provides evidence
that non-universal screening tends to exclude low-income
students, therefore increasing excellence gaps.'! We initially
intended this indicator to represent whether a given state
offered dedicated funding for universal screening, but only
one state does so (Colorado). A handful of states do require
or encourage universal screening and financially support its
implementation through a range of other mechanisms. The
indicator was modified so states that require universal screening
in at least one K~12 grade received full credit, or partial credit
for “encouraging” it.

New indicator.

Source: State policy documents; NAGC report

Does State Require Universal Screening in At Least One Grade?

No
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FIGURE 12 (cont’d): Policies to Close Excellence Gaps

Excellence Gap Policy Indicator 3: Excellence Gap Policy Indicator 4:

Financial support for SAT / ACT / AP testing Financial support for dual enroliment costs

The fees associated with AP tests and college entrance Dual enrollment may be an effective strategy for promoting

examinations can be a major obstacle for low-income students.  advanced achievement for high school students, but fees and

Many states have recognized this barrier to excellence and tuition costs associated with dual enrollment may serve as

have enacted policies that provide at least some relief from fees  barriers that grow excellence gaps. States received full credit

associated with these “gatekeeper” tests. States received full for having policies that relieve students of this burden entirely,

credit for providing financial assistance for the costs associated ~ partial credit for policies that require students to cover some

with at least one test. of the costs or that cede the decision to local control, and no
credit for placing the whole financial burden on students and

New indicator. their families.

Source: NAGC report; state policy documents New indicator.

Source: ECS reports

Does State Offer Financial Support for SAT / ACT / AP Testing? Does State Provide Funding for Dual Enrollment?
No Local Decision
Student

31
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FIGURE 12 (cont’d): Policies to Close Excellence Gaps

Excellence Gap Policy Indicators 5 and 6:
Gifted coursework required in teacher, administrator, and
counselor training

If educators are not exposed to material on the education of

high ability students, it is unlikely that those educators will be
sensitive to the needs of those students, especially those who are
low-income. For indicator 5, states were given full credit on this
indicator if they require coursework on gifted and talented learners
in pre-service training or administrator training; for indicator 6,
full credit if they require coverage in school counselor training.
Partial credit was awarded on indicator 5 if gifted coursework is
required as part of in-service teacher training, as in-service training
is often less rigorous than pre-service training.

Progress since 2015: Positive. The number of states requiring
at least one of these groups to take coursework on gifted learners
has risen from 3 in 2015 to 10 in 2018.

Source: NAGC report

Does State Require Gifted Coursework in Does State Require Gifted Coursework in
Teacher / Administrator Training? Counselor Training?
No No
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FIGURE 13: Excellence Participation

To what extent do students participate in advanced learning?

Excellence Participation Indicator 1:
Percentage of students identified to receive gifted
education services

The percentage of students receiving services via gifted
education is an indicator of the extent to which a state is
promoting educational excellence. Each state received full
credit for having 11 percent or more of its students identified
as gifted and talented, with partial credit for 3 to 10 percent,
and no credit for 2 percent or less.

New indicator.

Source: NCES, Digest of Education Statistics, 2015

Percentage of Students Identified to
Receive Gifted Education Services

0-2%

30

Excellence Participation Indicator 2:
Percentage of graduates who took at least one AP test

Similarly, the rate at which states” high school graduates take
AP tests is an indicator of participation in rigorous programs
at the high school level. States received full credit for AP test-
taking rates of 26 percent or more, partial credit from 11 to 25
percent, and no credit for 10 percent or less.

New indicator.

Source: College Board, 10th Annual AP Report to the Nation (“AP report”), 2014

Percentage of High School Graduates
Completing at Least One AP Test

21
30
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FIGURE 14: Excellence Gap Participation

To what extent do low-income students participate in advanced learning?

Excellence Gap Participation Indicator 1:
Representation of low-income students among
AP test takers

In schools with small excellence gaps, the percentage of low-
income students who take at least one AP test should be similar
to the percentage of low-income students in the school system.
States received full credit on this indicator if the ratio of low-
income test-takers to low-income students was 0.60 or higher,
partial credit for 0.30 to 0.59, and no credit for 0.29 or less.
For example, a state with 60 percent lunch assistance overall
and 30 percent of AP test-takers receiving lunch assistance has a
ratio of 0.50. A state with no underrepresentation would have a
ratio of 1.0.

New indicator.

Source: AP report, 2014

Ratio of Low-Income AP Test-Takers to
Low-Income Students Overall

0t00.29

10

30

Excellence Gap Participation Indicator 2:
Percentage of low-income students identified as gifted

We intended to include an indicator representing the percent
of each state’s gifted education population that are from
low-income backgrounds. However, the U.S. Department of
Education’s Office of Civil Rights (OCR) only collects data
on student race and not socioeconomic status, and very few
states report such data. Several report that the data are not
available or not collected. This is a major limitation in the
country’s education data and should be addressed by all states.
This indicator was not factored into the ratings in this report,
but we include the spotty data in the summary data tables
(see Appendix B) as an encouragement to states and OCR to
address this issue.

New indicator.

Source: NAGC report

Incomplete
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FIGURE 15: Excellence Qutcomes

To what extent do students reach advanced levels of performance?

Excellence Outcome Indicators 1-5:
Advanced achievement for all students

A key outcome is the percent of public school students
who perform academically at advanced levels. We included
indicators on student performance at several levels: NAEP
math and reading data for grade 4 and grade 8, and AP
exam data to represent high school achievement. Although
we collected grade 4 and 8 NAEP science data, the
advanced performance levels on science were so low among
all states that providing a non-punitive rating would have
been impossible.

To receive full credit on these indicators, state data needed
to reflect:

o At least 21 percent of students scored 3 or higher on at
least one AP exam

At least 10 percent scored in the advanced range

(grade 4 and 8 math, grade 4 reading)

At least 8 percent scored in the advanced range

(grade 8 reading)."

The four NAEP achievement indicators contributed to
two-thirds of each state’s excellence outcome grade, with
AP performance representing the remaining third.

Progress since 2015: Negative in grades 4 and 8.
Fewer states this year report high percentages of
students reaching the advanced level than two years ago.
Positive in high school. One more state scored
highly on the AP measure.

Source: NAEP, AP report

Students Scoring 3+ on At Least One AP Exam

16-20%

6-10%
0-5%
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FIGURE 15 (cont’d): Excellence Outcomes

NAEP Grade 4 Math, NAEP Grade 8 Math,
Percent Scoring Advanced Percent Scoring Advanced
10%+ 10%+

8-9% 8-9%

6-7% 6-7%

3-5% 3-5%

0-2%

NAEP Grade 4 Reading, NAEP Grade 8 Reading,
Percent Scoring Advanced Percent Scoring Advanced
10%+ 6-1%

8-9% 4-5%

6-7% 2-3%

3-5% 0-1%
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FIGURE 16: Excellence Gap Outcomes

To what extent does the performance of low-income students differ from their peers at advanced levels?

Excellence Gap Outcome Indicators 1-6:
Advanced achievement for low-income students versus
non-low-income students

High levels of academic progress do not necessarily

mean that all student subgroups share the same levels of
accomplishment. If a state has a relatively large percent of
students scoring advanced on NAEP, but most of those
students are not low-income, the state is not promoting

educational excellence for all.

To receive full credit on these indicators, state data needed to
reflect three conditions:

* The percent of students scoring 3 or higher on an AP test
who were low-income was at least 75 percent of the level
of low-income students in the state

* The percent of students scoring 3 or higher on an AP test
who were low-income was at least 85 percent of the level
of low-income students who took an AP test.

e A state’s NAEP data showed that the percent of low-
income students scoring advanced had to be at least
41 percent of the percent of non-low-income students
scoring advanced (grade 4 and 8 math, grade 4 and
8 reading)

Progress since 2015: Mixed. The grade 8 scores are slightly
improved, while the grade 4 scores are worse. The AP
measures are new this year.

Source: NAEP, AP report

Note: Minnesota is missing its data on AP participation,
thus the two AP charts sum to 50, not 51.

Ratio of (a) Percentage of Students Scoring 3+ on One or More AP
Exams Who are Low-Income to (b) Percentage of State’s Student
Population Who are Low-Income

60-74%

33-50% 11

Ratio of (a) Percentage of Students Scoring 3+ on One or More AP
Exams Who are Low-Income to (b) Percentage of AP Exam Takers
Who are Low-Income

70-84%
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FIGURE 16 (cont’d): Excellence Gap Outcomes

NAEP Grade 4 Math NAEP Grade 8 Math
Excellence Gaps Excellence Gaps
31-40% 31-40%

21-30% 21-30%

11-20% 11-20%

0-10% 0-10%

NAEP Grade 4 Reading NAEP Grade 8 Reading
Excellence Gaps Excellence Gaps
31-40% 41-50%
21-30% 31-40%
11-20% 21-30%
0-10% 11-20%

0-10%
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k4

EXCELLENCE GAPS

OVERALL GRADE

HONOR ROLL: States Receiving a B or Higher Grade

POLICY

PARTICIPATION

OUTCOMES

Colorado
Florida
Indiana
Kentucky
Maryland
Minnesota
New Jersey
North Carolina
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Texas

Virginia
Washington
Wisconsin

None

Arizona
Colorado
Florida
Kentucky
Minnesota
North Carolina
Ohio
Pennsylvania
Tennessee
West Virginia
Wisconsin

Colorado

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Florida
Georgia
Indiana
Kentucky
Maine
Maryland
Minnesota
Nebraska

New Jersey
New Mexico
North Carolina
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Texas

Virginia
Wisconsin

Arizona
Arkansas
California
District of Columbia
Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

[llinois
Massachusetts
Nevada

New Mexico
New York
Rhode Island
Texas
Washington

Colorado
Connecticut
[llinois

Indiana

Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Minnesota

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New York

North Carolina
Pennsylvania
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
Wisconsin

Idaho
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In the 2015 report, we highlighted Minnesota, Ohio, and
Pennsylvania as three states leading the way in implementation
of pro-excellence policies. Based on the current analyses, these
three states continue to innovate and serve as examples to
other states.

SEVERAL OTHER STATES
EMERGED AS LEADERS IN 2018:

Colorado was the top scoring state in this year’s analysis,
with an above average grade for pro-excellence policies (B) and
the highest rating in the nation for excellence gap policies (B).
The state has both identification and service mandates, and the
state monitors and reports on gifted education programming.
Colorado allows early entrance to kindergarten and has a state
acceleration policy. Concurrent enrollment policy for middle
school students is left up to local districts, but other dual
enrollment policies (primarily focused on high school students)
are relatively strong. The state’s education department also
provides extensive resources for local districts and educators.
But what truly sets Colorado apart from other states are its
excellence gap policies: state funding for dual enrollment,
universal screening, and high-stakes tests (free PSAT to all
public school students in grade 10 and free SAT to all public
school juniors). Additionally, the state accountability system
heavily weights growth for all students, and teachers are
required to receive relevant in-service training. In addition to
above-average state department of education leadership and
support, the state has a strong state association for gifted and
talented students and considerable university expertise.

