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Washington Update8
   

Vol. 8, No. 3, March 27, 2003 

 

Principles for Reauthorizing IDEA 

Proposed by USED Embellished 

upon by Assistant Secretary Robert 

Pasternack during CCSSO Meeting 
 

In February, USED released proposed 

“Principles for Reauthorizing IDEA,” which 

were embellished upon by Assistant 

Secretary for Special Education and 

Rehabilitation Services Pasternack during 

the CCSSO Conference on March 16.  As 

Secretary Paige noted, in his February 25 

Press Release, “Our goal is to align IDEA 

with the principles of No Child Left Behind 

by ensuring accountability, more flexibility, 

more options for parents and an emphasis on 

doing what works to improve student 

achievement.”  A more detailed proposal 

was submitted by Congressional 

Republicans shortly thereafter; Assistant 

Secretary Pasternack provided some hints as 

to what was to be included in that proposal.   

 

Under the “accountability principle,” IDEA 

would “incorporate the NCLB principles of 

assessment for children receiving special 

education and align with NCLB accordingly 

to enhance state efforts to improve 

achievement.”  As stated, “IDEA must move 

from a culture of compliance with process to 

a culture of accountability for results.”  

During the session, Pasternack noted that 

accountability should not just address the 

math and reading achievement provisions in 

No Child Left Behind, but also other skills 

such as social interaction and mental health.  

As reported in the July TechMIS and as the 

group of state official attendees were 

reminded, Public Agenda found that less 

than 10 percent of parents of children who 

are enrolled in special education programs 

felt that “raising academic expectations” 

was the biggest issue in their child’s special 

education program and felt that social 

interactions “can be just as important to 

parents if not more so, than academics.”  

During the conference, a representative from 

Public Agenda acknowledged its earlier 

report and felt that most parents of special 

education students felt schools were doing a 

good job in providing special education 

services, although some felt their students 

should have been placed in special education 

much earlier; and as Public Agenda 

reported, less than five percent of parents 

felt that their child should not participate in 

assessments.   

 

Another USED principle is paperwork 

reduction and increased flexibility.  As 

reported in Council for Exceptional Children 

Today (February-March 2003), “…special 

education teachers spend up to one and a 

half days a week completing paperwork -- 

time taken away from lesson planning and 

instruction.”  Most of that time is spent 

developing, upgrading, and conducting 

meetings on IEPs.  CEC also recommended 

that funds be made available to districts to 

purchase technology as well as to hire 

clerical personnel to help special education 

teachers overcome the paperwork burden.  

Pasternack noted that districts should have 

the flexibility of upgrading IEPs without 

being required to have a physical meeting 

with students’ parents, special education 

teacher, regular education teacher, and other 
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appropriate school staff.  This suggests an 

opportunity for the use of online technology 

for upgrading IEPs.  However, in several 

recent state court cases where technology 

was so used, the courts had ruled that 

physical meetings in one setting were 

required.   

 

Similar to No Child Left Behind, research-

based practices that have been proven to be 

effective should be used.  As USED noted, 

“Half of more than 6 million currently 

served under IDEA have learning 

disabilities and about 90 percent of them 

exhibit reading difficulties as their primary 

demonstration of their specific learning 

disability.”  Pasternack called for earlier 

interventions, particularly for students with 

presumed learning disabilities to increase 

their reading skills.  He also emphasized that 

too much time and money is being spent on 

assessing children solely for the intent of 

classifying a student in one or more of the 

13 Federally-recognized disability 

categories.  Rather, he noted that a greater 

emphasis must be placed upon early 

diagnosis and assessment for the 

development of intervention strategies, 

regardless of category classification. 

 

The last USED principle for IDEA 

reauthorization is to increase choices and 

meaningful involvement of parents.  The 

President’s Commission on Excellence in 

Special Education suggested the use of 

vouchers.  Many pro-voucher groups point 

to the McKay Scholarship Program in 

Florida which has grown from 4,000 

participants last year to 8,000 this year, as a 

national model.  Other groups such as 

People for the American Way recently 

challenged the “success” of McKay 

Scholarship finding that it lacked 

accountability and provided no protection 

for either children or their parents in terms 

of procedural safeguards under IDEA (See 

Florida Profile Update and related 

Washington Update item).   

 

In his presentation, Pasternack 

acknowledged that many aspects of IDEA 

reauthorization have been included in 

NCLB, especially those regarding 

accountability and assessment.  Noting that 

twice the number of students with 

disabilities drop out or otherwise do not 

receive high school diplomas (in part 

attributed to the increasing number of states 

with graduation exit exams), he argued that 

more attention has to be placed upon 

transitioning special education students to 

postsecondary education opportunities.  

