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

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: March 29, 2016 

TO:  TechMIS Subscribers 

FROM: Charles Blaschke and Dr. Suzanne Thouvenelle  

SUBJ: E-Rate Refunds; Transition Regulation Development Update; Proposed IDEA 

Requirements Would Increase Number of Districts Using RTI; Developments in 

Open Education Resources (OER) Movement 

 

On March 10, our Special Report on preliminary Title I Funds allocations to districts receiving 

significant increases was sent.   

 

The enclosed Special Report on E-Rate refunds, which can be used to purchase non-eligible E-

Rate products and services such as professional development, lists districts receiving Funding 

Commitment Letters during the October-December 2015 quarter.  Some of these districts 

received Funding Commitment Letters in previous quarters, most likely for appeals, which were 

later found to be meritorious.  All of these districts are good prospects for purchasing non-

eligible E-Rate products such as instructional software/materials, professional development and 

related services.  Given the problems identified in the report and the fact that districts can receive 

E-Rate refunds directly through the BEAR process in 2016, it would appear that, future lists of 

these prospects are likely to increase this year.  Please call me (703-362-4689) if you have any 

questions or want to discuss other possible opportunities under the new E-Rate Modernization 

initiative or in districts receiving large Title I increases. 

 

The Washington Update includes: 

 

 ESSA Transition Regulation and Guidance Update: SIG Priority Schools, Title I, Title II, 

and Title III 

 

 New IDEA Proposed Regulations Would Increase the Number of Districts Using 

Response to Intervention (RTI/MTSS) With Different At-Risk Student Populations 
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 California’s Accountability Approaches Will Likely Be a Testbed for Promising Models 

and Practices for Other States to Adopt Under the New ESSA 

 

 Update: Highlights of Key Influencers’ Positions Affecting Regulatory Development Are 

Noted Below 

 

 A New Report Suggests How Firms With High-Quality Curriculum Should Approach 

Potential District Clients   

 

 2015 State Action on Early Care and Education:  Focus on Promoting Quality 

 

 A number of miscellaneous items are also addressed including: 

a) The USED has announced that 14 states and 40 school districts have joined the 

USED supported Open Education Resource (OER) project “Go Open,” which was 

initiated last October. 

b) The top three priorities/issues in the “State of the State Addresses” of 41 

governors were K-12 funding/new initiatives (21 governors); increasing skilled 

workforces (15 governors); and improving student access/success in high-quality 

early learning (9 governors). 

c) A new report from Complete College America (CCA) presents evidence that its 

approach to college remedial education called “co-requisite remediation” is 

producing “significant gains” in Indiana, Tennessee, West Virginia, and 

elsewhere.   

d) The NCES reports that in FY 2014, Federal funding was back to nine percent of 

all K-12 funding, down from the high of 13 percent in 2010-11 when stimulus 

funding was at its highest level. 

e) According to Teachers College Newsroom, while percentages among states vary, 

“Only 14 percent of students starting in community colleges transfer to four-year 

schools and earn a bachelor’s degree within six years of entry.”   

f) “Proficiency” levels in proportion to the National Assessment of Education 

Progress (NAEP) have increased in math and English/language arts since 2011, 

with 36 states increasing proficiency cut scores in the last two years. 

g) A new survey conducted by the Rand Corporation identifies areas teachers report 

needing additional professional development (PD) related to teaching Common 

Core math and English/language arts standards and curricula.    

 

We will continue to send updates on regulatory developments and related information gathered 

at the recent NAFEPA and Council of Great City Schools conferences and during the negotiated 

rulemaking committee meetings.    
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Special Funding Alert:  
E-Rate Update:  Funding Commitments for Selected Districts 

Receiving “E-Rate Refunds” (October-December 2015),  
Which Can Be Used to Purchase Instructional Software,  

Professional Development, and Other Products 
  

A Technology Monitoring and Information Service (TechMIS)  

 

Prepared by: 

Education TURNKEY Systems, Inc. 

256 North Washington Street 

Falls Church, Virginia 22046-4549 

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

 

March 29, 2016 

 

Since 1999, we have been reporting on possible opportunities in districts to purchase ineligible 

E-Rate products using E-rate refunds through the so-called BEAR process. These districts pay 

the full price for eligible products and then request an E-Rate discount refund, which can be used 

to pay for non-eligible products such as instructional software and professional development and 

for other purposes. Some districts paid the full price; they were turned down; after which, they 

filed an appeal; and then the appeal was found to be meritorious a year or so later. Others wanted 

to leverage the E-rate for more flexible funds by paying full price, and then requesting the 

discount.  Districts offering the best prospects among those receiving Funding Commitment 

Letters (FCL) between October-December, 2015 have been identified in this TechMIS alert.     

 

Although this process may seem a bit complicated, it has been re-confirmed as working per the 

presentation by John Harrington, President of Funds for Learning (FFL). During the April SIIA-

sponsored Webinar on member’s opportunities to participate in the E-Rate program, John 

Harrington reaffirmed the nature of such opportunities for districts by stating that his group 

recommends eligible districts/clients actually pay the full price for eligible products and then 

request, through the BEAR process the E-Rate discount refund or “savings,” which can be used 

for ineligible products.  The recently published “Guide to E-Rate 2.0” by the Education 

Technology Industry Network of SIIA, argues that the “savings” can be used for non-eligible 

technology-related software products and services, which became the intent of the E-Rate 

program: “In some instances, technology directors have worked out arrangements whereby they 

direct the BEAR (discount reimbursement) payments to special accounts for technology 

purchases, but that is by no means guaranteed.  In other cases where the technology directors 

expect to make future purchases from a vendor, they may ask that BEAR payments be credited 

to the district’s account in part to keep the “savings out of the hands of school budget officers.”   

 

To further reaffirm what we have noted in previous TechMIS reports, the Guide states, 

“Beginning in funding year 2016, applicants which use the BEAR method will be directly 
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reimbursed for E-Rate discounts by USAC.  This creates an anticipation of a faster 

reimbursement for applicants which could, in turn, allow schools and libraries to deploy projects 

and use new software quicker than what has previously been the case -- an advantage for 

companies with non-eligible products and services that schools may pay for using their E-Rate 

reimbursements.”  

 

In addition to districts, which pay the “full price” on eligible E-Rate products in order to receive 

BEAR refunds or “savings,” some districts receive “refunds” as a result of some appeals that 

were filed by districts when they were notified that certain technology purchase requests in their 

applications were denied.  In many cases, these districts went ahead and purchased the product in 

question, paying the whole pre-discount price.  Because the Schools and Libraries Division 

(SLD) eventually found many of these appeals to be meritorious, these districts have requested a 

check for the refund through the so-called BEAR process.   

 

In the above cases districts can use the discount refund to purchase non-eligible E-Rate products 

and services such as instructional software and professional development.   

 

As we noted in the February TechMIS Washington Update, the most recent Funds for Learning 

report on problems districts are having in implementing the new E-Rate Modernization initiative 

found that the application process took longer and was more complex than in previous years and 

that there was confusion about many of the changes and their impact.  Given this increased 

degree of confusion and complexity, as we have predicted, one can expect an increase in 2016 in 

the number of applications, which are denied or initially turned down.  And, after appeals are 

found to be meritorious, one can expect an increase in the number of E-Rate refunds provided to 

districts which can be used to purchase non-eligible E-Rate products and services such as 

professional development and instructional software.  The EdWeek Marketbrief (December 15, 

2015) which included interviews with John Harrington of Funds for Learning and TURNKEY, 

described in some detail the problems as well as new opportunities not only for new priority 

eligible products/services, but also non-eligible products under the BEAR process using E-Rate 

refunds.   

