


Senator Fred Dyson

SPONSOR STATEMENT
SCR 28 “Innovative application ofEducation Technology”

SCR 28 sintended to raieanareness of new educational tools that are causing renewed excitement
and hope for publicK 12 education. Children come 1o school excited and esger to leem and EiBa
@lcssal dallee for teeders o maintain trat excirtement with fresh things for each dhilld to discover
and accorplish; esecially nconpetition with televisilmand tre intaret.  1eliee these new tools
can empower teeders, paratts, and sdhool management to make a positive differae.

New education techrnology tools allov each students education information 1o be acoessed by any
authorized stuoent, teeder, parant, or adninistrator from any computer on the intarret, 24 7.
Individal leamiing plans (LIS, portfolics, curriaulum, aliged stadards, attencence, lesson plars,
assigments, virttal “face o faog” interactias, assesarent tools, and dll student recorts, assesarents,
student histary, dallenges, stragtts, and gecial intarests can now lieatany teadher’s firgertaps far
thelr studats.

\n unprecedented scope of information sasilldbleon the intarret and the tolls to manage student
aoosss 1o thet infomation are rgpidly coming intoplace. . Never before has there been such an array of
eciting teaching tools trat can be managed for the berefit of each individlal student. SCR 28 brings
this news to tte teble.

SCR 28 allects tre fectors thet are related to inmnovative goplication of educatioal tedyology ina st
of “W heress” statenents, then exoresses kegislative intant thet we work together o fird ways toempllov
these improvements nour Alaska education svstem.

March ",

linnnK ‘HVim(L.nni.in- Mn - \Li-k.i stale L.ipllcl » lumsiu ALikimsSOl « [NXI) 347 2*>e ((17) 4i0 JIW « [St)7| 4nO'W (l.u)
hiring Interim (lime [Xvemtvr) IMHIaplc Kiwi Km1, hiilc ~ « Li(tle Kivr Mi-ki Ni77 ¢ | 17)i>dooMe | %74 IDIS(1ivt
monilni licit ill Mill- Ijjivet.Ite .ik 11" ivme .ikropuhlic.lii' niK



N

© oo N o o0 N

10

12

14

15
16

WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT

24-LS|849\F
Mischel
4/17/06

CS FOR SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 28( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
TWENTY-FOURTH LEGISLATURE -SECOND SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Soosx(S): SENATE HEALTH. EDUCATION AND SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

A RESOLUTION

Relating to the innovative application of education technology tools to provide improved
I distance education programs in the state.

I BEIT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

I WHEREAS education technology is rapidly developing to provide managed student
Il accer.j to unprecedented arrays of information on the Internet, including curricula, resource
Il and reference materials, search engines, world news, communication, calculations, tables.
| definitions, and all student records; and

I WHEREAS education technology is rapidly developing to economically provide
| powerful teaching tools that are capable of generating individualized student learning plans,
| supplemental and tutorial services, evaluations, communications, assignments, and learning
II problem diagnostics that can be available on the Internet at any time, from any place in the

world, from any computer; and

I WHEREAS education excellence is attainable by using a curriculum that encourages
| student discovery, innovation, and proficiency as ways to avoid merely leaching to the test

and to prevent student boredom and teacher burnout;
WHEREAS, according to a 2003 United States Bureau of the Census report, the state
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leads the nation at 68.5 percent of our households connected to the Internet; and

WHEREAS the federal, state, and local contributions averaged $10,114 for each

student enrolled in the >tate during the 2003-2004 school year; and

WHEREAS the state has the highest median cost for each student in the nation at
$16,665, reflecting the high cost of education in rural Alaska; and
WHEREAS 37 percent of Alaska schools have less than 100 students, and 24 percent
have less than 50 stud, nts, with many of the schools located in remote, rural settings; and
WHEREAS tle results of the 2003 National Assessment of Education Progress,
which is the state's on'y national and ongoing assessment of student reading and mathematics
performance, reveals that performance is only at about 30 percent proficiency, which is at, or
below, the national erage; and
WHEREAS increasing demands have been placed on rural education programs in the
state by the federal No Child Left Behind Act, including employment of highly qualified
teachers, provision of supplemental services, and the requirement to restructure districts and
to offer parental choice options; and
WHERE/ S rural education challenges in the state include
11) high teacher turnover rates;
\2) high costs of teacher housing;
(3) cultural differences between teachers and rural communities;

