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Government Accounting Office 

Estimates That the Cost of 

Implementing NCLB Assessment 

Mandates between 2002-08 Could 

Be As High As $5.3 Billion Which is 

Higher Than Projected Federal 

Appropriations Provided to States; 

In Some States Opportunities for 

Statewide Contracts/Licenses for 

Specific Interventions/Remedial 

Programs Could Exist 
 

As required in NCLB, GAO has conducted a 

survey of all states, as well as in-depth case 

studies in seven states, to estimate the cost 

for each state to meet the NCLB assessment 

requirements.  One of its major findings is 

that the characteristics of the test will 

influence such costs.  For example, if all 

states use tests with multiple choice 

questions which are machine scored, the 

total state expenditures will be slightly less 

than $2 billion over the six-year period.  On 

the other hand, if states also use open-ended 

questions such as essays, which must be 

handscored, the cost could be as much as 

$5.3 billion.  During that same time frame, 

the projected annual annual appropriations 

for test development and scoring is between 

$370 million and $400 million per year or a 

total of about $2.3 billion.  While 33 states 

indicate they currently plan to either use 

existing state tests or to develop new 

customized tests to measure their state 

standards, nine states are unsure as to what 

types of tests would be used in the future.  

Additionally, 25 states reported they had not 

made final decisions about the types of 

questions to be included in future 

assessments.  In the case study states, the 

cost to score each assessment ranged from 

$.60 in North Carolina which uses only 

multiple choice questions, to $7.00 per 

assessment in Massachusetts, which uses 

many open-ended questions requiring 

individuals to apply rubrics to determine 

scores.   

 

Using various assumptions, GAO estimated 

costs to the states using multiple choice 

($1.9 billion), current question type ($3.9 

billion), or multiple choice and open-ended 

questions ($5.3 billion).  Based on the 

survey results, there appear to be some 

opportunities in those states which already 

have in place the 17 specific types of 

assessments required under No Child Left 

Behind beginning in 2005-2006, where all 

students must be assessed in reading and in 

mathematics in grades 3-8.  Statewide 

assessments in science will begin two years 

later.  The states which already have in place 

the necessary assessments include Delaware, 

Iowa, Utah, and Florida; three or fewer 

additional tests are needed in North 

Carolina, South Carolina, and Texas.  In 

these and other states which will not have to 

spend as much as the Federal test 

development and related costs, could be 

considered good prospects for online 

tutoring, remedial, and related programs 

under state contracts.  One such state which 

has already begun to implement its state 

assessment online, is Virginia, which will 

likely use a large portion of its assessment 

funds to continue and expand its online 
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remediation components.  For those states 

which currently have in place the assessment 

instruments and infrastructure, the Law 

specifically allows the state to use such 

funds for related assessment and 

accountability purposes, ranging from 

developing alternative assessments for LEP 

and special education students to facilitating 

better teacher diagnosis and lesson planning 

to implementing proven intervention 

strategies.   

 

In its comments on the draft of the GAO 

report, USED questioned the methodology 

used by GAO in coming up with the $5.3 

billion dollar estimate of having to hand 

score assessments with open-ended and 

multiple choice questions, noting, “…GAO 

projections do not take into account the 

results of increasing competition as more 

companies enter the burgeoning state 

assessment market.  Likewise, no provision 

is made for advances in technology.  There 

are already companies in the market that are 

capable of administering state assessments 

with hand-held computers.  Software 

currently available can score open-ended 

questions.  The forces of competition and 

technology almost surely will drive down 

the costs in the development and 

administration of State assessments.”  For a 

copy of the May 8, 2003 GAO report 

entitled “Title I:  Characteristics of Tests 

Will Influence Expenses; Information 

Sharing Will Help States Realize 

Efficiencies”, go to www.gao.gov/cgi-

bin/getrpt?gao-03-389 or call 202/517-7215.   