 

Suggested Sales Approach 

 

It is important to note that some of the districts receiving Funding Commitment Letters for the 

most recent quarter also received Funding Commitment Letters for significant amounts of 

refunds during the first two quarters of this year.  These include Brownsville, Texas, which 

received $23 million in this quarter and $13 and $3 million in the previous two quarters.  Also, 

some of the districts/states/entities receiving relatively large refunds in this quarter could have 

been lead agents for a consortia of districts and received the Funding Commitment Letters as a 

fiscal agent in which the “refunds” could be prorated to the member districts of the consortia.  In 

any event, the districts identified in the attached exhibit represent good opportunities even 

though the context for the entities may differ and the procedures for using such funds may also 

differ. 
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One strategy would be to identify districts in the exhibit, which are existing customers who 

might desire to expand use of a firm’s products to other schools and/or purchase products and/or 

professional development, possibly under an existing sales/contractual arrangement over 

multiple years.  If a district staff person is interested in seeking funds to purchase a non-E-Rate 

eligible product or service, then he or she should contact the district E-Rate office to determine 

whether a check was requested for the refund amount through the BEAR process and, if so, 

whether some of that money can be used to purchase the desired product or service. We suggest 

the sales person NOT “cold-call” the district E-Rate office directly!!  

 

In our February 20, 2014, TechMIS Special E-rate Report on the new Modernization Initiative 

we noted that beginning in 2016, the BEAR process is likely to become more timely as districts 

can receive refunds directly rather than going through a service provider. Under the first two 

years of the new Modernization Initiative, the number of districts receiving “refunds” through 

the BEAR process is very likely to increase. 

 

The chart on the next page includes districts/schools/libraries which received funding 

commitment letter greater than $50,000 for October-December (fourth quarter) of 2015. These 

districts are most likely for appeals found to be “meritorious” and generally offer the best 

prospects.  

 

Please call Charles directly (703-362-4689 if you have any questions about this Special Funding 

Alert. 
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E-Rate

FundingYear 2015,Quarter 4(Oct-Dec) Commitments
(greater than $50,000)

Applicant City State

Amount 

Committed

2007 Commitments
DONNA INDEP SCHOOL DISTRICT DONNA TX $716,069

2008 Commitments

DONNA INDEP SCHOOL DISTRICT DONNA TX $3,490,386

2009 Commitments
BROWNSVILLE INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT BROWNSVILLE TX $23,383,712

DONNA INDEP SCHOOL DISTRICT DONNA TX $4,532,230

2013 Commitments
ASPIRE PUBLIC SCHOOLS OAKLAND CA $1,384,512

DIS STATE OF ARKANSAS LITTLE ROCK AR $454,351

BANCROFT CHERRY HILL NJ $237,803

SUMNER COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT GALLATIN TN $219,104

ACHIEVEMENT SCHOOL DISTRICT NASHVILLE TN $159,227

AGORA CYBER CHARTER KING OF PRUSSIA PA $129,720

WAPATO SCHOOL DISTRICT 207 WAPATO WA $119,735

HAWKINS COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT ROGERSVILLE TN $94,667

CLARKSDALE MUNICIPAL SCH DIST CLARKSDALE MS $90,957

MORGAN COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT WARTBURG TN $64,345

CLARKSTON SCHOOL DIST J250-185 CLARKSTON WA $63,731

MERCAZ GAN BROOKLYN NY $50,418

2014 Commitments
DIS STATE OF ARKANSAS LITTLE ROCK AR $5,078,540

SAN DIEGO CITY UNIF SCH DIST SAN DIEGO CA $4,308,447

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, STATE OF HAWAII HONOLULU HI $2,671,447

ASPIRE PUBLIC SCHOOLS OAKLAND CA $1,600,901

AURORA PUBLIC SCHOOLS AURORA CO $1,100,372

CORCORAN JT. UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT CORCORAN CA $805,500

RESPONSIVE EDUCATION SOLUTION LEWISVILLE TX $596,007

MONTEBELLO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT MONTEBELLO CA $592,773

PENNSYLVANIA CYBER CHARTER SCHOOL MIDLAND PA $511,481

UNITED TALMUDICAL ACADEMY BROOKLYN NY $395,674

LOUSIANA OFFICE OF JUVENVILE JUSTICE OFFICE BATON ROUGE LA $293,183

PLAINFIELD COMM CONS DIST 202 PLAINFIELD IL $279,881

SHOW LOW UN SCHOOL DISTRICT 10 SHOW LOW AZ $272,418

EAST ORANGE COMMUNITY CHARTER SCHOOL EAST ORANGE NJ $233,353

LINCOLN HALL Lincolndale NY $186,898

CATALYST SCHOOLS CHICAGO CHICAGO IL $178,181

ACHIEVEMENT SCHOOL DISTRICT NASHVILLE TN $175,813

LAWRENCE PUBLIC SCHOOLS LAWRENCE MA $157,233

YESHIVA BETH HILLEL BROOKLYN NY $155,496

BIBLIOTECA PUBLICA CAYEY CAYEY PR $153,000

WEST AURORA SCHOOL DISTRICT 129 AURORA IL $140,938

WAPATO SCHOOL DISTRICT 207 WAPATO WA $130,933

TALMUD TORAH TIFERES BUNIM BROOKLYN NY $89,321

EQUALITY CHARTER SCHOOL BRONX NY $86,935

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA CHILD DEVELOPMENT, INC RED BLUFF CA $78,608

BIBLIOTECA MUNICIPAL DE BAYAMON, PILAR BARBOSA BAYAMON PR $71,100

HOPE ACADEMY NORTHCOAST CLEVELAND OH $57,997

PONTOTOC TECHNOLOGY CENTER ADA OK $57,306

LIFE SKILLS HIGH SCHOOL OF CLEVELAND INC CLEVELAND OH $56,622
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Vol. 21, No. 3, March 29, 2016

ESSA Transition Regulation and 
Guidance Update: SIG Priority 
Schools, Title I, Title II, and Title III 

 

USED has published a Frequently Asked 

Questions (FAQ) related to the transition 

from NCLB/ESEA to ESSA which clarifies 

or extends earlier guidance (see January and 

February TechMIS reports).  Those of most 

interest to TechMIS subscribers are 

discussed below.   

 

SIG and Priority Schools 

The FAQ reiterates and further expands 

guidance, that makes existing Priority 

schools more attractive as targets of 

opportunity between now and September 

2017.  As noted in previous TechMIS 

reports, earlier guidance states or implied: 

districts in both waiver states and non-state 

waiver states “must continue to implement 

interventions applicable to such schools 

through the 2016-17 school year.”   

 

A state can freeze its current list of Priority 

and Focus schools or identify new ones, but 

has to identify and send the updated list to 

USED by March 1st.  Given the short 

timeframe and additional effort to come up 

with “option B,” which is a plan to provide 

alternative supports for the new Focus or 

Priority schools, most observers feel states 

are most likely to continue serving existing 

and not new Priority and Focus schools.  

