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Washington Update8
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USED Final Regulations Allow 

Use of Alternative Assessments 

Aligned to Alternative 

Achievement Standards for 

Significantly Cognitively-

Impaired Special Education 

Students Which Could Provide 

Opportunities for Certain Types 

of Products and Services 
 

After having received numerous 

comments on its March 20 draft 

regulations, USED finally published 

Final Rules, which reflect a modicum of 

reality for assessing special education 

for certain students with disabilities and 

reporting results for determining whether 

schools, districts and states meet 

adequate yearly progress criteria.  These 

regulations also provide much greater 

flexibility for states to define what 

subgroups of special education students 

are “significantly cognitively impaired” 

and what alternative assessments and 

achievement standards can be used.  The 

Rules require each state to come up with 

specific policy guidelines and 

procedures to ensure test scores are 

valid.  As a recent report from the 

National Center on Educational 

Outcomes, University of Minnesota 

(October 2003) found, state policies and 

procedures for using alternative 

instruments and standards -- such as out-

of-level testing -- vary significantly; 

delegation of responsibilities to states 

will result in wide state variation.  

However, opportunities for firms with 

certain types of products and services 

could be created in some states.   

 

As we suggested in our analysis of 

Secretary Paige’s webcast interview on 

September 24 (see October 2003 

Washington Update), a major change in 

the rules gives states the flexibility to 

establish a different level of achievement 

standards for students who states define 

as being “significantly cognitively 

impaired.”  States may use universally 

designed out-of-level assessments that 

measure whether students with 

disabilities are meeting the state’s 

challenging academic standards; in such 

cases, all student scores on lower-level 

tests must be reported with no more than 

one percent who achieved “proficiency” 

being counted as proficient for purposes 

of AYP.  Other types of alternative 

assessments include:  (a) teacher 

observation of students; (b) samples of 

student work that “demonstrate mastery 

of specific instructional strategies in 

place of performance on a computer-

scored multiple choice test covering the 

same content and skills”; or (c) 

standardized performance tasks 

produced in an “on demand setting,” 

such as completion of an assigned task 

on test day.  Alternative assessment 

instruments and processes should meet 

the same requirements related to 

validity, reliability, accessibility, 

objectivity and consistency that apply to 

regular state assessments.   
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A variety of opportunities could be 

created here.  The most widespread 

reasons for schools failing to meet AYP 

during the last year were inadequate 

performance by special education 

subgroups on tests or their failure to take 

the state assessment.  During the 

webcast, announcing the Final 

Regulations, Secretary Paige emphasized 

that the “use of assistive technology can 

be provided to ensure the unique needs 

of children with disabilities are taken 

into account as they participate with 

their peers in the assessment process.”  

Whereas previous draft regulations 

indicated that only those 

accommodations used for providing 

instruction could be used in the 

assessment process, the Final 

Regulations suggest that technology-

based assessments that can provide a 

range of accommodations depending 

upon handicapping conditions or 

impairments are desirable.  Also, the 

Final Regulations are more consistent 

with the Senate version of IDEA 

reauthorization regarding assessments 

which comply with Section 508 and 

universally-designed principles (see 

Special Report). 

 

Another obvious opportunity exists for 

“adaptive testing” which can be used for 

“out-of-level” assessments, especially 

those tests which have empirical data or 

“norms” to justify the placement of 

students with certain disabilities in 

appropriate grade levels.  Moreover, the 

regulations “also require the state to 

promote the use of appropriate 

accommodations, provide appropriate 

guidance to IEP teams, and provide 

training for teachers and other staff in 

the administration of assessments to 

children with the most significant 

cognitive disabilities.”  Implementation 

of state guidelines related to alternative 

assessments will require a significant 

staff development effort in virtually all 

states.  

 

Because states could adopt multiple 

alternative tests, there may exist 

opportunities for firms with 

comprehensive solutions which have 

embedded mastery items and which 

place students at appropriate levels in the 

instructional content.  Such embedded 

assessments could be adopted by a state 

as one of several alternative assessment 

instruments.  Thus far, we have 

identified only one firm whose system 

has been formally adopted by a state as 

an alternative assessment.   

