
 

Education TURNKEY Electronic Distribution, Inc. 
 
256 North Washington Street 
Falls Church, Virginia 22046-4549 
(703) 536-2310 
Fax (703) 536-3225 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: December 19, 2007 

TO:  TechMIS Subscribers 

FROM: Charles Blaschke and Blair Curry 

SUBJ: Response-to-Intervention, FY 2008 Budget, Math Panel Draft 

Recommendations, Development and Evaluation Proposals Solicited, and 

RTI Summit Highlights 

 

Because of the timeliness of several Washington Update items, we have decided to send 

to subscribers the first part of the January 2008 TechMIS issue.  A special report on 

preliminary FY 2008 funding is included in this mailing.  Early next year, we will send a 

final report on the FY 2008 education appropriations.  The initial two Washington 

Updates address two important development and evaluation grant announcements 

regarding response-to-intervention and upper level math and reading interventions which 

have proposal deadlines for submission in early January and February.   

 

This Washington Update includes: 

 

 Page 1 
A solicitation under the Smaller Learning Communities program which could 

provide opportunities for firms that have products and services that could be used 

with entering high school students who are struggling with reading, math and 

science.  Interventions which could be used under Math Now or Struggling 

Readers would most likely qualify for funding under this initiative which has a 

deadline of February 25
th

, 2008.  

 

 Page 1 
Another USED notice of December 10

th
 calls for proposals to develop and 

evaluate technology-based interventions for students with disabilities; it is due 

January 9
th

.  Even though the funding level is much less than Smaller Learning 

Communities, the approach will likely be a model for future USED-funded 

development and evaluation intervention projects.  

 

 Page 2 
The Math Advisory Panel draft report supports the use of high quality, well-



implemented instructional software to improve student performance in specific 

domains, while at the same time “encouraging” publishers to produce much 

shorter math textbooks for K-12.  Other recommendations are less prescriptive 

than those developed by the National Reading Panel seven years ago which 

contributed to the design of the Reading First program.  

 

 Page 4 
During a panel discussion at the recent RTI Summit, USED officials stated that 

the use of Title I funds to implement response-to-intervention approaches creates 

certain compliance problems; districts using the 15 percent set-aside under IDEA 

for early intervening services/RTI raises different concerns.  Until guidance is 

provided by USED to clarify what RTI models violate the Title I “supplement not 

supplant” provisions, firms are advised to place a higher priority on targeting 

districts with overrepresentations of minorities which are required to reallocate 15 

percent of IDEA for EIS/RTI.   

 

 Page 6 
Three days before the National RTI Summit, the National Education Association 

released its practice guide for teachers and district policy-makers to reduce 

overrepresentation of culturally and linguistically diverse students (CLD) in 

special education programs.  If followed, the practices detailed in the guide could 

provide opportunities for firms with instructional and support materials that can 

be used to facilitate the implementation of such practices.  The guide, developed 

in cooperation with the National Association of School Psychologists, emphasizes 

behavioral supports as part of RTI and will likely be used by many of the two 

million NEA members.  

 

 Page 8 
During the First National Summit on RTI, USED officials from the Regional 

Reading First Technical Assistance Contractor at Florida State University shared 

lessons learned from Reading First with Title I and other SEA leaders, and 

suggested that many Reading First interventions and instruments should be 

adopted under new State RTI implementation initiatives.  

 

 Page 10 
A new study finds high-quality, well-implemented after-school programs have 

had a significant impact on student achievement and behavior.  The findings 

support 21
st
 Century Community Learning Centers and other after-school 

programs, if they are well implemented.  

 

 Page 12 
A new NCLB reauthorization proposal by the New America Foundation will 

allow Reading First funds to be used for pre-K language and literacy activities 

and would also allow unspent SES and parent choice monies to be used for high-

quality pre-K programs.  The author, Sarah Mead, notes that this use of unspent 

SES money would require only a minor amendment and would not require 



additional Title I funding which will interest many House Republicans during the 

ensuing reauthorization debates.  

 

 Page 14 
Two reports, one from NCSL and the other from NGA/NASBO, present 

comparative estimates of increases in state revenue and spending from 2006 

through enacted budgets in 2008.  Both suggest reductions in state expenditures or 

K-12 education will be tight and, over time, may be reduced. 

 

 

******** 
 

All of us at Education TURNKEY  

wish you the happiest holiday season  

and a most prosperous new year. 
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Washington Update   

Vol. 13, No. 1, December 19, 2007 
 
USED Solicitation Under Smaller 
Learning Communities Could Provide 
Opportunities For Firms That Have 
Products and Services That Could Be 
Used With Entering High School 
Students Who Are Struggling With 
Reading, Math, and Science 
 

Following a precedent established last year, 

the USED is soliciting applications (which 

are due February 25
th

) from districts with 

schools in need of improvement, corrective 

action, or restructuring to create or expand 

smaller learning communities that are part of 

a comprehensive effort to prepare all 

students to succeed in post-secondary 

education and careers without the need for 

remediation.  Districts would provide 

intensive interventions to assist students 

who enter high school with reading, 

language arts, or math skills that are 

significantly below grade level, to “catch 

up” quickly and to achieve proficiency by 

the end of the tenth grade.  Allowable 

activities which could be funded include 

tutoring and other academic support to help 

students in rigorous academic courses and 

comprehensive guidance and counseling for 

students.  An additional four points out of 

100 in the grant application’s scoring 

formula are provided to districts who 

propose to create or expand initiatives in 

schools which are in corrective action or 

restructuring. 

 

A total of approximately $88 million will be 

provided to grantees for the first 36 months 

of performance.  Depending on the size of 

the high school involved, the range of 

awards is between $1.2 and $14 million, 

with an estimated average size of $2.2 

million for 36 months.  Forty awards are 

contemplated under this invitation; consortia 

of eligible districts can also apply.   

 

Some firms have developed/positioned 

products for the Striving Readers program or 

the recently enacted Math Now program.  