The new guidance states that if the state 

does “exit” certain Priority schools, which 

meet the exit criteria, it does not have to add 

more Priority and Focus schools to the list as 

long as the remaining list still has 5% of the 

lowest-performing schools and 10% of those 

with the largest achievement gaps 

respectively.   

 

The bottom line is that if states decide to go 

with existing Priority and Focus schools, 

these schools will receive two years of SIG 

funding (e.g., the FY 2015 funds, which 

have yet to be allocated, and the FY 2016 

funds being allocated by July 1st), but also if 

some of the Priority schools exit, the 

remaining Priority and Focus schools will 

most likely receive more funding than they 

did last year.  In many cases the existing 

Priority schools, which receive SIG and 

some Title I funding, are relatively better 

prospects than other Title I schools.  

Moreover, the new FAQ reiterates that even 

though these Priority schools have less than 

40 percent poverty enrollment, they can still 

be designated schoolwide programs (SWP) 

and take advantage of SWP flexibilities 

(e.g., comingling of Federal funds), but also 

the amount of Federal funds which can be 

transferred from other programs (e.g., Title 

II) is now unlimited.  This means even more 

funds can be allocated to Priority schools 

and used to continue or add on to existing 

interventions. 

 

Title I 

The FAQ reiterates that districts are no 

longer required to set aside 20% for SES and 

parent school choice even though they may 

do so if they so elect.  It clarifies that 

existing NCLB regulations re districts 

“identified” for improvement (i.e., in need 

of improvement, corrective action or 

restructuring) remain in effect, even though 
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the 20% SES and parent choice set-aside is 

no longer triggered.  It also clarifies that 

previous regulations such as the September 

2, 2009 regulations for use of Title I funds 

(see February TechMIS Special Report) are 

still in effect until full ESSA implementation 

occurs in September 2017.   

 

Title II 

The FAQ also restates that the NCLB 

requirements for highly-qualified teachers 

(HQT) no longer apply to teachers and 

paraprofessionals hired for Title I programs, 

but state plans have to ensure equitable 

access to “Excellent Educators” 

requirements (i.e., that poor and minority 

children are not taught at higher rates than 

other children by inexperienced, unqualified 

and out-of-field teachers).  The FAQ states 

that “additional information on this 

requirement in the near future will be 

provided.”  As we have noted in recent 

TechMIS reports, this is one area where 

USED officials and lawyers in the Office of 

Civil Rights will most likely rely on civil 

rights laws requiring “equal education 

opportunity” for enforcement.   

 

Title III 

Regarding Title III English Language 

Acquisition, which will be merged into Title 

I under ESSA, a state may “freeze district 

accountability determinations under Title III 

-- and must continue to implement 

corresponding supports and interventions in 

those LEAs for the remaining months of 

2015-16 school year and the 2016-17 school 

year.”  If a state were developing a school 

improvement plan this year, it must continue 

the interventions or reforms for next year 

with the state providing support to the 

district.  The new FAQ, however, does note 

LEAs are not required to comply with parent 

notification requirements regarding whether 

their child has failed to make progress; 

however, a district must still provide parents 

of students identified as English learners 

within 30 days, the reason that the child was 

identified and what rights parents have in 

the process.  States are also still required to 

report on the number of English learners 

making progress and obtaining proficiency 

on the state’s English language proficiency 

assessment and report that to USED.   

 

While much of the USED authority to 

enforce requirements under Title III have 

been removed in the area of ELL, or Title 

III, USED will likely rely on long-time civil 

rights laws for enforcement such as the 1964 

Lau-Nichols Law. 

 

 

New IDEA Proposed Regulations 
Would Increase the Number of 
Districts Using Response to 
Intervention (RTI/MTSS) With 
Different At-Risk Student Populations 

 

New USED-proposed IDEA Special 

Education regulations would increase the 

number of districts required to set aside 15% 

of IDEA funds for Coordinated Early 

Intervening Services (CEIS)/RTI, and 

expand the types of interventions to 

behavioral/social/emotional interventions 

which can to reduce suspensions and 

expulsions not only for students not yet 

placed in special education, but also those 

already placed in special education 

programs.  

 

Under the guise of promoting “equity in 

IDEA” and reducing disparity among states 

in the number of districts with “significant 

disproportionalities,” thereby having to set 

aside the 15% for CEIS, new USED 

regulations would establish a “standard 
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methodology” which states must use.  The 

bottom line effect for many TechMIS 

subscribers is that, as USED officials 

reportedly said (Education Week February 

23rd) in releasing the proposed rule, “…the 

change would likely prompt many more 

districts to be classified as having significant 

proportionality, which under the Individuals 

with Disabilities Act means they would have 

to set aside a portion of their Federal funds 

to fix the problem.”  As we reported in our 

April 29, 2015 TechMIS Washington 

Update, according to state reports in 2011-

12, about 350 LEAs were required to set 

aside the 15 percent for CEIS, with the total 

amount of funding about $110 million.  

Districts were located in 25 states with half 

in five states, including Louisiana which had 

73 districts.  However, the influential IDEA 

Money Watch also reported that more than 

1,200 LEAs located in 44 states had 

voluntarily used IDEA funds for CEIS for 

an amount totaling about $110 million.  

“Prompted” by the 2006 IDEA regulations, 

total districts CEIS/RTI expenditures 

(including other state, local, and other 

Federal funds such as Title I districts) had 

grown from $500 million to $4-5 billion 

over ten years based upon annual surveys 

conducted by Spectrum K-12 and several 

associations, including Council for 

Exceptional Children.  As the IDEA Money 

Watch report noted, the authorized activities 

for the use of the 15 percent set-aside were 

professional development to deliver 

scientifically-based academic and behavioral 

interventions, and providing behavioral 

education services supports, among others.   

 

As we have reported over the last decade 

and in the August 2015 TechMIS 

Washington Update, “fidelity of 

implementation” of CEIS/RTI (and more 

recently referred to as Multiple Tiers of 

Student Support) have produced 

questionable student results.  Dysfunctional 

state laws (i.e., requiring vs. permitting RTI 

which could violate supplement-not-

supplant provisions if Title I funds are used), 

also affected selection actual use of certain 

interventions.  And, different state 

definitions and percentages on how many 

minority students being placed in special 

education programs constituted “significant 

disproportionality” also existed. Over time, 

special education district offices 

increasingly resisted having their IDEA 

funds for special education students being 

reallocated to other programs such as Title I 

to serve non-special education at-risk 

students.  To reduce the growing opposition 

by special educators to the 15 percent set-

aside, the proposed rule would allow LEAs 

to “identify and address the factors 

contributing to significant disproportionality 

as part of a Coordinated Early Intervening 

Service and allow some services from 

children ages 3 through grade 12 with and 

without disabilities.”  Allowing IDEA funds 

for appropriate interventions for students 

already in special education programs will 

not only reduce the amount of funds under 

the 15% set-aside to be reallocated out of 

special education programs, but also expand 

the types of interventions beyond those 

generally used to remove education and 

learning deficiencies for at-risk students in 

order that they might not have to be placed 

in special education programs.   

