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Foreword

This technical report provides complete information on the indicators presented in Measuring Up
2008, the national and state report cards on higher education. These report cards, as well as
additional comparative data, are available at www.highereducation.org.

The Technical Guide describes the graded and non-graded indicators in Measuring Up 2008,
explains the methodology used to calculate these indicators, and lists the sources of data. Any
changes made to data and methodology for this year’s report card are also explained in detail.

Patrick Kelly, senior associate of the National Center for Higher Education Management
Systems (NCHEMS), led the Measuring Up 2008 analytical team. This Technical Guide was
prepared by John Clark, data analyst for NCHEMS, and Patrick Kelly. William Doyle, assistant
professor of higher education at VVanderbilt University, served as a reviewer of this guide.

The National Center welcomes the comments of readers.

Joni Finney
Vice President
The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education
Practice Professor, University of Pennsylvania



1 Introduction

This Technical Guide for Measuring Up 2008 describes the methodology and concepts used to
measure and grade the performance of the 50 states in higher education.

Section 1 provides general information about the changes made since the last edition of
Measuring Up in 2006, presents the methodology for grading states and measuring Change Over
Time, and provides information on data collection and reporting. Sections 2 to 7 explain the
indicators that comprise each of the graded categories. Specifically, these sections detail the
construction of each indicator—its scope, source, and computations. Section 8 provides data
sources for non-graded information—that is, those measures that are not taken into account in
the final grade but are important to understanding state performance. This non-graded
information includes demographic, economic, and educational characteristics of states, as well as
international comparisons.

Data for all graded and non-graded indicators in Measuring Up 2008 can be downloaded from
the National Center’s Web site at www.highereducation.org.

The term “higher education” is used consistently throughout the Measuring Up reports to refer to
the education and training beyond high school offered by accredited degree-granting colleges
and universities that are eligible for Title 1V federal financial aid. Private for-profit institutions
run by employers to provide specific job-related training are not included. Unless otherwise
noted, the indicators used in Measuring Up refer to postsecondary education and training through
the bachelor’s degree.

1.1 CHANGES MADE TO MEASURING UpP 2008

Due to the availability of improved data and information, changes have been made in every
Measuring Up report since its first release in 2000. For the same reasons, there are several
changes and a few additions to Measuring Up 2008. The major graded categories and
subcategories remain unchanged. But several indicators have been revised to improve the
measurement of state performance, two measures have been added to improve categories, and
two have been eliminated because recent data for them are no longer available.

The most substantial data improvements made in Measuring Up 2008 come as a result of the
expansion of the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS). Since 2005, the
ACS has grown to an annual sample size of three million households for the United States,



compared to roughly 150,000 annually for the Current Population Survey (CPS)—the source for
several of the measures in previous report cards. The much larger sample size of the ACS
substantially reduces the statistical error at the state level. Many of the graded measures which
previously utilized the CPS are now calculated using the ACS. The more robust sample size of
the ACS also has provided the capability to produce more detailed information on states for
Measuring Up 2008.

Detailed descriptions of the revisions to various measures are provided in Sections 2 to 7.
General descriptions within each graded category are as follows.

1.1.1 Preparation

e 18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential. Measuring Up 2008 uses the
ACS instead of the CPS.

e 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course. This measure was
eliminated due to the lack of recent data. The Council of Chief State School Officers
(the source of these data) did not collect this information as they have in the past.

e 7th to 12th graders taught by teachers with a major in their subject. The 2004—
05 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS), conducted by the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES), altered the questions used for this measure from
previous surveys. The measure is still provided but the results for 2008 are not
comparable with those reported in 2006.

1.1.2 Participation

e 18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in college. Measuring Up 2008 uses data for enroliment
by age provided by NCES (as the numerator) and the U.S. Census Bureau’s
population estimates (as the denominator). The CPS was used in previous report
cards.

e 25-t0 49-year-olds enrolled in any type of postsecondary education with no
bachelor’s degree or higher. Instead of using the CPS, Measuring Up 2008 uses
data for enrollment by age provided by NCES (as the numerator) and the U.S. Census
Bureau’s population estimates (as the denominator). The new measure also includes
nontraditional-age students enrolled full-time. The denominator has also been
changed from all 25- to 49-year-olds to 25- to 49-year-olds with no bachelor’s
degrees or higher.

1.1.3 Affordability

e Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college
expenses, by sector (community colleges, public four-year institutions, and private
four-year institutions). Measuring Up 2008 uses financial aid data for first-time, full-



time freshmen from NCES’ Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS), from the Student Financial Aid Survey. The ACS was used instead of the
CPS to calculate family income quintiles.

1.1.4 Completion

o Certificates, degrees, diplomas at all colleges and universities per 1,000 adults
with no college degree. This measure was added to gauge how well state systems of
higher education are producing certificates and degrees relative to the population in
need—those who have not already earned college degrees.

1.1.5 Benefits

e Adults (ages 25 to 64) with a bachelor’s degree or higher. For this measure,
Measuring Up 2008 used the ACS instead of the CPS.

e Adults (ages 25 to 64) with an associate’s degree or higher. This measure was
added to capture associate’s degree attainment.

e Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population
with some college (including an associate’s degree), but not a bachelor’s degree.
For this measure, Measuring Up 2008 used the ACS instead of the CPS.

e Increase in total personal income as a result of the percentage of the population
holding a bachelor’s degree. For this measure, Measuring Up 2008 used the ACS
instead of the CPS.

e Adult skill levels: literacy skills. These measures were eliminated due to the lack of
recent data and information.

1.2 SCORING AND GRADING STATE PERFORMANCE

1.2.1 General Methods for Scoring and Grading

Each of the graded categories contains a number of relevant indicators. These indicators, based
on nationally comparable data, represent variables that explain state performance in each
category.

In every category, the performance of each state is compared to that of a benchmark state. The
benchmark state is always the median among the top five states—that is, the third-highest-
performing state on the indicator. Each state’s raw score is divided into the benchmark score to
obtain an index score. The index for every indicator ranges from 0 (very low performance) to
100 (the score of the benchmark state). The top two states will always have scores exceeding
100.



Once indexed, each state score is multiplied by a predetermined “weight” that accounts for the
indicator’s relative importance in predicting category performance. The value of each weight
was determined by existing research documenting the significance of these variables as a
measure of category performance. Although some indicators are weighted more heavily than
others in a category, the sum of all assigned weights equals 100%. The specific weights assigned
to each indicator are displayed in the introduction of each performance category in sections 2 to
6 of this Technical Guide.

Once the value of each indexed indicator is multiplied by the appropriate weight, the weighted
indexed values are totaled. From these totaled scores, the single best performer in the category is
identified. The best performer’s overall score in the category is then set to 100 and the overall
scores of all other states are indexed to this. (The exception to this process occurs when the best
performer’s score is more than 100. In that case, the best score is set to 100 and all other states
are indexed to 100.) The result is the category index score, to which alphabetic grades are
assigned for each state. The following grade scale is used (see Table 1).