The funding level for Striving Readers is 

likely to remain the same -- around $30-50 

million -- and no funds have been 

appropriated by Congress for the Math Now 

program.  The Smaller Learning 

Communities Initiative, funded at almost 

$90 million, provides an alternative source 

of funding that can be used to purchase such 

products and services.  For a number of 

reasons, many districts are unaware of the 

Smaller Learning Communities Initiative.  

The official notice for this invitation, along 

with “absolute” and “invitational” priorities, 

was in the Federal Register of November 26, 

2007.   

 

 

USED Solicits Proposals to Develop 
and Field Test Innovative 
Technology-Based Interventions to 
Improve Outcomes for Children With 
Disabilities 
 

In the December 10
th

 Federal Register, 

USED announced its solicitation of 

proposals to develop and evaluate, using 

rigorous research methods, technology-

based interventions to improve academic 

outcomes for students with disabilities.  

Proposals are due on January 9, 2008 for a 
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two-phased effort of about $500,000 over 

about three years.  A total of nine Phase I 

(Development) projects and four Phase II 

(Research on Effectiveness) projects are 

expected to be awarded.  Firms who are 

interested in submitting applications must 

move quickly, because coordination with 

evaluators and other publishers will be 

required.  The model approach taken by 

USED in this solicitation will probably be 

used in other technology 

development/evaluation projects.   

 

Under the Steppingstones of Technology 

Innovation for Children with Disabilities 

program, which provides the funding, Phase 

I contractors must develop, refine and test 

the feasibility of technology-based 

approaches; Phase II projects must subject 

technology-based approaches to rigorous 

field-based research to determine their 

effectiveness.  As the notice states, “The 

technology-based approach must be an 

innovative combination of new technology 

and additional materials and methodologies 

that enable the technology to improve early 

intervention, assessment, or educational 

results for children with disabilities.”  

Technology-based approaches for 

professional development do not fall under 

this “absolute” priority. 

 

The Phase II research must employ 

randomized assignment to treatment and 

comparison groups “unless a strong 

justification is made for why a randomized 

trial is not possible.”  Observational, survey 

or qualitative methodologies may 

complement experimental methodologies to 

assist in the identification of factors that 

may explain the effectiveness or 

ineffectiveness of the technology-based 

approach being evaluated.  Moreover, as 

stated in the notice, Phase II projects must 

provide “a plan for forming collaborative 

relations with vendors, other dissemination 

or marketing resources, or both to ensure 

that the technology-based approach can 

become widely available if sufficient 

evidence of effectiveness has been 

obtained.”   

 

USED staff in the Office of Special 

Education/Technology and Media Services 

program are seasoned veterans in 

developing and conducting research on 

technology-based interventions, particularly 

at the early childhood level, and have 

worked with small, for-profit firms which 

have developed such programs.   

 

After reviewing the application, feel free to 

call Charles Blaschke if you have any 

questions. 

 

 

Math Advisory Panel’s Draft 
Recommendations Support Use of 
High-Quality and Well-Implemented 
Instructional Software to Improve 
Student Performance in Specific 
Math Domains, and Encourages 
Publishers to Produce Much Shorter 
Mathematics Textbooks for K-12 
 

After reviewing “the best available scientific 

evidence and receiving testimony from over 

150 education groups,” the National 

Mathematics Advisory Panel, created in 

2006, unveiled its draft recommendations at 

a panel meeting on November 28
th

; 

concluding that high quality, well-

implemented instructional software can 

improve student math performance in 

certain domains, including drill-and-

practice, and tutorials.  The draft also 

recommends that textbook publishers 

shorten the length of K-12 mathematics 
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textbooks to reduce costs and maintain 

student focus.  After a review of available 

rigorous research findings and studies, the 

Panel found, “Certain categories of 

software, if the applications and 

implementations are of high quality, can 

facilitate student achievement.  Drill and 

practice and tutorials can improve student 

performance in specific domains.  Computer 

programming can develop mathematics 

concepts and applications and mathematical 

problem-solving abilities.”  In its review of 

12, mostly old, studies of the use of 

calculators, the Panel found “calculators 

have shown limited to no impact on 

calculation skills, problem-solving 

competencies, or conceptual development.”  

However, the draft report notes that long-

term use has not been adequately 

investigated.   

 

The Panel also reported that mathematics 

textbooks in many nations with higher math 

achievement than the U.S. have textbooks 

which are much shorter in length.  

Recognizing that coverage of 50 states’ 

benchmarks contribute to the increased 

length of textbooks, it recommends that all 

parties involved in the development and 

adoption of textbooks should strive for more 

compact, more cogent math texts for use by 

students in grades K-8 and beyond. 

 

The November 28
th

 meeting reportedly only 

addressed half of the six major issues and, as 

reported in the December 3
rd

 Education 

Daily, the technology use and assessment 

issues were largely unresolved.  The draft 

recommendations and conclusions in the 

draft report could be modified in the final 

report due by the end of February.   

 

The draft report also addresses issues which 

have surfaced during the NCLB 

reauthorization debates and/or will have to 

be addressed in regulations for the recently 

passed Math Now component of the 

America Competes Act.  The Panel analyzed 

numerous studies which addressed “merit 

pay” and concluded, “Across the studies 

reviewed, each found some positive effects 

on student performance.”  The Panel 

recommended that math teachers should 

receive incentives for working in locations 

that are difficult to staff; similarly, math 

teachers should have an opportunity to 

increase their base salaries substantially by 

demonstrating effectiveness in raising 

student achievement.  The teacher pay based 

on student performance issue is perhaps the 

largest current stumbling block to NCLB 

reauthorization. 

 

While the Panel found only one study that 

attempted to determine the effects on student 

performance of the use of math “specialists” 

(referred to as lead teachers who coach other 

teachers who work directly with students), 

the Panel did recommend that the use of 

“specialized teacher models” at the 

elementary level may help address math 

teacher shortages.  It also noted that only 

three countries that have a high level of 

student achievement in mathematics 

currently use math specialists (i.e., China, 

Singapore, and Sweden).  A large part of 

funding under the recently passed Math 

Now components would be used for hiring 

math coaches who mentor other teachers and 

training math coaches. 