Kentucky had the highest grade (A-) for excellence policies
in the nation. Although its excellence gap policies are in

need of improvement, its excellence policies are exemplary.
They include state department reporting and monitoring;
identification and service mandates; and state policies on
early kindergarten entrance, acceleration, and middle school
concurrent enrollment. In addition, Kentucky has among the
strongest dual enrollment policies in the country, including an
early graduation / early college incentive program. The state
also has considerable university expertise and a strong state
association for gifted education. The well-regarded Prichard
Committee, a bipartisan group that strongly influences
education reform in the commonwealth, has also turned its
attention recently to issues of advanced achievement and

excellence gaps.

Wisconsin has above average excellence policies,
participation, and outcomes (but as with Kentucky, less
impressive excellence gap indicators). Particular policy strengths
include identification and service mandates, state monitoring,
and policies allowing early entrance to kindergarten and
acceleration. In addition to strong state department of
education leadership and support, the state has a strong state
association for gifted and talented students.

Arizona has above-average dual enrollment policies, and a
mandate and state department monitoring of programs. The
state also has strong state department of education leadership
and support and has begun working topics related to excellence
and excellence gaps into their professional development and
leadership offerings for educators.

North Carolina has many of the strengths of other states
that scored well for excellence policies, but the state is unique in
the focus of its accountability system on advanced achievement.
The system currently includes indicators for the number of
identified gifted students, availability of AP and International
Baccalaureate (IB) classes, dual enrollment, and AP / IB test
results. This balance of excellence indicators focused on both
participation and outcomes is uncommon and laudable.

The state also has considerable university expertise, strong

state department of education leadership, and a strong state
association for gifted education. Recent media attention to
income-based excellence gaps has led to public and policymaker
discussions that appear likely to lead to improved policies and
practices in this area.'
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WHAT WE LEARNED

FROM OUR REVIEW OF THE DATA THIS YEAR,
WE DRAW SEVERAL CONCLUSIONS:

1) Policy support for advanced learning is improving, but
is still incomplete and haphazard. All states can do more
to support advanced learning.

We examined 13 policies for this report: 7 for excellence, 6 for
excellence gaps. Collectively, the 50 states and the District of
Columbia report a range of policy positions and accountability
measures for advanced learning. While no state has all 13
policies in place, Colorado comes close (with 12). The average
is 7. We observe very slight changes since 2015, with more
states requiring identification, monitoring, and acceleration.
Still, the change is incremental. There is still tremendous room

for improvement.

2) States are more likely to have policies that support
excellence overall, rather than those that support the
closing of excellence gaps.

On average states have implemented 5 of the 7 excellence
policies, but only 2 of the 6 excellence gap policies. While 84
percent of states have more than half of the desired excellence
policies in place, only 6 percent (3 states!) have more than half
of the excellence gap policies in place. These areas of attention
are simply missing from state radars, and our low-income

students pay the price.

Since we concluded data collection for this report, several

states and school districts have implemented new policies and
strategies to address excellence gaps. In particular, Washington
is becoming a leader on these issues with an approach
combining accountability and support for districts as they
identify gifted low-income and minority students. Illinois
passed several legislative initiatives into law that directly support
the identification and education of talented low-income
students. A number of districts, such as Pinellas County in
Florida, are implementing strategies such as universal screening
with some evidence of success. These recent activities are
further evidence of increasing momentum toward attacking this
important policy issue. Other states should follow suit.

3) Participation rates — both generally and for low-
income students — are strong in some states.

Before students can excel in advanced learning opportunities,
they must be present. Thus we were encouraged to observe that
eight states received As on participation measures. In fact, the
only “A” measure grades received for excellence gap measures
were in participation (Hawaii and Texas). In these states, we
see the participation excellence gaps starting to close. These
data may reflect recent efforts to increase representation of low-
income students in gifted identification, advanced coursework,
and AP courses. More work is needed to close participation
gaps completely.

4) Although some states have impressive outcomes

for their high-performing students, no state can claim
impressive performance outcomes for students from low-
income backgrounds.

States collectively earned higher grades than in the 2015
analysis on their excellence outcomes, with 14 states receiving Bs
and 3 states receiving As. This may be due, in part, to a change
in how we weighted AP results (i.e., 20 percent in 2015 vs. 33
percent in 2018). But overall advanced performance in several
states appears to have increased at least slightly, suggesting
progress.

However, any enthusiasm is quickly lost when excellence

gap outcomes are considered. Only 1 state (Idaho) received a
grade of B-, with all 49 remaining states and the District of
Columbia receiving Cs and Ds. Readers should keep in mind
that the excellence gap outcomes are even worse than they
may appear, given that we graded the NAEP excellence gap
data on a steep curve: To get full credit on those indicators,

a state with 10 percent non-low-income students scoring
advanced only needed 4.1 percent of low-income students to
score advanced. Even with this low bar, only two states had
small excellence gaps — Idaho and South Dakota on NAEP
grade 8 Reading — and their small excellence gaps were due to
low performance by non-low-income students, not improved

performance by low-income students.
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Recent research strongly supports universal screening whenever
identifying students for interventions, given that other
approaches to identification tend to under-identify even high-
ability, low-income students.'* Although Colorado appears to
be the only state with dedicated funding to support universal
screening, several other states either require or encourage
districts to use state funding for gifted education to support
universal screening. The use of universal screening is widely
considered to be the foundation of any efforts to eliminate
excellence gaps, yet 42 states do not implement it. A/ states
should seriously consider implementing comprehensive universal
screening policies. We note that some states (such as Iowa)
already mandate universal screening for learning difficulties;
expanding that screening to identify advanced ability would be

relatively easy and low cost.

Few states appear to be taking a comprehensive approach

to talent development, which largely explains the holes or
“blind spots” in some states’ excellence and excellence gap
policies. This is even true in states that are doing relatively
well: they treat gifted education separately from Advanced
Placement, which they address separately from dual enrollment
and early graduation, which they see as distinct from school
accountability issues. Approaching talent development in such
a piecemeal, uncoordinated fashion leads to the patchwork
policies that we witness in most states. Exceptions to that

rule are states such as Alabama, Arizona, Colorado, and
Minnesota, where state leaders and advocates work together

to address excellence — and, to a lesser extent, excellence gaps
— comprehensively. Yet even in these forward-thinking states,
we do not see state-wide documents or other resources that
outline how a talented child might receive a rigorous, advanced
education from preschool through high school graduation.

Our final conclusion comes out of the conversations we had
with state officials. Researchers are almost universal in their
recommendation to use local norms when identifying children
for advanced programming rather than national norms.” In
essence, local norms involve identifying a certain number or
percentage of students in each school rather than identifying
all of the students in a school that perform at a certain,
predetermined level (e.g., the 95th percentile on a standardized
test). Local norms generally produce a more diverse pool of
talented students and are more likely to identify talented, low-
income students.

However, local norms are often controversial in practice. One
common concern is that, for example, a student identified
using local norms in an impoverished, urban school could move
to a wealthier suburban district, where they would presumably
no longer qualify for services due to the higher local norms in
the suburban district. Advocates for local norms often counter
that the number of low-income students who move to wealthier
districts is almost certainly greatly outweighed by the number
of currently underserved, low-income students who would
benefit from the use of local norms.

Research on this portability issue is largely nonexistent, and as
a result, states have a range of policies regarding local norms.
Some states prohibit or actively discourage use of local norms
(such as the highest scoring policy state, Colorado), others
require local norms but do not require portability (New Jersey),
and others require local norms and portability (Mississippi). A
careful analysis of the impacts of these various approaches to
the use of local norms would greatly benefit policymakers and
educators as they attempt to craft sound policies in this area.

30



EQUAL TALENTS, UNEQUAL OPPORTUNITIES: 2ND EDITION

JACK KENT COOKE FOUNDATION

CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STATES

Our federalist system of government places primary
responsibility for education on individual states. Although

the No Child Left Behind Act marked the height of federal
intervention in K—12 education, recent years have seen the
locus of control for schooling and students move firmly back to
the states. This trend appears likely to continue over the next
several years.

The return of education responsibility to the states and the
District of Columbia means that related policies will differ,
often substantially, across state lines. We observed these often
stark differences when examining policies related to talent
development and reducing excellence gaps. As a result, and
not surprisingly, student participation and outcomes related
to excellence and excellence gaps are quite variable among
the states.

In contrast to the 2015 edition of this report, we found
evidence that many states are paying attention to advanced
achievement. Not all states, of course, but more than in 2015.
Attention to shrinking excellence gaps is much less common.

The country needs to address excellence and equity
comprehensively. The alternative — to accept the excellence
gap as inevitable — is a recipe for long-term social and
economic decline. Talent comes from all sectors of society —
all races, all genders, and all income levels. More than half of
the students enrolled in K—12 education in many states in this
nation are low-income.'® As suggested by the evidence of the
extraordinary support that better-resourced families can provide
their children, ever fewer high-ability, low-income students are
performing at advanced levels.”” If those two trends continue,
it is reasonable to question how the United States will satisfy
its insatiable need for talent. We are laying the groundwork

for a persistent talent underclass. In the final analysis the
problem is stark: if we fail to reduce the barriers to excellence
for talent development of our brightest students, our economic
preeminence will be fundamentally jeopardized.

Based on the results of this study, we provide six
recommendations for states. To provide additional guidance
to states, later this year the Cooke Foundation will release a
report describing these recommendations in more detail and
highlighting examples of promising practices.

States need to address excellence
and equity comprehensively. The
alternative — to accept the excellence
gap as inevitable — is a recipe for
long-term social and economic decline.

RECOMMENDATION 1:
Attend to both excellence and excellence gaps.

Interventions that increase overall academic excellence may not
address excellence gaps. For this reason, we looked at excellence
and excellence gap-focused policies separately, and we found
sharp differences within and among states on the prevalence of
these policies. In general, states appear to be slowly increasing
their focus on academic excellence, but a focus on closing
excellence gaps is not a priority in most states. This distinction
is not semantic. For example, knowing that a state has a talent
development mandate, identifies and serves large numbers of
gifted students, and achieves high AP scores does not necessarily
tell us anything about whether that state’s low-income students
are excelling academically. States should treat the goals of
promoting educational excellence and eliminating excellence
gaps as related, but distinct, objectives.

RECOMMENDATION 2:

Maximize identification of students to receive advanced
learning opportunities.

Students will never receive advanced instruction unless they are
identified to do so. All states should require Local Education
Agencies (LEAs) to identify advanced students through
implementation of universal screening and use of local norms.
Teacher preparation should include training on how to identify
students who would benefit from increased rigor of instruction.
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RECOMMENDATION 3:

Ensure that all high-ability students have access to
advanced educational services.