Table 1. Grading Scale

Score

93 and above A 80-82 B- 67-69 D+
90-92 A- 77-79 C+ 63-66 D
87-89 B+ 73-76 C 60-62 D-
83-86 B 70-72 C- Below 60 F

1.2.2 Measuring Change Over Time

As in previous editions, the Change Over Time arrows in Measuring Up 2008 compare each
state’s current performance with its own previous performance in the 1990s. This year, however,
a state’s Change Over Time is determined by its improvement or decline in performance on a
key indicator in each performance category. The key indicators were selected because they are
broad gauges for understanding state success in the performance areas. An “up” arrow indicates
that the state has increased or remained stable on the key indicator in the category over the time
period measured; a “down” arrow indicates that the state has declined on the key indicator over
the time period. For most indicators, the earliest time period is the early 1990s. The National
Center does not establish benchmarks for improvement or declines. However, the Change Over
Time performance of the top states is depicted graphically on the second page of each state’s
summary report card. Many states, but not all, have improved on these key indicators.
(Affordability is different from the other categories in that lower percentages indicate higher
performance.)

Below are the key indicators for each performance category and the time period used for
determining the direction of the Change Over Time arrows:



e Preparation: 18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential.
o Time Period: 1990 to 2006.

 Participation: 18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in college.
o Time Period: 1991 to 2007.

» Affordability: Percent of family income (average of all income groups) needed to pay
for college expenses at public two- and four-year institutions.

o Time Period 1999 to 2007.

o Completion: Certificates, degrees, diplomas at all colleges and universities per 100
students enrolled.

o Time Period: 1990 to 2006.
» Benefits: Adults (ages 25 to 64) with a bachelor’s degree or higher.
o Time Period: 1990 to 2006.

In addition to the Change Over Time arrows, Measuring Up 2008 provides a more detailed
graphical depiction of each state’s Change Over Time on page two of the state report card
summaries. Also, historical comparison data (usually 1992) are provided in the state reports for
most other indicators.

1.2.3 Currency of Data

Measuring Up uses the most recent data available. Unfortunately, collecting agencies often
require months to analyze and disseminate reports to the public. In some cases, data are not
systematically collected each year. It is also possible that studies do not receive authorization or
funding for ongoing data collection. For one or more of these reasons, state results on the report
card’s indicators may lag behind recent changes or may incompletely capture the most recent
initiatives that state policymakers have implemented.

1.2.4 Missing Data

Missing data present a number of challenges to a statewide assessment such as a report card.
Measuring Up 2008 continues to measure state performance using reliable and comparable state-
by-state data. Despite the scientific survey methods used to collect these data, information cannot
always be reported reliably for every state. This can be attributed to the fact that many surveys
do not intentionally oversample populations from each of the 50 states. Thus, estimates of
behaviors, characteristics, or educational performance of the populations in small states are
unlikely to be captured adequately by nationally drawn random samples. In cases of nationally
administered surveys such as the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) or the



National Assessment of Adult Literacy (NAAL), states are given the option to participate in a
state oversample and may decline to take part.

To a certain extent, missing data are problematic for some categories. Nevertheless, indicators
are included to gauge state performance in the report card despite cases in which data are missing
for more than one state. Such indicators were retained because they capture salient policy issues
and signal the necessity to expand data collection to all 50 states.

Data Imputation

To adjust for missing data, several strategies were considered and discarded. Choosing to assign
a zero value to states that did not report data on specific indicators would presume the lowest
possible performance. Alternatively, relying on the mean value of all states’ performance
presumes similarity among states that are in fact quite distinct. Calculating a grade using only
available data distorts the weighting method applied because indicators with data become more
important than those without data in the calculation of the overall grade, regardless of their
overall influence in determining category performance.

Consequently, where no comparable data exist to gauge a state’s performance on an individual
indicator, a technique known as imputation is applied. This strategy: (1) calculates the weighted
mean value of the state’s performance on the indicators within a given category for which data
are available for the state and (2) applies that value where data are otherwise missing. This
technique is applied to every state with missing data, using the weighted mean score of the
state’s own performance. Imputing in this way presumes the state does neither better nor worse
on an indicator for which it is missing data than it does on highly correlated indicators within the
same category.

Latest Data Available

In cases where a state did not participate in the most recent survey but did participate previously,
the report card applies the principle of using the latest data available. This means that the state’s
raw scores on each indicator are derived from the most recent survey that the state participated
in, not necessarily the most recently administered survey. Therefore, for several states,
Measuring Up 2008 uses the scores from the previous report. In sections 2 through 6, this
Technical Guide describes data availability for each indicator and identifies states for which
previous data are used.

1.2.5 Migration

Interstate migration is a critical component of state performance in many of the performance
categories, and its importance cannot be overstated. In the Participation and Benefits categories,
for example, it would be appropriate to adjust performance measures for migration. However,
this type of detailed analysis is simply not possible at the state level, given current practices of
data collection. Although interstate migration is generally not accounted for in this report card



due to data limitations, one Participation indicator (chance for college) is able to take into
account student migration across states.

1.3 GRADED PERFORMANCE CATEGORIES

Measuring Up uses six categories to gauge state performance in higher education: Preparation,
Participation, Affordability, Completion, Benefits, and Learning. As with previous editions of
Measuring Up, states in 2008 receive an “Incomplete” in Learning due to the lack of reported
information.

The following pages detail each of the performance categories, describing each of the indicators
and the weights used to determine state grades. A comprehensive catalogue of data sources,
indicating collecting agency and the reference year of data, is also presented.



2 Preparation

The Preparation category identifies several factors that contribute to the academic preparation of
students for college-level education and training. A total of 12 indicators in Preparation are
grouped into four subcategories (see Table 2). All of these indicators have been updated for the
2008 report card, except for the NAEP science indicator, for which the data from the 2006
edition remain the most current.

Table 2. Preparation: Indicators and Weights

Indicator Weight

High School Completion 25%
18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential 25%
K-12 Course Taking 30%
9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course 8.57%
9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course 12.86%
8th grade students taking algebra 8.57%
K-12 Student Achievement 35%
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam in math 3.5%
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam in reading 3.5%
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam in science 3.5%
8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam in writing 3.5%
Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam in math 3.5%
Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance exam per 1,000 high school 8.75%
graduates

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per 1,000 high school 8.75%
juniors and seniors

Teacher Quality 10%
7th to 12th graders taught by teachers with a major in their subject 10%




2.1 HIGH ScHooL COMPLETION

18- to 24-year-olds with a high school credential

Sources

Data for 2006. U.S. Bureau of the Census. 2006 American Community Survey
(Public Use Microdata Samples). Calculations were done by the National Center
for Higher Education Management Systems (NCHEMS).