 

Unlike the Reading Research Panel that 

formulated a definition of scientifically-

based research, identifying the “essential 

elements” which were later used as criteria 

for determining Reading First approved 

products, the Math Panel only recommends 

that more rigorous research attempting to 
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identify causal relations be expanded.  

Under the instructional practices general 

recommendations, the Panel recommends 

that “Teachers should be encouraged to use 

(and taught how to use) a full range of 

instructional and assessment strategies, from 

direct instruction to small group work, both 

formative and summative assessments, from 

more child-centered approaches to more 

teacher-directed approaches.  The available 

research does not support the monolithic use 

of any one set of strategies.”  The Panel also 

recommends the regular use by teachers of 

formative assessments, especially if teachers 

have guidance on using the assessment to 

individualize instruction.  It also 

recommends team-assisted strategies to help 

students develop computational skills and 

the use of explicit instruction with students 

who have mathematical difficulties with 

word problems and for computation. 

 

It remains unclear what impact the National 

Math Panel recommendations will have on 

the Math Now components of the America 

Competes Act (if funded), or on programs 

operated by other agencies, such as the 

National Science Foundation.  As we noted 

in the September 2007 Washington Update, 

the term scientifically-based research does 

not appear in the Math Now components; 

however, the comprehensive math initiatives 

to be funded must be “research-based and 

reflect a demonstrated record of 

effectiveness.”   

 

For a copy of the draft Math Panel 

recommendations, contact Jennifer Graban 

in the National Mathematics Panel office at: 

(303) 844-7148. 

 

 

 
 

Use of Title I Funds to Implement 
Response-to-Intervention Creates 
Certain Compliance Concerns; 
Districts Using the 15 Percent Set-
Aside Under IDEA for Early 
Intervening Services/Response-to-
Intervention Raises Different 
Concerns Which if not Addressed by 
USED in Non-Regulatory Guidance 
Could Stymie Expanded Use of 
Response-to-Intervention 
Approaches 

 
During the first National Summit on 

Response-to-Intervention, sponsored by 

USED for several hundred (mostly state 

education agency) officials, a number of key 

issues and compliance concerns surfaced in 

a session entitled, “Implementing RTI in 

Title I Schools” because of the “supplement, 

not supplant,” provisions under Title I.  

Other concerns addressed RTI 

implementations that are paid for by IDEA 

funds set aside for early interventions and 

that are reallocated to Title I schools.  

Failure of USED to provide guidance on 

these issues is hampering implementation of 

early intervening services/RTI in many 

states. 

 

During the January 2007 National Title I 

Conference, USED Title I and special 

education officials jointly announced the 

need for RTI approaches to be used for 

students struggling in reading and 

mathematics in Title I schoolwide programs.  

About 60 percent of Title I schools are 

schoolwides, with the remaining being 

Targeted Assistance Schools (TAS), in 

which Title I funds can be used to only serve 

Title I eligible students, not all students as in 

the case of schoolwide programs.  USED 

advised SEA officials to define clearly what 
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is the Tier 1 core instructional program, 

because Title I funds cannot be used to pay 

for a core program or related training 

because this would violate the “supplement, 

not supplant” provisions under a strict 

interpretation of Title I.  Title I funds could 

be used to purchase and provide teacher 

training for Tier 2 interventions, which are 

clearly supplemental, for struggling students 

who may or may not be Title I eligible in a 

schoolwide program.  USED also advised 

local officials, when designing school 

improvement plans as required for 

schoolwide designated programs, to indicate 

clearly what are the “entry” and “exit” 

criteria for placing and exiting students in 

Tier 2 interventions.  We raised the question 

about whether Title I funds could be used to 

replace an entire curriculum in schools in 

corrective action or restructuring and 

whether such funds could be used for 

training teachers to use a core program 

and/or Tier 2 supplemental interventions.  

Both USED officials and some state Title I 

directors who have developed guidance on 

RTI felt Title I funds could clearly be used 

to pay for Tier 2 intervention training, but 

were ambivalent about using Title I Part A 

formula funds or even the recently-funded 

“school improvement grant” for training 

teachers in the use of the core program.  A 

follow-up discussion with Laurie Matzke, 

Title I Director in North Dakota, who is 

taking a lead role in expanding RTI in Title I 

schools, noted on several occasions they’ve 

asked for USED guidance in this area, but 

have yet to receive any.   

 

Another question was raised regarding the 

use of IDEA 15 percent set-aside funds for 

early intervening services reallocated to 

Title I schoolwide programs, because 

districts have to report to SEAs how such 

money is spent.  Schoolwide programs 

which commingle other Federal funds, 

including IDEA, with Title I, do not have to 

report how funds under commingled 

separate titles are spent.  Evidently, this 

question had not been addressed by USED.  

Dr. Lou Danielson, the key person in the 

Office of Special Education Programs was 

asked whether the 15 percent set-aside could 

be commingled.  He thought it could, but 

would “have to check further.”  On this 

question, Matzke noted that, in North 

Dakota, all IDEA funds are allocated, not to 

districts, but to co-ops which provide 

services to special education students in 

districts; hence, the districts don’t have the 

opportunity to commingle IDEA funds in 

Title I schoolwide programs. 

 

Based on discussions with state and district 

officials in such states as North Dakota, 

Virginia and Michigan, among others, it is 

clear that early intervening services, 

particularly the RTI approach, are being 

adopted not only in special education (Tier 

3), but even more so in general education; 

USED Title I and special education officials 

reaffirmed that RTI is a general education, 

not just special education, responsibility.  

Given the apparent success of Reading First 

interventions, according to USED and 

Center on Education Policy reports (see 

December 2007 Washington Update), and 

the wide adoption of Reading First 

interventions in non-Reading First schools 

in many states such as Michigan, one USED 

official raised the following question: “What 

would be the impact on Title I funds used 

for RTI if a state passed a law mandating 

response-to-intervention approaches for all 

students which would be funded by state and 

local resources?”  If this were to happen, 

then Title I funds used for RTI would violate 

the “supplement, not supplant,” provision.  