 

After delegating to the state level 

responsibilities for defining cognitively-

impaired students and developing 

policies and procedures for 

implementing alternative assessments 

(including possibly out-of-level testing), 

the Final Regulations rely heavily on 

parents to ensure that states are held 

accountable for increasing math and 

reading achievement for students with 

significant cognitive impairments.  For 

example, the regulations state, “Through 

the IEP process, parents should be 

informed of the potential consequences, 

if any, for their child if he or she 

participates in a regular assessment with 

particular accommodations and 

alternative assessments based on grade 

level achievement standards or an 

alternative assessment based on 

alternative achievement standards.”  As 

we note in the Special Report, results of 

the recent Public Agenda survey of 
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parents of students enrolled in special 

education programs found that less than 

ten percent of parents felt that increasing 

their child’s performance in basic skills 

should be a school’s highest priority.  

Rather, over thirty percent felt that the 

development of socialization and 

functional skills should be the school’s 

highest priority.   

 

While there exist some possible 

opportunities as the result of the Final 

Regulations, there are a host of problems 

and issues related to alternative 

assessments, particularly out-of-level 

assessments.  The Final Regulations 

indicate that out-of-level testing would 

be allowable for certain students with 

disabilities and that each state would 

have to develop policies in this area.  

The October 2003 National Center for 

Educational Outcomes report, “Testing 

Students with Disabilities Out-of-Level:  

State Prevalence and Performance 

Results,” suggests that numerous 

problems will surface.  This survey, 

conducted in conjunction with the 

Council of Chief State School Officers, 

found, in 2000-2001, fourteen states 

were testing students below the grade 

that they were enrolled and of the 

fourteen states that participated, only 

three states provided test results to be 

used for analyzing performance data as 

whether too many or too few students 

were testing out-of-level.  As the report 

found, “Results showed widely 

divergent rates of students tested below 

grade level, from approximately 20% in 

one state to 50% in another.  Percentages 

varied some by content area (higher in 

reading) and grade (higher in upper 

grades)….Overall, just one state had 

large numbers of students performing at 

high levels on below-level tests - 

suggesting a more difficult test should 

have been administered to those 

students; another state had high numbers 

performing well in one content area 

(math)….The results of the study clearly 

indicate that the percentages of out-of-

level tests within a state are influenced 

by state policies.” 

 

The NCEO report also identified some 

of the problems and issues associated 

with higher level testing, including: 

 

 Previous NCEO reports found 

that out-of-level test scores are 

rarely reported publicly or are 

used for either student or systems 

accountability purposes; 

 

 No research data has determined 

whether student anxiety is 

actually reduced during below-

grade-level testing; 

 

 Research has not sorted out the 

accuracy and precision of out-of-

test results in terms of measuring 

student progress related to 

academic standards; 

 

 States have widely varying 

approaches to testing students at 

lower grade levels than they are 

enrolled, with not all being 

referred to as out-of-level testing.   

 

The report notes “The prevalence data 

suggests that generally as students go up 

in grade they are tested at lower and 

lower grade levels -- in other words, 

instead of maintaining a certain number 

of levels below their grade of 
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enrollment, the number of levels below 

the enrolled grade increases….Students 

should at least be moving at the same 

pace as their peers if they start at lower 

level, otherwise, they will never make 

adequate yearly progress.”   

 

For a copy of the NCO report go to 

www.education.umn.edu/NCEO/Online

Pubs/00LT9.html. 

 

 

New Research Synthesis Finds 

After-School or Out-of-School 

Time (OST) Programs Improve 

Student Math and Reading 

Scores and Identifies Specific 

Strategies and Program Features 

Which Work Best 
 

A new research synthesis of fifty-six 

scientifically-based research studies has 

concluded “OST strategies can have 

positive effects on the achievement of 

low-achieving or at-risk students in 

reading and mathematics.”  More 

importantly for firms with appropriate 

products and services for after-school 

programs for at-risk students, and 

“supplemental education service” (SES) 

providers are some of the strategies and 

characteristics of programs which 

contribute most to such achievement 

scores.   

 

The researchers from Mid-continent 

Research for Education and Learning 

(MCREL) reported that “The Overall 

effect sizes ranged from .06 to .13 for 

reading and from .09 to .17 for 

mathematics, depending upon the 

statistical model used for meta-analysis.  

Though numerically small, these results 

are important because they are based on 

strategies to supplement the regular 

school day and to prevent learning loss.”  