(4) th. iced to group a small number of students in small schools into 13

grade, abilif and interest levels;

(5) the difficulty of meeting the needs of isolated students with special needs

and qifts; ai d
(6) the difficulty of providing special interest curriculum such as Native
anguage education; and
WHEREAS nublic school facilities, employment needs, and related economic
considerations are valued critical components of rural Alaska communities; and
WHEREAS the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development has

continued to improve statewide assessment tools in response to legislative intent that provides

an increasingly reliable measure of K-12 proficiency;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature encourages the innovative and

CSSCR 28( ) 2
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responsible application of education technology tools to improve distance education programs

that will enhance rural education in the state; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature encourages local school

boards and administrators to lor’ or ways to regroup rural students, especially those in small

schools, into virtual education; program groups selected for efficiency, skill and age level,

and student and parent interest nd lo use educational technology to provide quality teachers

for these groups from a distance; and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska Stale Legislature encourages local school

boards and administrators to provide the restructuring, choice, and supplemental services
required for schools failing to achieve Annual Yearly Progress under the federal No Child
Left Behind Act and state law. and to improve student proficiency as measured by the
National Assessment of Education Progress; and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska Stale Legislature encourages reallocation of
savings available from the efficiencies of scale from regrouping of students across rural
boundaries to help pay for the application of educational technology while ensuring that rural
remote school facilities and local employees are retained in the process; and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature requests local school
boards and administrators to apply for the grants available under AS 14.14.115 as a means of
installing education technology; and be it
FURTHER RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature requests superintendents
of public school districts to distnbute copies of this resolution to each member of the district's
school board.
COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to Al Weinberg, Superintendent, Alaska
Gateway School District; Joe Beckford, Chief School Administrator, Aleutian Region School
Dennis Maasjo. Superintendent, Aleutians East Borough School District; Carol

District:

Comeau, Superintendent, Anchorage School District; Brett Agenbroad, Superintendent.

Annette Island School District; John Davis, Superintendent. Bering Strait School District;

Richard Hebhardt, Superintendent, Bristol Bay Borough School District; Vance Cortez-

Rucker, Superintendent, Chatham School District; Bob Crumley. Superintendent. Chugach

School Distnct; James Elliot, Superintendent, Copper River School District; Don Clark.

Superintendent, Cordova City School District: Ron Erickson, Superintendent. Craig City
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School District; Dan Beck, Superintendent, Dclta/Greely School District; Dale Olson,
Superintendent, Denali Borough School District; Arnold Watland. Superintendent,
Dillingham City School District; Ann E. Shortt, Superintendent, Fairbanks School District;
Jim Smith, Superintendent, Galena City School District; Woody Wilson, Superintendent,
Haines Borough School District; Howard Diamond, Superintendent, Hoonah City School
District; Bill Raduenz, Superintendent, Hydaburg City School District; Joe Banghart.
Superintendent, Idjtarod Area School District; Peggy Cowan, Superintendent, Juneau
Borough School District; Eric Gebhart, Superintendent, Kakc City School District; Gary
Stevens, Superintendent, Kashunamiut School District; Donna Peterson, Superintendent,
Ktnai Peninsula Borough School District: Harry Martin, Superintendent, Ketchikan Gateway
Borough School District; Richard Carlson, Superintendent, Klawock City School District;
Betty Walters, Supenntendent, Kodiak Island Borough School District; Marty Lastcr,
Superintendent. Kuspuk School District; Steve Atwater, Chief School Administrator, Lake
and Peninsula School District; William Ferguson, Supenntendent, Lower Kuskokwim School
District; John Lamont, Supenntendent. Lower Yukon School District; and the Honorable Ted
Stevens and the Honorable Lisa Murkowski, U.S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young,