During the session, no one wanted to 
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address that question.   

 

Most of the remaining discussion during the 

session focused on compliance questions 

that related to the use of RTI approaches in 

Targeted Assistance Schools.  For example, 

“Could Title I funds be used to train non-

Title I teachers in a Targeted Assistance 

School to implement the RTI process?”  The 

general response was yes, if the costs are 

“necessary and reasonable,” a ruling which 

would follow the pattern in the Reading 

First program that allows Reading First 

funds to be used to provide professional 

development for teachers in non-Reading 

First schools.  Another issue which was 

addressed is whether or not Title I funds can 

be used to provide “universal screening,” 

which in virtually all RTI models is the 

initial step required for all students in a 

school or class to determine their 

achievement levels and to identify children 

who are most likely to respond positively to 

RTI before being placed in special education 

programs.  The general feeling was that Title 

I funds could not be used for this purpose; 

however, Title I funds could be used to 

provide more intense student progress 

monitoring to determine whether specific 

interventions are working or should be 

replaced.  

 

Numerous Title I state directors insinuated 

or stated outright that if USED provided 

non-regulatory guidance which could clarify 

the conditions under which Title I funds 

could be used to pay for RTI approaches, 

then the pace of implementation in Title I 

would quicken, yet the nature of the 

guidance would determine the specific 

implications for many firms with 

instructional and behavioral interventions 

that would be appropriate for RTI 

approaches.  One implication which is likely 

to remain is that schoolwide programs have 

greater flexibility in using Title I funds for 

RTI interventions and directly related 

teacher training, and would be less likely, 

than Targeted Assistance Schools, to raise 

compliance issues.  However, even in 

schoolwide programs, firms should be very 

specific as to what their reading or other 

intervention is designed to do in terms of 

student outcomes and be explicit about the 

entry-level learning characteristics of 

students when screening indicates they 

should receive response-to-intervention 

activities.   

 

Until USED guidance clarifies some of these 

compliance issues related to the use of Title 

I funds to provide RTI, firms should place a 

higher priority on targeting districts which 

are reallocating a portion, up to 15 percent, 

of their IDEA funds for early intervening 

services.  Federal and state IDEA guidance 

is more clear as to what is or is not 

allowable and provides greater flexibility 

than the use of Title I funds. 

 

 

NEA Releases its Practice Guide for 
Teachers and District Policy Makers 
to Reduce “Overrepresentation” of 
Culturally and Linguistically Diverse 
Students in Special Education 
Programs Which Could Provide 
Opportunities for Firms With 
Instructional and Support Materials 
That Can Be Used to Facilitate the 
Implementation of Such Practices 
 

Four days before the National RTI Summit 

(see related Washington Update item), the 

National Education Association released its 

guide on local practices which can lead to 

positive change and reducing the 

“overrepresentation” of culturally and 
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linguistically diverse (CLD) students in 

special education programs.  The report, 

entitled “Truth in Labeling: 

Disproportionality in Special Education,” 

developed jointly with the National 

Association of School Psychologists, is 

different from other guides in that it: 

 addresses the issue, not only of 

overrepresentation of certain CLD 

students -- such as Black males -- in 

emotionally disturbed special 

education classes, but also of CLDs 

that are underrepresented in many 

special education programs, such as 

Hispanic students; 

 places a greater emphasis than many 

other so-called guides on behavioral 

supports such as positive behavior 

and culturally responsive teaching 

and assessment; 

  targets non-special education 

teachers and reflects a clear 

recognition that response-to-

intervention is a general education, 

not just a special education, 

responsibility, as was emphasized 

over and over during the recent RTI 

Summit. 

 

The NEA guide cites a recent National 

Academy of Sciences report which found 

7.4 percent and 9.9 percent of White and 

Asian students, respectively, are placed in 

gifted and talented programs, but that only 

3.0 percent, 3.6 percent and 4.9 percent of 

African American, Hispanic, and American 

Indian students are identified as gifted.  As 

we reported in our September 2007 

Washington Update, Missouri and 

Massachusetts were found to have an 

underrepresentation of Hispanics in their 

“special education” programs. 

Of interest to firms which have designed and 

positioned instructional and support 

materials as appropriate under early 

intervening services (EIS) and which are 

used in RTI tiered models, are suggested 

practices that should be used by teachers and 

others at the district and classroom level. 

 

In its discussion of early intervening 

services and RTI, the NEA Guide accepts 

the notion that a student should not be 

inappropriately placed in special education 

programs, but it argues that many CLD 

students are “exited” from English language 

learner programs because they have 

generally mastered conversation, but do not 

have an understanding of core content 

concepts and information used in academic 

environments.  It also notes that, at the 

secondary level, many CLD students need 

renewed assistance with academic 

vocabulary and access to curriculum 

material and text that have embedded 

vocabulary supports, such as digital text 

with electronic dictionaries or translations. 

 

In its discussion of early intervening 

services, the NEA Guide emphasizes the 

need for professional development to enable 

teachers and other school staff to provide 

support activities, particularly including 

behavioral interventions and positive 

behavioral supports.  Based upon well-

documented research, the Guide 

recommends strategies in the following 

areas: 

 Classroom management skills; 

 Collecting data to evaluate 

objectively behavioral progress and 

using problem-solving to address 

challenging behaviors. 

 Culturally responsive teaching, 

including the use of skills to validate, 

affirm, facilitate, liberate and 



  
TechMIS publication provided by       Page  
Education TURNKEY Electronic Distribution 
256 North Washington Street, Falls Church, VA 22046 

703/536-2310, fax 703/536-3225, cblaschke@edturnkey.com 
Education TURNKEY Electronic Distribution©, Vol. 13, No. 1, December 19, 2007 

8 

empower students and the use of 

unbiased organizers and mediators of 

social context. 

 Culturally responsive assessments, 

including the use of non-verbal and 

alternative assessment strategies 

when using student progress 

monitoring data from RTI or 

problem-solving processes. 