Some implementation variables or 

program characteristics are more 

effective than others in improving 

student achievement.  For example, the 

largest effect size (.26) occurred for 

students in grades K-2, while in 

mathematics the largest positive effect 

size (.44) was for high school students.  

For mathematics, a strategy which 

included both academic and social 

activities has a higher mean effect size 

than programs which were mainly 

academic.  Length of intervention also 

made a difference.  For example, larger 

effect sizes were associated with 

programs that were more than 45 hours; 

yet programs longer than 210 hours for 

reading and more than 100 hours for 

mathematics had the lowest effect sizes.  

Studies conducted by USED during the 

late 1990s and in 2000 found that the 

average after-school program at the 

elementary level consisted of about 100 

hours of instruction compared to 120 

hours at the middle and secondary level.  

In terms of strategy, the largest positive 

effect (.50) occurred in reading after-

school programs that used one-on-one 

tutoring.   

 

The research also attempted to identify 

common features among the studies in 

each content area.  For example, in 

reading the report notes “these were the 

links between student attendance and 

student achievement, the importance of 

staff quality, the development of 

academic and social skills, the 

implementation of a well-defined 

reading curriculum, and the prevention 

http://www.education.umn.edu/NCEO/OnlinePubs/00LT9.html
http://www.education.umn.edu/NCEO/OnlinePubs/00LT9.html
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of learning loss.  Common features 

highlighted in the mathematics studies 

were additional time for remediation, the 

use of tutoring, the use of counseling and 

mentoring, and the combination of 

recreation with mathematics 

instruction.”   

 

Firms and other groups with products 

and services that provide or support one-

on-one tutoring interventions should be 

pleased with the findings from this meta-

analysis as well as from another USED 

report entitled “Identifying And 

Implementing Education Practices 

Supported by Rigorous Evidence:  A 

User-Friendly Guide (December 2003) 

which noted “…the following have been 

found to be effective in randomized 

control trials - research’s ‘gold standard’ 

for establishing what works: 

 

 One-on-one tutoring by qualified 

tutors for at-risk readers in 

grades 1-3 (the average tutored 

student reads more proficiently 

than approximately 75% of the 

untutored students in the control 

group); 

 

 Life-Skills Training for junior 

high students (low-cost, 

replicable program reduces 

smoking by 20% and serious 

levels of substance abuse by 

about 30% by the end of high 

school, compared to the control 

group);… 

 

 Instruction for early readers in 

phonemic awareness and phonics 

(the average student in these 

interventions reads more 

proficiently than approximately 

70% of students in the control 

group).” 

 

The bad news for firms providing or 

supporting one-on-one tutoring, 

however, is that, even though NCLB 

explicitly allows Reading First funds to 

be used for one-on-one tutoring and 

family literacy, USED has not approved 

any state Reading First proposal (as of 

September 2003) which included one-

on-one tutoring as an allowable activity.  

Rather, it has chosen to allow products 

and programs which include the five 

essential components, of which 

phonemic awareness and phonics are 

two.   

 

USED’s “User-friendly Guide” attempts 

to provide “tools” and questions to ask 

about evidence-based reports on the 

effectiveness of certain products and 

services and interventions.  For example, 

if a potential user is considering a one-

on-one tutoring intervention, the Guide 

states “The study should clearly describe 

(i) the intervention, including who 

administered it, who received it, and 

what it cost; (ii) how the intervention 

differed from what the control group 

received; and (iii) the logic of how the 

intervention is supposed to affect 

outcomes.”   

 

The USED User-Friendly Guide is 

important for several reasons.  The What 

Works Clearinghouse within USED was 

supposed to have begun publishing 

evidence-based reports on seven topical 

areas (including curriculum-based 

interventions for K-12 math and peer-

assisted learning in elementary schools) 

beginning in September.  As of this date, 
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none of these reports are available 

because procedures for reviewing and 

analyzing evidence-based reports to 

identify “interventions” and “best 

practices” that work continue to be 

refined.  As we noted in the January 

TechMIS Special Report, the Center for 

Education Policy found that 

implementation of scientifically-based 

research provisions in NCLB were 

among the lowest priorities among states 

and, with the exception of “Reading 

First lists” few such lists of effective 

practices which are scientifically-based 

exist for Title I and other programs.  