 

 

 

 

 

USED State Plan Approval Process 

Becomes a Critical Part of the Title 

I Legal Framework Often 

Overriding Provisions in the Law 

Which Will Result in Many 

Different State Title I Programs 
 

During the SIIA Fly In, a meeting was held 

among publishers, Ron Tamalos, who has 

become the de facto Assistant Secretary for 

Elementary and Secondary Education 

responsible for Title I, and John Bailey, 

USED Technology Director.  It became 

clear that the USED approval process 

regarding a state’s AYP, Accountability, 

Assessment, and Consolidated plans, will 

become perhaps the most important 

component of the Title I legal framework for 

that state.  This will result in not one 

national Title I program, but variances 

among the states.  While Accountability and 

Assessment plans have been approved in 

more than 20 states, all other states are in the 

peer review process which USED relies on 

to negotiate elements of plans to ensure they 

reflect the “intent” of the new Law.  

Officials suggested that peer reviewers must 

take into account the state’s context and 

other “exogenous” factors in determining 

whether or not the state plan meets the intent 

of the Law for all or most critical provisions.  

As reported in Education Week, Title I 

Reports, and other publications, a portion of 

a proposed plan in one state may be rejected 

while an identical or very similar component 

of another state plan has been approved.  

Moreover, USED officials such as Jackie 

Jackson, Acting National Title I Director, 

stated recently at the NAFEPA conference 

(see April Washington Update) that LEP and 

special education students may continue to 

have their scores reported by their respective 

http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?gao-03-389
http://www.gao.gov/cgi-bin/getrpt?gao-03-389
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subgroups after they have exited or 

graduated from the program; however, states 

such as Ohio, which proposed to do that 

very same thing, had that portion of their 

plan rejected in January.  Hence, the 

approval process continues to evolve, 

confusing many state officials; this was 

verified with state Title I officials during the 

May IRA conference in Orlando.  The 

challenge for most TechMIS subscribers 

will be to provide sufficient flexibility in 

their product or service offerings (e.g., 

selected modules) and pricing arrangements 

to fit the approved state plans for funds 

allocation and related processes.   

 

John Bailey also provided an update related 

to Title II D/Technology Enhancement.  

When asked the question whether or not the 

USED guidance to states on completing 

their Consolidated State Plans would require 

that districts report on the number of 

students at the eighth-grade level becoming 

technology literate and similar indicators 

related to teacher competency and student 

access to Internet in the classroom, he 

indicated that “program evaluations” which 

are required to be completed by states 

annually, would address this issue.  In 

addition, each state will be conducting 

technology surveys which must be reported 

and could provide further data on whether 

other technology indicators in the Law are 

met.  Also, a distance learning survey 

similar to the annual Internet Advanced 

Technology surveys -- conducted since the 

early 1990s by USED -- will also be 

conducted this year.   

 

While the performance reporting and 

evaluation on Title II D is important, it is not 

likely that more comprehensive reporting as 

specified in the Law will be conducted at the 

SEA level because the Consolidated State 

Plans do not require such reporting.  Given 

the numerous mandates and reporting 

requirements placed upon states, they are 

likely to give initial priority to those 

mandates that are clearly required in order to 

receive Federal funding.   

 

 

Minority-Voting Member of 

National Reading Panel Report 

Faults Policymakers for 

Misinterpreting and Misusing 

Findings and Recommendations to 

Advance Political Agendas 
 

Joanne Yatvin, a member of the National 

Reading Panel who wrote a “minority view” 

of its 1999 report while she was an 

elementary school principal in Oregon, 

writes in Education Week’s, April 30 issue, 

“I couldn’t predict how many false 

conclusions, misinterpretations of data, and 

simplistic judgments would be made by 

careless readers.  I had no idea how far 

policymakers, bureaucrats, and special 

interest groups would go in distorting the 

truth to advance political agendas.”  In the 

article entitled, “I Told You So,” she points 

out the scientific flaws and limitations of the 

panel findings and justifications for 

recommendations as highlighted below.  

