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

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: July 28, 2010 

TO:  TechMIS Subscribers 

FROM: Charles Blaschke and Blair Curry 

SUBJ: K-12 Professional Development Estimated Projected Expenditures; New CEP 

Study Estimates of Use of ARRA Funds; FY 2011 House Appropriation Budget 

Marks; Inclusion of RTI in ESEA Reauthorization; State Profile Updates  

 

 

The attached Special Report attempts to estimate K-12 professional development expenditures 

next year based on significant increases some districts are receiving in ARRA funds from 

different “buckets.”  Recently, Education Market Research, with whom we have partnered in the 

past, presented survey findings from districts which estimated approximately $3.6 billion was 

expended in 2009-10 for professional development.  Based on our analysis of previous 

professional development expenditure patterns in Title I, IDEA, 4% SEA set-aside for school 

improvement, and several other Federal programs, we estimate that K-12 professional 

development expenditures for school year 2010-11 could be about $6 billion, with more than 40 

percent most likely to be contracted with third-party professional development groups (using 

EMR’s estimates for 2009-10).  The EMR survey found that only 12 percent of districts were 

planning to increase professional development expenditures this year.  In those districts planning 

increases, however, the amount will increase dramatically, suggesting as we have in the past, that 

these districts should be a high priority for targeting. 

 

The Washington Update includes the following: 

 

 Page  1 
The House Appropriations Subcommittee has proposed an FY 2010 bill which would 

increase Title I and IDEA by less than five percent, but would reduce funding levels 

proposed by the President for Race to the Top and Innovation (i
3
) grant funding; the next 

action will be taken by the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee, expected during the 

final week in July.    

 

 Page  2 
A bill which could have negatively impacted K-12 sales in Title I and special education 

niche markets was averted as the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee voted down a 
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House amendment to save 140,000 teacher jobs through an Edujobs Bill by using 

“offsets” from ARRA funds for Title I, IDEA, Race to the Top, among other Obama 

Priorities. 

 

 Page  3 
The Center on Education Policy survey of a “purposeful sample” of 233 districts found 

that over half of districts receiving Title I and IDEA ARRA funds used some of the funds 

to retain or create jobs, while at the same time, over 50 percent of districts use some of 

their ARRA Title I funds to purchase “materials and supplies and/or instructional 

hardware and software” and also used some IDEA ARRA funds to purchase assistive 

technology, “Notable portions” of districts used these funds on specific types of 

professional development.  While findings from other studies by AASA, GAO and the 

Council of the Great City Schools (previously highlighted in recent TechMIS 

Washington Updates) were corroborated by CEP, others were not confirmed by CEP in 

this nationally representative study, which can be generalized to school districts across 

the country.   

 

 Page  5 
Advocates of Response-to-Intervention (RTI) approaches have recommended inclusion 

of RTI statutory language in the reauthorization of ESEA to ensure “fidelity of 

implementation” in order for RTI to be successful with at-risk students; similar 

sentiments have been expressed by high-level USED officials and called for in recent 

National Center for RTI guidance.  The question is whether more prescriptive Federal 

law and guidance is required to ensure successful implementation of RTI approaches at 

the district level.  

 

 Page  8 
Project Forum, conducted by the National Association of State Directors of Special 

Education (NASDE) in a cooperative agreement funded by USED/OSEP, has identified a 

myriad of distance learning issues and made recommendations with action plans, some of 

which could have serious implications for firms involved in different ways in the fast-

growing virtual K-12 public school environment which provides services for students 

with disabilities. 

 

 Page  9 
During the USED sponsored one-day Rural Education Technology Summit, Secretary 

Duncan announced the creation of the National Learning Registry to make available 

digital content from Federal agencies such as the Smithsonian Institution, among others.  

Rural district participation in the i
3
 Innovation Grant initiative was also discussed with 

the i
3
 Director Jim Shelton and Rural Trust officials.  

 

 Page  11 
A number of miscellaneous updates are also provided including: 

a) Guidance by two prominent authors on using RTI approaches with English 

language learners. 

b) A stated commitment by Secretary Duncan to “require” parent and community 
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input at the district level during the implementation of School Improvement 

Grants in its proposed ESEA reauthorization; enforcement could actually occur 

now in districts using the transformation model. 

c) Media coverage of the rapid growth of online learning/assessment continues with 

several recent in-depth articles about individual firms’, recent related acquisitions, 

and important factors school district officials take into account in partnering with 

eLearning firms. 

d) The National Research Council has developed a conceptual framework around 

which the next generation of K-12 science standards would be developed. 

e) The Rural School and Community Trust announced it will assess whether the i
3
 

grant process was fair to rural districts as part of a consortium of education groups 

joining the “Formula Fairness Campaign,” which will also address the Title I 

formula which the Trust argues is unfair to rural districts, favoring large urban 

districts. 

f) A new study has found that providing financial incentives to twelfth-grade 

students to treat NAEP tests in a serious manner has increased student NAEP 

scores.  Other studies have found non-financial types of incentives using “rewards 

and recognition” platforms have also increased student academic achievement. 

g) As of July 23
rd

, 43 states have had their SIG applications approved.  An updated 

table of tentative schedules in these states, as stated in their applications is 

provided. 

 

The state profile updates cover a variety of topics including state assessments, School 

Improvement Grants, online education, state funding, and Common Core Standards. 
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Special Report:  
New Education Market Research (EMR) Report Estimates K-12 

Professional Development (P.D.) Market Size Was $3.6 Billion in 2009-
10 School Year, With Annual Growth Rate About Five Percent Over 
the Last Six Years; However, Our Analysis of Funding Sources and 

Their Increases Next Year (Not Addressed in the EMR Survey) 
Suggests that the Districts Projecting Increases Next Year (12% of 
Districts in the EMR Report) Will Experience Significant Growth as 
Total P.D. Expenditures Will Likely Exceed $5 Billion; These Should 

be Priority Targets for Most Professional Development Firms 
 

A Technology Monitoring and Information Service (TechMIS)  

SPECIAL REPORT 

 

Prepared by: 

Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc. 

256 North Washington Street 

Falls Church, Virginia 22046-4549 

(703) 536-2310 / (703) 536-3225 FAX 

 

July 28, 2010 

 

Prepared by Education Market Research (EMR), the most recent survey reported in The 

Complete K-12 Newsletter, recently sent to Association for Education Publishers (AEP) 

members, estimated the market size of the K-12 professional development niche in 2009-10 to be 

about $3.6 billion, representing an annual growth rate of about five percent over the last six 

school years.  As we discussed with Robert Resnick, Founder and President of EMR, this 

estimate is close to estimates which TURNKEY has made based on an analysis of Federal and 

other sources of funds used for professional development over the last several years.  However, 

the EMR report notes, “Those who actually predicted some level of spending increase were in 

the minority (11.8%).  Despite the pessimism expressed by the educators, given the fact that 

reported spending has evidently increased about 5% a year since 2003-04, similar increases 

would be reasonable to expect in the foreseeable future.”  Based on our analysis of the 

significant funding increases in specific Federal ARRA “Buckets” which have only recently been 

allocated to a limited number of districts, we suggest that the level of spending increases for 

professional development in those districts will be significant and that these districts should be 

targeted now. 

 

As discussed in our February 3, 2009 TechMIS Washington Update, our analysis of USED’s 

latest Federal funding expenditures reports (2005-2006) provides insights into what Federal 

programs provide the bulk of professional development expenditures.  Data suggest that, as a 

result in significant increases in some of these buckets, the level of expenditures will likely 

increase even more than EMR’s estimates in certain types of districts.  In 2005, approximately 

$1 billion in Title I funds (which totaled $13 billion) -- about eight percent -- was spent on 

professional development.  Given the current Title I funding level of about $15 billion, current 
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Title I spending for basic professional development can be estimated at $1.2 billion.  In addition, 

about $1.1 billion was spent on “instructional and student support,” including literacy coaches.  

It can be estimated that about 20 percent of this category -- about $220 million -- can also be 

considered professional development.  Total Title I professional development spending can, 

therefore, be estimated at about $1.42 billion per year.   

 

That same year, approximately $500 million was allocated to districts for school improvement in 

schools in “corrective action” or “restructuring” through the so-called 4% SEA set-aside which 

has very similar intents and purposes to the current $3.5 billion School Improvement Grant 

initiative.  Our analysis of USED data indicates that more than 40 percent of the 4% set-aside 

school improvement funds were used for “instructional support” -- including professional 

development and the use of literacy coaches -- which at that time was also funded under the 

Reading First program.  Thirty percent of the 4% set-aside funds were allocated for “other 

instructional expenditures,” while only 20 percent were used to hire additional teaching staff 

compared to about 60 percent of Title I funds.  With the 4% SEA set-aside totaling about $1 

billion in 2009-10, estimated professional development spending under the set-aside will be 

about $400 million over two years (i.e., $200 million in 2010-11).   

 

SIG funds began to flow to states in April 2010 and continue to be allocated to states which, in 

turn, will reallocate such funds to eligible districts.  Districts are supposed to implement one of 

the four intervention models in Tier I and Tier II eligible schools beginning this Fall.  Many of 

the states, as we have reported, began planning and professional development initiatives over the 

last few months with continuation of such activities over the next year expected.  Current School 

Improvement Grant (Part G) guidelines call for replacing staff and/or principals in many of the 

Tier I and Tier II schools, even under the widely-used “transformation intervention model.”  SIG 

funds will likely be used to provide some types of bonuses/incentives to some teachers who are 

willing to be reassigned to hard-to-staff schools and for the hiring of additional staff for SIG 

initiatives, such as parent and community engagement and student support.  It is, therefore, very 

likely that about 30 percent of the SIG funds (totaling $3.5 billion) over the next two years will 

likely be used for professional development -- about $500 million per year. 

 

In additional to SIG Part G funds, 10-12 states will likely be added to Tennessee and Delaware to 

receive a total of about $4.1 billion from Race to the Top.  Based on a preliminary analysis of 

RTTT Phase I and some Phase II state applications, it appears that somewhere between 15 and 

25 percent of the RTTT funds -- allocated half to SEAs and half to participating districts -- will 

go for professional development.  This would result in approximately $420 million being 

allocated for professional development over the next two years. 

 

As of June 30
th

, according to USED, about 42 percent of Title I ARRA funds ($10 billion) have 

not been spent as outlays -- about $4.2 billion.  These remaining funds have to be obligated by 

September 30, 2011.  We estimate that approximately 15-25 percent of such funds will be 

expended for professional development and support activities such as hiring literacy coaches 

over the next school year -- about $840 million. 

 

The phenomenal growth in expenditures for Response-to-Intervention, increasing from 

approximately $500 million in 2006 to almost $5 billion in 2010, also includes substantial 
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expenditures for professional development from a number of sources.  In our analysis of the most 

recent Response-to-Intervention Adoption Survey 2010 (see May 27, 2010 TechMIS 

Washington Update), district respondents indicated that 57 percent use some “General Funds” 

(local money) for RTI, followed by 52 percent reporting using Title I funds, and 43 percent 

reported using ARRA funds; 74 percent of LEAs said RTI ARRA spending came out of Title I 

stimulus funds and 60 percent said it came from IDEA stimulus funds.  Thirty percent used 

IDEA Early Intervening Services funding (i.e., portions of the 15% IDEA set-aside for districts 

with significant disproportionality).  In 2006, about 40 percent of the $500 million plus in RTI 

spending was spent on professional development.  In light of the most recent survey finding that 

through district-wide expansion, it appears to be reasonable that between 20 and 30 percent of all 

RTI expenditures from all sources were for professional development -- about $1-$1.5 billion.  In 

order to minimize double counting, we estimate that 10-20 percent came from the General Fund 

and another 10 percent from the 15% IDEA set-aside, or about $250 million per year as a non-

duplicated count of expenditures from these sources, excluding Title I ARRA funds and IDEA 

ARRA funds. 