States can and should take the lead in promoting educational
excellence and eliminating excellence gaps. States should
require services for gifted and talented students; require all
educators to have exposure to the needs of advanced students in
teacher, counselor, and administrator preparation coursework;
and monitor and audit LEA gifted and talented programs for
quality. In addition, states should provide for dual enrollment
for high school students in college level coursework, by:
partnering with local higher education institutions, providing
AP courses, or facilitating dual enrollment in bricks-and-mortar
and online college courses. And as researchers have noted,
providing talent development opportunities with low barriers
to entry is often not enough; low-income students and their
caregivers may have to be convinced that the opportunities are
worth pursuing.'®

RECOMMENDATION 4:

Remove barriers that prevent high-ability students from
moving through coursework at a pace that matches their
achievement level.

Allowing high-ability students to move through the K-12
system at their own pace is one of the easiest and most
straightforward interventions. State-level laws and policies
should require LEAs to allow early entrance to kindergarten,
acceleration between grades, dual enrollment in middle school
and high school (with high school credit), and early graduation
from high school.

RECOMMENDATION 5:

Hold LEAs accountable for the performance of high-ability
students from all economic backgrounds.

Our analysis of state K—12 accountability systems was based

on plans as they existed in 2016-2017. As we completed

this study, states were beginning to offer their revised plans
under the Every Student Succeeds Act, some of which are
qualitatively different from their NCLB-era plans. Although we
did not evaluate the new plans due to their draft nature, initial
analyses of these plans are not positive from the perspective of
promoting high achievement and addressing excellence gaps.
The new plans should: give credit for advanced achievement;
include high-achievers in growth assessments; separately report
growth for high-achievers; and include other indicators of
excellence. Other indicators currently captured by some states
include: the number of students identified for gifted education;
the college going rate; AP enrollment and performance; SAT
and ACT performance; early entrance to Kindergarten; dual

or concurrent enrollment; and early exit from high school.
Accountability systems should also report separately low-
income and other students to identify excellence gaps.

RECOMMENDATION 6:
Create a comprehensive talent development plan.

Because talent development has been a low priority for most
states, relevant policies and programs almost universally have

a patchwork feel: gifted education policies and interventions
focus on mid-to-late elementary grades; middle school tends

to be overlooked; AP policies are treated separately, as are dual
enrollment policies. The lack of coordination among these
moving parts leads to dysfunctional talent development systems
that comprehensively address neither excellence nor excellence
gaps. States should develop comprehensive P-16 plans for
developing talent.”
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APPENDIX A

DATA SOURCES

This report draws upon the following primary data sources.

In addition, staff reviewed state education agency (SEA) web
sites and data-bases, and conducted telephone interviews with
staff members in state education offices to verify responses and
obtain missing information.

2014-15 State of the States in Gifted Education.
Washington DC: National Association for Gifted Children
(NAGC) and the Council of State Directors of Programs for
the Gifted (CSDPG), 2015.

Website: http://www.nagc.org/resources-publications/gifted-
state/2014-2015-state-states-gifted-education

High States for High Achievers in the Age of ESSA.
Washington DC: Thomas B. Fordham Institute, 2017.

Website: https://edexcellence.net/publications/high-stakes-for-

high-achievers-in-the-age-of-essa

The 10th Annual AP Report to the Nation.
College Board, 2014.

Website: http://media.collegeboard.com/digitalServices/pdf/ap/

rtn/10th-annual/10th-annual-ap-report-to-the-nation-single-

page.pdf

50-State Comparison. Denver, CO: Education
Commission of the States, 2017.

Website: http://ecs.force.com/mbdata/
MBQuestRTL.?Rep=DE1501

State Acceleration Policy by State. Acceleration
Institute, 2014-15.

Website: http://www.accelerationinstitute.org/Resources/Policy/
By State/

Digest of Education Statistics. National Center for
Education Statistics, 2015.

Website: https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d15/tables/
del5 204.90.asp?current=yes

APPENDIX B

STATE DATA TABLES

The following tables (pages 35-52) report the specific indicators
for each state’s policies, participation measures, and outcomes.
State values were rounded before scoring. Cells noted with an
asterisk were not obtained through the primary data source,

but through project staff research and/or phone calls to

state officials.

34


http://www.nagc.org/resources-publications/gifted-state/2014-2015-state-states-gifted-education
http://www.nagc.org/resources-publications/gifted-state/2014-2015-state-states-gifted-education
https://edexcellence.net/publications/high-stakes-for-high-achievers-in-the-age-of-essa
https://edexcellence.net/publications/high-stakes-for-high-achievers-in-the-age-of-essa
http://media.collegeboard.com/digitalServices/pdf/ap/rtn/10th-annual/10th-annual-ap-report-to-the-nation-single-page.pdf
http://media.collegeboard.com/digitalServices/pdf/ap/rtn/10th-annual/10th-annual-ap-report-to-the-nation-single-page.pdf
http://media.collegeboard.com/digitalServices/pdf/ap/rtn/10th-annual/10th-annual-ap-report-to-the-nation-single-page.pdf
http://ecs.force.com/mbdata/MBQuestRTL?Rep=DE1501
http://ecs.force.com/mbdata/MBQuestRTL?Rep=DE1501
http://www.accelerationinstitute.org/Resources/Policy/By_State/
http://www.accelerationinstitute.org/Resources/Policy/By_State/
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d15/tables/dt15_204.90.asp?current=yes
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d15/tables/dt15_204.90.asp?current=yes

93

ON

ON
ON

ON

oN

ON

oN

oN

oN

SO\

ON

oN

sap

sap
sap

fa1j0d
ur paiyoads JoN

fa1jod
Ul paiyoads JoN

fa1j0d
ur paiyiaads JoN

oA

1eajoun

[ ‘weigosd anjuaauy

(1eajauq) sap

(f101epUBI) SBA
(K101epUBI) SOA

(K1eyunjop) Sap

(K1eyunjop) Sap

(K1eyunjop) sap

(awos Joy
fiojepuely) sax

(awos Joy
fiojepuely) sap

(K1eyunjop) Sap

(K103epuBl) SaA

£a1jod a1e3s oN

(K1eyunjop) Sap

[ 1109228 0} paiinbal suonNSU|

I “Miojepuey
] “a9eyd uy £aijod
:syujod p 0 dp

Q
|

o

39371109 AT4v3

09/ (KON
m‘m\\ )

£a110d oN

pauILLIa}aP YT
panuLiag

PauILIBIap 3T

paulULB1ap 3]

£a110d oN

pouIWI}ap Y]

£a110d oN

pauULIB1ap 3]
pauIULB1ap 3]

£a1j0d op

panIuLIag

0 “uuad Joy
[ “Adijod oy
G¢ - wiap yi1
v ‘popiuLIsd

£a110d oN

pauILLIa}aP YT
panuLiag

PauILIBIap 3T

papiwiag

fa110d oN

pallwiag

pauILLIB1ap Y]

pauULIB1ap 3]
paliuIag

£a1j0d op

panIuLIag

0 “uuad Joy
[ “Adijod oy
¢ wiap ya1
v ‘popiuLIsd

“sw1aflo 21035 01 sjjv2 au0yd 40 ) puv Gouvasas fJvis 1alosd ySnoiqys imq sunos vipp Lwvwiid aqz ¢Snoiqs paurriqo j0u 24900 YstiaIsY UV qIIM PAAOU S[j37)

£a110d oN |apow Yymoi3 ur S1anaiyae-ysiy sspnjau|
|apow Ymoi3 ul sianaiyoe-ysiy
papiwad joN S3PN|2U| ‘JUBWSABIYIL PIIUBADE 10} JIPaI)
panwad Joy [8pOW YIMmoi3 ul SisAsIye-ysiy sapnjou|

pauIwIalep Y] 1UBW3A3IYOR PAIUBADE 10} }Ipal)

1UBWJ[0IU3 JURLINILO0D 10 [BN(
'59558|0 91881N8|RI0RY [BUOIRLIAIUI/JY 10 AIjIGe|IeAy
‘uapie8IapuIy 0} 30ueI)U3 A|1B ‘SIUBPNIS PayIs paluap!

pautuLialap i1 10 JaqIny ‘[apow YImo.3 ul SisAsiyde-ysiy sapnjou|
|apow ymoi3 ul sianaiyoe-ysiy
fa110d oN S3PN|IU| JUBLIBABIYIL PIUBAPE 10} JIPal)
uajegiapury o} aguesua Ajied ‘syuapnis papis
paniwiag pal}uspI JO JaqUINY ‘|8pow Yimol3 ul S1anaiyae-ysiy sapnjou)
pautuLialap i1 3UoN
aouewopad |9y ‘souewlopad Juswade|d paaueApy -alel 3ulos
939](07 *SIUBPNIS PaS palHuap! 0 JaquINY ‘|apow ymois
panuiiad Joy Ul SI8A8IYI.-YS1Y S3pN|ou| JUsWaA3IYIe padueApe 10} JIpal)
paulwJaap yi1 [apow ymmoi3 Ul s1analyae-ysiy sapnjou|
£a1j0d op |apow Yymoi3 ur S1anaiyae-ysiy sspnjau|
papw.ad JoN JUBLIBABIYIE PBIUBAPE 10} HIPBI)
[ :sainseal JayQ
0 wiad JoN [ ‘SI8Aalyae Y31y o) yimo.s suipodal Ajajesedas
[ “Aa1jod oy [ “18pow ymoi3 uy Sianalyae ysiy suipnjauj

[ “JU8WaA3IYI. PAUBADPE 10f PaII B1Xa SUIND
:syujod p 0y dp

G'¢ - uiop vyl
v -papIsd

\\0\“¥

ylog SoA 1IYMYH
yiog ON v194039
yiog S3A yaond
Y1awn103
SEINIEN] ON 40 13141S10
yiog ON JHVMY130
fluo uoyealyuap| ON 1NJILIINNOI
yiog S3A 00avyy0103
SETNIEN oN YINYO4ITvI
yiog S3A SYSNY)HY
yiog SAA YNOZIYY
yiog ON ISy
yiog S3A YINYayv
00N (julod ejep yoea
zal 00N 10} PaAIa2al Su1od)
v ‘4104 7 “Sp INIY0IS

Z

S313170d FINITTIIXT

NOILYANNO4 IH00J INIH ¥Ovr

NOILIG3 GNZ *SIILINNLYOAO TYNDANN ‘SINITYL T¥ND3I



9¢

“sp1aflo 23035 01 $[jv2 au04d 40 ) puv Gouvass fJvis 19alo4d ySnoigs imq aunos vipp Lvuwrid aqz ¢SnoLys pourriqo J0u 24900 YstISY UV GIIM PIROU S[J27)

N oA (Riejunjop) saj pauruLgiep v papiuLiag pajusad joy [9pow Y3mo13 Ul s18A31Le-y31y sapnjou] yiog S9A 1ddISSISSIN