While Congress mandated NICHD, headed 

by Reid Lyon, to convene a balanced panel, 

including reading teachers, as she notes, 

“All were experimental scientists; all were 

adherents to the discrete skills model of 

reading; and some of them had professional 

ties to NICHD…the panel included no 

teacher of early reading instruction.”  Rather 

than actually reviewing more than 100,000 

studies of reading over the last four decades, 
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the Panel only reviewed 432 studies on nine 

panel-selected topics.  While the Reading 

First initiative called for programs or 

approaches which use the five “essentials” 

of reading, she notes, “Nowhere in its report 

does the panel assert that the strategies 

found effective are the ‘essentials’ of 

reading instruction.”  While many have 

interpreted panel recommendations as 

endorsing only “explicit systematic 

instruction,” she argues that only in the 

phonics subgroup report is “explicit 

systematic instruction” called “essential,” 

noting (as Reid Lyon did in the SIIA Fly In, 

see March Washington Update), that all 

children acquire some portions of the other 

skills incidentally, particularly vocabulary. 

 

Many policymakers have interpreted the 

Panel as having identified certain 

comprehensive commercial reading 

programs as being research-based and that 

teachers should use one of these programs.  

Mrs. Yatvin argues that the Panel “had 

nothing to say about whether teachers need a 

commercial program or can develop their 

own.”  Moreover, the only area where Panel 

subgroups examined commercial packages 

was in phonics, because of the availability of 

independent research on seven phonics 

programs. 

 

While many readers of the Panel’s findings 

might conclude that “whole language” as a 

teaching approach for reading is ineffective, 

she emphasizes that the Panel did not 

investigate whole language as a topic and 

did not draw any conclusions about it as an 

approach to teaching reading.  On the other 

hand, she notes, “In four of the phonics 

studies, the only ones done in regular first or 

second grade classrooms, children who were 

taught by a whole language approach did as 

well (in one study better) in overall reading 

achievement as those taught by phonics only 

or basals.”   

 

In the May 21
st
 issue of Education Week, a 

new study directed by Gregory Camilli, 

Rutgers University, faulted the National 

Reading Panel for not including three 

important studies in which according to 

Camilli, “the data suggests that if you 

combine language activities with tutoring 

and systematic phonics instruction, you 

come up with much larger effect sizes than 

the National Reading Panel found for 

systematic phonics alone.”  Camilli also 

noted that phonics, in combination with 

language activities and tutoring, was three 

times more effective than phonics alone.  

While tutoring is explicitly allowed in the 

Law under Reading First, tutoring has not 

been included as an allowable cost in the 

Reading First USED guidance; hence, none 

of the 31 state Reading First plans that have 

been approved have included tutoring as a 

priority or even as an allowable use of 

funds.   

 

While many policymakers and advocates of 

scientifically-based research were able to 

include provisions in NCLB which apply 

criteria to teacher training (reflected mostly 

in ESEA Title II), the Panel was not able to 

answer the question how teachers can be 

better educated to teach reading effectively 

because of the thin body of research on 

teacher education.  The only conclusion that 

the Panel was able to draw from existing 

data was that the amount of in-service and 

pre-service education would have a positive 

effect.   

 

During the recent IRA annual convention, 

the National Commission on Excellence in 
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Elementary Teacher Preparation in Reading 

Instruction released its three-year study 

report which found, “Teachers…not the 

instructional method or the materials --- are 

crucial to promoting student learning.”  The 

Commission identified eight critical features 

of excellent teacher education programs 

ranging from a “comprehensive curriculum 

that helps students acquire cohesive 

knowledge based on literacy” to “teaching 

personalized to individual needs of pre-

service teachers.”  Former Assistant 

Secretary of Education responsible for 

implementing Reading First, Susan Neuman, 

called the Commission’s study flawed 

because of inadequate sampling and, as 

reported in Education Week (May 14), 

“There is a tremendous call for high-quality 

research based on very careful sampling 

techniques and strategies.”  The response by 

the former Assistant Secretary is not 

surprising.  The National Commission which 

conducted the study and prepared the report, 

was convened three years ago by the 

International Reading Association, which 

has been a major critic of many USED 

policies and regulations related to Reading 

First and Title I.  The Commission report 

will be available at www.reading.org. 