 

Much of Federal funding in support of special education is also spent for professional 

development.  It can be estimated that professional development under the regular IDEA 

appropriation -- about $11 billion -- will be roughly similar to the Title I percentage.  Assuming 

eight percent of regular IDEA goes for professional development, $880 million will be so 

allocated.  Like the Title I ARRA component, a much larger percentage of IDEA ARRA money, 

when compared to the regular IDEA appropriation, will be spent on professional development.  

Applying the 20 percent we estimated for Title I ARRA to the 60 percent of the ARRA money 

still unspent -- $3.6 billion of this year’s $6.0 billion -- yields an additional $720 million for 

professional development.  Total estimated IDEA spending for professional development is, 

therefore about $1.6 billion. 

 

Two other Federal sources of funds are used for professional development -- one is State 

Technology Grants, E
2
T

2
 under Title IID, which requires at least 25 percent of such funds to be 

used for technology-related professional development.  The most recent NETS survey reported 

that, in FY 2008, the highest priority use of funds was enhancing teacher effectiveness by 

providing professional development and that 62 percent of states awarded their Title IID grants 

based on criteria that included the quality of the LEA’s proposed professional development 

plans.  The FY 2009 budget included $600 million of ARRA funds which had to be obligated 

over a two-year period, as well as another $290 million per year in regular Title II D funding.  

Between 25-35 percent of such funds were likely allocated for professional development over the 

two-year period or about $175 million per year for professional development.  Another ED 

funding source is Title IIA (Improving Teacher Quality).  The level funding of Title IIA over the 

last several years would suggest that about 20 percent of approximately $2.9 billion -- about 

$580 million -- would be allocated for professional development in school year 2010-11. 
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Estimated Funding

for Professional Development

in 2010-11

Program

Estimated 

Spending

Title I $1,420 million

ARRA Title I $840 million

Title II A (Teacher Quality) $580 million

4% SEA Set-Aside $200 million

School Improvement Grants $500 million

Race to the Top $410 million

Response-to-Intervention $250 million

Title II D (E2T2) $175 million

IDEA $1,600 million

Total $6.0 billion  

 

If one considers only the above Federal funding sources for professional development and local 

funding for a portion of RTI initiatives, then the FY school year 2010-11 estimated amount of 

expenditures for professional development would be in the neighborhood of $5.7 billion.  This 

does not include programs for which we have no useable estimates [e.g., state and local funding 

(except RTI)]. 

 

The bottom line question for TechMIS subscribers is how much of the estimated school year 

2010-11 professional development expenditures are for “in-house budget items” and how much 

are for third-party-provided professional development.  EMR estimates that approximately 60 

percent of its estimated $3.6 billion was devoted to in-house items such as hiring substitute 

teachers, teacher stipends, district professional development staff, and regional service centers.   

Slightly more than 40 percent went for third-party professional development activities -- about 

$1.5 billion; however, as the EMR report notes, over the last two years, spending on “outside 

expert consultants” has jumped 26 percent, while spending on “professional development 

companies” increased almost 20 percent.  The fastest growing in-house budget item was 

“professional development in-house staff,” which increased 23 percent, and regional service 

centers which increased 20 percent over the last two years.  Given the nature of the ARRA 

stimulus funding for Title I and IDEA and the so-called “funding cliff” confronting districts 

slightly over a year from now, one can reasonably expect a larger percentage increase of these 

funds being used to hire third-party professional development groups rather than hiring new staff 

that subsequently might have to be released.  However, it is very likely that some teaching 

positions will be converted to professional development positions, in terms of job descriptions, in 

light of tightening budget situations confronting the districts.  For some funding buckets (e.g., 

SIG and RTTT), the funding cliffs will not occur until 2013 or 2014, at which time some 
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reduction in the use of third-party professional development groups can reasonably be expected. 

 

The reader should be cautioned that all of the above very gross projections and estimates could 

be impacted by the worsening economic picture nationwide.  The estimates also assume that no 

supplemental funding similar to the $10 billion Edujobs Bill to reduce teacher layoffs occurs in 

the next month or so. 
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Washington Update   

Vol. 15, No. 7, July 28, 2010 
 
House Appropriations Subcommittee 
Proposed FY 2011 Bill Would 
Increase Title I and IDEA by Less 
Than Five Percent, but Would Reduce 
Presidential Levels for Race to the 
Top and Innovation Fund (i3) from 
that Requested by the President in 
the Proposed “Blueprint” Budget 

 
In mid-July, the House Labor, HHS, and 

Education Appropriations Subcommittee, 

headed by Chairman Dave Obey, marked up 

its version of the FY 2011 Appropriations 

Bill.  The Bill would increase Title I and 

IDEA funding slightly, but reduce the 

President’s requested appropriations levels 

for Race to the Top to $800 million, $550 

million less than called for in the President’s 

proposed budget.  The Bill would also 

reduce another Obama/Duncan priority, the 

Innovation Fund (i
3
) from the requested 

level of $500 million to $400 million.  

Perhaps more significantly, House 

Appropriators, for the most part, ignored 

most of the consolidations and conversion of 

Title I and other formula programs to 

competitive grants in the proposed so-called 

“Blueprint,” although details were available 

in the one-page summary table released to 

the public.  In his opening statement, 

Chairman Obey stated, “The bill tries to 

strike a balance between maintaining broad-

based Federal assistance to schools and 

schoolchildren and advancing efforts to 

reform public education.”   

 

While the marks for many specific programs 

are not available in the summary, it appears 

that most existing education programs will 

receive some increases, but not necessarily 

the amounts that were requested in the 

President’s FY 2011 “Blueprint.”  Title I 

Part A grants would receive $14.9 billion, an 

increase of $400 million over last year, and 

IDEA would be funded at $13 billion, 

representing a $412 million increase over 

last year and slightly more than the 

President requested.  Race to the Top would 

be funded at $800 million, $550 million less 

than the $1.35 billion requested by the 

President, while the i
3
 Innovation Grant fund 

would receive $400 million, $100 million 

less than requested by the President.  Many 

observers were surprised that the Chairman 

included any funds for Race to the Top after 

he proposed a rescission of $500 million for 

RTTT in the FY 2009 appropriations, along 

with rescissions of $200 million and $100 

million in the Teacher Incentive Fund and 

Charter School Program, respectively.  

These rescissions were to be “offsets” to pay 

for a $10 billion Edujobs teacher retention 

bill which was passed by the same House 

Committee a week earlier and which 

remains in limbo although the Edujobs Bill 

was defeated a week later by the Senate 

Appropriations Committee (see related 

Washington Update item).  The $5.3 billion 

Chairman’s mark for “school improvement” 

initiatives which include Title IIA Teacher 

Quality, E
2
T

2
 state grants, and other 

programs, is approximately $30 million less 

than what was appropriated for these 

programs last year.  It is difficult to compare 

this final House mark to the President’s 

requests because of the nature of 

consolidations, competitive grants, and other 

changes proposed in the President’s FY 
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2011 Budget Blueprint.  Other programs 

which would receive increases over last 

year’s appropriation include: 

 21
st
 Century Community Learning 

Centers ($35 million increase to $1.2 

billion) 

 Safe Schools and Citizen Education 

($55 million increase to $458 

million) 

 Promise Neighborhoods ($50 million 

increase to $60 million) 

 Title III English Language 

Acquisition ($25 million increase to 

$775 million) 

 

Although not included in the USED budget, 

Head Start would receive a $900 million 

increase to $8.1 billion, while the Child Care 

and Development Block Grant Program 

would increase by $700 million to $2.8 

billion.  Both programs are in HHS. 

 

Action by the Senate Appropriations 

Subcommittee is expected before the end of 

July with continued resistance to education 

funding increases anticipated.  Most 

observers believe that passage of the FY 

2011 Appropriations will not occur by 

September 30
th

, the end of the fiscal year, 

and that USED programs will operate under 

a Continuing Resolution until after the 

November elections, after which time a 

“lame duck session” will likely be convened 

to finalize an FY 2011 budget or to extend 

the Continuing Resolution, possibly for the 

remainder of the year.  While Chairman 

Obey has announced his intentions to retire 

after this session of Congress, he would 

remain Chairman of the Appropriations 

Committee during a lame duck session. 

 

 

 

Bill Which Could Have Negatively 
Impacted K-12 Sales in Title I and 
Special Education Niche Markets 
Averted as the Senate Appropriations 
Subcommittee Votes Down House 
Amendment to Save 140,000 Teacher 
Jobs in Edujobs Bill by Using Offsets 
From ARRA Funds for Title I, IDEA, 
and Race to the Top, Among Other 
Obama Priorities 
 

Over the last month, a significant drama has 

been acted out in Washington circles which 

could have had a negative impact on K-12 

sales for many TechMIS subscribers.  At the 

end of June, Congress (particularly the 

House Appropriations Subcommittee headed 

by Chairman Dave Obey) began seriously 

considering a proposal to fund the Edujobs 

Bill at $10 billion which would have saved 

140,000 teacher jobs by re-directing Title I 

ARRA and other ARRA programs which 

had been unspent at that time.  During the 

ISTE Conference in late June, discussions 

with numerous exhibitors confirmed the 

potential negative impact on K-12 sales 

which could have resulted if Edujobs had 

passed.  In mid-June, a formal bill was 

submitted which would have used, as an 

offset for the $10 billion Edujobs Bill, $500 

million from Race to the Top, $200 million 

from the Teacher Incentive Fund, and $100 

million from the charter schools program, all 

Obama/Duncan priorities.  An additional 

$600 million would been “rescinded” under 

the large multi-billion dollar 

broadband/distance learning ARRA 

initiatives in the Department of Commerce 

and the Department of Agriculture.  These 

rescissions would have impacted the 

growing distance learning/online instruction 

and related market segments.  Prior to the 

vote, when the Administration became 

aware that Chairman Obey was targeting the 



  
TechMIS publication provided by         
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. 15, No. 7, July 28, 2010 

3 

priority Obama/Duncan programs as 

“offsets,” the President announced that he 

would follow recommendations from high-

level USED officials to veto the 

Supplemental Defense Bill to which the 

Edujobs Bill would have been attached.  

Following the entire House debate on July 

15th, it was apparent that virtually all of the 

debate was on whether the overall Defense 

Supplemental Bill should be passed to 

provide expanded troop involvement in the 

Afghanistan war, and  whether any Edujobs 

and related domestic bills should be attached 

to the Defense Supplemental Bill.  None of 

the floor debate focused on where the offset 

to fund the $10 billion Edujobs Bill would 

come from.  The Bill passed. 

 

On July 22
nd

, on a Thursday night vote, the 

Edujobs Bill was defeated in the Senate by a 

vote of 51 to 46.  The Defense Supplemental 

Bill finally approved by the Senate, has been 

referred to the House for a final vote.  It is 

likely that the Defense Supplemental Bill 

will pass without any attached Edujobs 

amendment funded by offsets from existing 

K-12 ARRA funding buckets which would 

have to be rescinded.  Some Edujobs 

advocates are still “hopeful” that some 

funding to save teaching jobs will be passed 

by Congress but most are not.”   