ON ON (Riejunjop) saj papiuLag papiuLag papiuLag [Spow 3mo13 ul s1ana1Ie-y31y sapnjou] yiog S9A Y10S3INNIN

N N (Riojepuey) sep paniuLad foijod oy pajusad Joy 8UoN 1ayeN N NYIIHIIN
(awos Jo} |apow Ymoi3 ul Sianalyde-ysiy

oN oN fiojepuely) sap farjod oy farjod oy pauiualap 31 S3pN|aU| *JUWBAILIL PIIUBAPE 10} JIPaI) SENIEN] ON SLIISNHIYSSYIN

N N (Kiejunjop) saj pauruLgiap ¥ foijod oy paniuLiad 8UoN yiog SA ANYTAYYIN

UBLWI|0JU3 JUBLINIU0A J0 [en(
{S9SSE[D 8)eaINe|RIIRY RUOIRLIBIU|/JY 10 ANjIqe|IeAY

(awos Jo} :|00yas Y31y wou) }xa Aj1e3 ‘S}UspNIS pas paijjuspl
oN paxip fiojepuely) sap £a1j0d oN £a1j0d oN paniwiad joN 0 J3qUINN ‘|3poL yImoi3 Ul SI8A31YIe-y31y sapnjaul ulog oN INIYIN
ON S3A (Riojepuey) sep papiuliad paululielep v31 paululielep v31 JUBWANBIYIE P3IUBADE 104 1IPAI] 4308 ON YNVISINO1
|apow ymoi3 ul sianalyoe-ysiy
SaA SaA (K103epueyy) oA papwIag pajwIag pajwIag S3pN|aU| ‘JUaWBABIYI. PIIUBAPE 10} JIpaI) ujog SaA MINININ
oN SBA (Rrejunjop) sap papwiag papiwiag papiuuad joN [8pouw YImoi3 ul SisAsIye-ysiy sapnjou| Ajuo uoijeanijuap| SBA SYSNYY
£aijod (awos Jo}
oN ul payyioads joN fuojepuely) sap pauiwalep 3] pauiwialep 3] papiuad joN [8pouw YImoi3 ul SisAsIye-ysiy sapnjou| ujog SBA YMOI

JULU|[0JUS JUBLINIUOD 10 [BN(] ‘SASSE|D
3]eaine|eaoeg |eUOIIBLISIU|/JY JO AlIjIqe|IBAY ‘sIuspnis palyid

S9A S9A (K103epuBl) SaA £a1j0d oN £a1j0d oN £a1j0d oN PaIyIjuap! J0 Jaquiny “|apow Ymoi3 ur s1analyae-ysiy sapnjouy ulog S9A YNYIQNI
oN S9A (Keunjop) Sap paulwJaep yI1 fa1j0d o\ fa1j0d o\ [apow ymmoi3 Ul s1anslyoe-y3iy sapnjou| JayyaN oN SIONITTI
faijod
S3A Ut patyoads joy (Rie3unjop) sop paulwiaiap v paulwiaiap v pajusad joy [3pow 3m013 ul s1aAa1LIe-y31y sapnjou] 4108 ON OHYaI
[ ‘weigoud srnuaauf [ :sainseau JayjQ
[ “1da29e 0} paiinbas suoinisuy 0 “uuad Joy 0 “uuad Joy 0 “uuad Joy [ ‘Sianaiyae ysiy Joj yimoi3 uipiodas flajeledss
I ‘Mojepuey [ “Aaijod oy [ “Aaijod oy [ “Aaijod oy [ “18pow yamoi3 uy Sianalyae ysiy suipnjouj 00N (juiod ejep yoes
[ -80eyd ul Aljod Gcrwep vl G'g-uspyai G'g-uspyai [ “uauianalyoe paoueape 10j Jipaid eLjxa Suinly Z2-al 0 ‘0N 10} paniagai sjuiod)
:syujod p 0} dp v ‘PopiULIsd v ‘PopiULIsd v ‘PopilLIsd :sutod y 0} dp v “4iog RU INIY0IS

\
_a

TR Oty Aot/ /v
i o\m\ ey \“\\
.. 7

3937109 K143 S313170d FINITT3IXT

NOILYANNO4 IM00D LNIM ¥Ivr NOILI@3 ONZ ‘SIILINNLYOJO TYNDINA ‘SINITYL TYND3I



V42

q\wﬁ% 21035 01 SIYI &EQR 40 | puv (4va524 &@&\ 192l04d QMREQN mq 224nos vivp Civurad 241 QM&ES PAUIDIQO 10U 240M. YSIUIISY UV (I PIJOU S[J2D)

SJanalyae ysiy Joj ymmo3 podai Ajsjesedss
oN oN (1e3]2UN) SBA paniuad pauIwIBlep yi1 £a110d oN ‘[apou Ymols ul sisnsiyae-ysiy sapnjou| ulog S9A EERT]

ON SoA (Riojepueiy) sap  pauluialep ¥3] paulwislap vq] pajiwad JoN SUON yiog SoA YINOHYT)O

SJanalye ysiy Joj ymol3 podas
fj81eledas ‘|apow ymoi3 ur sianaiyae-ysiy
oN SBA (K103epueyy) sop papwIayg pajwIayg pajwIayg S3pN|aU| ‘JUaWSABIYI. PIIUBAPE 10} JIpaI) fjuo uoieaniyuap| SBA 0IHO

ON Sk (reunjop) sax papiiad JoN fotjod oy papiwiag UON 184lieN ONx Y10)YQ HL4ON

$8100S JUBWBABIYIY g|
/dV JuBL||0IUS JUBLINIUOJ JO [BN( ‘SBSSE|D d}eaine|eddeg
[euorjeUIBIU|/dY Jo A)|IGE|IBAY ‘SJUBPNIS Pa)I3
paiyijuapl Jo Jaquiny -sianalyoe ysiy Joy ymoi3 podal

ON S3A (Rie3unjop) sap payuiad JoN pajiwiad pajiwiad f|ajeledag ‘[apow ymoI3 Ul SIanIye-y31y sepnjou] yiog S3A YNIT04YJ HLYON
ON Jesjun forjod aye3s oy pauluieiap v31 faijod oy pauluiaisp v31 3UON Jay}ieN ON NY0A MIN
oN SOA (K1018pUBI) SBA £a110d oN £a110d oN paniwiad JoN |9powW Ymoi3 ur sianaiyae-ysiy sspnjau ulog oN 091XIN MIN
oN oN (K1ejunjop) Sap £a110d oN £a110d oN £a110d oN |9pow Ymoi3 ur sianaiyae-ysiy sspnjau| ulog SBA AISHIr MAN
ON ON farjod aje3s o fatjod oN fatjod oN paulwiiap y31 [9pOW YMOI3 Ul SIBABIYIE-YSIY Sapnjau| J3ylieN ON JUIHSAINYH MIN
SIansIYae Y31y 1o} ymoi3 Hodas A|s)eledas
oN SBA (K1ejunjop) sap £a110d oN £a110d oN £a110d oN ‘[apow ymols ul sisnsiyae-ysiy sapnjou| uylog oN YavAIN
SJuapnis payi3 paiijuspl
40 JaqINN ‘|9pow YImo.3 ul sisnsiyde-ysiy
oN oN (Kieunjop) sap £a110d oy £a110d oy £a110d oy S3PN|IU| -JUaWaA3IYI. PAJUBAPE 10} JIPal) juo uorjeanyuap) SaA YISYYgIN
ON SaA (Rie3unjop) sap pauruaisp v31 pauruaisp v31 pauruaisp v31 AUON yiog ON YNVINOW

welgold payi3 panoidde-alels e ul panIas Sjuspnis payis jo
988]U82134 “S)UBPN]S PalLI3 palyiuspl Jo Jaquinp ‘|apow yimois

oN SBA (Krejunjop) sap pajiuag farjod oy papiuuad joN Ul S19A31Ya.-y31Y S3pn|ou| ‘JUaWaA3ILIe PRIUBAPE 10} JIPal) SEINIEN] SBA 14N0SSIN
[ “weigoud sriuaauf [ :sainseau JayjQ
[ ‘Jda2ae 0 paiinbai suonnysu| 0 wiad JoN 0 wiad JoN 0 wiad JoN [ “SI8Aalyae Y31y o) ymols Suipodal Ajajesedas
[ ‘Mojepuey T “Aaijod o T “Aaijod o 1 “Aaijod o [ “18pow ymoi3 ur sianalyae ysiy suipnjouj 0N (juiod ejep yoea
1 “90eyd ui £a1jo4 G'7 W jap yi7 G'7 W jap yi7 G'7 W jap yi7 [ “JuaWaiayoe paoueape Joj J1pald esxa Suing zZ-al 0 oN 104 PaAI828l S]u1od)
‘sjujod p o} dp v -papIwIsd v -papIIsd v -papIIsd ‘sjujod p o} dp v 4308 7S94k INIH0IS

3937109 K143 S313170d FINITTIIXT

NOILYANNO4 IH00D INIH ¥Ovr NOILIG3 GNZ ‘SIILINNLYOAO TYNDANN ‘SINITYL 1¥ND3I



8¢

“sp1aflo 21035 01 $[jv2 2u04d 40 ) puv Youvasaa fJvis 19al04d ySnoiys 1nq aunos vivp Lvuwiid aqz ¢SnoLys pourriqo 10U 24900 YsIAISY UV GIIM PAAOU S[J2T)