Without reiterating the current law requiring 

schools to continue serving special 

education students to age 22 if they do not 

graduate with a regular high school diploma, 

he mentioned efforts that he personally 

initiated with Social Security Administration 

to expand reimbursements for districts or 

other entities to provide transition services 

after age 18.  As mentioned in the last 

TechMIS report, only Florida has publicly 

directed special education directors to notify 

parents of their rights under current law to 

have the district continue providing services 

when their child does not receive a regular 

high school diploma. 

 

The Assistant Secretary, formerly State 

Director of Special Education in New 

Mexico and before that operator of a state 

institution for juvenile delinquents, outlined 

the role for technology, particularly assistive 

technology, in providing reasonable 

accommodations, not only in the assessment 

area, but also for instruction.  The 

President’s Commission previously 

recommended that technology be used only 
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for improving the quality, timing, and 

usefulness of assessment results.   

 

In a similar vein, when asked the question in 

a personal discussion as to whether or not 

his office will be seeking authority to 

require states to enforce Section 508 

technology accessibility standards for 

multimedia products, he indicated that this is 

something states are already doing.  He also 

noted that USED recently awarded a 

contract to CAST to develop a set of 

uniform standards to facilitate meeting 

“universal design principles,” which could 

reduce the need for certain assistive 

technologies if accommodations were “built 

in” to software applications.  (See December 

2002 TechMIS Washington Update.) 

 

And finally, in response to a question as to 

whether or not Section 613/Incidental Use 

would be included in the detailed proposal 

going to Congress, he replied “definitely.”  

He also acknowledged that many district 

special education officials are either not 

aware of the “incidental use provision” or 

for whatever reason are not taking advantage 

of it.  The “incidental use provision” allows 

principals and other school officials to 

license network software, for example, with 

IDEA funds and allow nonspecial education 

students and teachers to use the software if 

the price is the same regardless of the 

number of users (i.e., a schoolwide license), 

there is little wear and tear, and no special 

education student is denied access.   

 

To provide greater flexibility in the use of 

special education IDEA funds, states will be 

allowed to create “intra-state risk pools” for 

the highest-cost children with disabilities 

and to increase professional development 

opportunities for teachers, aides, and 

administrators.  During a discussion 

roundtable regarding IDEA, state officials 

and others discussed alternative funding 

changes that should be considered, 

including:  (a) IDEA funding based upon a 

weighted formula where a lesser amount 

would be provided to learning disabled 

students and significantly more be provided 

for each severely handicapped student; (b) 

block grants to districts, currently being 

considered by some state legislatures, which 

would remove the incentives for districts to 

identify more students in one or more 

disability categories; and (c) a “funding cap” 

on how much can be spent on individual 

special education students. 

 

Pasternack also noted that mediation and 

bonding arbitration be included to reduce the 

huge legal fees and litigation currently 

consuming resources.  This in itself would 

reduce paperwork and other administrative 

time spent by teachers for self-protection.  

He also noted that one of the major 

problems is retention, arguing that there is 

an adequate supply of certified special 

education teachers; however, many have 

opted out of special education programs 

because they want to teach in an 

environment conducive to learning and not 

have to “practice law” for which they have 

not been trained. 

 

Shortly after the CCSSO conference, 

Republican Congressmen released HR 1350, 

the proposed reauthorization of IDEA.  For 

the most part, the above principles and 

embellishments by Assistant Secretary 

Pasternack are reflected throughout the 282-

page document.  As reported in Education 

Daily (March 21), most advocacy groups are 

cautiously optimistic because the Bill moves 

in the right direction.  Several specifics 

Assistant Secretary Pasternack alluded to 

regarding paperwork reduction, include: 
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 replacing benchmarks and short-

term objectives with regular 

reporting requirements in NCLB; 

 

 allowing the use of 

teleconferencing to conduct IEP 

meetings involving school staff 

and parents, thereby providing 

convenience and reducing time 

on the part of all parties; 

 

 creating a ten-state pilot program 

which allows states to reduce IEP 

paperwork burden on teachers in 

order to increase instructional 

time and improve results.   

 

Regarding the improvement of early 

intervention strategies, the Bill would allow 

districts to use up to 15 percent of their 

funds for pre-referral services such as 

“response to interventions” before students 

are placed in special education programs.  