 

Update July 28: On July 27, the House 

passed the Senate-passed Defense 

Supplemental Bill by a vote of 308 to 114. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Based on a Nationally Representative 
Sample of 233 Districts, the Center 
on Education Policy Estimates that 
Over Half of Districts Receiving Title I 
and IDEA ARRA Funds Used Some of 
the Funds to Retain or Create Jobs, 
While at the Same Time, Using a 
Large Portion of the Funds to 
Purchase Materials, Technology, and 
Equipment 
 

Having conducted the first nationally 

representative district survey on the use of 

ARRA funds, the highly-regarded Center on 

Education Policy estimates that about 65 

percent of districts used at least some of 

their ARRA Title I funding to purchase 

“materials and supplies and/or instructional 

hardware and software,” while an estimated 

52 percent of districts used some IDEA 

ARRA funds to purchase “assistive 

technology to help students with 

disabilities.”  CEP also reported, “Notable 

proportions of districts used some of their 

ARRA Title I and IDEA funds on specific 

types of professional development.  In the 

case of Title I, this involved professional 

development to help teachers better instruct 

English language learners (an estimated 

21% of district recipients).  In the case of 

IDEA, roughly 56% of district recipients 

used a portion of their ARRA IDEA funding 

for professional development to help 

teachers improve achievement for special 

education students.”  The randomly selected 

233 districts were surveyed between 

February and May 2010 with multiple 

district officials responding, including 

superintendents, chief financial officers, and 

Federal program directors, among others.  

Previous studies by AASA, the Council of 

the Great City Schools, and the Government 

Accountability Office (whose findings we 

reported in TechMIS Washington Updates 
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in December 2009, February 2010, and June 

2010) had findings with limited 

“generalizability” to the nation as a whole. 

 

CEP also reported that about three-quarters 

of districts took into account the one-time 

ARRA funding in deciding such uses, 

mostly in accordance with USED guidance 

last year to spend such funds “quickly but 

wisely,” investing in short-term investments 

with long-term potential benefits.  However, 

many districts did not invest in some of the 

activities encouraged in the ARRA.  For 

example, 20 percent or fewer districts, 

according to CEP, used Title I ARRA funds 

for “Pilot testing new instructional 

approaches, “Supporting Title I preschool 

programs,” or “Extending Title I services to 

additional schools.”  As we reported in the 

May 27, 2010 TechMIS Washington 

Update, a survey conducted by the Council 

of the Great City Schools in the Fall of 2009 

found that, of the 40 council members 

responding, 90 percent extended use Title 

ARRA funds to implement Title I services 

for the first time in additional schools.  

Based on interviews we conducted with 

Title I directors at the National Title I 

conference in February, we reported that 

most Title I directors were planning to use 

such funds to serve additional grade levels 

in existing Title I schools rather than 

expanding Title I to new schools.  In the 

May Washington Update, we speculated that 

large urban districts placed a higher priority 

(than was the case nationwide) on 

purchasing instructional materials and 

technology for new schools which would 

remain in the school after Title I ARRA 

funds ran out and Title I services were 

withdrawn.   

 

CEP also reported that approximately 20 

percent or fewer districts used IDEA ARRA 

funds for purchasing equipment to transport 

special education students or expand the 

availability and range of “inclusive 

placement options for preschoolers with 

disabilities.” 

 

The CEP survey also addressed the question 

of districts taking advantage of the IDEA 

Section 613 local Maintenance of Effort 

option, which was also addressed to some 

extent in previous studies conducted by 

GAO and the Council of the Great City 

Schools.  Based on its survey data, CEP 

estimated that 57 percent of districts have 

neither sought nor received permission to 

take advantage of Section 613 which 

allowed eligible districts to use up to 50 

percent of their IDEA increase (i.e., $11 

billion over two years in ARRA IDEA 

funds) to free-up a like amount of local 

resources currently spent on special 

education programs.  As CEP noted, “the 

remaining districts were split between 1) 

seeking or receiving permission to reduce 

local funding, and 2) having no plans yet in 

this area.”  In its survey, the Council found 

that 18 of the 40 responding districts were 

eligible to take advantage of Section 613 

and 15 did so.  An earlier study conducted 

by GAO in 16 states in the Fall of 2009 

estimated that in those states, approximately 

45 percent were taking advantage of the 

Section 613 option, a finding which is 

similar to that of the CEP. 

 

The CEP survey corroborated findings from 

previous surveys on the use of State Fiscal 

Stabilization Funds (SFSF) by concluding, 

“Federal economic stimulus funds helped 

many districts save or create teaching jobs 

and stabilize their budgets in school year 

2009-10.  In the coming school year, 

however, with much of the stimulus money 

already spent, more school districts expect 
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to lay off teachers to address persistent 

budget shortfalls.”  About two-thirds of the 

districts expect their total budgets, excluding 

ARRA funds, to decrease for school year 

2010-11, with about three-quarters 

anticipating having to reduce teaching jobs 

to compensate for the upcoming shortfall.  

This is dramatically up from the 45 percent 

that indicated they cut teaching jobs in 

2009-10.  Moreover, in the majority of 

districts receiving SFSF grants, most of the 

money has already been spent; this will 

reduce purchases of instructional materials, 

technology and equipment, staff 

development, and/or facilities maintenance 

in 2010-11 to compensate for funding 

shortfalls.  When the survey was conducted, 

approximately 30 percent of districts had not 

yet decided how to make up for funding 

shortfalls next year.  Contrasted SFSF with 

the use of Title I and IDEA ARRA funds, 

CEP estimated that 21 percent or fewer 

districts used their SFSF funds to purchase 

professional development or to maintain 

instructional time for students.   

 

The CEP survey also addressed some of the 

anticipated problems identified by observers 

during the early implementation stages of 

ARRA.  While “redundant or overlapping 

reporting requirements” for both regular 

Title I and IDEA funding uses was reported 

as a major problem by 38 percent of 

districts, less than ten percent of the districts 

reported having a “Lack of capacity to 

report on spending details for each vendor 

contract” or a “Lack of capacity to report on 

school-level funding” as a major problem.  

According to a senior analyst of the CEP 

survey data, this was a surprising finding to 

her as well as to us.  However, these 

capacity issues may become problems later 

on as USED enforcement and auditing 

pressures increase.   

As CEP concludes, “Even with the problems 

they experienced, the vast majority of 

districts are better off with ARRA funds 

than they would have been without them.”  

In light of proposals being considered by the 

House and Senate to redirect or appropriate 

supplemental funds -- approximately $10 

billion of supplemental funds to retain an 

estimated 140,000 teaching positions next 

year -- the CEP report will likely be relied 

on heavily by Congressional committee 

staffers in their policy proposals.  Future 

CEP reports will address district 

implementation of School Improvement 

Grants as well as state use of ARRA funding 

thus far. 

 

For a copy of the report go to: 

www.cep.dc.org 

 

 

Advocates of Response-to-
Intervention (RTI), Also Called Multi-
Tier Systems of Supports, 
Recommend Inclusion of RTI 
Statutory Language in the 
Reauthorization of ESEA; USED 
Officials and National Center for RTI 
Emphasize Need for Prescriptive 
Fidelity of Implementation 
 

During a policy briefing billed as RTI In 

Action: Improving Education for All 

Students, sponsored by the National Center 

for Learning Disabilities/RTI Action 

Network, Dr. James Ysseldyke, Professor at 

the University of Minnesota and the Center 

for Education Outcomes, argued that 

Response-to-Intervention could be effective 

only when it is implemented with “integrity, 

sustainability, and effective systems 

change.”  He added, “It takes federal law, 

regulations, and guidelines to make best 

practice happen.”  Several of Ysseldyke’s 

www.cep.dc.org
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former graduate students have taken major 

leadership roles in formulating policy and 

implementation of RTI within 

USED/OSERS and the recently created 

National Center for RTI.  During the 

briefing, as reported in Education Daily, 

Laura Kaloi, Director of Public Policy for 

the National Center for Learning 

Disabilities, offered a definition of RTI, 

similar to the one in the LEARN Act (HR 

4037), for inclusion in the ESEA 

reauthorization: “a comprehensive system of 

differentiated supports that includes 

evidence-based instruction, universal 

screening, progress monitoring, formative 

assessments, summative assessments, 

research-based interventions matched to 

student needs, and educational decision-

making using academic progress over time.” 

 

In the 2004 reauthorization of IDEA, 

provisions called for districts which have 

been identified for having significant 

disproportionality (i.e., overrepresentation of 

minorities in special education) to set aside 

15 percent of their IDEA allocation to be 

used for at-risk students in an attempt to 

remediate reading and other problems so 

that students do not have to be placed in 

costly special education programs.  A key 

staff drafter of the Law, David Cleary, who 

at that time worked for Education 

Committee Chairman John Boehner, 

recently stated at the Council of the Great 

City Schools March Legislative Conference 

that there would be no reauthorization of 

ESEA until some of the funding and other 

dysfunctional issues over RTI policies are 

resolved within USED.  Cleary now works 

for Senator Lamar Alexander, ranking 

Republican on the Senate HELP Committee 

responsible for ESEA reauthorization.  After 

the policy briefing, in an interview 

conducted with Education Daily, Rich Long, 

Executive Director of the National 

Association of State Title I Directors, stated 

emphatically, “We’ve got to fix the funding 

issues” regarding inclusion of RTI in both 

Title I special education programs.  Long 

co-chairs, with Bill East, Executive Director 

of the National Association of State 

Directors of Special Education, the Title 

I/IDEA Working Committee which supports 

expanded, yet appropriate use of RTI in the 

two programs.  In a discussion with Long, 

he noted that RTI and other issues related to 

increased coordination and reduction of 

dysfunctional funding elements between 

Title I and IDEA will be addressed in the 

working group’s report expected later this 

Fall. 

 

The issues surrounding Title I and IDEA use 

of funds at the district level for RTI relate to 

a number of provisions, particularly the 

“supplement not supplant” provision under 

Title I and IDEA allowances for states 

which “require” RTI or only “permit” its 

use.  Evolving USED policy in Title I has 

resulted in “unofficial” policy guidance that 

would allow Title I funds, along with IDEA 

15 percent set-asides, to be combined and 

used to support expanded RTI approaches 

for at-risk students only in Title I 

schoolwide programs.  USED policy 

guidance for implementation of RTI at the 

district level has also been a hindrance to 

expanded use in district/states: if a state 

“requires” the use of RTI (vs. the use of the 

“so-called discrepancy model” which relies 

on intelligence tests), a district is not 

allowed to implement RTI on a pilot school 

basis and then expand it district-wide; rather 

the district has to ensure all appropriate 

district staff are trained and other 

infrastructure, reporting, documentation, and 

other structures are in place before district-

wide implementation can occur.  If a state 
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only “permits” the use of RTI, then RTI can 

be implemented at the district level in 

stages.  As reported in the May 27, 2010 

TechMIS Washington Update, the most 

recent RTI Adoption Survey reported that 

the number of districts planning to 

implement RTI district-wide is expected to 

increase dramatically in school year 2010-11 

-- four years after publication of USED’s 

regulations, which provided significantly 

greater flexibility to SEAs in formulating 

state policies.  As a result, the RTI 

movement, which began as a grassroots 

effort and then was boosted by the Reading 

First initiative during the last decade, has 

been influenced mostly by district initiatives 

and state policies.  In our June TechMIS 

Washington Update, we estimate that the 

amount of resources allocated for RTI from 

a variety of funding sources, including Title 

I ARRA funds, has increased from $500 

million in 2005-06 to approximately $5 

billion this year. 

 

During a recent webinar sponsored by 

WestEd, billed as “Fidelity of 

Implementation: Selecting and 

Implementing Evidence-Based Practices and 

Programs,” USED officials and experts 

agreed that a “school improvement process” 

should begin with research-proven practices 

to ensure “fidelity of implementation.”  