 

In addition to helping firms to position 

appropriate materials as instructional 

interventions, the Guide also suggests how 

to position support materials in districts, 

such as Clark County (Las Vegas), Nevada, 

in which school psychologists are taking a 

lead role in implementing the early 

intervening services provisions in IDEA.   

 

For a copy of the report go to: 

www.nea.org/specialed/images/truthinlabeli

ng.pdf. 

 

 

USED First National Summit on 
Response-to-Intervention 
Encourages SEA Officials to Apply 
Lessons Learned from Reading First, 
as Well as Interventions to be 
Adopted Under State RTI 
Implementation Initiatives 

 
One of the major purposes of the USED 

First National Summit on RTI was to cross-

fertilize and generate buy-in on the part of 

various SEA offices, as states take a 

leadership role in implementing early 

intervening services/RTI initiatives.  One of 

the sessions entitled, “Teaching All Children 

to Read: Reading First and Response to 

Intervention,” was designed to encourage 

buy-in among various state offices to the 

implementation of best practices from the 

implementation of Reading First and 

adoption, which, as we reported in the 

November 2007 TechMIS Washington 

Update, is already occurring on a district-by-

district basis.  The presenter, Stewart 

Greenberg, is Deputy Director of the Eastern 

Regional Reading First Technical Assistance 

Center at Florida State University.  Shortly 

after the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004, 

high-level USED officials announced their 

intention to provide technical assistance 

funding for implementation of early 

intervening services to the three Reading 

First regional centers.  However, as a result 

of the Office of Inspector General reports 

and those of the Government Accountability 

Office about the mismanagement and 

alleged conflict of interest during the initial 

implementation of Reading First of 

individuals who are employed by the 

Reading First technical assistance 

contractors, to our knowledge, no 

subsequent public announcements have been 

made.  And with the launch of the $14 

million Center on Response-to-Intervention 

which was launched during the RTI summit, 

one can assume that technical support and 

information on RTI planning and 

implementation, particularly at the state 

level, will be the primary mission of the new 

center. 

 

In his presentation, Greenberg shared his 

perception about how RTI and Reading First 

are alike, including both are based on the 

same research base which generally 

concludes that: 

 quality classroom instruction can 

substantially reduce the number of 

students needing remediation or 

special education services; 

 student performance is influenced 

most by the quality of the 

interventions and how they are 

www.nea.org/specialed/images/truthinlabeling.pdf
www.nea.org/specialed/images/truthinlabeling.pdf
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delivered, and not preconceived 

notions about child characteristics; 

 schools should have access to 

efficient data-management systems 

which provide the data on which the 

decisions are based; 

 as should be assessment instruments 

which are followed by periodic 

student progress monitoring; and 

 the RTI approach is schoolwide with 

teachers themselves being 

interventionists. 

 

Indeed, the first draft of IDEA regulations in 

2005 cited research findings from studies 

conducted by limited number of mostly 

university researchers that were also 

involved in the initial design of the Reading 

First program.  Based on the experience of 

the FSU Regional Reading First Technical 

Assistance Center, which is an adjunct of the 

Florida Center for Reading Research, 

Greenberg shared some of his perceived 

lessons learned and best practices from the 

Reading First “experience” which he felt 

should be seriously considered by those 

planning statewide RTI initiatives, 

including: 

 strong state leadership is necessary, 

noting that 20 percent of Reading 

First funds were provided to SEAs to 

provide professional development 

and technical assistance to Reading 

First districts (interestingly most of 

the attendees in the sessions were 

state Reading First directors or staff, 

which suggests that in some states 

Reading First offices may take a lead 

role in state-level RTI initiatives); 

 a commitment on the part of all 

parties necessary to professional 

development is critical for all 

teachers, particularly in the areas of 

“uplifting the knowledge base and 

how to use assessments and 

assessment data” which requires 

freeing up extra time for teachers for 

intense professional development in 

these areas; 

 selecting and using valid assessments 

to identify students lagging behind 

and constant monitoring of student 

progress throughout the day; and 

 selection and use of intensive 

interventions for students who are 

lagging behind in the development of 

critical reading skills. 

 

In his discussion of differentiated 

instruction, a general model under which 

RTI should be implemented, he suggested 

that local designers of RTI approaches 

should use the results of screening and 

subsequent assessments to plan instruction.  

In an “oh, by the way” sidebar comment, he 

also suggested that schools should not 

purchase interventions before “you know 

what the student skills and what students 

need -- their prerequisite skills.”  Implicit in 

his remark is a suggested need for firms to 

develop a family of “interventions” for very 

specific purposes which allow intervention 

specialists specific interventions with the 

prerequisite skills which are lacking or not 

fully-developed. 
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New Study Finds High Quality, Well-
Implemented After-School Programs 
Have a Significant Impact on Student 
Math Achievement and Behavior; 
Supports Proposed Increases in 21st 
Century Community Learning Center 
Funded Program and Other After-
School Programs 
 

A two-year study of high-quality after-

school programs in 36 schools in eight states 

involving almost 3,000 elementary and 

middle-school students showed 

educationally significant positive impacts on 

students’ math achievement and positive 

behavior while minimizing student 

misconduct.  Conducted by researchers from 

the University of California (Irvine), 

University of Wisconsin (Madison), and the 

Policy Studies Associates (PSA), which 

prepared and presented briefings over the 

last two months to Congressional law-

makers and their staffs, the study provides 

strong evidence supporting proposed 

expansion of well-implemented and attended 

after-school programs (such as 21
st
 Century 

Community Learning Centers) and possibly 

legislation proposed by Senator Ted 

Kennedy, among others, to create extended 

learning initiatives.  The “Study of 

Promising After-School Programs” 

classified students into three categories: 

 “Low Supervision” -- students 

unsupervised 1-3 days per week with 

only sporadic participation in other 

activities such as sports, arts, 

religious lessons, academic 

enrichment; 

 “Program Only” -- students who 

participated in high-quality after-

school programs 2-3 days a week 

without participation in other after-

school activities; and 

 “Program Plus” -- students who 

participated in the programs 2-3 days 

a week and who participated in other 

activities. 