New legislation would also require districts 

with significant over-identification of 

minority students to operate pre-referral 

programs to reduce over-identification and 

to eliminate the outdated “IQ-discrepancy” 

model, while relying on the “response to 

intervention” model which identifies 

students with specific learning disabilities 

before they fail at grade level.  Greater 

emphasis would also be placed on programs 

that rely on positive behavioral interventions 

and supports.  Somewhat at conflict with 

Assistant Secretary Pasternack’s 

“embellishment” at the CCSSO meeting, the 

Bill would address the continuing 

“shortage” of special education teachers by 

allowing IDEA Personnel Preparation grants 

to be used to train both special education 

and regular education teachers to work with 

students with disabilities.   

 

Under the proposed legislation districts 

could use IDEA funds to support 

supplemental education services for students 

with disabilities in schools identified in need 

of improvement under NCLB.  Perhaps the 

most important provision for disability 

advocates would be the assurance that, 

within seven years, the Federal portion of 

special education costs would reach the 40 

percent goal.  However, funding would still 

be under the “discretionary” category rather 

than “mandatory,” which means that IDEA 

funding would remain part of the annual 

appropriations process.   

 

While the seven-year track to “full funding” 

of IDEA at the 40 percent level is proposed, 

the fact that it remains a discretionary 

program is viewed by some advocacy 

groups as loophole.  Also conspicuous by its 

absence is any discussion of the 

“disciplinary” issue; Republicans last year 

proposed to place special education students 

who conduct violent acts in alternative 

settings with no requirement to return them 

to the classroom, as is now the case.  The 

other unaddressed issue is vouchers.  

However, a companion Bill proposed the 

following day by Representative Jim 

DeMint (R-SC), would allow a portion of 

Federal special education grants to states to 

be used for state school choice programs, 

including vouchers for private schools and 

supplemental services -- very similar to the 

Florida McKay scholarship program.  The 

Senate is expected to submit its version of 

the IDEA authorization shortly; it will likely 

address the above issues which once again 

will be hotly contested in future debates.  It 

is not clear whether final IDEA 

reauthorization will occur this year.   
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USED Released Proposed Reg-

ulations for Public Comment on 

Adequate Yearly Progress for 

Students with Significant Cognitive 

Disabilities and Parameters of 

Alternative Assessments for Certain 

Groups of Students 
 

As Assistant Secretary Pasternack noted 

during the CCSSO meeting (see related 

item), shortly after the meeting, USED 

proposed regulations for dealing with 

children that have significant cognitive 

disabilities including criteria for determining 

AYP proficiency and parameters of 

alternative tests that would be allowed for 

these students.  In August, USED limited the 

number of cognitively-impaired students 

who could take alternative tests at no more 

than 0.5 percent of the total number of 

students enrolled in a district or a state.  In 

our analysis of these draft proposed 

regulations, we noted that such a small 

percentage of special education students was 

much tougher than currently is the limit in 

states with the most rigorous state 

assessments -- were slightly less than one 

percent to almost 10 percent.  Democratic 

Congressmen and staffers called the .5 

percent exception “arbitrary.” 

 

The proposed regulations will allow states to 

use a “documented and validated standard 

setting process to define academic 

achievement standards for students with the 

most significant cognitive disabilities and 

who take alternative assessments.”  They 

must “reflect professional judgment of the 

highest learning standards possible for those 

students.”  In addition, states would also be 

required to report separately on the 

percentage of students with disabilities 

taking alternative assessments that are 

measured against alternative academic 

achievement standards and the percentage of 

students with disabilities taking alternative 

assessments that are measured against 

regular achievement standards.  The 

alternative levels of proficiency for 

measuring AYP for students with severe 

cognitive disabilities could be applied to no 

more than one percent of the total 

enrollment at the district or state level 

which, USED argues, would be applicable to 

slightly less than ten percent of all students 

with disabilities.  While USED attempts to 

justify the .5 percent limit by citing 

numerous studies including findings from 

the National Center for Education Outcomes 

study (see TechMIS Washington Update, 

September 2002), it appears that USED is 

sincerely offering opportunities for public 

comment to arrive at a consensus on these 

issues.  During the CCSSO meeting, Dr. 

Pasternack confirmed that he is interested in 

having the public come up with answers to 

these legislative mandates.  The proposed 

regulations are in the Federal Register, 

March 20, 2003.   

 

Earlier in the month, USED published the 

first of three sets of nonregulatory draft 

guidance, also on standards and 

assessments.  This nonbinding guidance in 

some cases provides more flexibility to 

districts.  However, in other instances, 

USED is “sticking by its guns,” indicating 

that it strongly believes “one size fits all.”  