According to Education Daily staff writer 

Kim Riley (July 21
st
), Dr. Larry Wexler, 

Director of USED/OSEP’s Research to 

Practice Division, states, “Fidelity makes a 

difference.  Without fidelity, you won’t see 

the intended results…You need to have a 

system in place to support your fidelity of 

implementation, so you want to begin with 

research-proven practices.”  Similar 

statements were made during a recent 

Capitol Hill briefing by Dr. James 

Ysseldyke who argued that fidelity of 

implementation requires Federal laws, 

regulations and guidance.  To help improve 

“fidelity of implementation” of evidence-

based practices, OSEP has funded the IRIS 

Center, which is a partnership of Vanderbilt 

University and Claremont Graduate 

University.  New online interactive 

professional development training materials 

are now available including a free “Fidelity 

of Implementation” module, according to 

Education Daily.  Other modules address 

validated instructional strategies, research 

practice strategies, and best practices.  One 

component, “RTI: Reading Instruction,” 

illustrates different research-based reading 

strategies that may be used with the RTI 

model.   

 

In a related development, in April, the 

National Center on Response-to-

Intervention released a report, entitled 

“Essential Components of RTI -- a Closer 

Look at Response-to-Intervention,” which 

provides a definition of RTI, reviews 

essential RTI components, and responds to 

frequently asked questions with the intention 

of providing educators guidance for RTI 

implementation that reflects research and 

evidence-based practices.  Created about 

two years ago under a $20 million plus 

grant, the National RTI Center is headed by 

former USED/OSEP officials who directed 

RTI initiatives and their effective 

implementation.  TechMIS subscribers who 

are involved in developing and/or marketing 

components and materials related to RTI 

approaches should take advantage of 

information and guidance provided by these 

USED-funded entities, as policy makers 

within Congress will likely rely on such 

guidance in formulating policies in ESEA 

reauthorization. 

 

Without question, the funding issues and 
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challenges created by “supplement not 

supplant” and “required versus permissible” 

use of RTI must be resolved to foster 

continued expansion of RTI at the district 

and school levels; inclusion of a flexible yet 

comprehensive definition of RTI in ESEA 

reauthorization would also reduce confusion 

and, at a general level, result in more 

uniform implementation.  However, in light 

of the controversy and subsequent demise of 

Reading First, due in part to the prescriptive 

nature of Federal statute and USED 

guidance, one can legitimately question 

whether a more prescriptive set of statutory 

provisions or USED regulatory guidance for 

RTI design and implementation is justified 

on the basis of ensuring “fidelity of 

implementation.” 

 

 
Project Forum, Conducted by the 
National Association of State 
Directors of Special Education 
(NASDE) in a Cooperative Agreement 
Funded by USED/OSEP, Has 
Identified a Myriad of Distance 
Learning Issues and Made 
Recommendations With Action 
Plans, Some of Which Could Have 
Serious Implications for Firms 
Involved in Different Ways in the 
Fast-Growing Virtual K-12 Public 
School Environment Which Provides 
Services for Students With 
Disabilities 
 

Conducted in February, Project Forum 

involved testimony from Karen Cator, 

Director of USED’s Office of Technology, 

state special education officials, and 

associations representing special education 

advocacy groups.  No officials of firms in 

the virtual K-12 school industry were listed 

in the acknowledgements or text of the 

report or made presentations.   

 

An extensive list of issues regarding 

students with disabilities participation in K-

12 virtual schools were identified, along 

with numerous recommendations on topics 

ranging from online teacher accreditation 

through cross-state reciprocity to IEP issues 

(including direct parental involvement in K-

12 virtual environments) to determining the 

costs of providing such services for different 

groups of students with disabilities.  In an 

appendix, an Action Plan with specific 

recommendations was included, reflecting 

perhaps the highest priority 

recommendations, some of which have 

implications for many TechMIS subscribers 

who are, or could be involved in the K-12 

virtual school niche market.   

 

Under the issue of “accountability,” the 

Action Plan recommends that states should 

take a lead guidance role to ensure virtual 

school operators receive technical assistance 

during the application and implementation 

process to ensure special education issues 

are adequately addressed, including: a) 

ensuring that all courses follow Universal 

Design Principles; b) requiring K-12 virtual 

charter schools and providers to include, in 

their application, adequate information on 

staffing, budgeting, and resources, including 

detailed plans for computers, related 

services, personnel contracts, policies and 

procedures, continuum of alternative 

placements, staff and parent training, 

assistive technology, and provision of 

statewide assessments; and c) building on 

existing models for participation of students 

with disabilities.  Another recommendation 

would establish standards for special 

education teachers and other specialized 

personnel working in the online/virtual 
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context, by combining CEC and iNACOL 

and related services standards in ensuring 

that teacher training includes virtual 

training.  And last, the action plan calls for 

the development of  a “Seal of Approval” 

(e.g., “BOBBY approved”) for curriculum 

materials used in virtual school or online 

courses.  A national review team and 

process would be created to develop the 

work and a National Technical Assistance 

Center to support students with disabilities 

in a virtual setting would be created. 

 

Over the last few years, the concept of 

Universal Design Principles (i.e., the 

guidelines for developing “accessible by all” 

instructional and assessment products and 

programs) has grown and was encouraged in 

the IDEA 2004 reauthorization and included 

as a requirement in serious ESEA 

reauthorization proposals made last year.  

Spearheaded by Committee Chairman 

Senator Tom Harkin, the concept is likely to 

be proposed as an important requirement in 

any instructional and assessment materials 

and programs, including software, which 

would be an “allowable use” of Title I and 

IDEA funds.  It will likely be considered a 

“seal of approval” exemplified by “BOBBY 

approved” for online accessible instructional 

materials supported by Senator Harkin and 

groups such as CAST.  However, if such 

requirements are included in programs 

which serve students with disabilities, such 

requirements are likely to be included in 

future statutes and given the litigious nature 

of special education programs and 

parent/advocacy groups, such requirements 

will “work their way into law” through court 

cases and other means.  The bottom line is 

that some of these requirements will likely 

be included over time in evolving online 

delivery services standards. 

In reviewing the report’s appendices and 

testimony, officials from specific 

online/distance learning firms did not 

actively participate in the February 

conference.  While iNACOL standards were 

referenced in the report, iNACOL officials 

did not attend, but Susan Patrick, Executive 

Director, told me that iNACOL is working 

closely with NASDSE.  According to Mark 

Schneiderman, SIIA Policy Director, who 

did participate indicated that an official from 

K-12 Inc. attended the Forum meeting. 

 
 
During the One-Day USED-
Sponsored Rural Education 
Technology Summit, Secretary 
Duncan Announced the Creation of 
the National Learning Registry  

 
On July 21, 2010, the U.S. Department of 

Education hosted a one-day summit on the 

use of learning technology in rural schools.  

During the conference, Secretary Duncan 

announced the creation of the “National 

Learning Registry” which was 

recommended several months ago by the 

FCC’s National Broadband Plan.  Like the 

previous Administration’s so-called “FREE” 

initiative, the Learning Registry is designed 

to provide educators with easier access to 

digital education resources that are available 

from different Federal agencies, such as the 

Smithsonian Institute and AASA.  As 

Duncan noted, “Right now…. they are not 

organized in a way that makes them easy to 

access.”  FCC Chairman Julius 

Genachowski, who also participated in the 

conference, called for expanded broadband 

access, noting that only 15 percent of 

families in rural America having access 

which is “beyond unacceptable,” as reported 

in Education Week’s Digital Education blog 

on July 21
st
.  Genachowski noted that the 
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National Learning Registry would be a boon 

for education content and funding and 

“increasing the availability of online 

educational content will spur entrepreneurs 

and catalyze educational investment.” 

 

Jim Sheldon, who heads the i
3
 Innovation 

Grants program, spoke to about 100 rural 

educators, rural education advocates, and 

technology vendors, emphasizing that his 

office is looking forward to listening to what 

rural educators have to say about the use of 

technology in their districts and agencies.  

He expressed hope that the vendors, which 

included several large education publishers 

and telecommunication companies, would 

take into account rural educators’ needs in 

developing technology-based solutions.  

During an offline discussion, I asked 

Sheldon whether the review and selection 

process for i
3
 grantees was on schedule, to 

which he indicated, “Pretty much on 

schedule, with a limited number of 

exceptions.”  I mentioned that a number of 

firms had inquired as to whether or not 

developments that have occurred after the 

districts with which they partnered 

submitted i
3
 grants, would be taken into 

account in the selection process; he 

commented that the successful grantees -- 

based solely on their applications -- will be 

determined first and, once negotiations 

occur between USED and district grants 

offices are completed, such subsequent 

developments could be taken into account. 

 

I also had a chance to talk to Robert 

Mahaffey, Director of Communications for 

the Rural School and Community Trust, 

which has confirmed that it will conduct a 

study of the i
3
 selection process, once grants 

have been awarded, to determine whether 

rural entities, including eligible rural 

districts, were given a level playing field 

(see related Washington Update item).  

Several rural advocate groups expressed 

concern that some non-rural applicants 

included in their proposals a limited number 

of rural districts -- some of which might not 

have been eligible to participate -- in order 

to win an additional two points for rural 

district participation.  Rural Trust has 

already mounted a major campaign to 

generate support for changing the current 

Title I funding formula which favors large 

urban districts at the expense of rural 

districts.  It also has mounted a similar 

campaign to countervail the Obama 

“Blueprint” which would provide new Title 

I funding to districts only through 

competitive grants, which the Rural Trust 

argues would place its members at a 

disadvantage. 

 

In one of the summit handouts, on the ESEA 

reauthorization entitled “School 

Turnarounds,” the USED confirmed what 

we inferred from the last set of SIG 

guidance earlier this year by stating (after 

summarizing the four SIG intervention 

models): “Districts and their partners will 

receive three-year awards to fully and 

effectively implement one of these 

intervention models, and will be eligible for 

two additional years of funding to support a 

school’s ongoing improvement if the school 

is showing progress.”  In previous guidance, 

schools exiting from restructuring could 

receive additional two-year funding only if 

the SEA approved and SIG funds were 

available.   
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Miscellaneous 
 

a) In one of the first of its kind, Sharon 

Vaughn and Alba Ortiz highlight the 

knowledge base on reading and RTI for 

English language learners and provide 

preliminary support for the use of best 

practices related to RTI with this 

population.  The two authors and several 

of their associates whose research was 

cited, were influential in the design and 

implementation of the Reading First 

initiative which bolstered the RTI 

movement during the first decade of the 

century and argue: “In implementing 

RTI approaches with ELLs, a significant 

challenge is determining students’ 

knowledge and skills in their first 

language and then understanding their 

performance in their second language 

(i.e., English).”  Some suggested 

processes for implementation include: 

 Provide continuous research-

based professional development 

to all teachers and school 

personnel. 

 Monitor ELLs’ progress as 

frequently as progress of all other 

students are monitored -- usually 

a minimum of three times per 

year for students at grade level or 

above, and three to six times per 

year for students at risk for 

reading problems. 

 Promote language and 

vocabulary development 

throughout the day. 

 Provide opportunities for 

appropriate peer learning 

including peer pairing in small 

group instruction. 

 Using Tier II interventions, 

ensure that the interventions are 

sufficiently intense by retaining 

small groups (three to six 

students) who are provided 

intervention for a minimum of 30 

minutes each day. 

 Under Tier III interventions, 

provide highly intensive and 

extensive reading interventions 

to start immediately and continue 

until the student is able to 

adequately benefit from reading 

instruction provided within the 

core classroom instruction. 