sJanalyae ysiy Joj ymmol3 podai A|sjesedss

oN SOA (Kieunjop) sap paulwaep yI1 fa1j0d oy fa1j0d oy ‘|apow yImo.3 ur sianaiyae-ysiy sapnjou| JayyaN SOA ININOAM
(8wos 0} |9powW Ymoi3 ur Sianalyae-ysiy
ON fiojepueyy) s pauluaiep 31 pajiwiad pajiwiad SapN|au| JUBLLIBABIYI. P3IUBADE 10 JIPaI] yiog SaA NISNOJSIM
(8wos 0}
ON PaXIA fiojepueyy) sap paulwiaiep ¥31 pajiiwiad paulwiaiep ¥31 [9poW Yimol3 uf s1analyde-ysiy sapnjou| yiog S3A VINI9YIA LSIM
(8wos 10}
ON PaXIN fiojepuely) sa pajiwiad faijod oy pauluiaisp v31 [9pow 3mo13 u s13A31YIe-y31y sapnjou] uiog S3A NOLINIHSYM
JUBLL||0JUB JUBLINJUOI 1O |BN(] ‘SASSE|D
ON ON (fiojepuely) sep £aijod oN pauluiaiap ¥31 pauluiaiap ¥31 a}eaine|edoeg [euoleuIalu|/dy Jo Aijiqejieny yiog S3A VINI9YIA
(8wos 10}
ON Jesjun fiojepueyy) s £arjod oN pauluiaiap ¥31 peyuad JoN AUON JaylieN ONx INOWYH3A
SaA SaA (feunjop) Sap paulwJaep yI1 £a110d oy paniwlad joN |apow ymoi3 Ul s1aAsIyoe-y3iy sapnjou| JayyaN SaA HYLN
Sjuapnys payis paiiuap! o Jaquiny
oN 1eajaun (Kreunjop) Sap paulwJaep yi1 paniwIag paniwIag ‘|apow yImo.3 ui SIanaiyae-ysiy sapnjouj uylog oN SyX3l
ON S3A (Kiejunjop) saj pauluiaiap ¥31 pauluiaiap ¥31 pauluiaiap ¥31 [9pow 3mo13 u s13A31Y2e-y31y sapnjou] yiog S3A 33SSANNIL
S3A ON (Kiejunjop) saj pajuLad joy faijod oy faijod oy 3UON 13y}ieN ON Y10)vYa HLNOS
Sjuapnls payIs paiuspl
10 JaquIny ‘|opow YImo.3 ul sisnslyde-ysiy
ON SaA (Kiejunjop) sap papiwiad payjwiad JoN SapN|aU| -JUaLIBA3IYIE PAIUBADE 10} JIPaI) yiog S3A YNIT04YJ HLNOS
[apow ymoi3 ul s1analyae-ysy
oN 1eajoun (1eajaun) san paulw.aep yI1 panIwIag £a110d o\ S3PN|aU| -JUaLWAA3IYI. PaIUBAPE 10} }Ipal?) JayyaN oN ANY1SI 300HY
|apow ymoi3 ul sianalyoe-ysiy
ON ON (fie3unjop) sap pauluialap ¥31 pauluialap ¥31 pauluialap ¥31 SapN|oU| :JUaLIBARILIE PROUBADE J0} JIPaI) yiog S3A VINYATASNN3d
[ ‘weisoud anljuaau) [ :sainseau JayiQ
[ “1da22e 0} pasinbas suoinisuy 0 “uuad Joy 0 “uuad Joy 0 “uuad Joy [ Sianaiyae ysiy Joj yimoi3 Suipiodal Algjesedss
[ “Lojepuey [ “Aaijod oy [ “Aaijod oy [ “Aaijod oy [ “18pow ymoi3 uy Sianalyae ysiy suipnjouj 00N (juiod ejep yoes
T “a2e/d uj faijod G¢wep il G¢wep vyl Gcwep il [ “JU9LUBA31Y9e PIoUEADE J0j JIP3ID e1X3 SUINY c-al 0 ‘N 10f pantaaal sjuiod)
‘sutod p 0} dp v ‘PapilIsd v ‘PapilIsd v ‘PapilIsd ‘sujod y 0} dp v ‘4104 7S94 INIY0IS

3937109 K143 S313170d FINITT3IXT

NOILYANNO4 IM00J LNIM HIvr NOILIG3 ONZ ‘SIILINNLYOJO TYNDINN ‘SINITYL YN0



6§

.h\ﬁ.ﬁ%ﬁ 27vIs 07 h\\n@ w&a.&ﬁ«xa \\s«% «\Q\N&h&k%@wh NQM\.%\Q QM&F:NN QEQ 24n0§ N&NN\\ \QN\S.N\&MQN .\\MEQ.«.\\M \NK\N&QQ jou adam %,ﬁ:wﬂﬁ\ uv Q:S N\NNQK Q\N.U *

ON ON U3pN3S 3 J0L1ISIp/81eIS (s1o1unf'j0oyds a1jqnd - |yS 831}) saA painbay ON NIV
ON ON Pusip/eIeIs (1Y 831y) S8p ON« ON YNVISINO1
ON ON paulwiiep 1] (1Y @a1}) Sap ON ON AINININ
ON ON juspms ON ON ON SYSNYM
S9A S9A usip/eieIs ON ON« ON WMol
ON« ON juspnis ON ON« ON YNYIONI
S8\ ON paulwalep v3] (s101unf jooyas a1jgnd - 1yS 8.}) sax ON ON SIONITI
ON ON paulwialep vI] (s1o1unf jooyds aijqnd - |yS 831}) sap N« SA OHvaI
ON ON juspnis (1Y 831y) Sep ON« ON 11YMYH
ON ON Pusip/eIeIs ON ON ON Y194039
ON ON 1uIsip/aiels ON ON ON yaiyo
ON ON paulwialep v1] (s1o1unf jooyds aijqnd - |y¥S 831}) sap ON ON YIgNN109 40 L1YLSIa
ON ON paulwialep v1] (s1o1unf j0oyds a1jqnd - |¥S 831}) saA ON« ON J4YMYTI0
ON ON juspmis (s1o1unf'j00yds a1jqnd - |¥S 8a1}) saA ON« ON 1NJ1LIINNOD
(Sapeu3 109]8s Ul
ON fjuo sa1nsasul usip/eieIs 1¥S 7 1¥Sd 8a1) S8 painbay S3A 0ayy0103
S9A S9A juspms ON ON ON VINYO04ITY
ON ON paulwialep v1] (159} dyf 891} BWOS *| Jf 931) SOR ON SA SYSNYIYY
AITOERIIVENT] fjuo sainiasuy| paulwIalap Y1 ON o\ oN YNOZIYY
ON« ONx juspnis ON ON« ON ISYIY
ON Ajuo sa1nsasul paulwialep v1] (1Y 8314) S8p paiinbay ON YIvav1y
0 ‘Juspms
0 0N 0N G uwisp vl (juiod ejep yes
¢ Ajuo soinsasuy £ Ajuo aaimsesuy £ Juapnjs % Ja11sIp/aels 0 0N R 0 ON 10} PaAIaal syuiod)
v :Sf ¥ S84 ¥ J31ISIp/oEIS 7S94 v “paiinbay v *Sof INIY0IS

ININIVYL 4OTISNNOD ININIVYL HOLYHISININGY INIaNnd INIANNA ININIIYIS HLMOYI SIHIIIM
T00H3S NI 034In03Y / 4IHIYIL NI 43HINDIY INJWTI0UNI WNQ dV/L3V/1YS TVSHIAINN 300N ALITIGVINNOIIY

N40MISUN0I A3L419 Y0M3SYN0I L1419

SdV3 JIN3T139X3 38019 01 S313110d

NOILYANNO4 IM00J LNIM HIvI NOILIG3 GNZ ‘SIILINNLYOAO TYNDANN ‘SINITYL 1¥ND3I



4

oN
oN
oN
SaA
oN

ON=

oN
oN
oN
oN
oN
oN
oN

oN
oN
oN
oN
ON
O

oN

0 ‘0N
£ “Ajuo sainasuy
v SS9k

ININIVYL 40T3ISNNOI
T00HIS NI G341ND3H

40M3SHN0I Q31419

oN
oN
oN
o\
oN

N

oN
Saj
ON
ON
oN
saj

ON

ON
ON
Ajuo da1niBsU|
ON
N«
N«

oN

0 ‘0N
£ “Ajuo aainuasuy
7S94

ININIVYL HOLYYLISININGY
/ 4IHIVIL NI a34INDIY

N40M3SHN0I A3L419

Juspmis
1U3pn}s 3 JOLISIp/a1elS
pauILLIZ}3p YT
Juapnig
10UISIp/aleIS
Juapnig

Ruisip/aiels
juspnig
Ruisip/aiels
juspnig
juspnig
juspnig
juspnig

pRUILLIBIAP Y3
pauILIBIap YT
pauILLIBap Y31
PaUILLIBAP Y3
1U3pNIs 3 J9LSIp/a1eIS
Juapnis
JuapIs 3 JOLISIp/AIeIS

0 uspms
G'¢-wisp vl

& Juapnis g 19141s1p/e1els

v 91ISIp/elels

INIANN
INJNTI04N3 TVNA

“sypiffo 21v1s 01 sjpva auogqd 40 ) puv gouvasas fJvis 192load ¢noiqs 1mq aunos vivp Livuirid ags ¢3noiqs paurvIqo 10U 249 YSIIISY UD (I100 PIIOU S[J77)

(s1o1unf jooyas a1jqnd - 1S 8aly) Saj
oN
oN
(S1S09 10113S1P SBSINGUIBL) SBA
(S1S09 10113SIP SBSINGIBL) SBR
(10V 981)) Sah

(pajjoaua 41
dV/dl 8814 pue |3y 881}) S8k

oN
ON
ON
(s1o1un{ [ooyas a1jqnd - [yS 8a1y) Sa
(LY 834}) S84
(LQV 881)) S8p

(Ma1Aa) Japun
‘pauidxa 3uipuny - |9y 9a1)) SaA

(LJV 881)) S8p
(LY 884)) S84
(51502 JOLIISIP SBSINQUIIBL) SBA
(s101unf jooyas a1jqnd - |¥S 9al}) S8p
ON
ON

00N
b s

INIONNA
dv/13v/1vS

ININIFHIS
TYSYIAINN

ON ON
oN oN
pageinoou] S9A
ON« ON
palinbay oN
ON« ON
pageinoou] oN
painbay oN
ON ON
ON ON
oN ON
ON ON
ON ON
ON ON
ONx ON
painbay, oN
ON ON
ON« ON
ONx N
oN oN
0 ‘N 0N
¥ -pasinbay S84

HLMOYI SIHIIIM
J00W ALITIGYINNOIIY

ANY1SI 300HY
VINVATASNN3d
N09340
YINOHY1HO
0IHO

Y10)YQ HLYON

YNIT04YJ HLYON
YYOA MIN
0J1XIN MIN
A3SYAM MIN
JUIHSAINYH MIN
YavAIN
VISYYaIN

YNVINOW
14NOSSIN
1ddISSISSIN
Y10SINNIW
NYSIHIIN
S1L1ISNHIYSSYIN
ANVTAYYIN

(Jurod ejep yoea
10§ paniadal sjuiod)

INIY0IS

Sd¥3 JINIT139X3 3S013 01 S313110d

NOILYANNO4 IM00J INIU ¥Ivr

NOILI3 ANZ :SIILINNLYOAAO TYNDINN ‘SINITVL 1¥ND3I



Iy

.wa.wmﬁ\.h IVIs 07 h\\ﬁh MRQQN\Q \\K“ Qb&%&.&k&%w\ﬂq ubh\h\ﬁ«&%ﬁ%&&u QSQ 224nos Nu&@ \QNQ\\.:&\\‘Q.N QMSQ&QN \N&NN\H&Q Jou a4om &h.:hgg uv .\\.:3 N\Mﬂh& w\\wu *