Some possible areas of increased flexibility 

include: 

 End-of-course exams that all 

high school students are required 

to take to graduate from high 

school can be used under certain 
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conditions in lieu of state 

assessments; 

 

 A state assessment may involve 

multiple up-to-date measures of 

student academic achievement, 

including measures that assess 

higher-order thinking skills and 

the understanding of challenging 

content; 

 

 Under certain conditions, a state 

assessment system could include 

a combination of state and local 

assessments if the combined 

local and state assessments have 

a rational and coherent design; 

 

 Reasonable accommodations can 

be provided for students with 

disabilities on state assessments 

if similar accommodations are 

provided for local assessment 

and instruction;  

accommodations should not be 

introduced for the first time 

during a state assessment; and 

 

 After three years enrolled in a 

district, an LEP student may be 

exempted from the requirement 

to take all future tests in English 

if the district, on a case-by-case 

basis, determines that continued 

accommodations for two 

additional years would result in 

more accurate and reliable 

information on what a student 

knows and can do. 

 

On several issues, USED appears to be 

rather rigid in their interpretation of the 

Law, which in some cases differs from the 

Law itself.  These include: 

 If a Title I-eligible student is 

enrolled in a nonpublic school, 

that Title I student does not have 

to take the state assessment; 

however, special education 

students placed in private schools 

do have to take state assessments 

and assessment scores will be 

used to determine AYP for the 

LEA;  

 

 Out-of-level testing is not an 

acceptable means for meeting 

either the assessment or the 

accountability requirements of 

NCLB even though a number of 

states -- such as Idaho and 

Oregon, among others -- have 

argued that such out-of-level 

testing provides a clearer picture 

as to what students actually know 

and can do; and 

 

 A migrant student must be 

assessed using the “home state” 

assessment even though the 

majority of actual instruction 

may occur in other states, 

suggesting an opportunity for 

web-based training of test 

administrators and actual 

administration of tests.   

 

For a copy of the Standards and Assessment 

Nonregulatory Draft Guidance go to 

www.ed.gov/offices/OESE/saa/standardguid

ance03.doc. 

 

 

 

 

http://www.ed.gov/offices/OESE/saa/standardguidance03.doc
http://www.ed.gov/offices/OESE/saa/standardguidance03.doc
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New NCES Report Finds That, 

between 1996 and 2000, Students 

Who Use Computers in Science 

Instruction Scored Higher on 

National Assessment of Education 

Progress (NAEP) 
 

The National Center for Education Statistics 

within USED has found that, according to 

teacher reports, fourth and eighth grade 

students who used computers had generally 

higher NAEP achievement scores between 

1996 and 2000 than students who did not 

use computers for instruction.  During that 

same time period, the percentage of students 

whose teachers indicated they used 

computers increased from 47 to 57 percent 

in grade four and from 54 to 75 percent in 

grade eight.  Also, at the eighth grade level, 

a higher percentage of students use 

computers for data analysis and other 

applications and for word processing as part 

of science instruction.  In 2000, fourth grade 

students who used computers for playing 

science/learning games scored higher on the 

average than fourth graders who did not.  

Similar findings at the eighth grade level 

indicated that students using computers for 

simulation, modeling, and data analysis 

scored higher on the average than those who 

did not.  At the twelfth grade level, students 

who said they used computers to collect data 

or to analyze data at least once a month had 

higher average scores than twelfth graders 

who did so less frequently. 

 

In the last TechMIS Washington Update, we 

reported on Dr. James Kulik’s meta-analysis 

of “controlled studies” of technology effects 

on math and science learning.  In all but one 

of the six controlled evaluation studies, 

Kulik found the effect of computer 

“tutoring” in science was large enough to be 

considered both statistically significant and 

educationally meaningful, raising student 

scores from the 50
th

 percentile to the 72
nd

 

percentile.  The six controlled evaluations 

included in his meta-analysis also painted a 

positive picture for the use of computers for 

simulation purposes.  Four of the six studies 

found positive effects on student learning 

which would have raised student 

achievement from the 50
th

 to the 63
rd

 

percentile.   

 

For a copy of the new NCES report go to 

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/mai

n2000/2003453.pdf. 

 

 

Nonpartisan Government Accounting 

Office (GAO) Recommends That 

Congress Eliminate Supplement Not 

Supplant (SNS) Requirement for Title 

I Schoolwide Programs Because 

Currently It Is “Unworkable” 
 

Since the inception of ESEA over three 

decades ago, its backbone has been the 

“supplement not supplant” (SNS) 

requirement which requires school districts 

to use Federal funds to supplement not 

supplant the amount of funds that would, in 

the absence of Federal funds, be made 

available from non-Federal sources for the 

education of Title I students.  In late 

February, the GAO released findings from 

its study, requested by Senator Ted Kennedy 

(D-MA) and Congressman George Miller 

(D-CA), on the quality of oversight of SNS 

conducted by SEAs and USED.  This study 

concluded that oversight of SNS in Title I 

schoolwide programs is “unworkable” and 

that Congress should consider eliminating 

the SNS requirement.  On the other hand, it 

recommended that the Maintenance of 

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/main2000/2003453.pdf
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/main2000/2003453.pdf
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Effort (MOE) requirement should be 

strengthened because it is workable as it 

involves a “straightforward calculation.”   