 

The article is posted at 

http://www.colorincolorado.org/, a 

bilingual resource site for parents and 

educators, and has been reprinted by the 

RTI Action Network. 

 

b) In a speech delivered to the NAACP in 

mid-July, in response to criticism from 

several quarters about the lack of parent 

and community involvement as a 

priority emphasis in the four SIG 

intervention models, Secretary Duncan 

announced, “So today, I’m announcing 

that, based upon your input in a very 

productive engagement we’ve had 

around the School Improvement Grant 

program, we will revise our ESEA 

reauthorization proposal to require 

parent and community input.  That 

means notification, outreach, public 

input, and honest open discussion about 

the right option for each community.  

This is really common sense and most 

superintendents understand this, but we 

also know this is very hard work and is a 

challenge to build consensus around 

these very tough interventions.”  

According to the Politics K12 blog on 

Education Week, “The new plan would 

extend this requirement to all models, 

http://www.colorincolorado.org/
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and leave many of the details on how 

exactly to attain such engagement or 

input to local districts.  The 

Administration’s role is not to give 

parents in the community veto power 

over any particular turnaround model a 

district chooses, according to sources, 

but to involve them in the process as a 

school goes through the improvement 

steps.”  Even if the ESEA 

reauthorization does not occur this year, 

USED could implement Duncan’s stated 

policy -- at least for the transformation 

model which does require creation of 

mechanisms for family and community 

engagement -- through USED 

monitoring and auditing enforcement 

venues.  Duncan has already signaled 

that he would increase the Title I 1% set-

aside for parent involvement for districts 

receiving $500,000 or more in Title I 

funding to 2% and would provide 

additional new funding for the creation 

of a parent involvement infrastructure 

through state and district centers and 

other mechanisms.  

 

c) Within the last few months, media 

coverage of e-learning activities and the 

firms involved has increased 

significantly.  In the July 14
th

 Education 

Week Constance Gustke -- who also 

writes for Fortune Magazine, CBS 

Moneywatch.com, and MSNBC -- 

highlighted the growth of for-profit e-

learning companies such as K-12 Inc. 

(which grew by 40 percent last year) 

generating $385 million in revenue, 

along with other fast-growing e-learning 

companies such as Connections 

Academy, APEX Learning, Aventa 

Learning, Compass Learning, and 

Kaplan Virtual Education.  In this 

balanced article, interviews were 

conducted with high-level e-learning 

company officials, as well as Hank 

Levin, Director of the National Center 

for the Study of Privatization in 

Education at Teachers College, Alex 

Molnar, Director of the Education Policy 

Studies Laboratory at Arizona State 

University, and venture capitalist 

Michael Moe. 

 

A week earlier, in the July 8
th

 eSchool 

News, Dennis Carter reported on 

Blackboard’s announced plans to buy 

Elluminate (Calgary) and Wimba (New 

York) in a deal worth more than $116 

million.  In a fact sheet, Blackboard 

officials indicated they would continue 

to support the products of both 

Elluminate and Wimba “including their 

compatibility with other LMS software.”  

The rationale for merging the services of 

three companies, used by Blackboard 

and other firms in the past, is that 

customers have only one company to 

deal with.  However, the article quotes 

Jim Hirsch, Associate Superintendent for 

Technology (Plano, TX school district), 

“In almost every case, the acquisition 

has resulted in a more convoluted 

communication path, translating into 

poorer service for the end-user, and a 

slower path of feature upgrades for the 

acquired property.  On occasion, the 

product simply disappears, and the 

proposed upgrade path to the alternative 

product leaves little room for other 

considerations.” 

 

In an Education Week article entitled 

“District IT Leaders Examine E-

Learning Companies,” Michelle Davis 

reports that there are “pluses and 

minuses, they [district officials] say, to 

doing business with online-learning 
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companies, and officials should be just 

as judicious as they would in purchasing 

any other service.”  The article 

concludes, “When dealing with for-

profit education providers, school 

districts should look at the longevity and 

stability of a company, its commitment 

to customer service, and the educational 

quality of the product….District officials 

should do their homework, as with any 

purchase, including talking to others 

who have done business with a company 

under consideration.” 

 

In an Issue Brief, updated June 2010, 

entitled “The Online Learning 

Imperative: A Solution to Three 

Looming Crises in Education,” 

Governor Bob Wise, Executive Director 

of the Alliance for Excellent Education, 

identifies three crises: (1) the growth of 

global skill demands while U.S. college 

graduation rates fall behind; (2) the 

funding cliff and declining local, state, 

and Federal revenues means changing 

the education content-delivery model; 

and (3) the looming teacher shortage 

which presents a growing challenge to 

bring quality , content, and effective 

teaching to every classroom.  To meet 

these challenges, “requires the United 

States to think creatively and expand the 

use of online technology in education.  

As technology has revolutionized the 

way Americans get news, communicate, 

listen to music, shop, and do business, 

now it is time for American students in 

thousands of underperforming 

classrooms  to realize the same gains.”   

 

d) The National Research Council has 

developed a draft conceptual framework 

which would be used to influence the 

development of the next generation of 

K-12 science standards.  The framework 

is organized in four areas: life sciences, 

earth and space sciences, physical 

sciences, and engineering and 

technology.  As reported in Education 

Week, “One key goal of the effort is to 

focus science instruction on a more 

limited number of core ideas that 

students can learn in greater depth.”  The 

conceptual framework would promote 

science learning as an “ongoing 

developmental progression” so students 

can build on their knowledge and 

abilities while emphasizing the 

“integration of content knowledge with 

the practices needed to engage in 

scientific inquiry and engineering 

design.”  Public comments are due 

August 2
nd

 and the final document is 

expected to be published by the National 

Research Council, which was created by 

Congress.  As the Education Week 

article notes, the conceptual framework 

for developing science standards is 

separate from the CCSSO/NGA 

Common Core Standards, although 

Achieve, which has taken a leadership 

role in the Common Core Standards 

initiative, will also take a lead role in 

developing the science standards. 

 

e) The Rural School and Community Trust, 

one of the most vocal critics of the 

Obama Administration’s ESEA 

Blueprint, especially regarding the 

proposal to convert Title I and other 

formula grant programs to competitive 

grants, will also study the “fairness” of 

the i
3
 competitive grant initiative.  

Seventeen school sponsors have joined 

The Rural Trust in formulating the 

“Formula Fairness Campaign” primarily 

to improve the Title I formula.   

The Rural Trust is also generating 
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support from such groups as the Center 

for American Progress to reduce some of 

the inequities of the current Title I 

funding formula which discriminates 

against rural Title I programs versus 

large urban Title I programs.  

 

In somewhat of an “experiment,” the 

Rural Trust also recently received over a 

million dollar grant from the Kellogg 

Foundation to help rural districts and 

other eligible entities develop grants 

under the i
3
 program.  Reflecting on the 

Trust’s experience, an article in the June 

2010 issue of Rural Policy Matters 

identifies some of the problems 

confronting rural districts under the i
3
 

program, “In such cases, rural districts 

can only compete by organizing into 

clusters and filing joint applications.  

This requires a great deal of preliminary 

effort to form associations of districts, 

conduct negotiations over the nature of 

the collaboration, and develop a unified 

proposal that includes all participants 

equitably….Nonetheless, the process of 

helping rural districts participate in the i
3
 

applications provided the Rural Trust 

with a variety of experiences in rural 

schools, both high-poverty and not, as 

they negotiated the competitive grant 

experience.  We need to evaluate this 

experience internally.”   The Trust will 

analyze the i
3
 proposals which are 

funded and determine how transparent 

and fair the i
3
 process was to rural 

districts.  Also, it notes, “We want to 

know not only whether competitive 

grants are reaching high-poverty and 

other rural areas, but to the extent they 

are not, why not.  Competitive grants are 

important to this administration, but as a 

principal tool for funding programs to 

reach high-poverty school districts, they 

are largely untested.”   

 

f) As reported in Education Week (July 

13
th

), a new study has found that 

students who take the NAEP twelfth-

grade National Report Card test do better 

when provided financial incentives.  As 

Education Week blogger Deborah 

Viadero stated, “Though the testing 

program is considered a national 

barometer of student achievement, there 

really isn’t much of an incentive, after 

all, for students to do well.  Scores from 

the NAEP assessments don’t show up on 

a report card or count toward graduation 

requirements.  Likewise, colleges never 

see NAEP scores when students apply 

for admission.”  To study the impact of 

financial incentives for twelfth-graders, 

three researchers focused on a sample of 

2,600 students in 59 schools in seven 

states who took NAEP testing in 

reading.  In each school, students were 

randomly assigned to three situations: 

(1) seniors were paid $20 at the 

beginning of the test-taking session; (2) 

$5 was offered in advance and $30 at the 

end of the session if other students 

correctly answered two randomly chosen 

questions on the test; and (3) no 

incentives.  As Viadero reported, the 

study found “both of the monetary 

incentives spurred students to do better 

than they might have otherwise, 

although the second condition, in which 

part of the payout hinged on the students 

getting answers correct, proved to be the 

stronger incentive.”  On the average, 

students with incentives scored five 

points higher than those in the no-

incentive control group.  According to 

the study, the difference was a 

significant gain amounting to one-

quarter of the difference between eighth-



  
TechMIS publication provided by         
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. 15, No. 7, July 28, 2010 

15 

graders and twelfth-graders average 

scores on the test.  Earlier this year, 

several studies on the payment of 

financial incentives to students based on 

their scores on state and other tests were 

released with mixed results. The above 

study findings, conducted by Boston 

College’s Henry Braun, et.al, were 

posted in the July online version of 

Teacher College Board.  Several other 

research studies on the use of rewards 

and recognitions platforms are available 

from the UBoost website: 

http://www.uboost.com/research/researc

hk12/ 

 

g) As we reported in April, School 

Improvement Grants to states have been 

approved starting in March.  As of July 

23, 43 states have had their grants 

approved as seen in the following table.  

It should be noted that the dates in the 

table are those given in (or inferred 

from) each state’s application and will 

often shift depending on the date of 

USED’s approval of the state 

application.  