 

 

Technical Advisors for the 

Mathematica After-School Study 

and After-School Program 

Advocates Claim That Proposed 

$400 Million Budget Cut for 21
st
 

Century Programs are Based Upon 

Politics, Not Scientifically-Based 

Research 
 

In mid-May, advocates of after-school 

programs headed by Arnold Schwar-

zenegger questioned the Administration’s 

proposal to cut the 21
st
 Century Community 

Learning Center program from $1 billion to 

$600 million for FY 2004.  Deputy 

Secretary of Education Hanson said that 

USED based the proposed cut on the 

negative findings from the Mathematica 

study of the program’s first year.  About the 

same time, seven of nine technical advisors 

to the Mathematica study (which included 

Dr. Christopher Cross), released a statement 

indicating that its members never saw the 

final version and several study findings were 

not justified because of research/design 

flaws.  As reported in Education Week (May 

21), a statement signed by Cross and six 

other members of the advisory group noted 

that initial achievement scores for the 

middle school control group students were 

higher than those in treatment groups, a fact 

that flies in the face of statements by 

Mathematica researchers and USED that this 

study was one of the first to use “random 

assignments” which would have minimized 

any differences.  The Mathematica study 

was also faulted for having only 400 

students in the treatment group and 225 in 

the control group; at that time, there were at 

least 6,800 centers operating across the 

country.  Although an additional 1,600 

students were added to the sample, the first 

year report only addressed findings on the 

smaller sample.  The advisory group also 

noted in their statement that the low 

participation rates during the initial year of 

this newly-funded Clinton initiative, could 

have resulted in little differences between 

the treatment and the control group.  A study 

conducted by Policy Study Associates (see 

April TechMIS), found that, in the New 

York City After-School program conducted 

in 96 locations, participating students’ math 

scores increased consistently among those 

http://www.reading.org/
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students that had been participating in a 

program for more than one year.   

 

Christopher Cross has served as Assistant 

Secretary of Education for Research during 

the Bush Administration and coauthored the 

first Title I policy manual with TURNKEY 

during the late 1970s while he was Research 

Director at Apt Associates.  He is currently a 

Senior Policy Fellow at the Center for 

Education Policy, an influential nonpartisan 

group which is monitoring the 

implementation of NCLB. 

 

The Mathematica study findings were 

released on the same day that the FY 2004 

budget was proposed, which included the 

proposed 40 percent cut in 21
st
 Century 

Community Learning Center program’s 

budget based on the alleged scientifically-

based research design used by Mathematica.  

Recent articles by former members of the 

National Reading Panel and other 

researchers who have conducted analyses of 

other reading research, raises serious 

questions about the credibility of this 

Administration using research findings as 

the basis of its priorities and policies (see 

related Washington Update item).  As one 

watches the evolution of the What Works 

Clearinghouse, firms that have been 

attempting to gather evidence on the 

effectiveness of their products and services 

should be concerned about both what is not 

included in the Clearinghouse (as was the 

case for the National Reading Panel), and 

also the justifications for including studies 

which directly or indirectly assess the 

effectiveness of their programs and 

practices.   

 

 

Computer-Based Assessments 

Appears to be at a Critical 

Crossroad 
 

While computer-based assessments will 

expand, the question is whether expansion 

will be through “high stakes” state 

assessments or state and district “low 

stakes” assessments designed primarily to 

monitor individual student progress and help 

teachers diagnose weaknesses and select 

appropriate instructional interventions.  

Some of the factors which will influence the 

direction of growth were included in 

Education Week Technology Counts 2003 

(May 8); other critical factors which were 

only briefly mentioned or addressed could 

influence the direction even more.  How 

these factors and events could influence the 

direction of computer-based testing in the 

future are described below in their 

respective scenarios. 