Therefore, the USED User-Friendly 

Guide could be used by district Title I 

and other officials in guiding discussions 

and raising questions with software and 

other publishers that present evidence on 

the effectiveness of their products.  For 

that reason alone, many TechMIS 

subscribers would benefit from 

reviewing the User Friendly Guide.   

 

For a copy of the MCREL research 

synthesis go to 
www.mcrel.org/PDF/School/ImprovementR

eform/5032RR_Rosteffectiveness.pdf. 

The User-Friendly Guide is available at 

www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ies/news. 

 

 

E-Rate Update:  Uncertainties 

Contribute to Increased 

Paralysis and Raise Questions as 

to Future Support for the E-Rate 

Program 
 

Funding and policy uncertainties 

regarding Federally-administered 

programs have always contributed to 

some degree of market paralysis.  The E-

Rate program is certainly no exception, 

particularly this year, as more than 

normal changes have been made which 

continue to need clarification and 

guidelines.  As noted in the December 

11 e School News Online article, “e-

Rate Rule Changes Frustrates 

Applicants,” district frustration levels 

are at a high level in light of the fact that 

the “window” for applications closes in 

early January.  Support for the E-Rate 

program, as currently configured, 

appears to be waning in certain quarters, 

including district and state applicants, 

now more so than in the past; as the 

result of reductions in state funding for 

technology, these officials can’t afford to 

not go after E-Rate discounts.   

 

Some of the current uncertainties and 

resulting frustration levels were created 

by changes made in October when the 

new list of eligible services was 

published.  For example, the FCC ruled 

that “unlit” fiber optic cable (i.e., dark 

fiber) would be ineligible as a 

telecommunication service although it 

remains still eligible as an internal 

connection.  This would create problems 

for districts who are in multi-year 

contracts.  The FCC also made Voice-

Over Internet Protocol (VOIP) services 

ineligible until the FCC determines in 

the future whether VOIP is a 

telecommunications service.  According 

to e School News Online, applicants are 

waiting for clarification on what they 

can do if they are locked into a multi-

year contract with a telecommunications 

service provider.  During the December 

17
th

 service provider conference call, the 

SLD stated that the FCC would likely 

allow applicants who are locked into 

multi-year contracts regarding “dark 

http://www.mcrel.org/PDF/School/ImprovementReform/5032RR_Rosteffectiveness.pdf
http://www.mcrel.org/PDF/School/ImprovementReform/5032RR_Rosteffectiveness.pdf
http://www.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ies/news
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fiber” to have the service provider install 

copper converters to “light” the fiber 

optic as a “minor contract notification” 

without any change in price.  Rather than 

have to post a new Form 471 in order to 

receive new bids, the applicant could 

continue with an existing service 

provider who is willing to make the 

above change and “eat the cost,” thereby 

allowing the multi-year agreement to 

continue.   

 

In November, the USAC released an 

interim response to the recommendation 

of the Task Force on Prevention of 

Waste, Fraud, and Abuse which 

submitted its report to USAC earlier in 

September.  The Task Force made many 

recommendations across the board, of 

which only a few have been addressed 

by USAC and/or the FCC as of mid-

December; and some of those which had 

been addressed by USAC do not appear 

to be adequate.  For example, the Task 

Force recommended that specific 

guidance be provided to applicants, 

service providers, and consultants 

regarding if and when service providers 

may provide technology planning and/or 

procurement management and still be 

permitted to compete for follow-on 

contracts.  The USAC response is that 

…“the guidance has been 

‘implemented.’  Guidance was included 

in the September 2003 train-the-trainer 

workshop in anticipation of the funding 

year 2004 application process.”  

However, during the SETDA National 

Leadership Institute (NLI) in early 

December, several technology officials 

from states which have regional service 

agencies (e.g., IEU, BOCES, etc.) 

indicated that the issues were not 

resolved.  In one state, a BOCES 

intermediate unit which provides 

consultation to districts in developing 

applications, would also like to provide 

follow-on services; according to the state 

education technology official the 

uncertainty remains.   