ON ON 1uIsip/alels (1O 881}) sap ONx ON ININOAM
ON ON paulwelep 11 (1QV 8a1}) Sap ON ON NISNOJSIM
ON ON: paululisisp 1] ON ON ON VINI9YIA LSIM
ON ON paululisisp 1] ON ON ON NOLINIHSYM
ON ON paulwelep 11 ON ON ON YINIGYIA
ONx ON Juapnis g JouIsIp/a1els ON ON ON INOWY3A
ON ON Juspnis 1 JL3SIp/9jels (10V 881) S84 ON ON HYLN
(sjuapnis
ON ON paululisisp 1] d TSN 404 pazIpIsqns dy/LIY/LYS) SoA ON ON SvX3lL
ON ON 1uisIp/aleIS (S3502 JOLISIP SasINquIIBL) SO ON ON J3SSINNIL
ON« ON paululiaisp 1] ON ON« ON YL0)Yd HLNOS
(Pajj0aua 41 dy 8344 “(430T)
ON ON paululiaisp 1] 10y-81d/1ySd “(UITT) LIV 881}) S8k paiinbay ON YNIT04Y3 H1NOS
0 Juapms
0N 0N G’ Wap vyl (Jutod ejep yoes
¢ U0 agingsuy £ “AJU0 82II9SU| £ Juapnis 3 JoLsIp/1elS 00N 00N 00N 10§ paAIgaal sjuiod)
7 -SA 7 “Sop v J913sIp/e1els 7 -Sof ¥ ‘paiinbay 7 -SoA INIY0IS

ININIVYL 40TISNNOD ININIVYL HOLYYLSININGY INIONNA INIaNNd ININIIYIS HLMOYI SIHIIIM
T00H3S NI 034IN03Y / 4IHIVIL NI a3YINDIY INJWTI0UNI TVNa dV/LIV/1YS TYSY3AINN T300WN ALITIGVINNOIIY

NY0M3SYN0I L1419 40MISUN0I 31419

SdV3 JINIT139X3 38019 01 S31d110d

NOILYANNO4 IM009 INIU HIvr NOILIG3 ONZ *SIILINNLYOO TYNDINN ‘SINITYL TYND3I



cr

%Nm.\xn.wm w;n\v% wmwﬁwh%x 24om Q\%wﬂi@é SnOnuUIIUO0") ‘210N1

%t LE0 %91 %Y %9€¢ %5 ANIYIN
3|qejiene JoN €70 %8¢ %99 %G1 %€ YNYISINO1
a|qejiene joN 970 %9¢ %L %€ %ET AINININ

%L1 60 %61 %81 %L1 %8 SYSNYX

%1 9€0 %1 %6€ %81 %6 YMol

%S¢ 7€°0 %91 %LV %GE %E1 YNVIQNI
a|qej|iene joN €90 %6¢ %Ly %€ % SIONITII

%5¢ £r0 %61 %St %0¢ %8 OHYaI

%1€ 190 %6¢ %Ll %6¢ %1 1IYMYH
3|qejiene JoN G40 %CE %L %07 %01 Y194039
a|qejiene joN €90 %G¢€ %96 %G %S varyo1d
d|qejiene JoN 99°0 %61 %EL %99 %0 Y19IN109 40 LI1¥1SIa
d|qejiene JoN G0 %CC %81 %1€ %¢ JHYMY13a

%C1 6€0 %1 %€ %6€ %C 1NJILIINNOI

%LC 170 %L1 %01 %6¢ %L 0ay40109
d|qejiene JoN 8.0 %6ll %Y %1t %8 YINYO41TVI

%6¢ 750 %E¢ %19 %9 %01 SYSNYIYY
a|qe|tene joN 99'0 %0¢ %St %S¢ %9 YNOZIYY
a|qejiene joN 20 %8 %8¢ %E¢ %S ASYTY
d|qejiene JoN €r'0 %t %59 %G¢ %8 YINYaviv

0620-0 0 °%0I-0 0°%2-0

I 660-060 I “%SI-11 I %y-¢

erep suissiu Z 6r0-0r0 2 ‘%02 - 91 C %8

saje]s Auews 00) 9sNLIIq £ 650-050 £ %512 £ %0I-8
pa103s JoN 7 4090 v+ %9¢ v+ %I INIY0IS

31419 SY Q3141LN3QI SINIANLS JIW0INI-MO1 €102 JW0INI-M01 €102 IN0INI-MO1
SIN3anLS ¢1-A 40 INJJ43d T1VH3A0 OL JYV OHM J4Y OHM

JWOINI-MO0T % SYIMVL 1531 dY JNOINI-MOT SYINYL WYX dY 40 % SINIANLS %
40 IN3343d 40 OILvY

SFUNSYIIN NOILYdIJILYYd d¥I JINITTIIXS

NOILYANNO4 IM009 INIU ¥Ivr NOILIG3 ANZ *SIILINNLYOAAO TYNDINN ‘SINITVL 1¥ND3I



4

.Vv&.u& 0I5 4 &\.MQ \w\&& 04 d4om C\QN\N\N\\\. SRONUIFUOT) ‘IJON]

a|qe|iene JoN 19°0 %9¢ %EY %9¢ %l UNY1SI 300HY
a|qe|lene JoN 9€°0 %1 %6€ %¥¢ %l VINVATASNNId
a|qe|lene JoN ero %L %16 %e %L N09340
a|qe|lene JoN G0 %L %19 %00 %V1 YINOHYTHO
8|ejieAe JoN 9¢°0 %Il %EY %€ b4 0IHO
a|qe|lene JoN 91°0 %5 %0 %651 %€ Y10)YQ HLYON
a|qe|lene JoN €€’0 %L1 %08 %1€ %11 YNIT0YVI HLYON
a|qe|lene JoN €5°0 %9¢ %81 %8€ %0 YY0A MIN
a|qe|iene JoN 89°0 %97 %89 %8¢ %5 0JIX3W MIN
a|qe|lene JoN 170 %E1 %E€E %€ %L AISYIr MaN
a|qe|lene JoN G20 %9 %S¢ %e %I JUIHSAWYH MIN
a|qe|lene JoN 99°0 %EE %05 %€ %0 YavAIN
a|qe|iene JoN 1€°0 €1 %EY L1 %C1 VASYYaIN
a|qe|iene JoN 6¢0 %01 Pl %1¢ %l YNYINOW
a|qe|lene JoN LE0 %L1 %51 %91 %l 14NOSSIN
¥4 9°0 %EE %IL %E1 %L 1ddISSISSIN
a|qe|iene JoN YN YN %LE %60E %8 Y10SINNIW
a|qe|lene JoN 7E0 %691 %91 %9¢ %0 NYIIHIIN
a|qe|lene JoN 95°0 %61 %VE %6€ %I S11ISNHIYSSYIN
a|qe|lene JoN 810 %61 %07 %Ly %91 ANVIAYYIN

0 6c0-0 0 %01 -0 0 %0

[ 660-060 I %GI-11 I %p-¢

ejep suissiw ¢ 6r0-0r0 ¢ “%0¢-91 ¢ %G

sajejs Aueu 00} asnedsq £650-050 £ %5¢-1¢ € %0I-8

paloas JoN 7 +090 v+ %9¢ vt %Il INIH0IS

31419 SY @31d1LNIQI SINIANLS JIWOINI-MO1 €102 JWOINI-MO1 €102 IN0INI-MO1
SINIanLS ¢1-A 40 IN3JY43d 11v43A0 01 JYY OHM J4Y OHM

JWOINI-MOT % SYINYL 131 d¥ INOINI-MO1 SYINYL WYX dY 40 SINIanLs
40 IN3J43d 40 Ol1vd

SFUNSYIIN NOILVdIDILHYd dVI JINATTIIXT

NOILYANNO4 IM009 INIM ¥Ivr NOILIG3 ONZ *SIILINNLYOO TYNDINN ‘SINITYL T¥NDI



24

.Mw«.:ﬁw-q \w&%% \N\§§Q& dam MN\QQN\Q\N SHONUIFUOT) ‘IJON]

9|qe|ieAe JoN 10 VA %LE %L1 %E ININOAM
8|qejieae JoN 620 %1 %68 %¢¢€ %9 NISNOJSIM
d|qe|iene JON 1€0 %91 %S %0 %L VINI9YIA LSIM
%12 G50 %EC %01 %E %Y NOLINIHSYM
%L1 1€0 A %LE VAU %L1 VINIYHIA
8|qejieae JoN 820 %01 %LE %1€ %0 INOWY3A
%0¢ 920 %01 %8¢ %9€ %Y HYLN
%3¢ 660 %08 %08 %9¢ %8 SyXilL
9|qe|ieAe JoN (Al %1¢ %46 %61 %E J3SSINNIL
8|qejieae JoN 920 %01 %LE %0¢ %¢ YL10MYQ HLNOS
8|qejieAe JoN L€0 %0¢ A %6¢ %1 YNIT0YYI HLNOS

0 620-0 0 ‘%0I-0 0°%2-0

I 660-050 I “%SI-11 I :%r-¢€

ejep ujssiw Z 6r°0-0r0 Z ‘%02~ 91 Z°%[-§

sa)ejs Auews 00} 9sneIaq £ 650-050 £ %51 E%0I-8

Pali03s JoN 7 090 v+ %92 vt Bl INI403S

11419 SY a31411N3QI SINIANLS IN0INI-MO1T €10Z JWOINI-MO1 €102 IN0INI-MO1
SIN3aNLS ¢1-M 40 IN3J43d T1Y43A0 0L JHY OHM J4Y OHM

JW0INI-MOT % SHIMVYL 1S31 dY JWOINI-MOT SYIMYL WYX3 dv 40 SINIANLS %
40 IN3J43d 40 011V

STUNSYIW NOILYdIII1HYd d¥I JINITTIIX3

NOILYANNO4 IH00J INIH ¥Ovr NOILI@3 ONZ ‘SIILINNLYOJAO TYNDINA ‘SINITVL TYND3I



9%

“% ¢ 8 8 L ANIVIN

§ ¢ 9 € 4 YNVISINO1

91 4 01 § L AINININ

17 13 6 9 L SYSNVY

T € 6 6 6 YMolI

91 4 6 6 6 YNYIGNI

44 4 6 L 8 SIONITI

€l 13 8 9 9 OHvaI

I ¢ 9 9 L 1IVMYH

|4 € L L S Y134033

Le ¢ 8 § L vargond

1 13 8 4 L YIawn109 40 1I1y41sIa

L1 € 6 L S B LT

6¢ 9 €l 01 L 1NJILIINNOI

114 € 01 01 8 0avy0103

Le 13 9 9 g VINYO41TY

91 ¢ 9 4 € SYSNVYYY

1 ¢ L 8 9 YNOZIYY

ST € Y L 9 ASY1Y

%11 %C %S %€ %¢ Yivaviy
0=60 0=10 0=¢0 0=¢0 0=2¢0
[=0I-9 [=¢< [=6¢ [=6-€ [=6¢
¢=GI-Il =97 c=179 ¢=/9 =19
£=0c-91 £=/19 £=68 £=68 £=68