 

USED officials, such as Deputy Assistant 

Secretary Lim (see April Washington 

Update), have stated that it is almost 

impossible to implement the assessment 

provisions in No Child Left Behind without 

using technology for test administration, 

scoring, analysis, and reporting; technology 

is needed for timely reporting, not only to 

inform instruction, but also identify specific 

schools that failed to meet AYP and/or are 

identified for improvement (i.e., failing two 

consecutive years).  The question is whether 

USED will actually enforce these 

provisions.  States, and to a greater extent 

districts, have an incentive to minimize the 

number of schools identified for 

improvement by delaying the release of 

assessment data until after school begins.  In 

many states, such as Michigan, when test 

scores were finally released mid-year, the 
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number of parents who exercised their 

choice option of transferring students or 

using supplemental services was minimal.  

On the other hand, the two areas in which 

USED is less likely to “give in” on strict 

enforcement is Reading First and any 

violations which minimize parent choice and 

supplemental education services.  While the 

above enforcement factor could be 

extremely critical and influence computer-

based state assessments, another provision 

does not allow out-of-level or adaptive 

testing for accountability reporting purposes.  

As a result, computer-based adaptive testing 

in states such as Oregon, Idaho, and South 

Dakota are being used on an optional basis 

for low-stakes testing to inform instruction 

on an ongoing basis.  As Technology Counts 

concludes, “After an initial burst of steam, 

experts admit, the expansion of computer-

based testing at the state level is happening 

more slowly than they had expected” (page 

16).   

 

The second major factor is inadequate 

Federal funding to cover the cost of 

implementing the assessment provisions -- 

as noted by GAO (see related item) -- in 

combination with shrinking state funds for 

technology-based products and/or services.  

Currently, this is even a greater problem 

than when Education Week collected the 

data for its survey in January-February 

2003.  As the Education Week survey found, 

at the beginning of this year, plans in many 

states for pilot testing of computer-based 

and/or web-enabled state assessments were 

being postponed due to shrinking state 

budgets.  In most of these states where 

computer-based state assessments have been 

put on hold or cut back severely, initiatives 

to use “low stakes” testing initiatives used to 

inform instruction continues to grow for, 

among other reasons, the costs of 

implementation are significantly less.  As 

noted in Technology Counts 2003, officials 

from Education Testing Service and CTB 

McGraw-Hill, both predicted that computer-

based assessments in this area, including 

“test prep,” would be the major growth area 

for computer-based assessments (pgs. 16, 

18).  For example, the FCAT Explorer, a 

free web-based program which includes test 

prompts and skill packages related to the 

FCAT are reportedly getting over 11 million 

hits a day or around 4,000 simultaneous 

users a second.  Without more Federal 

funding, in the context of reduced state 

funding over the next year, computer-based 

assessments will continue to move in the 

direction of low-stakes testing.  One 

development which could expedite 

computer-based state assessments is the 

growth of low-cost, hand-held, wireless and 

related devices which are capable of helping 

students to take such assessments.  As noted 

in Technology Counts 2003, these devices 

could be justified through potential savings 

attributed to the printing, shipping, and 

storing costs of traditional assessments. 

 

Another factor identified by state officials in 

Indiana, which provides for online end-of-

course assessments, is “capacity” --- an 

adequate supply of Internet-connected 

computers and broadband to ensure 

“comparability” of test results by allowing 

all students to take tests at the same time 

under similar conditions.  The MDR survey 

data in Technology Counts 2003 on the 

number of students per Internet-connected 

computers in 2002 ranges from 3.6 in 

Delaware to 8.2 in Louisiana.  The 

computers identified in the MDR survey as 

being Internet-connected included many 

computers that were otherwise used for non-
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instructional purposes, which somewhat 

inflates this capacity indicator if online tests 

are administered in classroom settings.  

Given the rapidly diminishing state funds 

earmarked for technology (including 

hardware as well as infrastructure) and the 

probability that at least some of the ESEA 

Title II D/Technology Enhancement funds is 

being transferred to other programs under 

the “50 percent transferability provision,” 

inadequate capacity gravitates against high-

stakes computer-based state assessments.  