 

Several factors make SNS unworkable.  As 

the report notes, “One of the challenges 

auditors faced was determining whether a 

school district would have removed its own 

funds from a program and allocated them 

elsewhere even if federal funds had not been 

available --- an action that is allowable.  

Another challenge was applying the SNS 

provision in circumstances where it is 

difficult to track federal funds such as in 

schoolwide programs -- where all funds are 

pooled -- or in districts undergoing 

significant districtwide reforms -- where 

comparisons to previous budgets are 

problematic.”  In light of the continuing 

state and local budget pressures, the 

perceived impact among state and local Title 

I officials has implications for firms 

targeting the Title I market niche which 

could be positive in certain cases in the short 

run with negative overtones over time.   

 

If Congress eliminates SNS for Title I 

schoolwide programs, most, if not all, 

schools with 40 percent or greater poverty 

enrollment, would be designated as 

schoolwide programs and, under pressures 

from superintendents, the number of Title I 

schools being served would increase while 

the amount of Title I allocations per eligible 

student would decrease.  On the other hand, 

the likelihood is high that, under the 50 

percent transferability provision, Federal 

funding from other programs would also be 

allocated to Title I schoolwide programs, 

suggesting these are definitely the schools to 

target.  Firms should also target relatively 

high-performing districts and schools which 

have been approved as supplemental service 

providers as they are likely to enroll new 

transferees; another important target is 

schools which have failed for two 

consecutive years in which case at least 15 

percent of funding must be allocated for 

staff development.  In reality, however, this 

transfer of funds is already occurring, 

especially in large district Title I programs, 

because the No Child Left Behind 

amendment to Title I clearly encourages 

Title I schoolwides to “pool” or 

“commingle” Title I with other Federal 

funds, including IDEA and specifically 

prohibits for Federal reporting purposes how 

the money is spent.  This is the primary 

reason GAO found SNS requirements 

applied to Title I schoolwides is 

“unworkable.”  Furthermore, the May 22, 

2002 regulations regarding SEA 

consolidated applications discourage SEAs 

from attempting to specify how non-Federal 

funds are used and require SEAs to reduce 

the number of requirements that constrain 

the intended flexibility provided for 

schoolwide programs.  The bottom line is 

that, even though a supplement not supplant 

provision currently is in the law, because 

schoolwides are not required to report how 

such funds are commingled and spent, the 

auditors’ hands are pretty much tied.  As one 

former national Title I official noted, the 

GAO recommendation is not surprising as 

USED audit and monitoring activities over 

the last decade have increasingly begun to 

focus on accountability of results rather than 

accountability of how funds are used.  The 

flexibility provided to schoolwide programs 

is designed to help them develop approaches 

that will improve student achievement.   

 

As noted earlier, the GAO report 

recommends greater reliance by auditors on 

Maintenance of Effort (MOE) requirements 

which it describes as follows:  “An LEA 

may receive funds if the SEA finds that the 
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LEA’s combined fiscal effort per student or 

the aggregate expenditures of the LEA from 

state and local funds for free public 

education for the preceding year is not less 

than 90 percent of the combined fiscal effort 

or aggregate expenditures for the second 

preceding year.”  Julie Miller, Editor of Title 

I Reports, in personal correspondence cited 

relevant sections of the 1995 Title I 

regulations as follows, “In other words, a 

schoolwide program school must receive at 

least the same amount of state and local 

funds that in the aggregate it would have 

received in the absence of schoolwide 

program, including funds needed to provide 

services that are required by law for children 

with disabilities and children with limited 

English proficiency.”  In a sense, these regs 

applied Maintenance of Effort requirements, 

not at the LEA level, but at the school 

building level of a schoolwide, thus 

requiring that states and local contributions -

- in the aggregate -- had to be the same and 

not just 90 percent of the preceding year.   