Data for 1992. U.S. Bureau of the Census. Current Population Survey. October
1990, 1991, and 1992 Supplements. Washington, D.C. Data were provided by
Pinkerton Computer Consultants, 2004.

Description
This measure uses the following calculation:

Numerator: Number of 18- to 24-year-olds in the population holding a high
school credential.*

Denominator: Total population ages 18 to 24, excluding those still enrolled in
high school or currently pursuing alternative certification.

Notes

For Measuring Up 2008, the Public Use Microdata Samples (PUMS) from the
American Community Survey (ACS) were used instead of the Current Population
Survey (CPS), which was used in previous Measuring Up reports. Beginning in
2005, the annual sample size for the ACS expanded to three million households,
which is approximately 20 times larger than the sample size for the CPS. Because
of the large sample size for the ACS, the 2008 edition of Measuring Up uses one
year of data instead of combining three years—as was done in previous years
using the CPS.

This indicator measures the extent to which the traditional-college-age young
adult population in the state is minimally qualified to participate in postsecondary
education. Other publicly available state-level figures (the Census, for instance)
tend to be lower than the results on this indicator. This is because our
denominator excludes those currently enrolled in high school, while others use the
entire population ages 18 to 24 as denominator.

This indicator is not a calculation of cohort survival rate (such as the percentage
of ninth graders graduating from high school in four years). Given the drop-out

! High school credential includes a high school diploma or alternative certification such as a General Educational
Development (GED) diploma.



and re-entry patterns of many students, a simple calculation of the high school
graduation rate would fail to capture their eventual completion.

Data Availability

Data are available for all 50 states.

2.2 K-12 COURSE TAKING

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level math course

Sources

Rolf K. Blank. State Indicators of Science and Mathematics Education 2005:
State-by-State Trends and New Indicators from the 2005-06 School Year.
Washington, D.C.: Council of Chief State School Officers, 2005.

The data for the early 1990s are from Rolf K. Blank and Doreen Gruebel. State
Indicators of Science and Mathematics Education 1993: State and National
Trends—New Indicators from the 1991-92 School Year. Washington, D.C.:
Council of Chief School Officers, 1993, p. 18.

Description

This indicator measures the percentage of public high school students in the state
in grades 9 to 12 who took one or more math courses at levels 2 through 5 during
the 2005-06 school year. These math courses include geometry, algebra 2,
trigonometry, pre-calculus, and calculus.

Notes
Louisiana’s data from the early 1990s are for the 1989-90 school year.

Although high school humanities subject course taking is also important to
students’ preparation, neither the Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSSO0) nor any other organization collects these types of data comparably from
the states.

Data Availability

Data are available for 29 states, including Florida, Nebraska, and Nevada, for
which the latest data available method was applied: That is, because these states
had participated previously (in 2003-04) but did not participate in the most recent
survey, their data from earlier Measuring Up reports were used. Data prior to
2003-04 were not used.

10



The 21 states for which data are unavailable are: Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Oregon, Rhode
Island, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington.

9th to 12th graders taking at least one upper-level science course

Sources

Rolf K. Blank. State Indicators of Science and Mathematics Education 2005:
State-by-State Trends and New Indicators from the 2003-04 School Year.
Washington, D.C.: Council of Chief State School Officers, 2005.

The data for the early 1990s are from Rolf K. Blank and Doreen Gruebel. State
Indicators of Science and Mathematics Education 1993: State and National
Trends—New Indicators from the 1991-92 School Year. Washington, D.C.:
Council of Chief School Officers, 1993, p. 22.

Description

A separate but similar indicator to math course taking, science course taking
measures the extent to which high school students in the state were enrolled in
one or more of the following science courses during the 2003-04 school year:
chemistry or physics, second-year biology, AP biology, second-year earth
science, or other advanced science courses.

Note

Although high school humanities subject course taking is also important to
students’ preparation, neither the CCSSO nor any other organization collects
these types of data comparably from the states.

Data Availability

Data are available for 29 states, including Florida, Nebraska, and Nevada, for
which the latest data available method was applied: That is, because these states
had participated previously (in 2003-04) but did not participate in the most recent
survey, their data from earlier Measuring Up reports were used. Data prior to
2003-04 were not used.

The 21 states for which data are unavailable are: Alabama, Alaska, Arizona,
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Illinois, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Montana, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Oregon, Rhode
Island, Vermont, Virginia, and Washington.
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8th grade students taking algebra

Sources

State Indicators of Science and Mathematics Education 2007.Washington, D.C.:
Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), 2007. Based on data from
NCES, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 2003, 2005
Mathematics Assessments.

Description

This indicator measures the percentage of public school eighth grade students in
the state who took algebra 1 during the 2004—-05 school year.

Data Availability

Data are available from 49 states. Alaska is the only state that did not report data
for this measure. Data from Measuring Up 2008 are not comparable to previous
Measuring Up reports due to a change in data sources. In previous reports,
CCSSO collected and provided the data. However, CCSSO currently relies on
NAEP for its data.

2.3 K-12 STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam in
math

Sources

National Assessment of Educational Progress. The Nation’s Report Card,
Mathematics 2007 and 1992. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.

Description

This math proficiency rate is measured as the percentage of public school eighth
graders whose performance on the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) in math was “proficient” or “advanced.”

Note

Academic proficiency levels are determined by the National Assessment
Governing Board, based on judgments about what students should know and be
able to do.

12



Data Availability

All 50 states are reported for 2007. In measuring improvement over time, data
from the 1990 assessments were used for Illinois, Montana, and Oregon.

8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam in
reading

Sources

National Assessment of Educational Progress. The Nation’s Report Card, Reading
2007 and 1998. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.

Description

These proficiency rates measure the percentage of eighth graders enrolled in
public school whose performance on the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) in reading was “proficient” or “advanced.”

Notes

Academic proficiency levels are determined by the National Assessment
Governing Board, based on judgments about what students should know and be
able to do. The reading assessment at the state level began in 1998 and thus data
from 1998 to 2007 were used to measure improvement over time.

Data Availability
All 50 states are reported for 2007.

8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam in
science

Sources

National Assessment of Educational Progress. The Nation’s Report Card, Science
2005 and 1996. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.

Description

This indicator measures the percentage of public school eighth graders whose
performance on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in
science was “proficient” or “advanced.”

13



Notes

This exam has not been administered since 2005. Therefore, the same data that
were used in Measuring Up 2006 are used in Measuring Up 2008.

Academic proficiency levels are determined by the National Assessment
Governing Board, based on judgments about what students should know and be
able to do. NAEP science assessments began in 1996 and thus data from 1996 to
2005 were used to measure improvement over time.