 

In response to another recommendation 

by the Task Force to reduce the 

duplication in the technology planning 

conducted by applicants for the Title II 

D “E²T²” application process and for the 

E-Rate application process, the USAC 

report indicated that this issue would be 

resolved during the SETDA National 

Leadership Institute.  While most of the 

NLI sessions were closed and attended 

only by state officials (see related item), 

several state education technology 

officials have implied issues regarding 

the nature of the dual planning process 

were not resolved.  At least one seasoned 

state education technology official, who 

has been involved with the E-Rate 

program since its inception, felt that the 

“E-Rate program should be converted to 

a state block grant.”  He indicated that 

this would reduce the confusion and 

frustration level of state and district 

officials in attempting to deal with the 

SLD and FCC.  As the e School News 

Online December 11 article reported, 

several additional criticisms of the 

program, as currently configured, 

include:  (a) in numerous districts and in 

certain states officials have lost their 

jobs due to disapproval of applications 

which could have been attributed to 

incorrect communications or guidance 

from SLD officials; and (b) at least one 

district has been asked to return over $1 

million in funding due to an SLD audit 

that found that the SLD had incorrectly 

approved the district’s application. 
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Related to the above “consultation vs 

follow-on contracts” issue, on December 

8, the FCC ruled on the appeals made by 

districts whose applications were denied 

by the SLD due to the alleged “anti-

competitive” behavior by IBM.  

Referred to as the Ysleta Order, an 

appeal by the Ysleta school district in 

Texas, along with six other applicants 

for internal connection totaling slightly 

over $250 million, were rejected by the 

FCC.  However, these districts plus 

others, whose applications were denied 

for similar reasons and who filed 

appeals, will be allowed to reapply for 

their portion of approximately $400 

million in year 2002 which has been 

held by the SLD in reserve.  The FCC 

stated “We find a waiver of our rules to 

permit applicants to rebid services…is in 

the public interest in light of the 

uncertain applications of our rules to the 

novel situation presented and the 

substantial and widespread reliance on 

prior SLD approval.”  These districts 

will have to reapply by February 6, 2004 

and to submit a new Form 471 by April 

23, in addition to filing their regular 

2004 applications in January and 

February.  As Funds for Learning noted 

on December 9, the FCC specifically 

noted that “nothing in this order prevents 

IBM from submitting new bids for 

services.”  During the December 17 

service provider conference call, SLD 

officials emphasized that FCC’s Ysleta 

Order is intended to establish precedents 

in other areas where anti-competitive 

questions have arisen in the past.   

 

On the day of the service provider 

conference call, the FCC voted to accept 

some of the recommendations of the task 

force and to issue a Notice of Proposed 

Rule Making (NPRM) which would 

solicit comments on additional program 

changes.  One rule would allow 

applicants to apply for E-rate discounts 

on internal connections only two times 

during each five-year period.  This 

would have the affect of more applicants 

with lower poverty rates receiving 

discounts on internal connections over a 

five-year period.  Somewhat related, the 

FCC also adopted a rule that would 

prevent successful applicants from 

moving or transferring to another school, 

which is not eligible for E-rate 

discounts, eligible products and services 

purchased initially for use in the eligible 

school until after three years.  As 

reported in Telephony Online, FCC 

Commissioner Michael Copps argued 

that making dark fiber applications an 

ineligible telecommunications service in 

October has left many rural districts 

“high and dry” and emphasized “we 

need to reverse this recent action and get 

our policy regarding support for dark 

fiber straight once and for all.  I hope we 

can correct this mistake as soon as 

possible.”   

 

One area in which clarification has 

occurred should be of great interest to 

TechMIS subscribers who have E-Rate 

noneligible products that can be 

purchased by districts using E-Rate 

refunds through the BEAR process.  

Earlier this year, the FCC ruled that the 

decision whether to go through the 

BEAR process for requesting refunds in 

the form of a check rather a credit is to 

be made by the applicant and not the 

service provider.  Until then, some 

service providers told applicants that 

decisions whether the applicant would 

receive a credit or a check from the 
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service provider were to be made by the 

service provider.  This no longer is the 

case.  Moreover, the FCC recently ruled 

that, when districts file the BEAR 

application Form 472 and request a 

check, the service provider has to pay 

the applicant the amount of the refund 

within 20 days receipt of such refunds.  

In the last two TechMIS issues, we 

included lists of some districts which 

have received funding commitments 

from the SLD based on appeals made 

one to three years ago that were finally 

determined to be meritorious.  In many 

cases, these districts purchased products 

paying the prediscount price and will 

now receive refunds.  The time between 

submission of the BEAR application 472 

and actual receipt of the payment should 

be in the neighborhood of 50-60 days.  