 

The Study found that elementary Program 

Plus students increased math achievement 

test scores by 20 percentiles (or an “effect 

size” of .73) over two years compared with 

Low Supervision students.  For middle 

school students, a 12 percentile gain in math 

achievement test scores was found for 

Program Plus and Program Only students 

compared with Low Supervision students, or 

an “effect size” of .57.   

 

Based on teacher reports, Program Only and 

Program Plus students, when compared with 

Low Supervision students, also posted gains 

in “work habits” (“effect sizes” of .31 and 

.35 respectively) and “task persistence” (.23 

and .30, respectively) over a two-year 

period.  Student self reports also showed 

even greater gains in their “work habits.”  

The report concludes, “These gains in work 

habits and task persistence may have 

provided important support that contributed 

to the gains in math achievement.”  In terms 

of social outcomes, Program Plus students 

posted significant gains in teacher reports of 

students’ social skills improvement with 

peers, while also posting significant 

reductions in aggressive behaviors with 

peers and misconduct activities.  For middle 

school Program Plus students, the positive 

effect sizes for reducing use of drugs and 

alcohol between the two groups was .67 

which, according to the report, were four to 

six times larger than those found in recent 

meta-analyses of school-based substance 

abuse prevention programs aimed at middle 

school students, conducted by Gottfredson 

and Wilson (2003). 
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The vast majority of students included in the 

sample groups analyzed were minority, with 

77 percent at the elementary and 49 percent 

at the middle school levels being Hispanic; 

89 percent and 63 percent, respectively, 

received free or reduced price school lunch.  

Of the 200 candidate programs which were 

initially identified, based on 

recommendations from after-school experts 

or evidence from previous evaluations, the 

list was narrowed to 35 programs, all of 

which were located in high-poverty 

communities, had been in operation for at 

least three years before the first study year, 

and were free of charge for students to 

participate.  All of the 35 programs had most 

of the following characteristics: 

 provided “rich and varied academic 

support, recreation, arts 

opportunities, and other enrichment 

activities”; 

 students were “highly engaged with 

one another and with program 

activities”; 

 “group leaders structured activities to 

maximize learning and positive 

relationships”; 

 “adults facilitated activities without 

imposing controls that limited 

student learning opportunities;” and 

 “programs offered age-appropriate 

learning opportunities, including 

tutoring and games designed to 

improve math and reading skills.” 

 

Dr. Elizabeth Reisner (founder of PSA) 

indicated that the final detailed report, 

available in several months, would address 

the types of practices which were used for 

instruction and other activities in the 35 

programs.  She indicated that, where 

technology-based instructional or behavioral 

interventions were used, they were already 

in place and not purchased because of the 

programs’ participation in the study.   

 

As reported in Education Week (November 

28
th

), an official from Mathematica Policy 

Research Inc., which conducted an earlier 

study of 21
st
 Century Community Learning 

Centers Program (21
st
 CCLC), questioned 

the validity of the significant effect sizes 

attributed to after-school programs and the 

appropriateness of the PSA study’s 

“comparison group” (i.e., the so-called Low-

Supervision students).  The Mathematica 

study was not only criticized for more 

serious design flaws (which resulted in the 

project’s research advisory group, headed by 

Christopher Cross, to eventually resign from 

the study), but the data that were used to 

assess the impact on reading and math 

achievement were collected before the 21
st
 

Century Community Learning Center 

program was amended to place a greater 

emphasis on academic achievement.  The 

Mathematica official quoted in the 

Education Week article was Mark Dynarski, 

who directed the earlier Mathematica 

evaluation and more recently directed 

Mathematica’s study of reading and math 

technology interventions, the findings from 

which were released last year.  That study 

was highly criticized by a number of groups 

and papers (see TechMIS Washington 

Update, May 2007) in areas ranging from 

“random assignment of interventions to 

teachers” which do not allow teacher “buy 

in,” to inadequate use of interventions by 

teachers (about ten percent of instructional 

time), to failure to address the impact of 

implementation variables (i.e. fidelity of 

implementation).  The Bush Administration 

used the preliminary findings from the 

earlier Mathematica study to justify a 

proposed 40 percent cut in the 21
st
 Century 

CCL program” in 2002.  However, Congress 
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actually increased its funding slightly the 

year after the study findings were released. 

 

According to the Education Week article, 

“The findings from the new study 

(Promising Programs) are in keeping with a 

growing body of research linking after-

school programs to gains in social and 

emotional outcomes for students in 

organized activities after school.”  A meta-

analysis of 73 studies conducted by the 

Chicago-based Collaborative for Academic, 

Social, and Emotional Learning found such 

quality programs were linked to a wide 

range of improvements in students’ self-

esteem, self-confidence, and grades in test 

scores. 

 

It would be ironic if the Administration used 

the findings from this new study of 

Promising After-School Programs to 

increase its support for after-school 

programs, especially encouraging operators 

of after-school programs to provide 

supplemental educational services, whose 

student participation rates have been less 

than 20 percent over the last couple of years.  

Most studies of SES programs have found 

that district-operated and third-party SES 

programs are equally effective in improving 

student performance and can serve two to 

three times more students for the same per-

pupil cost, thus providing opportunities for 

increasing student participation rates.  In 

fact, in 2006, USED issued non-regulatory 

guidance which basically stated that after-

school operators, including school districts, 

could provide SES in districts which have 

been identified for improvement if they had 

a funding stream that is “separate and 

distinct” from the district.  The guidance 

used as an example the 7,500 21
st
 Century 

Community Learning Center after-school 

programs.  As we have noted in the past, if 

indeed more district after-school programs 

provide SES, then there will be 

opportunities for firms to partner with 

school districts or other after-school 

program operators providing instructional 

materials and follow-up support. 