Data Availability
Data are available for 48 states. Data are missing for Kansas and Pennsylvania.

8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment exam in
writing

Sources

National Assessment of Educational Progress. The Nation’s Report Card, Writing
2007 and 1998. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.

Description

This measure indicates the percentage of eighth graders enrolled in public school
whose performance on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
in writing was “proficient” or “advanced.”

Notes

Academic proficiency levels are determined by the National Assessment
Governing Board, based on judgments about what students should know and be
able to do. Data for 1998 and 2007 were used to measure improvement over time.

Data Availability
Data are available for 48 states. Data are missing for Alaska and South Dakota.

Low-income 8th graders scoring at or above “proficient” on the national assessment
exam in math

Sources

National Assessment of Educational Progress. The Nation’s Report Card,
Mathematics 2007 and 1996. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/.
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Description

This indicator measures the percentage of public school eighth graders who are
eligible for free or reduced-price lunch and whose performance on the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in math was “proficient” or
“advanced.”

Notes

Academic proficiency levels are determined by the National Assessment
Governing Board, based on judgments about what students should know and be
able to do. Improvement over time was measured from 1996 to 2007.

Data Availability
All 50 states participated in the 2007 assessment.

Number of scores in the top 20% nationally on SAT/ACT college entrance exam per
1,000 high school graduates

Sources

The College Board. “College-Bound Senior Data Sets—SAT Composite Scores,”
2007 and 1993. Unpublished data obtained from the College Board.

ACT. Frequency and percentage of students who had ACT composite scores at or
above 25 in 2007. http://www.act.org/news/data/07/statemenu.html. The data
from 1993 are unpublished data obtained from the ACT.

Public and private high school graduates, 2006—07 and 1992-93. Western
Interstate Commission for Higher Education. Knocking at the College Door:
Projections of High School Graduates by State, Income and Race/Ethnicity.
Boulder, CO: 2008.

Description

This indicator reflects the prevalence of college entrance exam-taking throughout
the state as well as the achievement level of the students who took these tests. The
high achievement level on the college entrance exams demonstrated by recent
high school graduates is calculated using the following formula:

Numerator: (Number of scores at or above 1780 on SAT Il [verbal, math, and
writing] test) + (Number of scores at or above 25 on ACT test).

Denominator: Number of public and private high school graduates in a given
year.
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Notes

The SAT data for 2007 include the new writing exam. The 80th percentile
nationally was 1780. In previous years, a score of 1200 (verbal and math only)
was used as the 80th percentile.

The 80th percentile for ACT Composite scores dropped to 25 (from 26 in
previous years). This is due to several states mandating the administration of the
ACT to all high school students (e.g. Illinois and Colorado). As a result, more
students in these states will score at or above the 80th percentile—yielding fairly
dramatic improvements over previous years.

Data Availability
Data are available for all 50 states.

Number of scores that are 3 or higher on an Advanced Placement subject test per
1,000 high school juniors and seniors

Sources

The College Board. 2007 State and National Annual Summary Reports. New
York. www.collegeboard.com/student/testing/ap/exgrd_sum/2007.html. “The
number of scores of 3 or above, 1993, by state,” unpublished data obtained from
the College Board.

Description

This indicator measures the number of Advanced Placement subject tests taken by
11th and 12th grade students with scores of 3 or higher per 1,000 11th and 12th
grade students enrolled in public and private schools. The measure uses the
following calculation:

Numerator: Number of 11th and 12th graders’ Advanced Placement subject test
scores of 3, 4, or 5.

Denominator: Total number of 11th and 12th graders enrolled in public and
private schools.?

Notes

This ratio does not provide information on the number of students in each state
who take an advanced placement test. Instead, the numerator measures the total

% The number of 11th and 12th graders enrolled in public and private schools was computed by multiplying the
public enrollment by a private-enrollment adjustment factor developed by a data contractor working with the
College Board. The majority of AP test-takers are enrolled in these grades.
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number of scores at or above 3. Constructed this way, the measure accounts for
individual students who perform proficiently on more than one AP subject test.
Scores at or above 3 are generally recognized for college credit.

Opportunities other than AP exist for high school students to take college-level
courses, including the International Baccalaureate (IB) program and college
concurrent enrollment programs. The Advanced Placement program offered by
the College Board is the most prevalent in U.S. high schools and the most widely
recognized for credit by policymakers and colleges and universities.

Data Availability

Data are available for all 50 states.

2.4 TEACHER QUALITY

7th to 12th graders taught by teachers with a major in their subject

Sources

National Center for Education Statistics. Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS),
2003-2004. Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Education. Thomas M. Smith
(Associate Professor of Public Policy and Education, Vanderbilt University)
assisted in designing the indicator and provided state-level analysis and data.

Description

This indicator measures the percentage of secondary school students taught by
teachers who have an undergraduate or graduate major in the subject of the course
taught during the 2003-04 school year. Adequately qualified teachers, especially
at the secondary education level and in the core academic fields, ought to be
knowledgeable about the subject that they teach. The completion of a college
degree in the subject field is indicative of possessing minimum subject knowledge
required to be a qualified teacher.

Notes

The measure looks at public school students enrolled in core academic fields—
mathematics, English, social studies, and science. Only departmentalized teachers
are included; teachers who teach multiple subjects to the same class all day, as
common in elementary schools, are excluded. In addition, this indicator does not
cover students taught by two or more teachers who are jointly responsible for
teaching a single group of students in the same class at the same time (that is,
team teaching). Data on courses taught, number of students enrolled, and degree
major are based on teachers’ self reports.
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The definition of “a major in their subject” is fairly broad (see Table 3); it
includes both undergraduate and graduate degrees (including master’s degrees,
educational specialist or professional diplomas beyond the master’s level,
certificates of advanced graduate studies, and doctorates or first professional
degrees such as the J.D.).

In contrast with how this indicator was calculated for the 2006 edition of
Measuring Up, measures of “in field” teaching do not explicitly include education
degrees (e.g., math education or science education), as these were not specifically

asked about in the 2003-04 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS). If teachers
majored in mathematics education and indicated that their major field of study
was in mathematics, they would be counted as “in field.” However, if they
indicated that their major field of study was in *“secondary education, general,”
they would be considered “out of field.” Thus, data in this indicator are not
directly comparable to data published in the 2006 report. Therefore, results for
Change Over Time are not available for this indicator.

Data availability

Data are available for all 50 states.