U.S. Representative, members of the Alaska delegation in Congress.
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Consequences of Not Meeting Adequate Yearly Progress

Updated for 2004-2005 School Year

For Schools Receiving Title I, Part A Funds

Level 1

Level 2

Level 3

Level 4

Level 5

For Schools Not
Level 1

Level 2&
above

Alertz Prepare and implement a school Blan, consult with district and Department to
receive technical assistance to meet AYP innext year.

School Improvement Statws Year 1: Develop a school improvement plan. After
district review and approval, implement plan. District sends Plan to the Department.
Provide school choice, if choice is available, or supplemental educational services
(SES) and inform parents of designation and choice (or SES) aptions as appropriate.
School Improvement Statws Year 2- Continue to implement school improvement
plan (revised as necessary). continue to provide choice, offer supplemental services if
not already provided due to limited choice, and inform parents. _
Corrective Actias: Continue school improvement plan, choice. SES. and inform
parents. In addition, district must take one of the following actions: replacement of
staff, implementation of a new curriculum, decrease management authority at school
level, appoint an outside expert, extend the school day or %/ear, restructure the internal
organization of the school. (4 AAC 06.865. NCLB 1116(0)(7)

Recorstructiion: Year 1- Continue school improvement plan, choice and SES, and
inform parents, District required to prepare a restructuring plan for alternative
governance using one of the following actions: reopen as a charter school, replace all
or most of the staff, enter into a contract with a management company, tum over
operation of the school to the state, or any other maior restructuring of a school's
governance arrangement consistent with section 1116 of NCLB.

Reaorstructian: Year 2- Implement restructuring plan for alternative governance.
Continue to implement school improvement plan, continue to provide school choice
and supplemental services, inform parents. (4 AAC 06.870. NCI B 1116(1)(8))

Receiving Title I, Part A Funds o

Alert Prepare and implement aschoo\I(BIan, consult with i/strict and Department to
receive technical assistance to meet AYP in next year.

School Inprovemente: School shall develop, issue and im, lement a school plan, and

notify parents.

For Districts Receiving Title I, Part A Funds

Level |
Level 2&

Alert Consult with the Department regarding reasons for not meeting AYP.

District Inprovementt: District shall develop, issue and implement a district
improvement plan, submit the plan to the Department, request technical assistance
from the Department, and provide notice lo parents. State may take corrective action at
Level 3or above. (4 AAC 06.840(h) and 06.850, NCLB 1116(c))

Financial Consequences

District

District

School

Set-aside 20% (or amount equal to) of district's Title 1A allocation to provide
choice/SES ifany Title 1school is in | evel 2 or above

Set-aside 10% of district's Title 1A allocation to pro\ ide professional
development if district is identified at Level 2 or above and receives IA funds
(may include 10% school-level set-asides).

Spend 10% of school's Title 1A allocation for professional development if
school is in Level 2 or above.

Alaska Department of Education and Early Development



Please don't

a“fallure”

The adequate yearly progress (AYP) provisions of
the No Child Left Behind Act are complex - to say

the least.

AYP measures how much improvement a school is
making toward meeting state academic standards for
all student subgroups Some schools meet or
exceed their AYP targets. Some schools fall far
short And some come close.

in

The state said P.S. 101 is

The problem is that people sometimes lump together
all the schools that don’t make AYP - the ones that
miss it by a lot and the ones that miss it by a little -
and call all of them "failures."

That's just unfair and doesn't give the public a truly
accurate picture about what's going on in our
schools Worst of all. mislabeling a school a ‘failure”
can demoralize students, teachers, parents, and the
community. None of us wants that.