 

The other stated goal of the proposed 

regulation is to address “significant 

disproportionality and the incidence, 

duration, and type of disciplinary actions 

including suspensions and expulsions using 

the same statutory remedies required to 

address significant disproportionality in the 

identification and placement of children 
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with disabilities.”  Behavioral interventions 

and those designed to develop social and 

emotional learning skills should be in higher 

demand.  While the 15% set-aside currently 

applies to students K-12, the proposed 

regulations would also require appropriate 

funding for interventions for children 

beginning with age 3 which would also 

expand the types of interventions which 

would be most appropriate (additional 

funding is also included in the FY 2016 

budget for this purpose).   

 

The proposed regulations provide examples 

of appropriate interventions/strategies which 

could be purchased and/or used under the 

15% set-aside including: 

 program-wide models of interventions 

such as positive behavioral interventions 

and supports and response-to-

intervention; 

 explicit instruction and individualized 

interventions for preschool children who 

need support; 

 professional development for staff to 

provide support, cognitive, social and 

emotional, and behavioral, and health 

services; and 

 training preschool staff to conduct 

developmental screenings in making 

appropriate referrals to maximize 

children’s’ learning potential. 

 

The new rules as proposed would certainly 

increase the number of districts required to 

set aside the 15%, thereby increasing the 

total amount of funding for CEIS/RTI which 

conceivably could be more than $1 billion; 

and the number of different types of 

interventions (e.g., for RTI or Multiple Tier 

Systems of Support – MTSS) will expand.   

 

A number of hurdles have already been 

“crossed.”  Without doubt, the grassroots 

RTI movement will continue and is 

supported under the new ESSA (see 

December 4, 2015 TechMIS Special 

Report); a working “definition” of RTI has 

been generally agreed upon by influential 

groups such as the National Center for 

Education Outcomes (University of 

Minnesota), the National Center for 

Learning Disabilities, the RTI network 

among others; and proposed ESSA 

provisions related to supplement-not-

supplant would allow greater flexibility for 

states to require rather than just permit RTI.  

However, a number of other hurdles still 

remain, including:  

 Special education groups such as the 

National Association of State Directors 

of Special Ed (NASDE) have expressed 

concern about developing a “standard 

approach” among states for identifying 

disproportionality as stated in Education 

Week (February 23rd), “But if our nation 

has learned just one thing since the No 

Child Left Behind Act was signed into 

Law, it would be that ‘one size does not 

fit all.’” 

 One group within the research 

community will argue that minority, 

particularly African American students 

are not over-represented in education, 

but rather under-represented because 

many districts do not provide adequate 

evaluations to identify appropriate 

disabilities which exist for fear of being 

called “racist” if they have over-

representation of blacks in their special 

education programs. 

 Some research groups argue based upon 

recent research findings that response-to-

intervention approaches have not worked 

(see August 2015 TechMIS Washington 

Update). 
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 Some policy observers argue that the 

proposed regulatory changes are being 

made for President Obama’s legacy 

“scrapbook.”  And if the rules are 

adopted pretty much intact, the 

enforcement under IDEA or civil rights 

laws will be difficult… if the new 

administration desires, and could be 

overturned.   

 

Even if some of the above hurdles are 

successfully cleared, the real question is are 

the major provisions in the regulations 

implementable?  Differences among the 

states in terms of geography, minority 

populations, political environments, and 

institutional/bureaucratic traditions are so 

different that a fairly specific set of 

regulations is difficult to implement and if 

the regs are too flexible, will anything useful 

come out of any attempts to implement with 

any degree of “fidelity” RTI, MTSS and/or 

CEIS.  Given that the RTI movement has 

basically been a grassroots movement 

spurred by rather general IDEA mandates, 

will the increase in Federal mandates (or 

even new allowances) result in unintended 

consequences which could stunt the growth 

of the entire movement.  We plan to 

continue monitoring developments in this 

area very carefully as they can be extremely 

important for many TechMIS clients. 

 

 

California’s Accountability 
Approaches Will Likely Be a Testbed 
for Promising Models and Practices 
for Other States to Adopt Under the 
New ESSA 
 

If states are looking for accountability 

models and promising approaches/practices 

to adopt and adapt as they implement new 

ESSA flexibility given to SEAs/districts, 

there are a number of reasons why 

California offers the most likely large-scale 

“testbed” for many of them, which could 

have implications in certain areas for some 

TechMIS subscribers.  Some of these, which 

are described below, have been noted by 

other observers while some will likely 

emerge over time. 

 

Unlike the 40+ waiver states, California was 

not approved for an NCLB flexibility state 

waiver in its initial “unofficial” waiver 

application as the state refused to accept 

many of USED’s waiver conditions.  It 

argued that the conditions conflicted with 

the state’s new envisioned accountability 

model for professional development.  With 

the exception of a limited number of states 

whose leadership looked upon the state 

flexibility waiver as “political cover” to do 

what initially they wanted to do, most other 

states’ disdain for waivers increased while 

respect for California and its initial decision 

grew.  Over time, California has requested 

USED individual waivers (not NCLB entire 

flexibility waivers) to get out from under 

some of the most widely-disliked waiver 

provisions, such as doing away with AYP as 

a yardstick and implementing the 20% SES 

set-aside with outside groups, which was 

finally approved in February. 

 

Another related reason is that the key 

architects of the new and recently-

implemented California Accountability 

Model component (Local District Formula 

Funding) Dr. Michael Kirst, Chairman of the 

State Board of Education, and State 

Superintendent Tom Torlakson, are keenly 

aware of the original intent of ESEA, and 

felt part of the NCLB state waiver flexibility 

went way beyond initial ESEA intent.  After 

receiving his PhD from the Kennedy School 

Harvard University, Mike Kirst was directly 
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involved, and in some cases responsible for 

developing regulations to implement the 

initial ESEA Title I and other programs 

while with the U.S. Office of Education in 

the mid-late 1960s.  In subsequent years, he 

and an associate conducted the seminal 

study of federal-state education relations in 

implementing ESEA, and published the 

“bible” followed by most scholars and SEA 

officials in that field for many years during 

the last quarter of the 20th century. 

 

As a result of the above, many of the 

approaches and provisions in the new ESSA 

are strikingly similar to those in the evolving 

California State Accountability Model and 

its provisions.  As Education Week’s 

Politics K-12 blog reported (January 13th) 

Kirst’s and Torlakson’s suggestions for the 

new Acting Secretary John King in recent 

correspondence, “…dovetail with 

California’s own, still under construction 

accountability system which seeks to look 

holistically at school performance and put 

districts in the drivers’ seats.” The new 

California Accountability System is based 

upon “continuous improvement” and not 

“compliance-based mentality,” in which 

districts have greater discretion over 

spending decisions while holding them 

accountable for results.  The new system 

focuses on ensuring greater resources for 

programs and services for all students with 

the greatest needs; it does not focus solely 

on test scores; instead it requires schools and 

districts to set goals and allocate spending 

resources according to state and local 

priorities.  Rubrics now being developed by 

the California State Board of Education will 

help identify strengths in areas in need of 

improvement and local district plans.”    

 

The letter urges USED to “grant states wide 

discretion as regulations are developed for 

ESSA” and argues flexibility through the 

regulatory process is “paramount” for 

California and other states redesigning their 

accountability systems.  The letter 

recommends: 

 continuous improvement which avoids 

specifying any particular metric or 

approach to measurements of progress; 

should be supported through multiple 

measures for assessing school 

performance; should be protected to 

allow for state differentiation rather than 

forcing the use of a single index; 

 in determining “lowest-performing” 

schools, states should be able to use 

multiple measures, not just test scores in 

evaluating school performance; 

 the regulations should allow states to 

target districts, not just schools, for 

identifying and suggesting intervention, 

recognizing that building capacity at the 

district level “is critical”; and 

 regulations should allow the use of 

“scales, scores, and measure 

performance and improvement for the 

full range of students rather than a single 

cut scores.” 