Table 3. Matching Teaching Fields with Training Fields from 2003-04 SASS

l. Teaching Fields

Il. Teachers =

Ill. Teachers =

English and Language Arts

Course Assignments

151 Communications

Majors and Specializations

151 Communications

194 Basic and general mathematics
195 Business and applied math
196 Calculus and pre-calculus

198 Geometry

199 Pre-algebra

200 Statistics and probability

201 Trigonometry

152 Composition 152 Composition
153 English 153 English
154 Journalism 154 Journalism
155 Language arts 155 Language arts
158 Reading 156 Linguistics
159 Speech 157 Literature/Literary criticism
158 Reading
159 Speech
Mathematics 191 Algebra, elementary 190 Mathematics
192 Algebra, intermediate 214 Engineering
193 Algebra, advanced 217 Physics
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Il. Teachers = Ill. Teachers =

. Teaching Fields

Course Assignments Majors and Specializations
Social Studies 220 Social studies, general 221 Anthropology
221 Anthropology 222 Area/Ethnic studies (excluding
225 Economics Native American studies)
226 Geography 223 Criminal justice
227 Government/Civics 224 Cultural studies
228 History 225 Economics
231 Native American studies 226 Geography
233 Psychology 227 Government/Civics
234 Sociology 228 History
229 International studies
230 Law

231 Native American studies
232 Political Science

233 Psychology

234 Sociology

235 Other social sciences

Science 210 Science, general 211 Biologyl/Life sciences

211 Biologyi/Life sciences 212 Chemistry
212 Chemistry 213 Earth sciences
213 Earth sciences 216 Physical science
215 Integrated science 217 Physics
216 Physical science 218 Other natural sciences
217 Physics
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3 Participation

The Participation category assesses the opportunities in each state for residents to enroll in
postsecondary education.

To broadly assess state performance in this category, various enrollment patterns and institution
types are considered. These include full- and part-time enrollment at both two- and four-year
institutions, and public and private colleges. Due to the lack of nationally comparable data,
however, participation in non-accredited institutions, corporate, or employer-sponsored
education or training programs is not included.

The three indicators in Participation are divided into two subcategories: participation of young
adults and working-age adults (see Table 4).

Table 4. Participation: Indicators and Weights

Indicator Weight

Young Adults 66.67%
Chance for college by age 19 33.33%
18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in college 33.33%
Working-Age Adults 33.33%
25- to 49-year-olds enrolled in any type of postsecondary education with no bachelor's degree or 33.33%
higher

Note: The three indicators in this category have equal weight.

3.1 YOUNG ADULTS

Chance for college by age 19

Sources

Thomas Mortenson. “Chance for College by Age 19 by State in 2006 and
“Chance for College by Age 19 by State in 1992.” Postsecondary Education
Opportunity Web site accessible to subscribers, http://www.postsecondary.org/.
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Description

This indicator measures the probability that ninth grade students will finish high
school within four years and go on to college immediately after high school
(when most students are approximately age 19). To calculate this measure, the
high school completion rate is multiplied by the college continuation rate. The
following formulas describe the components of this calculation.

High School Completion Rate:

Numerator: Number of public high school graduates in 2006.
Denominator: Number of public school ninth graders in 1999.
College Continuation Rate:*

Numerator: Number of college freshmen in fall 2006.
Denominator: Number of public high school graduates in 2006.

This indicator adjusts for interstate migration by using the NCES residence and
migration survey, which follows high school graduates to the institutions they
choose to attend. Since many students pursue their college education out-of-state,
the calculation relates college freshmen (by state of residency) to the state data on
high school graduates.

Notes

This is a synthetic cohort statistic that cannot adjust for students’ out-of-state
migration during the high school years. No nationally comparable longitudinal
data exist that precisely measure the college-going rate of ninth grade students in
each state.

Data Availability
Data are available for all 50 states.

18- to 24-year-olds enrolled in college

Sources

Data for 2007. National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) 2007 Fall Enrollment Survey. U.S. Bureau of the
Census, Population Estimates, July 2007.

® Data for all components are from National Center for Education Statistics, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Education.
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Data for 1991. National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) 1991 Fall Enrollment Survey. U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1990 Decennial Census (Public Use Microdata Samples).

Description

This indicator reports the percentage of 18- to 24-year-old adults who are
currently enrolled in education or training programs at Title IV degree-granting
colleges and universities (including both full- and part-time enroliment) as a
percentage of all 18- to 24-year-olds. The indicator is calculated using the
following formula:

Numerator: Number of adults ages 18 to 24 currently enrolled in postsecondary
education (Title IV degree-granting institutions).

Denominator: Total number of adults ages 18 to 24.
Notes

For Measuring Up 2008, data from NCES (numbers of 18- to 24-year-olds
enrolled) and the U.S. Census Bureau (total numbers of 18- to-24-year-olds) were
used instead of the Current Population Survey (CPS), which was the source used
in previous Measuring Up reports. The new sources were used because of their
larger sample size.

Data Availability

Data are available for all 50 states.

3.2 WORKING-AGE ADULTS

25- to 49-year-olds enrolled in any type of postsecondary education with no
bachelor’s degree or higher

Sources

Data for 2007. National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) 2007 Fall Enrollment Survey. U.S. Bureau of the
Census. 2006 American Community Survey (Public Use Microdata Samples).

Data for 1991. National Center for Education Statistics. Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) 1991 Fall Enrollment Survey. U.S. Bureau of the
Census, 1990 Decennial Census (Public Use Microdata Samples).

22



Description

This indicator reports the percentage of 25- to 49-year-old adults who are
currently enrolled in education or training programs at Title IV degree-granting
colleges and universities (including both full- and part-time enroliment) as a
percentage of 25- to 49-year-olds without a bachelor’s degree or higher. The
indicator is calculated using the following formula:

Numerator: Number of adults ages 25 to 49 currently enrolled in postsecondary
education (Title IV degree-granting institutions).

Denominator: Number of adults ages 25 to 49 without a bachelor’s degree or
higher.

Notes

This measure was revised to incorporate more reliable data and an improved
metric for participation of the nontraditional-age student population. For
Measuring Up 2008, data from NCES (numbers of 25- to 49-year-olds enrolled)
and the U.S. Census Bureau (25- to 49-year-olds without a bachelor’s degree)
were used instead of the Current Population Survey (CPS), which was the source
used in previous Measuring Up reports. The new sources were used to help
minimize the standard error associated with the CPS. For these older adults, the
new data provide the ability to remove highly educated adults (that is, those with
a bachelor’s degree or higher) from the denominator, since highly educated adults
would not be expected to be enrolled in postsecondary education. The result is a
more appropriate measure of participation relative to the population in need.

Data Availability

Data are available for all 50 states.
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4 Affordability

Affordability is based on three concepts (see Table 5):

» Students’ and families’ ability to pay for college, given the type of institution they
attend, the financial aid they receive, and their income;

e The amount of need-based grant assistance they receive to offset institutional costs
(tuition, fees, and room and board); and

e The loan burden associated with institutional costs.