 

In its response to the draft report, USED 

stated, “While we are not yet ready to take a 

position on the proposed legislative change 

in light of the short time given to comment, 

we are commenting on GAO’s basis for 

suggesting such a change….  Though 

compliance with the SNS provision of Title 

I legislation might be challenging in some 

instances, the provision is important in 

ensuring Title I funds are supplementary in a 

schoolwide context and we do not believe 

the recommendation to eliminate the 

provision is well supported.  The SNS 

requirement provision helps to maintain the 

integrity of the program and to ensure that 

Title I funds are used to supplement state 

and local education funds.”  Many of the 

state and local Title I officials acknowledge 

that it is much easier to get around 

supplement not supplant provisions in Title I 

schoolwides than in “targeted assistance 

schools” but felt that elimination of this 

requirement would be a symbolic gesture 

destroying the integrity of Title I and would 

reduce their ability to stand up to 

superintendents’ pressures to “spread Title I 

funding around” and to use such funds to 

make up for state and local budget shortfalls.  

In the long-term, they agreed with one of the 

conclusions in the GAO report, namely, 

“Potentially, supplementation allows the 

SEAs and LEAs to convert their federal 

Title I grant into a kind of revenue sharing 

program with very little incremental impact 

on education spending.”  For a copy of the 

report go to 

www.gao.gov/new.items/d03377.pdf. 

 

 

New NCES Survey Sizes Up the 

Public School PreKindergarten 

Market Niche 
A new survey by the National Center for 

Education Statistics, entitled 

“PreKindergarten in U.S. Public Schools:  

2000-2001,” reports that approximately 

822,000 children were enrolled in 58,000 

public elementary school prekindergarten 

classes nationwide offered by almost 20,000 

elementary schools.  Approximately 46,000 

preK teachers instructed these classes.  

About half of the elementary schools with 

highest poverty concentrations offered preK 

programs.  Fifteen percent of public schools 

offered special education preK classes.  

Overall, public elementary schools that 

offered preK averaged 2.9 preK classes per 

school; large city schools averaged 3.4 per 

school.  The average public elementary 

school preK class had 14 children with nine 

children per class among special education 

classes.  Thirty-two percent of classes 

http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d03377.pdf
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followed full day schedules while 68 percent 

followed half-day schedules.  

 

The major Federal funding sources for preK 

programs include Title I Part A, Head Start, 

Even Start, and IDEA preschool grants.  

Eighty percent of elementary schools use 

state or local funds while 51 percent use 

Federal or local funds to operate such 

programs.   

 

It is too early to tell whether or not state 

funds for preK programs will continue to 

expand in light of revenue shortfalls and 

widening budget gaps.  Some governors 

have been adamant in their support for 

increased preK and kindergarten funding for 

all-day programs; yet in some states such as 

New York many full-day preK programs 

have been cut back to half-day programs.  

The national Head Start program is up for 

reauthorization this year.  About half of all 

Head Start grantees are public schools.  

While the Administration has proposed to 

increase the Head Start focus on “numeracy” 

and “literacy” by requiring three annual 

evaluations of all Head Start enrollees, 

opposition to such proposals -- including 

transferring Head Start from DHHS to 

USED -- is growing.  For a copy of the 

report go to 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2003/2003019.pdf. 

 

 

 

 

CHECK THE ATTACHED STATE 

PROFILE UPDATES FOR 

INFORMATION ON THE STATE 

BUDGET CRISIS 

 

 

NCES Report Finds Almost All 

Kindergarten Students Have Access 

to Computers Either at Homes or in 

Their Classrooms and Schools and 

Most Frequent Classroom Uses 

Were to Learn Reading, Writing, 

and Spelling; to Learn Math; and 

for Fun 
 

An analysis of data gathered on the 

kindergarten class of 1999 as part of the 

Early Childhood Longitudinal Survey 

(ECLS), has found that the majority of 

young children in public schools were in 

classrooms where computers were used for 

instructional purposes on a weekly basis.  

Slightly over 60 percent of kindergarteners 

used computers to learn to read, write, and 

spell (64 percent); to learn math (61 

percent); and for fun, including games (61 

percent).  Conversely, 58 percent and 56 

percent reported no use of computers by 

kindergarten students to learn social studies 

or to learn science concepts respectively, 

while almost 40 percent used computers to 

learn keyboard skills and 35 percent to 

create art or compose music.  Regarding 

Internet use, only six percent of kindergarten 

students enrolled in public schools use 

computers to access the Internet and, for 

those who had access to a home computer, 

only four percent used the Internet. 

 

Those kindergarten students who used 

computers more often for the above 

activities were in classes with the following 

characteristics:  the kindergarten programs 

were operated for a full day; teachers 

participated in computer technology 

workshops and spent a half day or less of 

instructional time in teacher-directed whole 
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class activities; and there was a computer 

area in the classroom. 

 

Public school children who had access to 

home computers used them an average of 

three to four days a week with about 85 

percent using them for educational purposes.  