r=+Ic r=+8 r=+0I r=+0I r=+0I INIY0IS

NIQv38 93 NIQVIH 99 " 300is

G10Z d3VYN NO GIINVAQY INIH0IS SINIANLS 40 %

SAN0JILN0 FINITTIIX

NOILYANNO4 IH00J INIH ¥Ovr NOILIG3 GNZ *SIILINNLYOAO TYNDANN ‘SINITYL T¥ND3I



9%

ST 4 01 Y 9 ANY1SI 300HY

91 S 1 01 01 VINVATASNN3d

4 4 8 L 9 N093d0

T & 9 € g YINOHYT)O

ST 4 8 6 8 0IHO

6 ¢ L L 8 Y10)YQ HLYON

61 € 6 6 8 YNIT04YJ HLYON

% 4 6 L g NY0A MIN

¢l I 4 € € 031X MIN

144 9 ¢l 91 6 A3SY3r MaN

81 g ¢l ¢l 01 JUIHSAINYH MIN

Al & 9 g 14 YavAIN

01 € 6 8 L YASYHEIN

€l € 8 8 9 YNYINOW

01 € 6 L g 14N0SSIN

4 1 S € € 1ddISSISSIN

0¢ 4 6 €l I V10SINNIW

A € g L § NYIIHIIN

8¢ 9 4! 81 €1 SLLISNHIVSSYI

%0€ %S %01 %01 %8 ANYTANYIN
0=6-0 0=1-0 0=2¢-0 0=2¢0 0=20
1=0I-9 [=¢<¢ [=6¢ [=6-¢ [=6¢
c=GI-I1 =G =/, c=179 =1/,
£=0c-91 £=19 £=68 £=68 £=68

r=+Ic r=+8 =0l r=+0I r=-+0I INIY0IS

\x‘_«\\\ ey ey % "y

” ,\\_\\\,&__\ G10Z d3YN NO G3INVAQY INIY0IS SINIANLS 40
//NIHOS SINAONIS /)
SIW0ILNO0 JINITT39X3

NOILYANNO4 IM00D LNIM ¥Ivr NOILI@3 ONZ ‘SIILINNLYOJO TYNDINA ‘SINITYL TYND3I




Ly

01
74

1¢
8¢
|4
¢
61
01
¢l
%831
0=60
[=0I-9
¢=GI-I1

£=0c-91
r=+Ic

M N s © o st N s o

¢
%¢

0=10
[=¢<¢
=51
£=1/19
r=+8

NIQv34 93

fal
1
¢l
01
L
8
8
%8
0=2¢0
[=6¢
=19
£=68
r=+0I

NIQYIY b

T

T
01
T

9
9
%S

0=2¢0
[=6¢
¢=1/9
£=68
r==+0I

fiss

G10Z d3VYN NO GIINYAQY INIY0IS SINIANLS 40 %

fal
01

L
14
%9

0=2¢0
[=6¢
=19
£=68
r==0I

ININOAM
NISNOJISIM
VINIGYIA LSIM
NOLINIHSYM
VINISYIA
INOWY3A
HYLN

SyXal
J3SSINNIL
Y10)va HLNOS
YNIT04YJ HLNOS

INIY0IS

oy "y

SAN0JILNO0 FINITTIIXT

NOILYANNO4 IH00D INIH ¥Ovr

NOILIG3 GNZ ‘SIILINNLYOAO TYNDANN ‘SINITYL 1¥ND3I



74

870 L£0 il 91 31 I ) 4 1 ) 11 € Il ANIYIN
650 £r'0 6T 8¢ 99 1 € 3 11 I 9 % L YNYISINOT
2L0 9t°0 61 9z LG & L g 81 ¢ 6 3 1 AINININ
90 6€°0 cl 61 8 1 G € 91 & 01 € ¢l SYSNYY
7L0 9€'0 0T 71 6€ 1 14 € €l 4 €l € €l Mol
9.0 €0 1 91 Ly I 9 g 1 ¢ 1 1 91 YNVIONI
89°0 €90 0¢ 6¢ Ly 1 L 3 LT ¢ 1 ¢ 4 SIONITTI
0670 €0 LT 61 Gy & € 14 (l € 6 € 6 OHvaI
6.0 190 ¥4 6¢ Ly I 4 ¢ 11 Z 01 € Il 1IYMYH
ZL0 650 €C 143 LS 1 9 3 1 @ GI % 11 Y¥194039
880 €90 1€ 43 99 1 g 4 1 ¢ 11 3 1 yaion4
£90 G0 9¢ 6 €L 0 6 1 6¢ I Gl & 174 Y19lN109 40 131¥1SIa
G0 99'0 6T 144 8y I 4 ¢ €1 Z 11 ¢ L ELL/E(]
79°0 6€°0 6 1 Ge % 6 3 61 I al I 11 1NJILIINNOI
9.0 170 el L1 14 I g ) G1 3 LT ¢ 1 0ay40109
680 8L°0 8¢ 14 7S 1 G & 14! & el I 1 YINYO41TvI
ZL0 750 124 €e 19 I 4 ¢ 1 Z L ¢ 9 SYSNY)YY
680 99'0 14 0¢ 4 1 14 % 1 14 1 % 1 YNOZIYY
€80 0 L 8 8¢ 1 4 ¢ 01 ¢ 11 ¢ 11 WASYIY
) €0 %ET % %8G %1 %€ %¢ %01 %1 %9 %0 %8 YINvaviy

0= %260 0=%260 0=%0I-0

[ = %05-€€ [ = %05-6€ £10¢ awoaul — £[0¢ dwoau] [=%0c-11 “SMOJ[0} Se palods pue

7=%69-IS  7=%6G-IG  -Mojaieoym  -Mojaleoym  £10F BLodu] 7= %0617 a8ejugalad e se pajeinajed sem

E=%v80/  £=%v/-09 +€ 5U109s Sigyej wexa MOT a1 oUm E=%00-1€ % oWoaul-mo7 joy pue

r=+%58 y=+%G/  SWepmS % (3)  dV40 % (9)  Swapnis % (v) 7= %051y % 9WoaUI-moT 8y Jo o13el alj| INIY03S

(@) (v):(9) ()] JNO0INI JWOINI JWOINI JNO0INI JWOINI JNOINI JNO0INI JNOINI
40 OI1vY 40 011vY MO1 -M01 10N -M01 -M01 LON -M01 -M01 10N -M01 -M01 10N

INIQY3IY 89 HIYW 89

SAN0JILN0 SdYI JINITIIIXT INISOTI

NOILYANNO4 31003 LNIM HIVI NOILIG3 ONZ ‘SIILINNLYOJO TYNDINN ‘SINITYL YN0



6¥

90 19°0 91 9¢ 197 1 9 14 Gl I IT ¢ 6 ANY1SI 300HY
650 9¢'0 8 1 6¢ I L ¢ [T ) qI 3 1 YINYATASNN3d
78°0 £r'’0 81 144 16 Z 9 4 1 £ €1 € 01 N09340
8.0 S0 ¥4 [z 19 1 3 3 01 I g ¢ 01 YINOHYTNO
€9°0 9¢°0 L 11 197 1 L € €l & 4 & 4 0IHO
180 91’0 1 g 143 I % 4 6 % 01 3 11 YLONYO HLYON
¢L0 €0 1 LT 0§ I L 4 81 £ 81 € 91 YNIT0YYJ HLYON
6.0 €50 07 9¢ Y 1 9 3 G1 4 11 ¢ 6 YYOA MIN
980 89°0 6€ 9 89 0 & & 6 & L I 6 031XIIN MIN
£L0 70 01 £l ge I 8 ¢ [T ) ¥4 ¢ 1 AISYIr MIN
260 620 9 9 14 I 9 g 1 £ a1 € €1 JYIHSAINYH MIN
€80 99'0 8¢ €e 0§ 0 3 4 01 ¢ 01 ¢ 8 YavAIN
7.0 1€0 0T €l 197 1 G € Gl € (1 & 1 VISYYEIN
8.0 62°0 6 14 44 I S ¢ 1 14 11 3 6 YNVINOW
LS50 LE0 6 LT 44 I 9 4 1 Z 11 Z 6 14N0SSIN
790 97’0 ¥4 €e 1L 1 3 % 11 ¢ 8 ¢ 8 1ddISSISSIN
YN YN YN YN L€ 1 9 € €l 14 81 G ¢ YL0SINNIW
ZL0 €0 11 91 9y I 4 I 8 % 11 I 6 NYSIHIIN
1£0 950 €1 61 143 € 6 g 1Z L [z 1 0¢ SLIISNHIVSSYI
SL0 810 AUl %61 %01 %1 %8 % %91 % %ST % %ET ANYTAYYI

0= %260 0= %260 0= %010

[=%06-€€  [=%05€€  £I0C8wooul  £[0g auoaul I=%0c1T “SMojjoj se paiods pue

2=%69-IS  7=%6G-IG  -Mojaieoym  -Mojaleoym  £[0F BL0du| 7= %0612 a5ejugalad e se paje|najed sem

E=%180/  £=%r/09 +€ 5UL103S Siaye] wexa  mo7 aly oyp £=%0t-1€ % 8U0ou]-moT Joy pue

7=1%58 p=+%G/  SWpMS % (3)  dV40 % (9)  Swapnis % (Y) 7= %051y % 9W0ul-moT 9l Jo 01jel 3y| INI40IS

(@) (v):(9) JNO0INI JNOINI JWOINI JNO0INI JNOINI JNOINI JNO0INI JNOINI
40 OI1vY 40 011vY MO1 -M01 10N -Mo1 -M01 10N -M01 -M01 LON 01 -M01 10N

INIav3y 89 HIYI 89

SAN0JILNO SdYI JINITTIIXT INISOTD

NOILYANNO4 IM00J LNIM HIvI NOILIG3 GNZ ‘SIILINNLYOAO TYNDANN ‘SINITYL 1¥ND3I



0s

¢6°0 01°0 4 4 L€ I 14 § €1 € 01 4 ¢l ININOAM
8.0 6¢°0 6 ¢l 6¢ ¢ S ¢ ¢l € 1 € 1 NISNOJISIM
98°0 1€°0 1 91 ¢S I € 4 01 I 9 € 01 VINISYIA 1SIM
9.0 95°0 LT €¢ o [4 L € I¢ § 81 4 I¢ NOLINIHSYM
L9°0 I€0 8 IT L€ I g 8 |It4 14 ST ¢ 91 VINISYIA
€80 800 6 01 L€ ¢ 8 9 LT § 91 € €1 INOWY3A
060 900 6 01 8¢ I G G ¢l € T € 01 HYLN
880 660 44 0§ 0§ ! g € 4! € €l [4 61 SyXaL
79°0 er’o ST 114 59 I g 8 1 14 1 & ¢l J3SSINNIL
00T 9¢°0 01 01 L€ ! 5 © T 14 8 ¢ L Y10)Ya HLNOS
6.0 LE0 %91 %0¢ %54 %l %¥ %l %691 %0 %01 %C ! YNIT04YJ HLNOS