This was one of the official reasons that the 

South Dakota online assessment was 

replaced by the paper-and-pencil version of 

a new test.  On the other hand, some of the 

comparability issues created by inadequate 

capacity do not appear to create roadblocks 

to online “low stakes” assessments and test 

prep activities aligned to state content 

standards.   

 

One of the last major factors influencing the 

direction of computer-based assessments are 

the NCLB/IDEA requirements that special 

education (and to a lesser extent LEP) 

students, must take state assessments or 

alternative assessments with appropriate 

accommodations being provided.  In fact, 

the February 2001 decision to initiate web-

based state assessment in Oregon could be 

attributed directly to a class action lawsuit 

filed by the Disability Rights Advocates for 

parents of dyslexic children who were 

passing online advanced placement courses 

but failed the prior paper-and-pencil state 

assessment.  While many publishers are 

concerned about the cost implications of 

making textbook and instructional materials 

compliant with Section 508 accessibility 

standards or even providing electronic 

versions meeting the “national instructional 

material standards” (see related item), 

potential lawsuits by parents will continue to 

have a major impact on the movement 

toward computer-based state assessments; in 

most cases accommodations can be provided 

more easily with computer-based testing 

than through paper-and-pencil tests.  As 

Technology Counts 2003 reports, interviews 

with state special education officials in 

states providing computerized state and 

assessments or alternative assessments 

(Indiana, Oregon, Maryland, Massachusetts, 

among others) suggest that many of these 

assessments are being used with regular 

students.  For example, in Oregon, 

computerized tests are being developed 

which allow students with disabilities who 

are poor readers to take a math test with a 

reading level adapted to their own needs. 

 

The most likely scenario overall will be the 

evolution of computer-based assessments to 

inform instruction supported at both the state 

and local level.  However, in those states 

where there is a strong likelihood of lawsuits 

or threats of lawsuits on the part of lawyers 

and special education parents and advocates, 

there will likely be mandated optional 

computer-based tests for students with 

disabilities as appropriate accommodations.   

 

 

The Council for Exceptional 

Children Announces New Policy on 

Assessment and Accountability 

Calling for All Students with 

Exceptionalities to be Included in 

State Assessment and 

Accountability Systems 
 

The Council for Exceptional Children, the 

largest association representing special 

education administrators and teachers, 
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announced its new policy calling for all 

special education students to be included in 

assessment and accountability systems.  In 

many respects, CEC supports several major 

related provisions in No Child Left Behind 

but differs in a number of respects.  Based 

upon studies at the Center for Education 

Outcomes at the University of Minnesota, 

about 85 percent of special education 

students currently participate -- with or 

without accommodations -- in state 

assessments.  Proposed USED regulations 

would allow severely cognitively impaired 

students to take an alternative test.  The 

CEC policy differs from current USED 

policies in at least one area, namely, “off 

grade-level testing or alternative 

assessments that reflect valid and reliable 

performance for these students --- rather 

than reflecting the cultural diversity, 

linguistic diversity, disability, and other 

exceptionality --- must be provided as 

necessary.”  Not only must processes and 

instruments that are used be developed and 

validated on student subsamples, including 

students with disabilities, but “they must 

validly demonstrate the performance of such 

students.  Test designers must be required to 

develop universally-designed assessments.”  

If this position is included in the 

reauthorization of IDEA, then the demand 

for computer-based assessments, for which 

reasonable accommodation is easier to 

provide than paper-and-pencil tests, should 

increase even more.  The CEC’s position is 

very clear on reporting scores of students 

with disabilities.  However, “assessment 

data focused on school system 

accountability must never be the sole basis 

for making individual student education 

decisions.”  CEC, differs somewhat from 

USED proposed regulations (for which 

comments were due on May 19).  On the 

other hand CEC does not address the 

question of whether special education 

students who exit or graduate from special 

education because of the increased student 

reading or math achievement should be 

reported for Title I accountability purposes 

as part of the subgroup for determining the 

progress made to meeting AYP proficiency 

levels. 