Interestingly, however, classroom use of 

computers by kindergarteners did not differ 

whether or not children had home access to 

computers or the Internet and there was no 

significant relationship between the 

frequency of home computer use and the 

frequency of computer use for different 

instructional purposes by kindergarten 

students attending public schools. 

 

The NCES findings from the 1999 Early 

Childhood Longitudinal Survey are very 

similar to those conducted six months earlier 

by TURNKEY in its survey entitled 

“Technology Use in Early Childhood 

Programs.”  For example, when computers 

were used with preK and kindergarten 

students, they were used primarily to teach 

literacy (reading and writing), followed by 

teaching numeracy (mathematics), followed 

by teaching writing skills.  In terms of 

desired use of technology, early childhood 

director respondents felt technology should 

be used primarily to develop higher order 

thinking skills (51 percent) promote 

collaboration/sharing (51 percent), promote 

creativity (48 percent), teach how to use 

computers and keyboarding (47 percent), 

and promote independence (44 percent).  

More specifically, 70 percent of respondents 

felt computers could be used to teach 

children to identify shapes and numbers, 

alphabet recognition, reading 

comprehension, and writing skills, in that 

order.  Phonics was identified as important 

by only about 20 percent of respondents.  As 

the TURNKEY study found, by far the 

factor which would increase technology use 

most was increased technology staff 

development.  The most widely-used 

kindergarten program using software was 

from High/Scope Foundation; High/Scope 

requires up to five days of extensive training 

on the use of technology and other materials 

before schools can even purchase their 

product.   

 

For more information about the availability 

of the TURNKEY survey, contact Charles 

Blaschke directly.  For a copy of the NCES 

report go to 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2002/200205.pdf. 

 

 

New American Federation of 

Teachers (AFT) Report Provides 

Profiles on State-by-State Initiatives 

and Standards for Pre-

Kindergarten and Kindergarten 

Programs 
 

The new AFT state profiles report on early 

childhood programs has found that slightly 

over 90 percent of all kindergarten children 

attend some type of kindergarten program 

while only 12 percent of eligible three-year-

olds and four-year-olds attend preK 

programs.  By comparison, twenty years ago 

only about ten states provided early 

childhood programs while today 46 states 

and the District of Columbia provide funds 

for some type of preschool programs for 

children under age five.  Other summary 

statistics from the state-by-state profile 

include: 

 28 states provide preschool 

programs to two- and three-year-

old students without restricted 

access for three-year-olds; 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2002/200205.pdf
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 14 states have school readiness 

standards and require programs 

follow them; 

 

 every state funds half- or full-day 

kindergarten programs with 36 

states providing funds for both 

full- and half-day kindergarten 

programs; 

 

 nine states and D.C. provide 

funds only for full-day 

kindergarten; 

 

 seven states fund full- and half-

day kindergarten and require 

kindergarten enrollment. 

 

As the recent analysis of the Early 

Childhood Longitudinal Survey (see related 

item) found, computers are more likely to be 

used to teach numeracy and literacy where 

teachers have AB degrees.  All early 

childhood workers to have at least a child 

development associate (CDA) credential or 

equivalent in Arkansas, D.C., Illinois, 

Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, 

Nebraska, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, 

South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 

Washington, and Wisconsin.  The states 

which require early childhood teachers to 

have an AB degree with Early Childhood 

Education certification include:  Arkansas, 

D.C., Illinois, Kansas, Louisiana, Maine, 

Maryland, Nebraska, Ohio, Oklahoma, 

Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, 

Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin.  States 

that require programs to use school 

“readiness standards” include:  Alabama, 

Arkansas, California, Connecticut, 

Delaware, Georgia, Maryland, Michigan, 

Minnesota, Nebraska, New Jersey, Ohio, 

Oklahoma, Washington, and Wyoming.   

 

The appendix to the AFT report includes a 

profile on each state which should be of high 

interest to any firm that plans to focus on the 

preK or kindergarten market niche.  Go to 

www.aft.org for a copy of the report 

entitled, “At the Starting Line - Early 

Childhood Education Programs in the Fifty 

States.” 

 

 

E-Rate Service Providers Call for a 

Lobby Effort to Increase SLD Staff 

in Order to Expedite the 

Application and Review Process 

While at the Same Time Preventing 

Fraud and Abuse 
 

During the March 12 E-rate teleconference, 

numerous service providers called for an 

active lobbying effort to increase SLD staff 

in order to expedite the application review 

and notification process while at the same 

time ensuring competition and reducing 

fraud and abuse.  The fraud and abuse issues 

addressed by service providers were directly 

related to the recent announcement by the 

SLD that almost $600 million of applicants’ 

requests were denied, largely because of 

their failure to follow procedures to ensure a 

competitive process in selection of 

contractors/providers.  (See February 

TechMIS Washington Update.)  The lengthy 

approval process has resulted in a number of 

major problems, including prices that are 

often 20 months old on approval requiring 

renegotiation and “re-approvals,” among 

others.   