The six indicators included in this category combine data from a variety of sources. Together,
they calculate a reasonable estimate of the net costs that students and families in a state pay for
higher education, as well as the extent to which each state employs policies to make college
education more affordable for students and families in the state.

Currently, there are no comprehensive, student-level, comparable state data sources that capture
net institutional cost for higher education. As a result, the Affordability category uses best
estimates to assess the extent to which college is affordable for residents of varying income
levels in each state.

As with the 2006 edition, the Affordability category in Measuring Up 2008 benchmarks state
performance against the best performance in 1992, with the exception of the family ability-to-
pay indicators, which are now benchmarked against 1999 performance. Using a historical
benchmark enables us to measure states on a more stable and reliable standard, and thus, grades
better reflect actual performance and improvement or decline over time.

Table 5. Affordability: Indicators and Weights

Indicator Weight

Family ability to pay (first-time, full-time undergraduates) 50%
Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college expenses minus | Weighted by first-time, full-time
financial aid at community colleges undergraduate enrollment in sector

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college expenses minus | Weighted by first-time, full-time
financial aid at public 4-year institutions undergraduate enrollment in sector

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college expenses minus | Weighted by first-time, full-time
financial aid at private nonprofit 4-year institutions undergraduate enrollment in sector
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Strategies for affordability

40%

State investment in need-based financial aid as compared to the federal investment

20%

At lowest-priced colleges, the share of income that the poorest families need to pay for
tuition

20%

Reliance on loans

10%

Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year

10%

4.1 FAMILY ABILITY TO PAY

Percent of income (average of all income groups) needed to pay for college expenses

minus financial aid (for first-time, full-time certificate/degree-seeking

undergraduates:

e at community colleges
 at public four-year colleges/universities
 at private nonprofit four-year colleges/universities

Sources

Title IV Degree-Granting Postsecondary Institutions by State and Sector 2007-08.
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) Peer Analysis System (PAS). 2007-08
Institutional Characteristics File. hd2007 Final Release Data File accessed 04-27-
08. http://www.nces.ed.gov/ipedspas/.

Title IV Degree-Granting Postsecondary Institutions by State and Sector 2000-01.
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) Peer Analysis System (PAS). 2000-01
Institutional Characteristics File. fa2000hd Final Release Data File accessed 05-
15-08. http://www.nces.ed.gov/ipedspas/.

Note: 1999-00 student charges consistent with the 2007-08 reporting format are
available in the 2000-01 institutional characteristics data files.

Tuition and fees and on-campus room and board charges for first-time, full-time
certificate/degree-seeking undergraduates, academic year 2007—08. National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) Peer Analysis System (PAS). 2007-08 Institutional
Characteristics File. ic2007_ay Early Release Data File accessed 04-28-08.
http://www.nces.ed.gov/ipedspas/.

Tuition and fees and on-campus room and board charges for first-time, full-time
certificate/degree-seeking undergraduates, academic year 1999-00. National
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Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) Peer Analysis System (PAS). 2000-01 Institutional
Characteristics File. ic2000_ay Final Release Data File accessed 05-15-08.
http://www.nces.ed.gov/ipedspas/.

Note: Student charges for academic year 1999-00 are included in the 2000-01
institutional characteristics data files.

Fall 2006 first-time, full-time certificate/degree-seeking enrollments by institution
were used for calculating:

(1) weighted averages of state- and sector-level tuition and fees, and on-campus
room and board charges for academic year 2007-08.

(2) final sector-weighted ability-to-pay scores for academic year 2007-08.

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) Peer Analysis System (PAS). Fall 2006
Enrollment File. ef2006a Early Release Enrollment File accessed 12-21-07.
http://www.nces.ed.gov/ipedspas/.

Note: Fall 2007 enroliments were not available in time for use in the 2007-08 cost
analysis.

Fall 1999 first-time, full-time certificate/degree-seeking enrollments by institution
were used for calculating:

(1) weighted averages of state- and sector-level tuition and fees, and on-campus
room and board charges for academic year 1999-00.

(2) final sector-weighted ability-to-pay scores for academic year 1999-00.

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) Peer Analysis System (PAS). Fall 1999
Enrollment File. ef99 _anr Final Release Enrollment File accessed 05-16-08.
http://www.nces.ed.gov/ipedspas/.

Federal, state/local, and institutional grant aid awarded to first-time, full-time
certificate/degree-seeking undergraduates, academic year 2006—07. National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) Peer Analysis System (PAS). Academic Year 2006-07 Student
Financial Aid File. sfa0607 Early Release Student Financial Aid File accessed 07-
22-08. http://www.nces.ed.gov/ipedspas/.

Note: Student financial aid data for academic year 2007—08 were not available in
time for use in the 2007-08 cost analysis.
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Federal, state/local, and institutional grant aid awarded to first-time, full-time
certificate/degree-seeking undergraduates, academic year 1999-00. National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) Peer Analysis System (PAS). Academic Year 1999-00 Student
Financial Aid File. sfa9900s Final Release Student Financial Aid File accessed
05-15-08. http://www.nces.ed.gov/ipedspas/.

Federal, state, and institutional grant aid distribution for dependent first-time, full-
time undergraduates by sector and income quintile, 2003-04. U.S. Department of
Education, National Center for Education Statistics, 2003—-04 National
Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:04). Computation by DAS-T Online
Version 5.0 on 5/1/2008 by Brian Prescott at the Western Interstate Commission
for Higher Education (WICHE).

Median family income by income quintile, 2006. Steven Ruggles, Matthew
Sobek, Trent Alexander, Catherine A. Fitch, Ronald Goeken, Patricia Kelly Hall,
Miriam King, and Chad Ronnander. Integrated Public Use Microdata Series:
Version 4.0 [Machine-readable database]. Minneapolis, MN: Minnesota
Population Center [producer and distributor], 2008. http://usa.ipums.org/usa/.
Data based on the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2006 American Community Survey
(Public Use Microdata Sample).

Description

College affordability is based on institutional cost, student grant aid awarded, and
students’ personal or family income. The ability-to-pay indicator examines these
important factors given: (1) the variation in the percentage of personal income
that families of different means must pay to meet college costs, and (2) the
variations in price across the public/private and two- and four-year sectors.

To assess state performance reliably and comparably, this indicator is based on a
series of calculations that use a combination of national- and state-level data. The
first set of calculations determines the approximate net cost of college attendance
(defined as tuition, fees, and room and board minus federal, state/local, and
institutional grant aid). The second set of calculations relates this net cost to
families’ annual income and takes into account the share of total enroliment at
each of the major sectors in higher education in the state: community colleges,
public four-year colleges and universities, and private nonprofit four-year colleges
and universities.