July%20Wash%20Update.docx
July%20Wash%20Update.docx


  
TechMIS publication provided by         
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. 15, No. 7, July 28, 2010 

16 

Planned State Timelines for School Improvement Grant Implementation
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Alabama 4/21 2/11-3/15 2/22 4/15 5/3 6/3 $58m

Alaska 4/12 3/1 4/1 7/1 5/10 $11m

Arizona 4/7 2/3-3/23 3/29 5/14 7/1 $70m

Arkansas

California 6/24 6/23 7/2 8/1 $416m

Colorado 4/12 2/9 3/10 4/14 4/30 $40m

Connecticut 4/15 2/22 3/1-31 5/31 7/1 $26m

Delaware 6/24 4/19 5/7 6/7 $11m

District of Columbia 4/2 3/15 4/23 5/14 $12m

Florida 7/2 6/1-30 6/1-30 7/1-31 8/31 $170m

Georgia 4/6 2/12-3/1 4/15 6/11 $122m

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana 3/26 2/1-2/28 4/1 4/30 5/31 4/30 5/31 6/30 $61m

Iowa 4/6 5/10 5/21 $18m

Kansas 6/15 5/31 $27m

Kentucky 4/21 3/30 3/30 4/30 5/30 $56m

Louisiana 7/2 1/7 4/23 5/10 6/30 $68m

Maine 7/12 3/18 5/13 6/18 $13m

Maryland 3/26 3/25 3/26 4/20 6/30 $47m

Massachusetts 7/12 4/1 5/15 7/28 8/6 $59m

Michigan 7/7 7/22 9/22 12/22 $136m

Minnesota 3/17 3/1-5/31 3/31 5/31 6/30 $34m

Mississippi

Missouri 4/12 4/27 4/5 6/14 7/23 $54m

Montana 7/22 2/25 6/1 8/6-9/30 10/15 $12m

Nebraska 7/12 5/1 6/24 7/7 $17m

Nevada 4/15 3/1-4/30 4/30 5/31 $23m

New Hampshire

New Jersey 3/26 3/30 5/15 6/15 6/30 $66m

New Mexico 4/7 2/1 2/28 3/24 4/30 $38m

New York 4/30 4/19 4/16 5/14 6/11 $308m

North Carolina 4/7 4/30 5/15 6/15 6/30 $91m

North Dakota 7/2 1/22 3/16 5/31 6/30 4/21 6/30 $9m

Ohio 3/26 3/1-4/30 3/1 4/30 6/1 $132m

Oklahoma 4/20 4/20 4/16 5/14 5/27 $39m

Oregon 5/7 7/11 $34m

Pennsylvania 6/9 4/1-30 6/1-30 6/1-7/15 7/31 8/1-31 8/31 9/1-30 $141m

Rhode Island 7/2 7/31 8/31 $13m

South Carolina 4/15 3/4-4/23 5/14 $51m

South Dakota 4/15 2/19 4/9 5/7 3/19 5/7 $11m

Tennessee

Texas 4/2 3/1-4/30 4/10 5/15 5/31 10/1 $338m

Utah 4/14 3/19 3/19 5/7 5/21 $17m

Vermont 4/30 6/15 6/30 $9m

Virginia 4/15 2/1-2/28 4/29 5/29 6/28 6/1 $60m

Washington 3/26 1/28 1/29 3/5 3/26 $50m

West Virginia 3/12 3/9 4/21 5/25 7/6 $22m
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Arizona Update 
July 2010 
 

According to The Arizona Republic, only 35 percent of Arizona’s tenth-graders passed the 

AIMS (Arizona Instrument to Measure Standards) science test this Spring -- up slightly from 33 

percent last year.  The State’s high school sophomores performed far better in reading (77 

percent pass rate), writing (73 percent), and math (58 percent).  At earlier grades, 60 percent of 

fourth- and fifth-graders passed the science exam.  Many believe the poor science scores reflect 

the fact that many students do not take the test seriously because Arizona high school students do 

not have to pass the science test in order to graduate. 

 

A recent study by the Civil Rights Project at the University of California has found that 

Arizona’s State-mandated program for English language learners is likely to widen the 

achievement gap between ELLs and other students.  Arizona’s program places ELLs into 

separate classes for four hours a day and, according to the study, provides them with inferior 

instruction.  The study says ELLs are not learning enough English to succeed in regular 

classrooms.  State education officials argue that the program is succeeding because the rate for 

reclassifying ELLs as fluent in English has increased from 12 percent in the 2006-07 school year 

to 29 percent in 2008-09. 
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California Update 
July 2010 
 

The nation’s -- and California’s -- dire economic situation has put 14 of the State’s 1,077 school 

districts at immediate risk of insolvency.  Another 160 districts have a “qualified” economic 

situation, meaning they are at risk, but not of immediate bankruptcy.  Statewide, according to 

The Los Angeles Times, 26,000 teachers were notified of possible layoffs this past Spring.  As of 

the end of June, about 9,000 of these pink slips had been rescinded.  Last year, the number of 

teachers in the State fell by 15,000 largely because of layoffs.  The governor’s current budget 

proposal could result in even more layoffs. 

 

As reported in the San Francisco Chronicle, California State officials have published a list of 

1,000 low-performing schools, from which parents will have the right to transfer their children to 

a better school -- in their district or in another district.  Because of the scoring algorithm, some of 

the schools on the “bad” list have above average test scores and Academic Performance Index 

scores above the “good-school” goal. 

 

According to the State EdWatch blog on Education Week, 164 of 188 eligible California schools 

applied to the State for funding under the Federal School Improvement Grants program; 113 

schools will be given priority because of their poverty status and chronically low performance.  It 

appears that 72 schools will use the transformation model and two will shut down completely. 

 

A recent study by Pepperdine University has found that, despite an increase in total education 

funding, actual classroom spending as a percentage of total spending declined.  As reported in 

Education Week, total K-12 spending in California increased, between 2004 and 2009, from 

$45.6 billion to $55.6 billion.  However, classroom spending as a percent of total education 

funding dropped from 59 percent to 57.8 percent.  The study said that less money went to 

instructional salaries and classroom materials and more went to administrative and technical 

support staff.  Officials from the California Foundation for Commerce and Education -- which 

partially funded the study -- emphasized that schools will have to become more efficient. 
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Colorado Update 
July 2010 
 

The Denver Post reports that a backlash is looming in Colorado over Federal education reforms.  

One State school board member has urged the rejection of the Common Core State Standards 

which are up for vote in Colorado on August 2.  Colorado recently adopted its own set of 

standards for 14 subjects, but is considering adoption of the Common Core standards as well.  

Some education officials in the State are resentful of the guideline, implicit in the Federal Race 

to the Top competition, that the Common Core standards should be adopted. 

 

The Denver Post also reports that, by June 1 -- the midpoint of the period for spending Federal 

stimulus money (ending September 30, 2011) -- Colorado school districts have used only 25 

percent of the available $110 million in Title I funds and 28 percent of the $149 million in IDEA 

funds.  The Denver school district, for example, had used 29 percent ($4.7 million) of its $16 

million IDEA allocation.  Boulder Valley had used 31 percent of its $5.1 million IDEA stimulus 

allocation, much of it for equipment and assessments; much of the remainder is going for 

professional development this summer as the district upgrades its special education program.  It 

is estimated that the stimulus money has saved or created about 5,100 education jobs, including 

teacher, para-professionals, and literacy/math coaches. 

 

Also reported in The Denver Post, the Denver school district has used $500,000 in Federal 

stimulus money (matched by the same amount in private donations) to operate a four-week 

summer academy for 3,500 English language learners (ELLs) in grades 1-8.  Offered in 16 

schools, the English Language Acquisition Academy is also helping teachers to learn how to 

reach English learners -- specifically improving teacher effectiveness and developing better 

strategies.  About 90 teachers participated, working alongside master ELL teachers. 
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Connecticut Update 
July 2010 
 

Connecticut’s new Secondary School Reform Act establishes uniform standards for high school 

English, math, history, and science.  The State is in the process of developing model courses and 

content exams in each subject.  The reform plan also sets standardized requirements for high 

school graduation including an increase in required credits (from 21 ½ to 25), credit in a foreign 

language, a “capstone” project, and passing State exams in required courses.  The new law offers 

local districts flexibility in scheduling (e.g., start time, length of day) and broadens the use of 

online courses.  State officials say the reform measure was, at least in part, brought about by the 

State’s efforts to win Federal Race to the Top funding. 

 

Results from the annual Connecticut Mastery Test indicate a narrowing of the achievement gap 

between white and more affluent students and minority, often low-income students.  The most 

substantial gains were made in the State’s three largest -- and poorest -- school systems -- 

Hartford, New Haven, and Bridgeport.  In Hartford, the results represented the third consecutive 

year of impressive gains for black and Hispanic students from low-income families. 

 

As reported in the Hartford Courant, Connecticut schools are now offering online summer school 

programs through the Florida Virtual Global School which serves students in 47 states.  The 

Virtual High School enrolls students from more than 660 schools in the U.S., including 69 public 

and private schools in Connecticut.  A diagnostic test identifies the course material each student 

did not understand during the school year and a course is designed to address only those areas.  

The program covers English, math, biology, and other core courses.  The State provided the 

classes at no cost for the first 300 enrollees; for others the cost is $150 per course.  The summer 

online classes are part of a school reform package passed by the legislature this Spring.  The 

package allows students to earn credit for online class work and requires schools with dropout 

rates of eight percent or higher to establish online credit recovery programs. 
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District of Columbia Update 
July 2010 
 

In July, the D.C. school system issued a Request for Proposal for an outside contractor to expand 

the district’s use of standardized tests.  The plan calls for expanding testing to include English 

language arts and mathematics in grades K-2, third-grade math “pretesting,” social studies and 

science in grades 6-8, and core subjects in high school.  The selected contractor will develop 

tests keyed to D.C. learning standards and, beginning in the Spring of 2011, administer and score 

them in selected grades.  The contractor will also report the results so that parents, students, and 

teachers will know where they stand academically at the beginning of the next school year. 
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Florida Update 
July 2010 
 

According to the Orlando Sentinel, the delayed results from this Spring’s Florida Comprehensive 

Assessment Test (FCAT) show the highest-ever scores in reading and improved performance in 

mathematics.  Despite the improvement, State officials indicated elementary students have 

plateaued in reading and math and that new initiatives are needed to “move the state forward.”  

Student scores in science improved as well in all grades but still fewer than half of the students 

scored at grade level.  Comparisons of FCAT writing scores are not valid because of cost-saving 

changes made to the test this year. 

 

Next Spring ninth- and tenth-grade students across Florida will take -- online -- the math section 

of the FCAT and a new end-of-course test in algebra.  Some eleventh- and twelfth-graders will 

take the online math FCAT in the Fall.  As reported in the Sentinel, educators in the State are 

concerned about the shift away from pencil-and-paper exams.  District officials argue that they 

do not have adequate computers, Internet access, or classroom space to accommodate online 

testing requirements.  And, with budgets tight, there is little money available for upgrades.  

Moreover, trial runs of the online testing last Fall and this Spring did not go smoothly. 
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Georgia Update 
July 2010 
 

The Atlanta Journal-Constitution reports that 29 percent of all Georgia public schools failed to 

make adequate yearly progress (AYP) under Federal education law.  A total of 305 schools were 

rated as “Needs Improvement,” down from last year.  Two-thirds of the State’s high schools 

failed to make AYP compared with only 53 percent a year ago.  Middle schools -- 33 percent, up 

from 25 percent -- and elementary schools -- 15.5 percent, up from ten percent -- also showed 

lower performance as measured against AYP.  It should be noted that AYP bar has been rising 

each year.  High schools, for example, were required to have an 80 percent graduation rate this 

year compared with 75 percent last year. 

 

Also according to the Journal-Constitution, the Georgia Charter Schools Commission is 

negotiating with two online charter high schools hoping to open this Fall.  In June, the 

Commission established the funding formula for cyber charter schools at $3,500 per student, less 

than brick-and-mortar charters.  The two schools, Kaplan Academy of Georgia and Provost 

Academy Georgia, have said they cannot operate without at least $4,500 per student.  Recently, 

the International Association for K-12 Online Learning (iNACOL) asked Georgia to fund virtual 

charter schools at a level that matches the national average -- about $6,500 per student. 
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Hawaii Update 
July 2010 
 

The Honolulu Star Advertiser, the Hawaii State Assessment, will, for the first time, be 

administrated online this Fall.  Students will be able to take the test up to three times with the 

highest score counting.  The assessment will feature interactive elements not possible with 

pencil-and-paper tests, and teachers will be able to see immediately how their students are 

performing.  This year, the State is spending about $12 million to implement the online exams -- 

about $2 million more than the pencil-and-paper version; State officials expect the cost to be 

only about $6 million by 2012.  This year, despite teacher furloughs, nearly 50 percent of 

Hawaii’s schools reached academic progress goals compared with only 36 percent last year. 