0="%cE0 0="%cE0 0=2%0I-0

[=%05-€€  I=2%06-6€  EI0cawooul  £[(c auoaur I=2%0c1I “SMOj|0} S€ pai0Js pue

7=%69-1¢ 7=%65-I6  -mMojaleoym  -mMojaleoym  E£I(Z aWoauy 7= %0617 ase)uaalad e se paje[najed sem

E=%v8-0/ €= %09 +¢ 8U1109s Sigyej uiexs  moT aly oyp E=%0r-1€ % 8Woaul-mo7 JoN pue

r=+%58 y="+%G/  SWepns % (3)  dY40 % (9)  Swepms % (v) v =2%05"It % 9W0IUI-MOT 9U] 40 01jel 3] INIY0IS

(@:Q) (v):(9) JNOINI JWOINI JWOINI JNOINI JWOINI JWOINI JNOINI JNOINI
40 011vY 40 O11vY -M01 -M01 10N -M01 -M01 10N -M01 -M01 10N -M01 -M01 10N

INIQY3IY 89 HLYIN 89

SAN0JILNO SdYI JINITIIIXT INISOTI

NOILYANNO4 IM00J INIU ¥Ivr NOILI3 ANZ :SIILINNLYOAAO TYNDINN ‘SINITVL 1¥ND3I



Is

a +0 -a a ) + *d J 14NOSSIN

) +a J J +a E| +a +J IddISSISSIN
+d = aja|dwoau] a g 4 +4 4 VL0SINNIW
a a -a a +d -J J a NVIIHIIN

+d -J -9 1 +J v J a SLLISNHIYSSYIW
a a -J E| g +4 Y +J ONVIAYYIN

) J a -J + -4 4 +d ANIVIN
+d -J ) +a +d -a a +J YNVISINO1
+d J - a +8 +J Y v AININIA
-a a a E| 9 J +a +J SYSNYA
+d = -a J + +J +J J YMOI
a J a E| 2| -4 v +J YNVIONI

J a +8 -J J g +J a SIONITTI

J -4 J -J ) J +a - OHvaI

8] J Y -a ) - J J 1IYMYH

+a +0 -9 -a + +J +4 J Y194039
J J +8 -a x:! +J 4 -4 vanot

J +a +4 a ) J J +a YIGNNT03J 40 LIIYLSIA

a E| =) a J - J +J JHYMYT3a

-a E| a -a J +4 J a 1NJILIINNOD
J a J 4 2| +4 4 4 0avy0109

J +a +4 +a 9 +J +4 a VINYO04ITYI

+J J 4 -J + - +4 +J SYSNY)YY
J -J +4 +a + J +J d YNOZIYY

el +0 d 1 ) -J +J a ISYIV

9 a 4 +J YIvav1y

30VHI T1VH3IA0 SawoaLno NOILYdIJILHYd $313170d 3avy49 TIVHIA0

SdV3 JINITIIIX3 INISO1I

JUNSYIN A9 SIAYYHI LVLS

NOILYANNO4 IM009 INIU HIvr NOILIG3 ONZ *SIILINNLYOO TYNDINN ‘SINITYL TYND3I



s

a +3 E| +d -0 J +( -J ININOAM
-d ) E| a g +4 4 4 NISNOJSIM
a +J -a E| ) a + -4 VINI9YIA LSIM
) +( 4 E| -4 v +J +3 NOLINIHSYM
-d a a E| g +4 Y +J VINI9YIA
-d J E| E| J v J -a INOWY3A
a J 1 a + 4 +J - HvLN
+J -J v a -4 +J +4 9 SvXial
+d a ) +d -0 ) +( -4 J3SSINNAL
-d +J E| E| a -J a E| Y10)va HLNOS
+d +( -a -0 :! J Y 9 YNIT04YJ HLNOS
) a +4 -a -2 +J J +a ANYTSI 300HY
-d a -a E| ! +4 J -4 YINVATASNN3d
-0 J ) +d + J +J +9 N09340
) -0 -J J + +a +4 J YINOHYTMO
a a E| J + +J J +4 0IHO
-d ) E| -a a ) a a Y10)Ya HLYON
a -a -a -J g -9 1) 4 YNIT04YJ HL4ON
J J -9 +( ) -4 J -@ N40A MIN
) -J +4 -a -2 a 4 +a 0JIXIN MIN
-d -a ) E| ! v 4 -J A3SYIr MIN
-d J E| -a ) +4 +( -a JUIHSANYH MIN
J -0 +4 +( ) -J J *d YavAIN
a -J -a -a J -J 4 -J ISYYEaIN

o} J J J YNYLINOW

30aVHY TIVHIN0 SanoJLno NOILYdId1LY4Yd S313110d 30vY49 TIVHIA0

SdV3 JINITIIIX3 INISOTI

JUNSYIIN A8 SIAVYHI ALV1S

NOILYANNO4 IM009 INIH ¥Ivr NOILIG3 ONZ *SIILINNLYOAO TYNDINN ‘SINITVL 1¥ND3I



EQUAL TALENTS, UNEQUAL OPPORTUNITIES: 2ND EDITION

JACK KENT COOKE FOUNDATION

ENDNOTES

! Plucker, J. A., & Peters, S. J. (2016). Excellence gaps in
education. Boston, MA: Harvard Education Press.

2 Plucker, J. A., Hardesty, J. & Burroughs, N. (2013) Zalent
on the Sidelines: Excellence Gaps and America’s Persistent Talent
Underclass. hitp://webdev.education.uconn.edu/static/sites/
cepa/AG/excellence2013/Excellence-Gap-10-18-13 JP

LK.pdf.

3 In llinois, for example, the advocacy group One Chance
Ilinois led a research-directed initiative to pass new legislation
(Bill SB2970) that would fund gifted education and mandatory
identification screening in all schools.

% See, for example, Axelrod, J., “Report: Inequality is making it
harder to achieve American Dream”, CBS News, December 9,

2016. Hoover, E. and Carlson, S., “Students on the Margins”,

The Chronicle of Higher Education, October 8, 2017.

5 Petrilli, M.J., Griffith, D., Wright, B. L., Kim, A. (2016) High
Stakes for High Achievers in the Age of ESSA. Washington, DC:
Thomas Fordham Institute. See also hteps://checkstateplans.

org, and https://www.usnews.com/news/education-news/

articles/2017-06-27/education-plans-lack-clarity-on-

disadvantaged-students-worst-schools

® Members of the 2014-2015 expert advisory board included
Prof. Carolyn Callahan (University of Virginia), Dr. Molly
Chamberlin (Indiana Youth Institute), Peter Laing (Arizona
Department of Education), Prof. Matthew McBee (East
Tennessee State University), Prof. James Moore (Ohio State
University), and Dr. Rena Subotnik (American Psychological
Association). We gratefully appreciate their input, although all
opinions expressed in this report are the responsibility of the
authors.

7 We excluded one 2015 indicator from the current report,
whether a state participates in international assessments,
because only 9 states earlier had participated in international
assessments in 2015 and none had participated in 2018. We
added 13 new indicators based on new data found or collected.

8 Data sources included a report called the 2014-15 State of the
States in Gifted Education, from the National Association for
Gifted Children (NAGC) and the Council of State Directors
of Programs for the Gifted (CSDPG), in addition to various
reports provided by the College Board, Education Commission
of the States (ECS), and state education agency (SEA) web sites
and data bases.

? We acknowledge that our methodology probably depresses
the policy grades for states that attempt to address the needs

of high-ability students specifically through the use of special
schools. Although we intended to include such an indicator,

we were not able to create a master list of special schools;
furthermore, the use of special schools as an intervention model
limits the number of students who can be served, making such
schools an interesting piece of a comprehensive plan to support
advanced learning but almost certainly not a highly effective
stand-alone option.

10 Assouline, S., Colangelo, N., VanTassel-Baska, J., &
Lupkowski-Shoplik, A. A Nation Empowered, Belin-Blank
Center, University of lowa: 2015.

"' Card, D. & Giuliano, L., “Universal screening increases the
representation of low-income and minority students in gifted
education,” PNAS vol. 113, no. 48, November 26, 2016, pp.
13678-13683.

12 We adjusted the scoring cut points down for grade 8 reading
to reflect the overall lower levels of student achievement in this
subject / grade level in the nation.

13 Neff, ] and Doss Helms, A. (2017), “State, local leaders hope
to fix exclusion of bright low-income students”, Raleigh News
& Observer.

" Hamilton, R., McCoach, D. B., Tutwiler, M. S., Siegle, D.,
Gubbins, E. J., Callahan, C. M., Brodersen, A., & Mun, R. U.
(in press). Disentangling the roles of institutional and individual
poverty in the identification of gifted students. Gifted Child

Quarterly.

53


http://webdev.education.uconn.edu/static/sites/cepa/AG/excellence2013/Excellence-Gap-10-18-13_JP_LK.pdf
http://webdev.education.uconn.edu/static/sites/cepa/AG/excellence2013/Excellence-Gap-10-18-13_JP_LK.pdf
http://webdev.education.uconn.edu/static/sites/cepa/AG/excellence2013/Excellence-Gap-10-18-13_JP_LK.pdf
http://www.ilga.gov/legislation/billstatus.asp?DocNum=2970&GAID=13&GA=99&DocTypeID=SB&LegID=96297&SessionID=88
https://checkstateplans.org
https://checkstateplans.org
https://www.usnews.com/news/education-news/articles/2017-06-27/education-plans-lack-clarity-on-disadvantaged-students-worst-schools
https://www.usnews.com/news/education-news/articles/2017-06-27/education-plans-lack-clarity-on-disadvantaged-students-worst-schools
https://www.usnews.com/news/education-news/articles/2017-06-27/education-plans-lack-clarity-on-disadvantaged-students-worst-schools

EQUAL TALENTS, UNEQUAL OPPORTUNITIES: 2ND EDITION JACK KENT COOKE FOUNDATION

15 Plucker & Peters (2016)

16 Southern Education Foundation (2015) Research Bulletin
A New Majority: Low Income Students Now a Majority in the
Nation’s Public Schools.

7 Regarding low-income students, see http://nces.ed.gov/
programs/digest/d13/tables/dt13 204.10.asp and DeNavas-
Wale, C., & Proctor, B. D. (2014). Income and poverty in the
United States: 2013 [U.S. Census Bureau, Current population
reports, P60-249]. Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office; regarding performance of high-ability students,
see Plucker et al. (2013).

18 Plucker and Peters (2016)

9 Chamberlin, M., & Plucker, J. A. (2008). P-16 education:
Where are we going? Where have we been? Phi Delta Kappan,
89, 472-479.

54


http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d13/tables/dt13_204.10.asp
http://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d13/tables/dt13_204.10.asp




The Cooke Foundation is dedicated to advancing the
education of exceptionally promising students who have
financial need. Since 2000, the foundation has awarded
$175 million in scholarships to more than 2,300 students
from 8th grade through graduate school, along with
comprehensive counseling and other support services.
The foundation has also provided over $97 million in

grants to organizations that serve such students.

JACK KENT COOKE
>
FOUNDATION

www.]JKCForg