 

For a copy of the brief summary of findings 

from the Promising Program study go to: 

www.gse.uci.edu/docs/PASP20%20final%re

port.pdf 

 

 

A New NCLB Reauthorization 
Proposal Would Allow Reading First 
Funds to be Used for Pre-K Language 
and Literacy Activities and Would 
Allow Unspent SES and Parent 
Choice Funds to be Used for High-
Quality Pre-K Programs 
 

During a symposium on November 29
th

, 

Sarah Mead of the New America 

Foundation, proposed a new pre-K initiative 

which would allow some Title I funds -- 

including Reading First funds -- to be used 

to create and/or expand high-quality pre-K 

programs.  While Title I, Part A programs 

now provide about two percent of Title I 

funds for pre-K and early childhood 

initiatives, several proposals included in 

Mead’s “Ten New Ideas for Early Education 

in the NCLB Reauthorization” would 

increase the amount of pre-K funding 

significantly.  As Mead notes, the current 

NCLB reauthorization debate has devoted 

very little attention to improving pre-K.  

While several proposals to create new 

universal pre-K programs have been put 

forth, including one by Senator Hilary 

Clinton, Mead argues that several of the 

“Ideas” could be implemented through 

simple amendments to current Title I 

legislation that would not require additional 

www.gse.uci.edu/docs/PASP20%20final%25report.pdf
www.gse.uci.edu/docs/PASP20%20final%25report.pdf
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Title I funding. 

 

Of the ten new ideas, perhaps the most novel 

would be simple amendment to Section 

1116 of the Law that requires districts with 

schools identified for improvement for two 

years to set aside 20 percent of their Title I 

allocation for public school choice and 

supplemental educational services (SES).  

The proposed amendment would allow a 

third option -- high-quality pre-K for three- 

and four-year-olds living in communities 

with schools in need of improvement.  

Schools which do not spend all of their 20 

percent set-aside on choice or SES would be 

required to transfer the money to high-

quality pre-K programs.  Mead argues, “This 

policy would increase funding available for 

high-quality pre-k programs, target that 

funding to children at risk of later school 

failure, and counter concerns that NCLB’s 

requirements will reduce Title I funds 

available for pre-k.  It would also reduce 

incentives for school districts to create 

barriers that prevent parents from exercising 

choice and SES options, because districts 

would have to spend the full 20 percent 

regardless how many parents requested 

choice and SES.”  Perhaps this latter 

argument is key, even though the shifted 

funds would be at the expense of unspent 

SES funds being carried over and included 

in the district’s SES set-aside the following 

year, as is the case in states such as Florida.  

Last year, the amount of unspent funds 

under the 20 percent set-aside for SES and 

parent choice was between $600 and $800 

million, which, in many cases, districts were 

allowed to reprogram for purchases of other 

allowable products and services before the 

end of the fiscal year or state-determined 

deadlines (which in more than 45 states is 

June 30).  

 

There are several implications should this 

proposal be integrated into NCLB.  Most 

districts that feel third-party operated SES 

programs are not having any impact on 

student learning.  They dislike having to 

take money from their regular operational 

Title I program to pay outside groups and 

would very likely support such a proposed 

change.  Firms that actually provide and 

operate SES programs would oppose such a 

change, as would firms that have succeeded 

in selling allowable products and services to 

districts which use reprogrammed, unspent 

SES funds toward the end of the fiscal year.  

On the other hand, firms that have products 

and services that could be used in quality 

pre-K programs would be beneficiaries. 

 

In his blog “NCLB: Act II”, veteran 

education writer David Hoff (who 

moderated the New American Foundation 

panel discussion on November 29
th

) noted 

that some of the panelists, such as Amy 

Wilkins of the Education Trust, felt that 

unspent SES funds would be “an unstable 

funding source” for pre-K and other pre-K 

advocates felt a new comprehensive 

program with separate funding was needed.  

In a follow-up discussion, Hoff indicated 

that some of the groups with influence over 

the NCLB reauthorization, such as the 

Education Trust and the Education 

Industries Association (which represents 

private SES providers), would mount serious 

opposition to the proposal.  However, if 

reauthorization does not occur and several 

amendments of a “fix-it” nature are 

proposed, it could have a chance.   

 

For a copy of “Ten New Ideas…” go to: 

www.newamerica.net/publications/policy/10

_new_ideas_early_education_nelb_reauthori

zation 

 

www.newamerica.net/publications/policy/10_new_ideas_early_education_nelb_reauthorization
www.newamerica.net/publications/policy/10_new_ideas_early_education_nelb_reauthorization
www.newamerica.net/publications/policy/10_new_ideas_early_education_nelb_reauthorization
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Reports from Associations Estimate 
Growth in State Revenues and 
Expenditures 
 

Two regular reports -- one from the National 

Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), 

the other from the National Governors 

Association (NGA) and the National 

Association of State Budget Officers 

(NASBO) -- present estimates of increases 

in State revenues and spending.   

 

The semiannual report, called “The Fiscal 

Survey of States,” in its December 2007 

release, presents a broad range of 

information on State revenues and 

expenditures.  Prepared by NGA and 

NASBO, the report reflects “actual” data for 

FY 2006, preliminary “actual” for FY 2007, 

and “enacted” budgets for FY 2008.  It 

should be noted that 46 states have July to 

June fiscal years and 20 states operate on a 

biennial budget cycle.  Alabama and 

Michigan have October to September fiscal 

years; New York’s fiscal year runs from 

April to March; and Texas goes from 

September to August. 

 

In FY 2007, total state general fund 

spending increased by 9.3 percent, 

significantly more than the 30-year average 

rate of 6.4 percent.  The increases can be 

attributed to states’ use of surpluses to affect 

spending cuts from prior years.  For FY 

2008, state expenditures are budgeted to 

grow only 4.7 percent, well below the 

historical average.  Expenditures grew in all 

states but one (Oregon) in FY 2007; 31 

states showed growth of less than ten 

percent with the remaining states showing 

spending increases of more than ten percent 

(up to a high of 37 percent in Wyoming).  

For FY 2008 on the other hand, seven states 

(Alaska, Florida, Massachusetts, Nevada, 

New Mexico, Virginia, Wyoming) enacted 

negative growth budgets, 31 states have 

budgeted positive expenditure growth of less 

than ten percent, and 12 states have 

budgeted expenditure growth in excess of 

ten percent (up to a maximum of 31 percent 

in Oregon). 