 

Along with 60 other schools across the country, two Hawaii high schools -- Nanekuli and 

Waianae -- have adopted the New Tech Network model that provides one-to-one laptop 

computers to its students.  As reported in the Star Advertiser, the New Tech model stresses 

project-based learning and problem-solving and trains teachers as “facilitators” to guide student 

learning.  To participate in the program, schools pay $450,000 for four years of support, 

professional development, and guidance from the New Tech Network, a subsidiary of the 

KnowledgeWorks Foundation. 
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Idaho Update 
July 2010 
 

In June, Education Northwest prepared a report on the use of Title I and IDEA stimulus funds in 

Idaho school districts.  The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) provided Idaho 

with a total of about $280 million in education stimulus money, $35 million of which was for 

Title I (economically disadvantaged) and $58 million for IDEA (special education).  The survey 

found that 79 percent of Title I and IDEA ARRA funds went for personnel -- primarily teachers 

and aides.  The remaining 21 percent went for curriculum, professional development, and 

technology; that is an estimated $4 million more than would have been spent in the absence of 

ARRA money.  About 90 percent of respondents believe that the “funding cliff” will result in 

future cuts to education spending in the State. 
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Illinois Update 
July 2010 
 

A survey of more than 50 chief technology officers (CTOs) from Illinois school districts has 

found that the CTOs’ top priority is being sure school staff has the professional development 

necessary for effective teaching.  Entitled “The Challenges and Professional Development Needs 

of the District Technology Leader,” the survey enumerated a number of education challenges 

among which are: 

 providing professional development to school district staff on the use of new 

technologies; 

 developing skills to improve instruction, including technical applications, to meet Federal 

and State standards; 

 vendors not understanding the technical issues involved in education technology projects; 

 ensuring that school administrators consult technology departments before purchasing 

hardware or software; 

 lack of professional development provided by vendors; and 

 compliance with technology-related State and Federal laws and policies. 

 

The Learning the Language blog on Education Week reports that the Illinois State Board of 

Education has adopted requirements that all public preschools must identify students with limited 

English proficiency and provide them with “transitional bilingual education”; this requirement 

gives the State what is believed to be the most prescriptive rules in the nation.  The new rules say 

that public preschools must screen students using a State-approved test and that, by July 1, 2014, 

preschool teachers in transitional bilingual education must be appropriately certified.  The Board 

also adopted a rule that establishes a cut-off score on the State’s English proficiency test to 

determine when an English language learner no longer needs special help. 

 

According to Education Week, Illinois has sought to save $3.5 million this year by eliminating 

the State writing exam for elementary and middle school students.  Education officials say the 

State’s budget situation has caused cuts in many education programs.  There had been moves in 
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the legislature to eliminate the writing test entirely; although the bill was not approved, the State 

Board decided to cut the writing exam this year for grades 3, 5, 6 and 8.  State officials noted that 

the writing exam is not required under Federal education law. 

 

Mirroring a national trend, many Illinois students are using summer school, not for remediation, 

but for extra academic credits.  As reported in the Chicago Tribune, nearly half of the enrollment 

of New Trier Township High School -- nearly 1,900 students -- are taking summer courses, 

many of them in-depth science classes.  But, with the difficult economic situation, in Illinois and 

nationwide, schools are often forced to cut spending for summer enrichment classes. 
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Indiana Update 
July 2010 
 

According to the Indianapolis Star, Indiana is planning to fund a center at Marian University to 

train principals to head the State’s lowest-performing schools.  Reflecting the State’s emphasis 

on changing education in the State, the new Academy for Teaching and Learning Leadership will 

focus on using data to make school decisions and will stress recent research on best school 

improvement practices.  Among the Academy’s specific areas of focus will be: 

 systems thinking and authentic leadership; 

 teacher performance and student learning; and 

 literacy leadership. 
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Louisiana Update 
July 2010 
 

As reported in The New Orleans Times Picayune, Louisiana’s major teachers unions have 

challenged as unconstitutional the State’s new law that allows local schools to seek waivers from 

a number of State rules and regulations.  Under the “Red Tape Reduction Act,” local districts 

must submit written applications detailing the specific rules they want waived, what they propose 

instead, and how students will benefit from the waiver.  Waivers must be approved by the local 

school board and a majority of teachers in any affected schools.  Waivers cannot be used to 

privatize support services and the State could suspend the waiver at any time. 

 

According to Education Week, Louisiana is considering asking BP to compensate the State’s 

school districts for lower sales and income tax revenues resulting from the oil leak in the Gulf of 

Mexico.  The State is concerned because local sales tax revenue accounts for more than a third of 

total funding for preK-12 public education in Louisiana. 
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Massachusetts Update 
July 2010 
 

As reported in Education Week, the Massachusetts State Board of Education has approved plans 

to replace the State’s existing English/language arts and math standards with the Common Core 

State Standards developed by the National Governor’s Association and the Council of Chief 

State School Officers.  Many in Massachusetts, however, opposed the change citing the State’s 

high level of performance on national achievement measures.  National leaders believe that 

Massachusetts’s decision to support the Common Core standards will convince other states to 

adopt the new standards.  It should be noted that Massachusetts is a governing member of one of 

the two major consortia that are applying for Federal funding, through the Race to the Top 

competition, to develop common assessments aligned to the Common Core standards. 

 

The Massachusetts State Board has voted to cap enrollment for online schools at 500 students 

and to require that at least a quarter of any school’s enrollment reside in the district operating the 

online school.  The State Commissioner has been given the authority to approve any requests for 

waivers of the requirements. 
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Michigan Update 
July 2010 
 

According to The Detroit News, Michigan has established a new ranking system for schools.  

The “Top to Bottom” ranking of Michigan’s public schools is based on student achievement in 

English/language arts and math from 2007 to 2009, as well as academic growth.  This ranking is 

entirely separate from the “lowest five percent” list that will be the target of new school reform 

laws. 

 

The Free Press also reports that, to address the district’s poor achievement scores, Detroit Public 

Schools, as part of its five-year academic plan, will require K-8 students to spend up to 120 

minutes a day in reading and math.  This represents an increase of 45 to 90 minutes daily 

compared with prior years.  Detroit teachers are now being trained in how to integrate reading 

comprehension across subjects.  The district’s plan also calls for double classes of math for 

struggling high school students who often enter Algebra I without a full understanding of basic 

math.  Every ninth-grade Algebra I teacher is being trained in the use of the TI Navigator, a 

handheld electronic system that district officials believe will improve math instruction. 

 

As reported in Education Week, a preliminary analysis of Detroit schools involved in mergers 

showed improved scores for many students.  The study looked at 34 sets of schools that were 

combined after the 2008-09 school year.  The school closures were largely due to the district’s 

$300 million budget deficit.  Twenty-three of the 34 merged schools showed reading 

improvement on the Michigan Educational Assessment Program and 18 showed stable or 

improved math scores.  The Detroit findings are in contrast to those in Chicago which showed 

generally no improvement in student performance after movement from closed schools. 

 

 



  
©2010 Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc. 

 

 

 
17 

Minnesota Update 
July 2010 
 

The State EdWatch blog on Education Week reports that, of the 26 Minnesota schools that have 

applied to the State for funding under the Federal School Improvement Grants program, 22 will 

use the transformation model and four will use turnaround.  Despite the high profile of charter 

schools in the State, no schools chose the restart model. 
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Mississippi Update 
July 2010 
 

A new study by the Southern Regional Education Board has found that only 69 percent of 

Mississippi ninth-graders reach twelfth grade and that student participation in Advanced 

Placement classes is the lowest in the nation.  On the other hand, Mississippi fourth-graders 

showed the largest reading gain in the U.S. on the National Assessment of Educational Progress 

between 2007 and 2009.  A number of districts in the State have had success in improving 

student performance.  The Hattiesburg school district, for example, has reduced its high school 

dropout rate from 30 percent in the 2004-05 school year to 11.2 percent in 2007-08. 
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Missouri Update 
July 2010 
 

Education Week reports that the Kansas City (Missouri) school district will, starting this Fall, 

begin switching 17,000 students into a system that groups students by ability rather than age.  

Students will work at their own pace -- often individually or in small groups -- on projects 

tailored to their skill level.  It is expected that the new system will start in five struggling 

elementary schools and expand to upper grades in the coming years.  A study by Marzano 

Research Laboratory, looking at 2009 test data from 3,500 students in Alaska, Colorado, and 

Florida, found that ability-grouped students were 2.5 times more likely than age-grouped 

students to demonstrate knowledge of materials on reading, writing, and mathematics exams. 
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New Jersey Update 
July 2010 
 

As of mid-July, New Jersey had awarded more than $45 million in Federal School Improvement 

Grants to 12 schools.  According to the State EdWatch blog on Education Week, seven of the 

schools will use the transformation model, four will use turnaround, and one will be restarted.  

The school to be restarted (in Newark) will receive $4.6 million over the next three years to 

implement what the State calls the “most comprehensive reform” of all New Jersey SIG schools. 

 

New Jersey Governor Chris Christie has proposed a plan that would limit district 

superintendent’s salaries based on the number of students they serve and offer bonuses linked to 

student performance.  The base salary scale would go from $120,000 for the smallest districts 

and go to $175,000 for districts with enrollments of 3,000 to 10,000 students.  The State’s 16 

largest districts would not have a limit.  Under the plan, 366 superintendents would have lower 

salaries, saving districts a total of $9.8 million.  The plan would also encourage districts to share 

superintendents and administrative teams, thus reducing overlap. 
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New York Update 
July 2010 
 

Data from the U.S. Census Bureau shows that, in 2007-08, New York spent more for public 

education -- $17,173 per student -- than any other state.  That number is 67 percent higher than 

the national average.  Education spending by New York school districts ranged from $10,781 per 

pupil in General Brown Central Schools (Jefferson County) to $90,146 in Fire Island Union Free 

School District (Long Island).  State financial data show that in 2007-08, $14.8 billion in 

property taxes went to public education compared with $14.1 billion the year before.  In 2007-

08, education funding in New York came from local governments (49 percent), the State (45 

percent), and Federal sources (6 percent). 

 

The New York Times reports that gains on New York State standardized tests have been higher 

than gains on national exams leading State officials to acknowledge that the State tests had 

gotten easier over the last four years.  Last year, 77 percent of New York students were rated 

proficient or higher in English on the State exam (developed by CTB/McGraw-Hill), up from 67 

percent in 2006.  Similarly, the proportion of students scoring at proficient or better in math has 

increased from 66 percent to 86 percent.  The State expects to recalibrate the scoring for tests 

taken this past Spring (scores for which are expected to be released later this summer), meaning 

many more students are likely to fail. 

 

As reported in The New York Times, 34 “persistently lowest achieving” schools in New York 

City will face dramatic changes in the next year or so.  Approximately 23 of the schools are 

expected to be closed and replaced by smaller or charter schools at the beginning of the 2011-12 

school year.  The 11 other schools will become part of the “transformation” model.  As reported 

in The Wall Street Journal, there will be two new classifications of teachers: master teachers who 

can earn bonuses of 30 percent and turnaround teachers who can earn 20 percent bonuses.  The 

schools would also be the first to use student performance data for evaluating teacher 

performance under a new agreement between the City and the local teachers union.  Each of the 

11 participating schools will receive $2 million in Federal stimulus money under the School 
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Improvement Grants program.  The funds will be used to extend instructional time, develop 

curricula, and provide additional support for at-risk students.  In most of the schools, the 

principals will be replaced. 