27



4.2 COMPONENTS OF NET COLLEGE COST

4.2.1 Tuition and Fees

The average tuition and fees for in-state residents (in-district for public two-year colleges) are
calculated by state for each of the major sectors in higher education: community colleges, public
four-year colleges and universities, and private nonprofit four-year colleges and universities.
This calculation assumes average tuition and fees for each sector charged to first-time, full-time
undergraduates.

4.2.2 Room and Board

The federal government adds the cost of housing, food, and other necessary living expenses to
tuition and fees when determining a student’s cost of attendance at a particular institution. This
indicator calculates average room and board fees for first-time, full-time undergraduates by state
and sector of institution. On-campus room and board charges are reported for public four-year
and private nonprofit four-year institutions in the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS), but are not available (or applicable) for most public two-year institutions. Thus,
this calculation assumes that the average cost-of-living at public four-year colleges in the state
are the same as those incurred by students attending the state’s public two-year community
colleges. This assumption is made in part to account for living expenses that must be paid by all
students, whether they live on campus or not.

4.2.3 Federal, State/Local, and Institutional Grant Aid

Total federal, state/local, and institutional grant aid disbursed to first-time, full-time
undergraduates by institution are calculated from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS). Average aid by state and sector is calculated by dividing the total aid disbursed
by each state and sector by the number of applicable first-time, full-time undergraduates.

Federal grant aid includes Title 1V Pell Grants, Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants
(SEOG), and need-based and merit-based educational assistance funds and training vouchers
provided through federal agencies and/or federally sponsored educational benefits programs.

State/local grant aid includes Leveraging Educational Assistance Partnerships Grants (LEAP,
formerly State Student Incentives Grants), merit scholarships provided by the state, tuition and
fee waivers reimbursed by state agencies, and local grants, scholarships, or gift aid awarded by
local governments directly to students.

Institutional grant aid includes scholarships and fellowships awarded by institutions and/or
individual departments within an institution, and tuition and fee waivers granted by institutions
(not reimbursed through another source), including athletic scholarships. Institutional grant aid
does not include College Work Study.
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4.2.4 Average Financial Aid by Family Income

Average financial aid awards mask the deliberateness of state policies to target aid to specific
student populations. Without student unit records available at the state level to provide precise
amounts of financial aid received, estimates must be calculated.

Two sources of student financial aid can together be used to estimate student financial aid by
income quintile. Data on grant aid awarded to first-time, full-time certificate/degree-seeking
undergraduates by institution and aid source (federal, state/local, and institutional) are available
for nearly all Title IV institutions from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System
(IPEDS). From these data, average grant aid awarded by state, sector, and aid source can be
determined. However, these data cannot be disaggregated by levels of student or family income.

The distribution of student grant aid by levels of income is available for the nation from the
National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS). Because the NPSAS represents a sample of
students across the country, reliable estimates by state are not possible.

Given the data that are available, the national distribution of student aid awarded to first-time,
full-time students by income level, sector, and aid source (from NPSAS) were applied to the
available state-level average aid (from IPEDS) to estimate aid amounts by income quintile. The
assumption is that students receive the same percentage of aid in every state by income level, but
the amount of financial aid for students in each income quintile will vary by state because the
size of the average award varies by sector and by state.

(See Figure 1 for a description of the ability-to-pay calculations).

4.25 Net College Cost in Each Sector

Average net cost of attendance in each sector of higher education is calculated by subtracting
total average financial aid received (federal + state/local + institutional aid) from average
expenses (tuition + fees + room + board). While students and their families incur the same
expenses in a given sector regardless of income, they receive different amounts of financial aid
depending on their income level. Therefore, net college costs differ for each family income
quintile in the state.

4.2.6 The Role of Family Income

A student’s or family’s ability to pay for college is based both on the net cost and the resources
available to pay the cost. By state, net cost at each of the major sectors is calculated as a
percentage of median family income in each quintile. The results of these calculations are
estimates of the amount of family income required by low-income, middle-income, and high-
income families to attend college in each of the state’s major sectors.
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To estimate Affordability for all families in each sector, ability to pay is estimated for families in
each income quintile. The average of these five income quintile estimates becomes the state
average for each sector as shown below:

e Ability to pay for a technical or community college, all families in the state.
» Ability to pay for a public four-year college or university, all families in the state.

» Ability to pay for a private nonprofit four-year college or university, all families in
the state.

These three measures are cumulatively worth 50% of the Affordability grade, but the weight
assigned to each sector is determined by the share of total first-time, full-time undergraduate
enrollment that each sector in the state comprises. This final step ensures that college
affordability is determined not only by the state’s efforts to make one sector affordable for all of
its residents, but also by the state’s policies to make its most-utilized institutions affordable.

In each state report card, the table entitled “A Closer Look at Family Ability to Pay” shows
family income, net college costs, and net costs as a share of income for each of the five income
groups. The table also presents information for the “40% of the population with the lowest
income,” which is computed using the same ability-to-pay methodology.

Figure 1. Calculation of Ability to Pay

Calculating NET COST for First-
Time Full-Time Entering Students

Example with LowestIncome Quintile

l Grant Aid Average [Percent Aid VIl AV =

X Lowest

Type Grant Aid |Low Income

Income
COST=%$11,693 Federal $ 877 394%|$ 3,455
Tuition and Fees, Room and Board State $ 115 216%) $ 248
Institution $ 1575 118%| $ 1,859

$

Minus /'
K Distributed by % Aid by IncomeQuintm
Percent of U.S.| Percent of Percent of U.S.

STUDENT AID - Average Income Average - | U.S.Average - Average -
Federal Grant Aid $877 Quintile | o jeral Grants| State Grants Insg:::tc;nal $111693
i X Lowest 394.0 215.9 118.0 -
State Grant Aid $115 Lowest 354.0 2159 1120 $5,562
Institutional Grant Aid $1,575 Third 16.1 724 91.6 —
Fourth 5.2 52.6 100.0 - $61131
Highest 5.1 41.4 79.7

Source: NCES, IPEDS Institutional Characteristics
Survey and Student Financial Aid Survey Assumes All Aid Sourcesare _’

Distributed the Same Across All States

Source: National Postsecondary Student Aid
Survey
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Net Cost by Income Quintile

Net Cost as a Percent of

Median Family Income Family Income — by Sector

Income Income Median Family Income
. .. B
Quintile Net Cost Quintile Income Quintile /Al
Lowest $ 6,131 Lowest $ 13,204 Lowest 46.4%
Second $ 8,350 Second $ 30,470 | == |Second 27.4%
Third $ 10,025 Third $ 48,752 | = [Third 20.6%
Fourth $ 10,012 Fourth $ 72,519 Fourth 13.8%
Highest $ 10,346 Highest $ 120,053 Highest 8.6%
Avgrage Net Cost as a Percent of — 123.4%
Family Income — Across All Income .
Quintiles
Notes

Calculations for family ability to pay are based on cost and financial aid data for
first-time, full-time certificate/degree-seeking undergraduate students. These data
are available by institution from the Integrated Postsecondary Data System
(IPEDS) and are much more complete than the data used in previous Measuring
Up reports which estimated typical undergraduate net costs. Unfortunately, net
cost for first-time, full-time undergraduates does not necessarily reflect net cost
for the typical undergraduate, particularly at the state level. However, using the
more complete data available for first-time, full-time undergraduates allows for
more accurate estimates of costs by sector.