 

Total state general fund expenditures in FY 

2007 were $655 billion.  Components of the 

general fund are: elementary and secondary 

education (34.8 percent); Medicaid (16.8 

percent); higher education (11.3 percent); 

corrections (6.8 percent); transportation (0.8 

percent); public assistance (2.0 percent); and 

all other expenditures (27.4 percent). 

 

In FY 2007, revenues in 38 states exceeded 

expectations, four states were on target, and 

eight states were below expectations.  

Overall, states expect that FY 2008 revenues 

from sales and income (personal and 

corporate) taxes to be 2.9 percent higher 

than FY 2007. 

 

In terms of year-end balances, total state 

balances in FY 2006 were $69 billion (11.5 

percent of expenditures), in FY 2007 $63 

billion (9.6 percent of expenditures), and 

projected for FY 2008 $46 billion (6.7 

percent of expenditures).  Although balances 

as a percentage of expenditures in FY 2008 

(6.7 percent) are still in excess of the 30-

year average of 5.7 percent.  In fact, the FY 

2006 rate of 11.5 percent was a 30-year 

high. 

 

This informative report can be found online 

at: www.nga.org/files/pdf/FSS0712.pdf. 

 

The National Conference of State 

Legislature has published their “State 

Budget Update: November 2007” which 

shows particular concerns about revenue 

www.nga.org/files/pdf/FSS0712.pdf
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collections in the next two years.  Overall, 

state revenues met expectations in most 

states; 22 states revised their 2008 revenue 

forecasts (half upward, half downward).  

Most of the states that raised their forecasts 

were in the West or Midwest (Alaska, Idaho, 

Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska, New Mexico, 

Texas, Utah, Washington, Wyoming).  

Among the 11 states that lowered their 

forecasts were three large states -- 

California, Florida, and New York; slumps 

in the housing sector in these states have 

resulted in sharply lower property tax 

revenues.   

 

According to NCSL, at least 16 states are 

expected to address K-12 issues of concern 

during their 2008 legislative sessions; these 

issues include overall funding levels, equity 

and adequacy of funding, teacher salaries, 

and the condition of school facilities.  

School funding formulas will be the subject 

of legislative consideration in a number of 

states including Alaska, New Jersey, and 

New Mexico and California will consider 

overall funding reform. 

 

This report is available from NCSL; for 

information, go to: www.ncsl.org 

 

www.ncsl.org
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As we suggested in our November 13
th

 Special Report, Title I would receive the largest increase 

in FY 2008 funding, followed by a moderate increase in IDEA funding if the President signs the 

current FY 2008 Omnibus Appropriations Bill.  Slightly over $1.2 billion would be allocated 

under the “targeted” and “incentive” components of the Title I formula which will benefit mostly 

large and urban districts with the largest numbers and percentages of poverty students.  The new 

(in 2007) school improvement grants would increase from $125 million to almost $500 million 

which would be provided to SEAs for reallocation to districts which have large numbers of 

schools in “corrective action” or “restructuring.”  IDEA would receive an additional $250 

million with an increasing percentage of IDEA funds being used by districts to provide early 

intervening services/response-to-intervention services for students at risk of failing or of being 

inappropriately placed in special education programs.  The 21
st
 Century Community Learning 

Centers after-school program would receive an additional $100 million; 40 percent of any 

district’s increase would be used to provide services in middle and high schools.  

 

The President’s flagship program, Reading First, funded at over $1 billion this year, would be cut 

to slightly under $400 million because of USED mismanagement and other issues not related to 

the apparent success of the program in improving student reading scores.  Such a serious cut 

would reduce purchases by Reading First programs.  However, the large increase in Title I 

funding could accelerate the adoption of Reading First approaches, supplemental interventions, 

and diagnostic assessments by non-Reading First schools and districts, a trend which, according 

to the recent Center on Education Policy report (see December Washington Update), has 

increased over the last year.   

 

While none of the new initiatives proposed by the White House -- including Math Now -- 

received any funding, , most of the other programs such as State Technology Grants (Title IID), 

English Language Acquisition (Title III), or Smaller Learning Communities received slight 

increases or reductions.  At this writing, the House has passed the Omnibus bill and certain 

amendments are likely to pass in the Senate before they are sent to the President to either sign or 

veto.  Not only should the above numbers be considered very preliminary, but also the language 

in the Omnibus Bill, which will likely be modified throughout the passage process, has to be 

analyzed to understand Congressional intent.  Once final action occurs, we will provide an 

update after the first of the year. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

 FUNDS AVAILABLE TO

PURCHASE TECHNOLOGY-BASED

PRODUCTS AND SERVICES
                                              (millions of dollars)

FY2007 FY2008

Joint Omnibus

FY2006 Resolution Bill

Title I (Total) 14,481 14,726 15,618

Total LEA Grants (Part A) 12,713 12,838 14,028

Basic 6,808 6,808 6,727

Concentration 1,365 1,365 1,365

Targeted Grants 2,270 2,332 2,968

Finance Incentive Grants 2,270 2,332 2,968

Migrant 387 387 380

Even Start 99 82 66

Reading First/Early Reading First 1,132 1,029 506

Striving Readers 30 32 35

School Improvement Grants -- 125 491

State Innovation Grants(Title V A) 99 99 ---

Improving Teacher Quality(Title II A) 2,887 2,887 2,960

English Acquisition 669 669 700

Math Science Partnerships 182 182 179

Advanced Placement 32 37 44

Teacher Incentive Fund 99 * 97

Technology State Grants(Title II D) 272 272 267

Special Education (EHA/IDEA) 10,600 10,783 11,042

Adult Education 580 564 554

Vocational/Technical 1,296 1,182 1,175

Safe & Drug-Free Schools and Communities State Grants 347 347 295

21st Century Community Learning Centers 981 981 1,081

College Mentoring (GEAR-UP) 303 303 303

HEA TRIO Program 828 828 828

* reduced to $200,000 in FY 2007
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