The process could even be further 

expedited as the SLD announced during 

the December 17 service provider 

conference call that they are considering 

“putting the Form 472 BEAR 

application online.”   

 

The FCC Ysleta order is available on the 

FCC website at  

www.sl.universalservice.org/whatsnew/2

003/122003.asp#120903 while the 

USAC response to the task force on 

prevention of waste, fraud, and abuse, 

dated November 26, is available at 

www.sl.universalservice.org/data/pdf/fin

alreport.pdf. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Issues and Concerns of State 

Education Technology Directors 

Along with Some Possible 

Solutions Which Could Involve 

Publishers and Technology 

Vendors Surface During the 

National Leadership Institute 
 

During the State Education Technology 

Directors Association (SETDA) 

National Leadership Institute (NLI) in 

Arlington, Virginia, December 6-10, a 

number of issues and concerns surfaced, 

along with some possible solutions 

which could involve expanded 

partnerships with education software 

publishers and technology firms.  While 

there were some general sessions 

attended by sponsors and the media, 

most of the time was spent in “closed” 

working sessions in which state 

education technology directors, their 

staffs, and other state officials were 

asked to develop “tools” and 

“guidelines” to deal with current and 

perceived problems in the future.   

 

One group addressed the need for 

“building partnerships and leveraging 

resources,” both of which reflect the 

shrinking state funds allocated to 

education technology.  As reported in 

the November Washington Update, a 

survey conducted by SETDA found that, 

in 31 reporting states, funds for 

education technology over the last year 

have been reduced from an average of 

$13.8 million to $10.4 million.  This 

working group developed a list of 

“strategies” for developing appropriate 

partnerships, “attributes” of successful 

partnerships, and key questions which 

http://www.sl.universalservice.org/whatsnew/2003/122003.asp#120903
http://www.sl.universalservice.org/whatsnew/2003/122003.asp#120903
http://www.sl.universalservice.org/data/pdf/finalreport.pdf
http://www.sl.universalservice.org/data/pdf/finalreport.pdf
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must be addressed in developing such 

partnerships.  While SETDA has 

received some funding from USED, as 

an association it relies heavily upon 

sponsorships and partners.  The 

guidelines on strategies, attributes and 

key questions among other documents 

are posted on the SETDA website and 

are available for use by state technology 

directors and, to some extent, by partners 

and sponsors.   

 

SETDA announced that it would be 

conducting another survey of the types 

of resources that have been successfully 

leveraged by its member states over the 

last year or so, as well as plans for 

leveraging resources from a number of 

groups, possibly including foundations, 

nonpublic or governmental agencies, as 

well as the private sector, including 

technology vendors and publishers. 

 

Another working group focused on 

“data-driven decision making models” or 

D³M².  In addition to developing 

guidelines for selecting, analyzing, and 

reporting data, the group emphasized the 

need to disseminate information to 

potential allies and supporters on the 

effectiveness of technology in improving 

student academic and other skills. The 

initiative would contribute to increased 

collaboration with other state offices 

within the SEA including Title I, special 

education, etc.   

 

Another working group identified two 

important initiatives that should be 

undertaken by state technology offices.  

The first is to develop a strategy and 

plan to “stay alive” and “be productive,” 

once again reflecting pressures being 

placed upon state education technology 

directors.  Another initiative for 

immediate implementation would be to 

develop a comprehensive “job 

description” for state education 

technology directors and their staffs 

because of the increase in staff turnover 

during the last year.  Having worked 

with state directors of technology over 

the last 25 years, we identified fewer 

than ten of the current state education 

technology directors who were in their 

current or directly-related positions five 

years ago.  However, one of the 

foundations of the “fledgling” SETDA 

(which has been independent from the 

CCSSO for less than three years) is 

continuing support, advice, and 

involvement of former state education 

technology directors who were 

instrumental in the growth of the 

movement during the 1980s and 1990s.   

 

The last of the working groups addressed 

“virtual schools” and “distance 

learning,” raising questions as to what 

models should be followed by states -- 

i.e., the SEA as a “gateway,” a broker, or 

should funding and other responsibilities 

become a function of the “free market 

mechanism?”   