 

In addition to suggestions on the 

accountability “front” and providing flexible 

regulations, one specific area in which 

California could be a significant testbed for 

promising practices is for English Language 

Learners (ELLs).  A recent brief by the 

Policy Analysis for California Education 

(PACE, which at one time was headed by 

Dr. Michael Kirst), involves the recent 

California English Language Development 

(ELD) standards and the pending California 

Multi-Lingual Education Act, which could 

repeal in November proposition 227.  As 

Education Week’s On California blog 

(January 5th) notes, California has the 
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highest density of ELLs, nearly one in four 

students in K-12, compared to the national 

ratio of one in nine, and of the 25 

nationwide districts with largest ELL 

populations, eight are in California.  As 

noted in our November 2015 TechMIS 

Washington Update, under the new State 

ELL “adoption,” such materials have to 

provide ELLs both language and content 

instruction.  As the On California blog 

argues, reconciling language content for 

instruction is a major challenge for 

educators and as we argued, could be a 

major challenge for many TechMIS 

subscribers who target the ELL niche 

market.  Moreover, the resolution of the 

California new standards with ESSA, “new 

supplement-not-supplant” prohibitions may 

establish a precedent which will be adopted 

by and/or applied to other states.  This 

resolution could determine how much, if 

any, of Title I and Title III Federal funds can 

be used to purchase the “combined” English 

language and content materials, digital 

software, etc. which are “required by a state 

law” -- in this case, California’s new state 

law for ELL “adoption.”  

 

The PACE Center and other evaluation 

groups are conducting studies of approaches 

which appear to be effective with ELLs, 

with some of these studies meeting the new 

“evidence-based” tiers in ESSA.  For 

example, the fourth tier, according to 

Education Week’s Inside Research blog 

(December 3rd) states, “If a state or provider 

can show that a program’s rationale is based 

upon high-quality research or a positive 

evaluation that suggests it is likely to 

improve student or other important 

outcomes, the rationale is enough as long as 

the program or intervention has ongoing 

self-evaluation as well.”  With groups such 

as ELLs subject to civil rights law, (i.e., the 

1964 Lau v. Nichols civil rights Law), 

“evidence-based” may be an important 

criterion for the use of Federal funds by 

USED, which has lost much of its authority 

for oversight in the ESSA. However, it can 

rely on civil rights Law for enforcement as it 

sends lawyers instead of auditors into 

districts which are not providing for equal 

education opportunity to address equality for 

minority groups. 

 

The new California Multi-lingual Education 

Act, if passed, could also establish best 

practices for enrolling such students in dual 

emersion and bilingual programs which 

have proven to be effective in studies 

conducted by a consortia of California 

research groups in California districts led by 

PACE.  As the blog notes, the medium and 

long-term gains academic performance 

found in California districts ELL has been 

supported by other recent studies.  In 

implementing new ELL initiatives, the state 

may also provide useful opportunities to 

refine ELL classifications in such areas as 

differentiating between those “new-comers,” 

long-term ELLs, ELLs with special 

education identification, and ELLs from 

different linguistic and national origin 

backgrounds (e.g., between those with 

Chinese origin versus those with Latino 

origin ELLs).   

 

We will continue to follow developments in 

this area when implications for TechMIS 

subscribers become clear.   

 

 

Update: Highlights of Key 
Influencers’ Positions Affecting 
Regulatory Development Are Noted 
Below 

 

In his speech before the National Governors 



  
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. 21, No. 3, March 29, 2016 

 

Association winter meeting in February, 

Senator Lamar Alexander, Chairman of the 

Senate Education Committee and key ESSA 

sponsor and “guardian,” stated, “The 

Federal government has defined power 

under this Law.  States have infinite power.  

We should adhere to the principles of 

federalism here.”  Telling the governors to 

push back any attempts by USED to revert 

back to its National School Board mentality, 

he said governors should be alert for any 

hints of Federal mandates, waivers, and 

approvals by, “Just say, ‘no,’ if you don’t 

like it.”  And, as noted in an Education 

Week article (February 21st), “And if the 

Federal government stands its ground, sue.” 

 

In his testimony before the House Education 

and Workforce Committee in February, 

Acting Secretary John King responded to 

Chairman John Kline’s statement that the 

Federal control over education policy had 

ended; acting Secretary King emphasized 

that in developing regulations, input from 

state and local officials would be sought, but 

that “guardrails” protecting struggling, 

disadvantaged students would be followed.  

And, as quoted in Education Week 

(February 25th), he emphasized, “We are a 

civil rights agency enforcing a civil rights 

law.”  Ranking Senate minority leader Patty 

Murray, also reiterated that the ESEA, 

which ESSA amends, “is at its heart a civil 

rights law.”  

 

These types of statements reinforce our 

prediction that USED will rely increasingly 

on civil rights laws for enforcement during 

the transition period since civil rights laws 

are already in effect to enforce provisions in 

ESEA and after September 2017 in ESSA 

on the basis of providing minority at-risk 

students “equal education opportunities” and 

related provisions. 

During the recent Senate hearing on the 

President’s proposed FY 2017 budget for 

education, GOP senators, led by Committee 

Chairman Senator Lamar Alexander, 

exercised their “spending” oversight 

prerogative by directing two key questions 

at Acting Secretary John King: (a) instead of 

requesting close to the $1.6 billion 

authorized level for the new Title IV 

consolidated grant program in ESSA, the 

Administration only requested $500 million, 

while at the same time requesting almost $5 

billion for other new programs not 

authorized by Congress? And, (b) why is the 

Administration calling for the use of 

competitive grants instead of formula 

allocations as Congress intended?  As we 

pointed out in the February TechMIS 

Special Report on the proposed FY 2017 

budget, this violation of congressional intent 

would certainly raise the “hackles” of 

districts, particularly small, rural districts, 

which favored formula allocations and high 

tech supporters of the components of the 

Title IV consolidation, such as Senator 

Tammy Baldwin, who sponsored the I-

TECH amendment included in the final 

ESSA version.  Under the proposed budget, 

states would determine whether or not any 

of the competitive grants could be directed 

toward technology, which under the Title IV 

language if funded at the $1.6 billion level, 

could have resulted in as much as 60 percent 

for technology and related activities, 

including professional development.  As 

Education Week’s Politics K-12 blog noted, 

“The exchange is probably good news for 

fans of the block grant that may see a little 

more than $500 million when the committee 

releases its spending bill for fiscal year 2017 

(that mostly impacts the 2017-18 school 

year the first year that ESSA will be fully 

implemented).”   
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During Education Week’s recent event 

Leadership to Learn From, acting Secretary 

John King advised forward thinking districts 

to start planning for ESSA implementation 

now, even though regulations have not been 

promulgated.  Specific topics to be 

addressed now, include what types of 

indicators beyond math and reading 

achievement such as teacher engagement, 

student engagement, success in advanced 

coursework should be used to “gauge school 

performance and to now think about types of 

interventions, which should be used to meet 

accountability success goals.”  In a Q&A, as 

reported in Education Week (March 14th), 

Virginia Edwards, President Editorial 

Projects in Education, which publishes 

Education Week, asked when regulations 

would be finalized, to which he said that a 

regulatory “framework” and a guidance 

framework by the end of the year, would be 

available; to which she asked, “Will the next 

Administration be doing most of the 

approving of states’ plans, to which he 

stated, “I think that’s right.”   