 

According to eSchoolNews, the New York City school district has begun implementation of 

communication software from Microsoft and ePals that will connect teachers to parents and 

students to other classrooms across the world.  In a competitive process, the district selected 

ePals to provide free access to SchoolMail -- secure e-mail software hosted on the Internet and 

integrating technology from Microsoft’s Live @edu.  This cloud-based solution means the 

district need not maintain its own hardware and software, saving the district as much as $5 

million a year. 
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North Carolina Update 
July 2010 
 

The North Carolina legislature, according to The News & Observer, has approved a bill that 

establishes minimum graduation rate goals -- 74 percent by 2014; 80 percent by 2016; and 90 

percent by 2018.  The measure actually represents an easing of the goal of 90 percent by 2015 

recommended by a legislative committee on dropout prevention. 

 

As reported in the State EdWatch blog of Education Week, North Carolina has given Federal 

School Improvement Grants to 25 schools.  Of these, 18 will use the transformation model, six 

will use the turnaround method, and one will use the restart model.  None will close down 

entirely. 
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Ohio Update 
July 2010 
 

The Columbus Dispatch reports that Ohio’s grading system for the State’s charter schools could 

result in a significant number of closures next year.  Under that system, there are three principal 

criteria for closing charters: 

 Charter schools that serve grades 10-12 or only grades K-3 must close if they receive an 

F grade for three of the past four school years. 

 Charters that serve grades 4-9 would be closed if they get an F grade this coming year 

unless they teach their students a year’s worth of materials in either reading or math for 

two of the three most recent years. 

 Specialty schools that serve dropouts or students with disabilities are exempt as are 

schools in the first four years of operation. 

Unless there is improvement, as many as 31 Ohio charter schools may have to close at the end of 

the 2010-11 school year. 
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Pennsylvania Update 
July 2010 
 

The Pennsylvania State Board of Education has adopted the Common Core State Standards for 

English language arts and math developed by the National Governor’s Association and the 

Council of Chief State School Officers.  States are allowed to add 15 percent to the national 

standards and Pennsylvania expects to make some additions in the future. 

 

A new report, entitled “Student Achievement Gains at Risk,” has found that Pennsylvania school 

districts lost $343 million in local revenues in the 2009-10 school year and that continued losses 

are to be expected for the next three to five years.  Moreover, the State’s share of school funding 

is only about 36 percent.  Governor Ed Rendell has called for a $354 million increase in school 

spending funded by increased taxes on tobacco products. 

 

A bill recently passed by the Pennsylvania Senate in late June requires faculty members at State 

universities and community colleges to select “the least expensive, educationally sound 

textbooks.”  As reported in Inside Higher Ed, the new law, which has not yet been taken up by 

the Pennsylvania House of Representatives, would dictate specific choices to professors who 

sometimes select books that are slightly more expensive because they are better than the cheapest 

“educationally sound” book.  The American Association of University Professors has said that 

the bill would restrict faculty members’ ability to exercise academic freedom.  A concern has 

been expressed that if this bill becomes law, similar legislative restrictions could be placed on K-

12 textbooks. 

 

A study by the Pew Charitable Trusts finds that parents of Philadelphia public school students do 

not believe they have enough school choices for their children.  White parents report being more 

satisfied with the City’s public schools than are African-American parents.  And parents under 

30 years old are the most dissatisfied.  The survey found that only 31 percent of parents of 

students in traditional public schools were satisfied compared with 67 percent of charter parents 

and 73 percent of Catholic school parents.  This dissatisfaction is reflected in the 19 percent drop 
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in public school enrollment and the 170 percent increase -- to more than 33,000 students -- in the 

enrollments of Philadelphia charter schools. 
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Rhode Island Update 
July 2010 
 

The Providence Journal reports that, according to State data, 79 percent of Rhode Island’s 292 

public schools made adequate yearly progress (AYP) under Federal guidelines; however, only 

about half percent of the State’s 57 high schools made AYP.  The 2009-10 results represent a 

drop from the year before when 82 percent of schools met AYP standards.  Of the 62 schools 

that missed AYP, most did so because of low math scores for low-income, special education, and 

limited English proficient students. 

 

As reported in Education Week, Rhode Island’s new school funding formula is, according to 

State education officials, more equitable than the previous formula.  Part of the State’s effort to 

win Federal Race to the Top funding, the new formula establishes a baseline funding amount for 

every student in the State and provides an additional 40 percent for students who meet poverty 

guidelines.  Taking effect in 2011-12, the new formula will reduce the funding disparities among 

districts; current funding ranges from $11,000 per student in a poorer district to $19,000 per 

student in more affluent school systems.  The new formula does not factor in the expenses 

associated with educating special needs students.  But the State is planning to assume a larger 

share of the costs of special education and school construction. 
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South Carolina Update 
July 2010 
 

A recent report by the Strom Thurmond Institute of Government and Public Affairs at Clemson 

University has concluded that South Carolina school districts are largely under the control of 

their local legislative delegations.  Entitled “School District Organization and Governance in 

South Carolina,” the report argues that South Carolina’s history of home rule (a consequence of 

court-ordered redistricting) means local legislators, not municipalities, have control of the size 

and composition of school boards and configuration of school districts.  This means legislators 

can force district consolidation, a cost-saving approach promoted by candidates during the 

primary election season. 
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South Dakota Update 
July 2010 
 

As reported in the Argus Leader, this coming year’s high school freshmen (the Class of 2014) 

will be the first South Dakota students who will have to pass geometry, algebra II, physics, and 

chemistry in order to graduate.  Students can apply for waivers of individual courses but must 

earn at least three credits in both math and lab science.  Some educators in the State are 

concerned that schools will have to “dumb down” the rigorous math and science classes, hurting 

high-achieving students.  Schools are planning to offer alternative classes for students who could 

struggle with the new requirements.  

 

South Dakota is one of five states that have received grants from the Lumina Foundation for 

Education and the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education to study college 

dropouts.  South Dakota has undertaken a two-year project to identify dropouts from the State 

university system and to get them back into degree programs.  Approximately 1,900 students left 

the university system between 2003 and 2008 after earning at least 90 credit-hours -- usually for 

reasons other than poor grades.  The initiative expects to recruit adults who are close to 

graduation to the six campuses, three off-campus university centers, and online programs. 
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Tennessee Update 
July 2010 
 

The Tennessean reports that more than 70 percent of Tennessee’s community college students 

and 40 percent of university students require remediation in reading, writing, or math.  It is 

estimated that the State spends $25 million on college remediation.  Under a new policy, 

however, by the Fall of 2011, remedial coursework will be offered only in community colleges.  

Public four-year colleges will have to revise their curriculum and technology -- including extra 

work -- to ensure students can learn material quickly. 
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Texas Update 
July 2010 
 

The Dallas Morning News reports that Texas’ new, tougher graduation requirements are likely to 

cause problems for high school students and school districts.  Under a State law passed five years 

ago, the Class of 2011 is the first to be required to take a fourth year of math and science.  

Educators are concerned about the ability of some students to pass the extra classes, given the 

low pass rates on the State math and science assessments.  District officials also worry about the 

availability of teachers for these classes, particularly in light of the general shortage of certified 

math and science teachers. 

 

Also reported in the Morning News, Texas State education officials are considering suspension 

of a revision of the State’s policy that allowed schools to improve their performance ratings by 

factoring in projections of student test performance.  According to State data, 78 school districts 

and 355 schools would have been rated “academically unacceptable” if their results had not been 

adjusted by the “Texas Projection Measure.”  The options being considered by the State are 

suspending use of the adjustment formula, allowing districts to decide whether to use it, or 

changing the formula to ensure that the State’s accountability system “remains transparent.”  In 

the interim, the school ratings, scheduled out in July 31, will include footnotes to show whether 

the school met academic standards outright or whether the rating was the result of statistical 

adjustment. 

 

According to Diplomas Court 2010 from Education Week, Texas Governor Rick Perry has 

proposed offering $1,500 tax breaks to businesses that allow employees who are high school 

dropouts to return to school or to get GEDs.  Participating businesses would be required to allow 

such employees at least two hours of paid time off each week to do school work.  The 

Governor’s proposal would also require teenagers to enroll in an education program in order to 

get a Texas driver’s license. 

 

The Dallas Morning News reports that 69 Texas schools have authorized International 
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Baccalaureate programs at different levels.  The IB high school diploma program -- usually 

offered in eleventh and twelfth-grades -- allow students to earn college credits by passing IB 

exams and completing other work.  According to State data, in 2009, 2,364 Texas students took 

7,244 IB exams with a 75 percent pass rate. 

 

The Houston Chronicle reports that the number of students taking Advanced Placement exams 

has risen by 47 percent from last year after the Houston school district decided to pay AP testing 

fees.  The district mandated that all students taking AP classes must take the exam and allocated 

$450,000 to pay exam fees.  With 5,000 more AP tests taken in 2010, about 38 percent of the 

exam scored 3 or higher -- the level needed to earn college credit.  This represents a not-

unexpected four percent decline in the district’s pass rate. 
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Virginia Update 
July 2010 
 

Reflecting a slight economic upturn, Virginia finished the last fiscal year with an estimated 

surplus of $220 million.  Some of the surplus will be used to restore some funding for public 

schools.  The new State budget anticipates a 4.3 percent revenue growth in the current fiscal year 

but expects to see a $4.2 billion shortfall which is likely to result in cuts to public education.  

Governor Robert McDonnell noted that Federal stimulus money helped the State avert deeper 

education cuts. 

 

As reported on HamptonRoads.com, last year high schools in Virginia had to demonstrate that 61 

percent of their students graduated within four years to meet Federal requirements.  The U.S. 

Department of Education is urging the State to set an 80 percent graduation rate goal.  Currently, 

for Federal accountability purposes, Virginia uses five different types of diplomas to determine 

on-time graduation rates.  The new proposal calls for the use of only two types of diplomas: 

standards or advanced studies. 

 

The Virginia State Board of Education is considering new guidelines that would require teacher 

evaluations to include student growth as a significant factor.  As reported in Education Week, 

current Virginia law calls for evaluations only every three years and does not link the evaluations 

to teacher pay.  The State also plans to design new research-based evaluation models.  Virginia 

has won $17.5 million in Federal money to develop data systems that will allow the State to tie 

student and teacher performance.  In addition, the State is developing new guidelines and 

accountability procedures for virtual schools serving multiple school districts. 

 

Also according to HamptonRoads.com, the Virginia Beach school district has spent $7.7 million 

to put interactive whiteboards in its elementary classrooms.  As part of its effort to get 

technology into all classrooms, the district plans to install SMART or Promethean boards in 

every elementary school by this October.  District officials have indicated that teachers will get 

initial and continued training on the use of the whiteboards.  They said the blanket installation 
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approach is necessary to ensure that all teachers have access to the same instructional tools. 
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Washington Update 
July 2010 
 

According to Education Week, Washington State has “provisionally” approved the Common 

Core State Standards developed by the National Governors Association and the Council of Chief 

State School Officers.  Final adoption will wait until a final review is completed in January 2011.  

This final review will include an analysis of the costs of implementation and a comparison of the 

Common Core Standards with existing State academic content standards. 
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West Virginia Update 
July 2010 
 

The West Virginia legislature has voted down a major overhaul of the State’s system for 

improving low-performing schools.  It has, however, approved a number of education-related 

measures including: 

 allowing one of the State’s lowest-performing schools to partner with community groups; 

 a five-school pilot program that would experiment with alternative settings for disruptive 

students; and 

 pay raises for teachers who work in hard-to-staff schools. 
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Wisconsin Update 
July 2010 
 

Wisconsin State education officials have proposed a major revision in the State’s school funding 

formula.  The proposal would eliminate $900 million in property tax credits for homeowners and 

give the money directly to the schools.  According to the Associated Press, the Wisconsin 

legislature will, next year, consider a final plan to revamp the State’s outdated and complicated 

school funding formula. 

 

 