 

SETDA is currently assembling 

materials into a state technology 

director’s “toolkit.”  Drafts of the toolkit 

will be made available to SETDA 

members and sponsors over the next two 

months, with roll out of the final toolkit 

scheduled for March 1. 

 

For more information about SETDA and 

possible partnership opportunities go to 

www.setda.org. 

 

http://www.setda.org/
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New NCES Report Suggests 

Growth of Distance Learning-

Delivered College-Level 

Remedial Courses 
 

The National Center for Education 

Statistics (NCES) report, entitled 

“Remedial Education At Degree-

Granting Post-Secondary Institutions in 

Fall 2000” finds significant recent 

growth in remedial course offerings as 

well as in the delivery of remedial 

courses through distance learning.  This 

could provide good opportunities for 

many TechMIS subscribers.   

 

In the Fall of 2000, 76 percent of degree-

granting two- and four-year institutions 

offered at least one remedial reading, 

math, or writing course of which:  (a) 71 

percent offered math remediation; (b) 68 

percent offered writing remediation; and 

(c) 56 percent offered reading 

remediation.  The average number of 

courses offered was approximately two 

courses for reading and writing and 2.5 

courses for math.  Approximately 98 

percent of two-year colleges offered 

different remedial courses.  In Fall 2000, 

22 percent of freshmen enrolled in 

remedial math courses, 14 percent in 

writing courses, and 11 percent for 

reading courses, percentages similar to 

those in 1995.  Forty-two percent of 

freshmen in two-year colleges took one 

or more remedial courses.  The average 

percentage of participants taking a one-

year remediation course increased from 

28 percent to 35 percent over the five-

year period covered by the report. 

 

Significant growth in distance learning 

delivery of college-level remediation 

occurred between 1995 and 2000 -- from 

three percent to thirteen percent.  In 

public two-year colleges, the increase 

was the greatest from six percent to 25 

percent.  In the Fall 2000, almost two-

thirds of the institutions used Internet 

asynchronous computer-based 

instruction as a primary mode of 

distance learning delivery.  Twenty-five 

percent of distance learning remedial 

courses were on the Internet using 

synchronous (i.e., real time) computer-

based instruction and about 25 percent 

used both two-way interactive video and 

one-way prerecorded video.  

Approximately 75 percent of the 

institutions reported that computers were 

used frequently or occasionally by 

students as a hands-on instructional tool 

for on-campus remedial reading or math 

courses.  Frequent use of hands-on 

instructional tools for on-campus reading 

was reported in 42 percent of public 

two-year colleges compared with only 

27 percent in public four-year 

institutions.   

 

The proportion of institutions that 

required students who needed reading 

remediation to take such courses 

increased to 75 percent of all institutions 

from 71 percent over the five-year 

period.  Across all remedial areas, most 

of the remediation was provided by 

“traditional academic departments,” 

followed by “separate remedial 

departments” and “separate learning 

centers.”  Between 2000 and 1995, the 

providers remained about the same with 

the exception that, in four-year 

institutions, learning centers were 

mentioned as a most frequent provider 

by 13 percent of institutions in 2000 

compared to six percent in 1995.   
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We estimate that over a billion dollars is 

spent annually on salaries, equipment, 

and instructional materials to provide 

post-secondary remediation.  Faculty 

resistance to the use of technology is 

significantly less than in credit courses, 

as many college faculty members are 

hesitant to accept positions to teach 

college remediation courses.  Moreover, 

the demand for remediation is likely to 

increase as a number of states, such as 

California and Texas, have passed laws 

recently to allow recent immigrant non-

residents to enroll in community 

colleges and pay only resident tuition 

fees.  In addition, the increase in the 

number of individuals needing 

remediation can be also attributed to the 

Welfare Reform Act of 1997 which 

allows certain welfare recipients to count 

remedial college-level courses as part of 

their “work hours.”  Following recent 

reports, such as “Mixed Messages” from 

the University of Oregon, of the 

disconnects between high school 

graduation requirements and college 

entry-level admissions, the demand for 

college remediation is likely to continue 

to grow and, without doubt, distance 

learning will become a major means of 

delivery.  For more information about 

the NCES report go to 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2004/12004010.pdf. 