Family ability to pay is now benchmarked against 1999 performance, as that is the
first year of complete student financial aid data available from IPEDS.

Data Availability

Data are available for all 50 states.

4.3 STRATEGIES FOR AFFORDABILITY

State investment in need-based financial aid as compared to the federal investment

Sources

Pell Grants, 2006-07 and 1992-93. U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Postsecondary Education, Title IV Pell Grant End of Year Report 2006-07 and
1992-93. http://www.ed.gov/finaid/prof/resources/data/pell-2006-07/table-21-
2006-07.xlIs (200607 file accessed 06-19-08).
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State grants (need-based and non-need-based) 2007-08. National Center for
Higher Education Management Systems. Annual Survey of State Grant Aid
Programs, Academic Year 2007-08 (final revision 06-27-08).

State grants (need-based and non-need-based) 1992-93. State Student Grant and
Aid Programs. Annual Survey, 1992-93 Academic Year. Albany, NY: National
Association of State Student Grant and Aid Programs, 1994.

Description

This indicator measures states’ commitment to provide aid for low-income
students as compared to the federal contribution. The indicator is calculated using
the following formula:

Numerator: Total amount of state need-based aid awarded to undergraduate
students.

Denominator: Distribution of federal Pell Grant Aid by state.

This indicator is a measure for how much state aid is made available to students
who have some form of financial need.

Notes

Data for state grant aid reflect the past year, while the most current data on Pell
Grants is two years old. Although the state and Pell Grant data do not refer to the
same year, the indicator is measured with the most up-to-date information
available.

New York: State grant aid reflects TAP expenditures for 2006-07 and part-time
student aid appropriations for 2007-08.

Tennessee did not report state data for 2007-08. Thus, the most recent data
available (2005-06) were used in the calculation.

Data Availability
Data are available for all 50 states.

At lowest-priced colleges, the share of income that the poorest families need to pay
for tuition

Sources

Public two-year average full-time undergraduate in-district tuition and fees, 2007—
08. National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) Peer Analysis System (PAS). 2007-08
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Institutional Characteristics File. ic2007_ay Early Release Data File accessed 04-
28-08. http://lwww.nces.ed.gov/ipedspas/.

Public two-year average full-time undergraduate in-district tuition and fees, 1992—
93. National Center for Education Statistics. Digest of Education Statistics 1994.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education, 1995.

Median family income for the lowest quintile by state, 2006. Steven Ruggles,
Mathew Sobek, Trent Alexander, Catherine A. Fitch, Ronald Goeken, Patricia
Kelly Hall, Miriam King, and Chad Ronnander. Integrated Public Use Microdata
Series: Version 4.0 [Machine-readable database]. Minneapolis, MN: Minnesota
Population Center [producer and distributor], 2008. (http://usa.ipums.org/usa).
Data based on U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2006 American Community Survey
(Public Use Microdata Sample). Washington, DC: Census Bureau. (Data accessed
and aggregated on 05-08-08).

Median family income for the lowest quintile by state, 1991-93. U.S. Bureau of
the Census. Current Population Survey, 1991, 1992, and 1993 March
Supplements. Data provided by Pinkerton Computer Consultants, 2004.

Description

Tuition levels have been shown to affect whether low-income students choose to
go to college. Decisions about overall tuition levels are an important part of the
concept of affordability. Creating and preserving low-priced options for college is
an important state strategy to ensure access for low-income students and families
who would otherwise be priced out of higher education. This indicator measures
this aspect of affordability with the following formula:

Numerator: Average listed in-district tuition and fees for full-time undergraduates
at public two-year institutions in the state.

Denominator: The median family income in the lowest-income quintile in the
state.

Notes

The lowest-priced colleges normally are the community colleges. Median family
income is now extracted from the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey
rather than using three years of data from the much smaller Current Population
Survey, which was done in previous editions of Measuring Up.

Data Availability

Data are available for all 50 states.
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4.4 RELIANCE ON LOANS

Average loan amount that undergraduate students borrow each year

Sources

Federal Family Education Loan Program (FFELP) loans and direct loans for
academic year 2006-07. National Student Loan Data System, Fiscal Year 2009,
President’s Budget Loan VVolumes. U.S. Department of Education Special
Analysis (Unpublished Data), received by NCHEMS on 06-02-08.

FFELP loans for academic year 1994-95. Office of Postsecondary Education.
FFELP Report, Academic Year 1994-95: Total Loan Guarantees for
Undergraduates Only. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.

Direct loans for academic year 1994-95. Office of Postsecondary Education.
Direct Loans to Undergraduates, Academic Year 1994-95: Total Loan Guarantees
for Undergraduates Only. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education.

Description

Federal loans comprise more than 90% of the funds students borrow to attend
college. Thus, this indicator serves as a proxy for annual student loan burden. The
following formula is used to calculate the average loan amount that undergraduate
students receive from the federal government:

Numerator: Total dollars in FFEL Stafford subsidized, unsubsidized, and PLUS
loans made to parents in FY 2007 + Total dollars in William D. Ford Stafford
subsidized, unsubsidized, and PLUS loans made to students in FY 2007.

Denominator: Total number of loans from both FFEL and DL programs.
Notes

An unduplicated count of the borrowers is not available by state. For this reason,
the denominator used may report individual students who take out more than one
loan, understating the total average loan amount.

Data Availability

Data are available for all 50 states.
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5 Completion

The four indicators in the Completion category are drawn from two overall concepts: (1)
persistence from the first to the second year of college and (2) completion of certificates and
degrees in a timely manner (see Table 6).

Data for the Completion indicators are drawn from the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCEYS) Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). Data are reported for nearly
all institutions of higher education for both full- and part-time students. Prior to Measuring Up
2006, the persistence indicators were drawn from a different data source which reflected a
sample of institutions and did not include retention of part-time students.

For Measuring Up 2008, a new indicator has been added: “Certificates, degrees, diplomas at all
colleges and universities per 1,000 adults with no college degree.”

Table 6. Completion: Indicators and Weights

Indicator Weight ‘
Persistence 20%

1st year community college students returning their second year 10%
Freshmen at 4-year colleges/universities returning their sophomore year 10%
Completion 80%
First-time, full-time students completing a bachelor's degree within 6 years of college entrance 26.67%
Certificates, degrees, diplomas at a