 

CEC recommendations that were 

incorporated into the House version of the 

IDEA reauthorization (HR 1350), included 

providing parents options for having IEPs 

developed for three years; eliminating 

objectives and benchmarks from the IEP; 

and conducting prereferral programs and 

general education classes to guard against 

inappropriate referrals, testing, and 

misclassification.  On the other hand, CEC 

has cautioned against support for the House 

version in that many key provisions in 

current law have been stripped from the 

House Bill, particularly those relating to 

research, early childhood, and parent choice.  

The Senate is expected to mark up its 

version within the next couple of weeks 

after which compromises will have to be 

worked out between the House and Senate.  

For more information on the CEC position, 

go to www.cec.sped.org. 

 

 

New National Education 

Association (NEA) Position Paper 

Outlines Political Agenda for 

Critical NCLB Changes Which 

Support NEA at the Federal, State 

and Local Levels 
 

The NEA is marshaling its influence at the 

state, Federal, and particularly local levels to 

http://www.cec.sped.org/
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redirect or institute changes in critical 

NCLB provisions and its local 

implementation.  While other national 

groups have called for very specific changes 

supporting their parochial interests or the 

rescission of NCLB in its entirety if 

adequate funding is not available, the 

changes identified by the NEA go beyond 

the vested interests of its membership and 

could serve as a “rallying” political position 

for other education groups to influence 

Congress.   

 

Several needed changes in the regulations 

have been identified over the last year and 

half in various TechMIS reports.  Not 

surprisingly, the NEA has now highlighted 

the inequity under which NCLB does not 

require supplemental education service 

providers to hire and use only “highly-

qualified” teachers, while labeling certain 

types of teachers (such as special education 

teachers who teach several subjects but are 

not certified in each of these subjects) as not 

“highly-qualified.”  As the NEA argues, this 

could worsen the acute shortage of teachers, 

particularly special education teachers.  Its 

recommendation is to “close the loopholes 

and clarify the law.”  Also in the special 

education arena, the NEA “fixes” would 

allow special education students to be tested 

at the grade levels teachers know they are at 

and use those results as benchmarks for 

charting progress.  Such students should be 

provided “the full spectrum of 

accommodations they normally use while 

doing classwork,” during the state 

assessment.  

 

To address some of the NCLB choice 

options in rural districts, the NEA would 

give states “flexibility to apply sanctions by 

tailoring constructive, corrective actions to 

specific problems, not to entire schools and 

districts.”  States and school districts would 

also have the flexibility to limit transfers 

based upon class size and building capacity 

restrictions. 

 

Although the “paraprofessional problem” 

received a temporary reprieve last year when 

USED allowed districts to develop and use 

district and/or state tests to certify 

paraprofessionals, the NEA and other 

groups, such as the Southern Regional 

Education Board, would urge (or in the case 

of NEA require), local districts to use Title I 

and Title II funds to help paraprofessionals 

meet the new quality standards by fully 

funding the cost of testing, continuing 

education, and training.  The May SREB 

Focus series identifies a number of Southern 

states which provide scholarships and other 

financial support for training and certifying 

teacher aides.  SREB’s support for training 

and certifying paraprofessionals is based 

upon studies that have found 

paraprofessionals who become teachers have 

“higher retention rates” and “may contribute 

to the diversity of the pool of teacher 

candidates.”   

 

In a concluding section entitled “Making 

Noise Close to Home,” the new NEA report 

highlights efforts underway in many states 

which have been successful in implementing 

some of the NEA-proposed changes, 

particularly those related to paraprofessional 

training.  NEA members have also 

participated on the Title I Committee of 

Practitioners and other legislative and ad hoc 

task forces and advisory groups.  As we 

have noted in the past, there are 

opportunities in many states for firms with 

products and services which can facilitate 

the training and assessment of 
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paraprofessionals leading to certification 

under the highly-qualified provisions of the 

Law; NEA state affiliates could represent 

potential partners to take advantage of such 

opportunities.  For a copy of the NEA report 

go to www.nea.org/neatoday/0305/cover.html. 

 

 

 

http://www.nea.org/neatoday