 

 

National Governor’s Association 

Suggests Improving Budget 

Situation Among States 
 

The National Governor’s Association in 

conjunction with the National 

Association of State Budget Officers 

suggests a very slight increase in overall 

state funding over fiscal year 2003 due 

to some signs of improvement in the 

economy generally.  However, this slight 

.2 percent increase which is the smallest 

nominal increase since 1979, is not even 

close to the over 8 percent increase 

between 2000 and 2001.  In fiscal year 

2003, twenty-one states had negative 

general fund spending while in fiscal 

2004 thirteen states enacted negative 

growth budgets.  Forty states reduced 

fiscal year 2003 enacted budgets by 

almost $12 billion.  To address these 

budget gaps, 32 states enacted across the 

board cuts, 25 states used “rainy day” 

funds, 16 states laid off employees, and 

29 states use a variety of other methods.  

Medicaid spending increased by almost 

10 percent and over 30 states project a 

shortfall in Medicaid budgets for FY 

2003.  At least five states have “frozen” 

to existing levels the number of children 

eligible for Medicaid reimbursements. 

 

While midyear budget cuts were 

rampant for FY 2003 and to a lesser 

extent in FY 2004, the good news is that, 

in a number of states, K-12 categorical 

or general aid funds were exempted from 

cuts.  These states included Colorado, 

Georgia, Hawaii, Indiana, Kentucky, 

Mississippi, Montana, North Dakota, 

Nevada, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, and 

West Virginia.  As noted in the last 

TechMIS mailing, MCH projects a 

slightly over three percent increase in K-

12 state funding for FY 2004.  For a 

copy of the fiscal survey of states 

conducted for the National Governor’s 

Association go to 

http://www.nga.org/cda/files/FSS1203.pdf. 

 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2004/12004010.pdf
http://www.nga.org/cda/files/FSS1203.pdf
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New National Center for 

Education Statistics “Issue 

Brief” Finds High Income 

Adults Participate in 

Professional Post-Secondary 

Education Delivered Through 

Use of Technology Suggesting 

Growth Opportunities Exist for 

Low-End Participating Adults in 

Post-Secondary Courses 
 

The NCES Issue Brief entitled 

“Participation in Technology-Based 

Post-Compulsory Education” finds that 

high-income adults with bachelor 

degrees or higher who are classified as 

“professionals” participate at higher 

rates in post-compulsory education 

opportunities in which technology is 

used at least partially to deliver 

instruction.  Conversely, low-income 

adults, who are not working or who are 

employed in the “trades” and who have a 

high school diploma or less, were less 

likely in the past to participate in post-

compulsory activities that currently use 

technology as a means of instruction.  

Technology-based learning was defined 

as learning activities that involve 

instructional use in computer, computer 

conferencing or instruction over the 

Internet.  Also, while participation in 

full-time post-secondary credential 

programs was included in the analysis, 

participation in adult basic education, 

ESL, and apprenticeship programs was 

not included because the survey did not 

ask about the use of technology for these 

participants.  The number of participants 

excluded are about four percent of the 

sample.   

 

As noted in another Washington Update 

item, NCES released another report in 

November entitled “Remedial Education 

at Degree-Granting Post-Secondary 

Institutions in Fall 2000.”  While the 

data from the two reports are not 

comparable (e.g., the survey obviously 

included youth enrolled in freshman 

college courses as well as some adults), 

one can infer that, to the extent low-

income adults do participate in post-

secondary courses, they will increasingly 

have access to technology-delivered 

instruction particularly remedial.  This 

NCES survey found that, between 1995 

and 2000, the percentage of all post-

secondary institutions offering remedial 

education through distance education 

increased from three percent to thirteen 

percent.  For public two-year colleges, 

the increase was the greatest -- from six 

percent in 1995 to 25 percent in 2000.  

This report also found that, between 

1995 and 2000, the portion of 

institutions that required students who 

needed reading remediation to take such 

courses increased to 75 percent of all 

institutions, up from 71 percent.  If the 

findings in the Issue Brief had included 

adult basic education and ESL programs, 

the technology participation rate 

probably would have been somewhat 

higher, although that is difficult to say 

with a great degree of certainty.  For a 

copy of the NCES Issue Brief 2004-020 

dated December 2003, go to 
http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2004/2004020.pdf. 

 
 

 

http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2004/2004020.pdf