 

 

A New Report Suggests How Firms 
With High-Quality Curriculum Should 
Approach Potential District Clients   
 

The Center for American Progress’ new 

report argues that the most cost-effective 

way for districts to increase their Return On 

Investment (ROI) on “curriculum reform” 

efforts and to have a significant positive 

impact on student achievement is to invest 

in high-quality curriculum.  The study 

involved extensive research, including 

interviews with state and district officials, 

examinations of curriculum price lists, and 

comparison of six “paired curricula” where 

each pair included a “lower-quality” and 

“higher-quality” version of the curriculum.  

The average cost per-student for using the 

highest-quality elementary school math 

curriculum, for example, was only $36 per 

student -- in some cases less than the per-

pupil cost of a lower-quality version.  As the 

report states, “In short, curriculum reform is 

a low-cost, high-return education 

investment.”  The findings suggest that 

TechMIS subscribers with high-quality 

curriculum use these arguments and 

justifications as appropriate in positioning 

their product when approaching potential 

district clients.  The report defines 

“curriculum” as “instructional materials 

such as textbooks, workbooks, and software 

used by teachers.”   

 

In terms of cost effectiveness, the study 

team reviewed six pair of elementary math 

curriculum, which have undergone rigorous 

evaluations sponsored by USED.  The team 

found that the “average cost-effective ratio 

of switching curriculum was almost 40 times 

that of class size reduction in a well-known, 

randomized experiment.”  It also found little 

relationship between cost and quality of 

instructional products; it further concluded 

that “policy decisions do not always 

consider rigorous measures of curriculum 

quality.  State adoption decisions are often 

based on limited assessments of quality and 

weak proxies for alignment to state 

standards…There’s also a clear gap between 

reality of which curriculum are effective or 

aligned to state standards, and the 

curriculum that publishers advertise as 

such.”   

 

The report’s recommendations call for 

greater investments in better product 

research and improvement in state textbook 

adoption processes; however, even though 

reforms of state adoption practices can 

provide a higher quality “list of options,” the 
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report states, “One promising strategy 

currently used in some districts is to pilot-

test new products alongside existing 

products in order to produce evidence on the 

effectiveness before committing to the new 

product.  Districts can also benefit by 

increasing information sharing across 

districts about experiences with different 

instructional products.”  The use of pilot 

tests, particularly in niche markets such as 

Title I and special education, has proven 

over the last several decades to be an 

effective approach to demonstrate student 

achievement, and perhaps other criteria 

(e.g., “engagement”) with new digital 

devices and curriculum.  And, certain 

districts have developed a reputation of 

being state “lighthouses” in conducting pilot 

tests of new promising curriculum and 

components and continue to be “reference 

sites” for companies with innovative 

curriculum and components (e.g., in Texas, 

Fort Worth ISD, under the leadership of 

Federal Program Director Frank Fanning 

served that role, with publishers such as 

CCC in the 1980s and 1990s). 

 

For a copy of “The Hidden Value of 

Curriculum Reform -- Do States and 

Districts Receive the Most Bang for Their 

Curriculum Buck?”, go to: 

www.AmericanProgress.org/issues/educatio

n/report/2015/10/14/122810/the-hidden-

value-of-curriculum-reform/ 

 

 

2015 State Action on Early Care and 
Education:  Focus on Promoting 
Quality 

 

In an earlier TechMIS article we discussed 

some of the CLASP analyses of 2015 State 

legislative action around the availability and 

access to early care and education slots, and 

funding for expansion of existing centers, or 

providing new centers to increase the supply 

of child care options. A ranking of states 

according to the increased funding was 

included. (See:  Child Care and Early 

Education Made Gains in Many States, But 

in Others Lost Ground.) 

 

This article focuses on the importance of 

improving the quality of early education and 

care as availability of care expands.  We 

identify states that are engaged in systematic 

professional development activities that 

move the quality rating of services received 

by children and families.   

 

A number of states have organized their 

professional development opportunities 

within the context of a Quality Rating and 

Improvement System (QRIS).  In 2015 

several states took steps to create a QRIS or 

to expand an existing QRIS.  States set-up 

QRIS to help assess, improve, and 

communicate the level of quality in early 

care and education programs, so parents and 

families, among others, can make selection 

decisions that match their requirements for 

care.  

 

The improvement piece of the system 

incorporates professional development 

opportunities for caregivers and teachers. It 

often establishes a career ladder that helps 

determine requirements for progressing from 

entry level to experienced professional. It is 

used to organize and promote improvement 

in educational programming and care for 

young children. 

 

CLASP’s State Early Care and Education 

Updates 2015 offers examples of how QRIS 

efforts are being implemented in the 

following states, “Using funds provided by 

the Race to the Top Early Learning 

file:///G:/Suzanne's%20Work/Education%20TURNKEY/2015/November/Nov-18/www.AmericanProgress.org/issues/education/report/2015/10/14/122810/the-hidden-value-of-curriculum-reform/
file:///G:/Suzanne's%20Work/Education%20TURNKEY/2015/November/Nov-18/www.AmericanProgress.org/issues/education/report/2015/10/14/122810/the-hidden-value-of-curriculum-reform/
file:///G:/Suzanne's%20Work/Education%20TURNKEY/2015/November/Nov-18/www.AmericanProgress.org/issues/education/report/2015/10/14/122810/the-hidden-value-of-curriculum-reform/
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Challenge, Kentucky Governor Steve 

Beshear signed legislation to expand 

Kentucky ALL STARS, the state’s QRIS. 

Due to this legislation, all school-based and 

private early care and education programs 

will be rated based on a wide set of criteria 

including classroom and instructional 

quality. 

 

Washington also took steps to expand the 

reach of its QRIS. Governor Inslee signed 

the Early Start Act, requiring licensed child 

care providers receiving state funds to 

participate in the state’s QRIS. The 

legislation calls for $98 million to 

implement these improvements and to fund 

training and technical assistance to help 

providers achieve higher quality ratings. 

 

Montana and California both allocated 

additional money in 2015 to support its 

QRIS. Montana provided $2.4 million in 

one-time funding while California allocated 

$24.2 million in QRIS grants to improve the 

quality of programs serving infants and 

toddlers.” 

 

TechMIS clients with professional 

development packages that reflect early 

education standards would be well-served to 

review state QRIS websites to determine 

congruence with the focus of improvement 

efforts targeted to infant/toddler and 

preschool caregivers and teachers that are 

part of the QRIS.  Such correlations enhance 

the opportunities for clients to market and 

promote ECE solutions statewide, across a 

variety of ECE centers and other 

environments. 