 

Another major complaint by service 

providers is that, when they call the whistle 

blower “code nine hotline” to report 

allegations of fraud and abuse, there appears 

http://www.aft.org/
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to be little follow-up; the alleged offenders 

continue to assist applicants in illegal ways 

and these applicants continue to receive 

funding commitment letters.  One service 

provider asked SLD officials how they 

initially determine whether a “code nine” is 

justified, or whether it has been made from a 

competitor who was “upset” because it did 

not get a contract.  As noted in the last 

TechMIS issue, the October 2002 FCC 

Inspector General’s Report to Congress 

strongly urged that some “suspension” or 

“disbarment” procedures be applied to 

prevent unscrupulous contractors from 

continuing to receive contracts under the E-

rate discount program.   

 

There is a high level of frustration among 

service providers (some of whom wished to 

maintain anonymity), as expresed during the 

conference call although they attempted to 

be “constructive;” they were also cognizant 

of the problems confronting the SLD due 

largely to lack of staff.  Yet, these criticisms 

appeared to be much more factual than 

recent reports (see last TechMIS issue) from 

groups like the Center for Public Integrity, 

whose report was covered widely in the 

media and which has sparked an 

investigation by Chairman Tauzin (R-LA) 

who heads the governing Congressional 

Committee.  The bottom line, as 

summarized by one service provider, is 

“when are the applicants going to receive 

their funding and when are we going to get 

paid.”  The SLD officials indicated they 

would endeavor to answer as many of these 

questions during the next conference call.   

 

Before the March 26 service provider 

conference call, Cynthia Shultz, the SLD 

official with primary responsibility for 

dealing with service providers, sent out a 

detailed list of questions asked during the 

previous conference call but unanswered or 

e-mailed to them over the last two weeks.  

SLD officials, including George McDonald, 

who directs the SLD, addressed most of the 

20 questions.  Regarding “code nine whistle 

blower” calls, approximately 30 percent of 

the calls are made anonymously and SLD 

officials estimated that no more than one 

percent are erroneous accusations made to 

“taint the service provider who won the 

contract.”  In response the question of 

whether or not school districts, whose 

applications have been the focus of “code 

nine calls” and “selective review,” are 

notified of the code nine, the answer was no.   

 

A question by Robert Rivera, a service 

provider member of the USAC board, 

addressed the status of the FY 2002 

applicants whose commitments letters have 

not been sent.  There are approximately 

2,250 such applications, letters for about 

200-300 of which will go out immediately, 

while the rest are in selective review being 

held up for potential fraud and abuse 

problems.  Rivera emphasized that many 

districts who have held their matching funds 

for necessary ineligible items such as 

training, software, and hardware, are 

receiving extreme pressure to reallocate 

those funds to other purposes and that many 

will likely withdraw their E-rate 

applications, the SLD officials 

acknowledged this as a major problem.  For 

FY 2002 (Year Five), $245 million has 

actually been dispersed, while $1.8 billion of 

the $2.25 billion has been committed.  The 

SLD estimates that unused funds from Year 

Four and Five will be used to reduce 

telecommunication fees into the Universal 

Service pool or will be rolled over to Year 

Six, pending a final decision by the FCC.   
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One of the major problems holding up the 

applicant review process is the need for SLD 

to get additional information from applicants 

such as whether applicants have enough 

funds budgeted for noneligible items to 

implement the overall initiative in their 

districts.  Most problems relate to Item 21 

attachments as part of Form 471.  SLD 

officials emphasized that service providers 

can assist applicants by completing the Item 

21 attachments for items such as specific 

costs, etc.  Among the major problems 

holding up the invoice process are product 

substitution, failure to include certifications, 

and dual invoicing.  SLD officials estimated 

that funds for most invoices are dispersed 

within eleven days of receipt.  One of the 

questions was, “How can we (service 

providers) lobby for additional staffing for 

the SLD?”  George McDonald who heads 

the SLD’s administration, which has no 

policy formulation responsibility (his lies 

with the FCC), indicated that the SLD had 

been successful in getting some additional 

staff when it justified such requests to the 

USAC board.  I recently talked with one of 

the key authors of the Telecommunication 

Act of 1996 which created the E-rate 

program; he indicated that it would be a 

“labor of love” to do what is necessary to 

ensure that the E-rate program continues and 

facilitate possible improvements which 

benefit both school districts and service 

providers.  Please contact me if anyone has 

an interest in any further discussions. 

 

  