 

For the full CLASP analysis download the 

pdf: http://nwlc.org/wp-

content/uploads/2015/12/State-Early-Care-

and-Education-Updates-Dec-2015.pdf  

Miscellaneous (a) 
 

The USED has announced that 14 states and 

40 school districts have joined the USED 

supported Open Education Resource (OER) 

project “Go Open,” which was initiated last 

October.  Since then, USED has proposed 

regulations requiring any curricula and 

related instructional materials developed 

with Federal funds have “open licenses,” 

hired a full-time staff person to implement 

OER activities and supports, and will be 

developing regulations for provisions in the 

new ESSA.  District use of OER is 

supported under the new Title IV 

Consolidated Grant Program, which 

incorporates the ITECH amendment, which 

encourages districts to use OER instead of 

commercial textbooks and other materials. 

 

The states which have joined Go Open 

include: Arizona, Georgia, Indiana, 

Maryland, Michigan, North Carolina, 

Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, Utah, 

Vermont, Virginia, and Wisconsin.  The 

districts which will develop a strategy for 

implementation of OER materials commit to 

replace at least one textbook with OER next 

year, include, among others San Diego 

Unified, D.C., and Beaver School District, 

Oregon.  As Education Week reports, “The 

states will develop technology strategies that 

prominently feature the use of Open 

Education Resources, develop repositories 

for open resources, and will share strategies 

and lessons with one another.”   Several 

districts will be mentoring other districts.  

Districts which are developing strategies for 

using OER can make use of allowable 

Federal funding under various programs if 

enough money is appropriated once the new 

Title IV goes into effect (see January 

TechMIS Washington Update).  USED 

officials argue that the use of OER will free 

http://www.edcentr.al/edcyclopedia/child-care/
http://www.edcentr.al/edcyclopedia/child-care/
http://nwlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/State-Early-Care-and-Education-Updates-Dec-2015.pdf
http://nwlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/State-Early-Care-and-Education-Updates-Dec-2015.pdf
http://nwlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/State-Early-Care-and-Education-Updates-Dec-2015.pdf
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up other money which can be used to 

purchase technology and digital devices. 

 

As a sidebar, the Go Open states and 

districts met recently at their “exchange” 

along with a number of education 

technology companies and non-profit 

organizations supporting the effort.  As 

reported by Ed Central, most of the 

participants agreed that OER provides “the 

ability to modify these kinds of materials, 

provides states, districts and teachers with 

unprecedented opportunity to “legally” 

adapt and share resources…and also tap into 

the technology of an increasingly large 

portion of today’s classrooms.”  Some 

specific examples noted by participants 

included the following.   

 One attendee said about traditional 

textbook and textbook company 

products, “I really don’t believe this kind 

of information at this level is proprietary 

anymore.”  

 Adding about OER, “We feel this is a 

more sustainable systemic system than 

we’ve ever had.”   

 About using OER, another stated, “We 

as teachers feel more respected and 

empowered.  We are able to dig deeper 

into our standards and ask what are the 

big pieces of learning?” 

 Another remarked about student 

perspectives, “They’re actually allowed 

to write – heaven forbid – on their 

material.  It’s helped students live the 

lives of scientists.” 

 

As we have reported, education associations 

(e.g., SIIA and AAP) representing mostly 

commercial firms which would be 

negatively impacted in most instances as 

districts use “free” materials have publicly 

argued that USED’s active support of OER 

represents “unfair competition” and that 

there should be a “level playing field” 

regarding Federal support for instructional 

materials (see Education Week January 

19th). 

 

More information, including the names of 

the districts and activities which districts are 

committed to provide, including mentoring 

of other districts, are available at USED’s 

Office of Education Technology at: 

http://tech.ed.gov/ 

 

Given the USED “encouragement” with the 

“promise” of potential funding under Title 

IV and other Federal sources, states 

participating in Go Open and the 40+ 

districts (as of now) are less likely to 

entertain consideration of commercial 

products in curriculum areas or subject 

matters in which they have committed to 

replace current textbooks and/or 

instructional materials.  USED has 

undertaken several other initiatives to 

promote OER, including the creation of 

entities conducting “quick turnaround” 

evaluations of products with a particular 

priority being placed on OER materials for 

evaluation.  One way for sales staff to 

compete with OER products would be to 

take advantage of the current and new ESSA 

definition of a mandate to use “evidence-

based” products when Federal funds are 

used for purchasing.  If a district down plays 

a sales approach offering a commercial 

product by arguing OER is “free,” one 

counter argument is that use of OER 

materials in many cases are “free like a 

puppy,” when one takes into account other 

types of support, guarantees, etc. which 

come with the commercial product.  If a 

product has moderate to strong evidence 

supporting the effectiveness of the product 

in improving student performance, 

http://tech.ed.gov/
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achievement, etc., one can remind district-

level Title I directors and/or other potential 

customers that the commercial product in 

question meets the criteria related to the 

initial three tiers of “evidence” in the new 

ESSA, and that the use of OER materials, 

even though they may be free, could violate 

minority, at-risk students’ civil rights in 

ESSA regarding provision of “equal 

education opportunity.”  Rather than 

auditors, under civil rights laws USED 

and/or SEAs could send lawyers to review 

programs to ensure equity considerations are 

met.   

 

 

Miscellaneous (b) 
 

The top three priorities/issues in the “State 

of the State Addresses” of 41 governors 

were K-12 funding/new initiatives (21 

governors); increasing skilled workforces 

(15 governors); and improving student 

access/success in high-quality early learning 

(9 governors).  Other top education priorities 

were improving teacher quality, career and 

technical education, school choice, and high 

school transitions.  The top post-secondary 

priority issued was college affordability.   

 

Under funding, the top priorities were 

updating state funding formulas and 

improving conditions for teachers and 

students (including teacher compensation, 

recruitment, and retention) and 

building/infrastructure improvement.   For 

example, Idaho Governor Otter requested a 

7.9 percent increase in education funding; 

New York Governor Cuomo proposed a 

$2.1 billion increase for school funding; and 

Massachusetts Governor Baker proposed a 

new $75 million investment in 

career/technical schools.  Under school 

choice priorities, governors sought to create 

a more competitive environment through 

options such as charter, magnet, and home 

school options, as well as vouchers, open 

enrollment policies and tax credits.  

Governor Cuomo also proposed adding 

$800 million to local community budgets to 

ensure greater participation in full-day pre-K 

programs as it moves from 60 to 80 percent 

state contribution.  New Mexico Governor 

Martinez proposed expanding pre-K 

building by building $5 million for the new 

pre-K classrooms.   

 

In addition to the report, ECS has compiled 

an online resource which provides 

summaries of governors’ proposals from 

State of the State Addresses going back to 

2011 and is available at ECS.org. 

 

 

Miscellaneous (c) 
 

A new report from Complete College 

America (CCA) presents evidence that its 

approach to college remedial education 

called “co-requisite remediation” is 

producing “significant gains” in Indiana, 

Tennessee, West Virginia, and elsewhere.  

Differing from the “Premedial” approach 

(see Dec? TechMIS Washington Update) 

recently showcased by the Fordham 

Foundation, the CCA “co-requisite 

remediation approach” pairs “college-level 

English and math courses with additional 

supports for students needing remediation.”  

The types of additional supports, which cost 

more money, vary among the states 

implementing co-requisite remediation.  For 

example, a Tennessee official stated that 

additional support consisted of three hours 

of “supplemental learning” to help students 

gain basic skills they need to complete 

“gateway” courses, which do not provide 

student grades.  In Tennessee, there were 
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dramatic increases in students passing 

“gateway” math courses because of the “co-

requisite” course.  During the last two years, 

58 percent of students passed the gateway 

math courses, compared to about three 

percent for a similar cohort several years 

ago.  In Indiana, after one semester of “co-

requisite remediation,” 64 percent of 

students passed the gateway math course; 

while in West Virginia, the passing 

percentage was slightly over 60 percent 

compared to 22 percent of students with 

remedial needs having completed similar 

gateway math courses after two years.   

 

According to Bruce Vandal, Senior Vice 

President at CCA, co-requisite strategies 

“level the playing field for low-income and 

minority students,” as effort is provided 

while giving them extra time to obtain a 

degree.  Senior research associates at 

Community College Research Center at 

Columbia University, which has covered 

perhaps the most intensive series of surveys 

on promising remediation practices and 

provides recommendations to colleges on 

implementing them, argues that enrolling 

more students in college-level courses in 

separate remediation courses would increase 

the number of students passing those 

courses; however, there still remains 

questions about whether the approach is the 

best for every student.  Researcher Nikki 

Edgecomber commented on the CCA report 

findings, “I don’t think anyone would 

dispute the co-requisite model is an 

incredibly promising reform approach…”  

 

(Source: Inside Higher Ed January 22nd) 

 

 

 
 
 

Miscellaneous (d) 
 

The NCES reports that in FY 2014, Federal 

funding was back to nine percent of all K-12 

funding, down from the high of 13 percent 

in 2010-11 when stimulus funding was at its 

highest level.  Title I accounted for 25 

percent of all Federal funding, while special 

education was 20 percent.  Median spending 

before adjustments per-pupil was $9,353 in 

cities compared to $11,041 in suburban 

areas.  Per-pupil spending in the top 100 

districts ranged from $5,500 in Alpine 

School District, Utah to $20,330 in New 

York City, as reported by Politico Morning 

Education (January 27th).   

 

 

Miscellaneous (e) 
 

According to Teachers College Newsroom, 

while percentages vary among states, “Only 

14 percent of students starting in community 

colleges transfer to four-year schools and 

earn a bachelor’s degree within six years of 

entry.”  The report by Teacher Colleges 

Community College Research Center and 

other participating groups have found 

“across the United States, even in states with 

the best track records, only about one in five 

community college students transfer and 

graduate within six years of enrolling.”  The 

report finds “in states at the bottom of the 

list transfer and graduation rates are in the 

single digits.” 

 

Among the key findings, in most states 

lower-income students do worse on almost 

all transfer measurements than higher-

income peers.  The findings in the report 

challenge assumptions about why some 

schools are less effective than others, 

including whether the college: 
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 served primarily lower or higher 

income students; 

 was located in an urban, suburban, or 

rural setting; 

 was primarily academically as 

opposed to occupationally-focused. 

These factors did not account for the 

differences in success transfer rates among 

the states.  “These data indicate that the 

practices of the colleges – their programs for 

transfer students and collaboration between 

two and four-year destination colleges -- can 

make a difference in whether transfer 

students are successful,” according to 

officials at the National Student 

Clearinghouse Research Center which 

participated in the study.  The report 

identified states where the rates of students 

transferring from community colleges to 

four-year schools and achieving bachelor 

degree attainments was above the national 

average, including Florida, Illinois, Kansas, 

Maryland, New Jersey, Tennessee, and 

Texas.  Some states rank below for students 

transferring to a four-year college yet ranked 

high for these students earning a bachelor’s 

degree such as Washington, California, and 

Iowa; whereas other states such as Michigan 

and Montana had above average transfer 

rates, but had relatively low rankings in 

attaining college degrees.   

 

The report does not address the effects of 

college remediation and ranking of states in 

that area, and what types of practices appear 

to be more effective than others, which have 

been addressed in other reports from the 

Teachers College CCRC. 

 

For more information, including state maps, 

go to www.tc.columbia.edu/articles/2016. 

 

 

Miscellaneous (f) 
 

“Proficiency” levels in proportion to the 

National Assessment of Education Progress 

(NAEP) have increased in math and 

English/language arts since 2011, with 36 

states increasing proficiency cut scores in 

the last two years.  In the seventh of a series 

of studies on the topic, conducted by 

Harvard’s Education Policy and Governance 

Group, Paul Peterson, a co-author stated, 

“Standards have suddenly sky rocketed,” 

attributing such rise in part to Common Core 

state standards.  Twenty-four states, up from 

three states in 2011, earned A’s in meeting 

NAEP’s definition of “proficiency,” with 18 

states’ ratings increasing by two grade levels 

or more.  The report gave some states such 

as Iowa, Nebraska, Oklahoma, Texas, and 

Virginia C’s and D’s as their proficiency 

rates remained high in relationship to the 

NAEP findings.  In states such as Georgia, 

which raised its proficiency standards when 

it switched to a new test, its rates dropped 

significantly; for example, from the 90’s to 

the 30’s and 40’s which are close to the 

NAEP proficiency rates in 2015.   

 

As Education Week’s Curriculum Matters 

blog (January 28th) notes, referring to its 

own Education Week “warehouse” of states 

proficiency results, “it isn’t uncommon to 

see states that adopted more difficult tests to 

reflect the new standards plummet from 

proficiency rates in the 70’s and 80’s to rates 

in the 30’s and 40’s.”   

 

The bottom line, as we and others expected 

three years ago (see TechMIS April 2013), 

is that with the significant drop in the 

number of students on state tests achieving 

new “proficiency” levels, the demand for 

remedial programs at the high school level, 

if not earlier, would increase substantially in 

http://www.tc.columbia.edu/articles/2016
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many states, which is creating opportunities 

for most TechMIS subscribers now and over 

the next couple of years. 

 

 

Miscellaneous (g) 
 

A new survey conducted by the Rand 

Corporation identifies areas teachers report 

needing additional professional development 

(PD) related to teaching Common Core math 

and English/language arts standards and 

curricula.  It also indicates PD areas which 

are currently provided and are apparently 

adequate.  PD in math and English/language 

arts content and standards and the use of 

assessment data to inform instruction and/or 

understand whether students are meeting 

standards are areas in which current 

emphases appear to be adequate and needs 

apparently have been met.  PD on 

instructional strategies appear to be being 

met; however, in the English/language arts 

area, as Steve Sawchuk, Education Week’s 

Teacher Beat blogger (February 1st), the 

greatest needs of teachers “seem to cluster 

around writing instruction and helping 

students craft arguments in their writing and 

math problem-solving and applying math in 

the real world were also big topics of need.”   

 

The gap between teacher needs and what is 

being provided appeared to be great for 

math teachers in the area of helping students 

“construct viable mathematical arguments 

and critiquing the work of others and on 

making connections among key topics and 

grade levels.”  Both of those, it bears 

mentioning, are major shifts in the Common 

Core standards compared to what most 

states had in place before. 

 

To the extent that states continue to replace 

their Common Core standards and perhaps 

more critically state assessments, such as the 

SAT and ACT tests, emphasizing college 

readiness, the demand for different types of 

professional development will likely change, 

creating opportunities for some TechMIS 

clients.  It is interesting to note that many of 

the areas in which the needs for additional 

PD are low and current PD provided by 

districts and others appear to be adequate are 

priorities still included in the new ESSA, as 

stated in the General Provisions and 

Definitions of professional development (see 

April 29, 2015 TechMIS Special Report). 

 

 
 