Think of it this way: If two people go on a diet and set
out to lose 10 pounds, is i*fair to say they've both
failed" if one lost 9-1/2 pounds while the other didn't
lose an ounce?

| | | t | | ’t
Of course, some schools arc failures. They're the
ones that persistently fail to make any sort of
progress at all, year after year But most schools

don't fall into that category, and don't deserve to be
painted with the same brush.

So what words would we suggest for describing
schools that don't make AYP?

of «vir

The federal government suggests “in need of
improvement" to describe schools that do not make
AYP for two years Many states are developing their
own language lo differentiate among schools that
show different levels of progress toward making AYR

We realize that reporters sometimes use the word
failing' to describe schools because education offi—
cials themselves use it. The fact is that we all need
to be as accurate as we can.

We know you're a stickler for accuracy. And we know
you want to be fair to kids and teachers. So if a
school is a failure, call if a failure But please don't
call a school a failure if it isn't.

The distinction Isimportant.

BUSINESS
ROUNDTABLE

www.brt.org

The Business Roundtable isan association ol chief executive officers of leading corporations
committed -o advocating public policies that fostei vigorous economic growth and a dynamic global economy


http://www.brt.org

"Revenues and Expenditures hy Public School Districts School Year 2002-03" published by DOE m November 200"~ NALP 8th-
gradc reading and math scores published by US.  DOE in October 2005

MedianPer Pupil ~ Percentage of 8th-(>raders at Proficiency or Percentage of 8lh-(>raders at Proficiency

State Spending Better in Reading or Better in Math
Alaska $16,665 27*, 2954
IK $16.34-1 12 %
New York $13,989 33% 31%
New Jersey $12,419 37% 3654
Wyoming $12,116 35% 29%
Delaware $10,874 31% 30%
Connecticut $10,765 34% 35%
New Mexico $10,602 19% 14%
Rhode Island $10,189 29% 23%
Massachusetts $9,952 44% 43%
Wisconsin $9,805 34% 36*4
Maine $9,787 38% 30%
Han’f;"svh"e $9,731 38% 35%
Vermont $9,614 37% 38",
Maryland $9,298 30% 30%
Pennsylvania $9,298 36% 31%
Minnesota $9,133 37% 43%
(olorado $8,948 31% 32%
Montana $8,927 37% 36%
\$ esl Virginia $8,845 22 17%
‘lexas $8,826 26% 3154
1 Nebra ka $8,714 35% 355.
Indiana $8,673 28% 30%
Michigan $8,651 28% 30%
Hawaii $8,632 18% 18%
Kansas $8,620 34% 345.
Oregon $8,577 33% 33%
North Dakota $8,552 37% 35°.
Ilinois $8,465 31% 28%
Nevada $8,458 2% 2.
\3 ashingtou $8,454 34% 36“0
1 (-eorgia $8,393 24% 23"
California $8,262 21% 2%
;South ( arolinu S58.226 25" 305.
Ohio $8,208 24“., 3454
1 Virginia $8,087 35% 3354
1South Dakota $8,001 355. 36%
1 lowa $7,789 34% 34%
Klorida $7,571 25°0 26",
1 ldaho $7,554 32% 305.
North ( arolina $7,469 27% 32",
Missouri $7,462 31% 26"
1 Louisiana $7,443 205. 16%
Alabama $6,942 22 1554
Kentucky $6,934 31°. 225,
1 Arizona $6,933 23% 265.
| | tali $6,859 29% 3054
1 Oklahoma $6,817 25% n
1 Arkansas $6,774 Xo 225.
1 Tennessee $6,460 26% 2154

1 Mississippi $6,387 19% 13%



Th* DeFartment of Education &Early Davalopmant

K-12 Public School Operating Fund and Selected Special Revenue Funda
Audited FY08 Revenug*
(Adretetic)

School Quirtct Revenue by Source Revenue Source per Student (ADM)
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Thi* report Is provided in accordance with Alaska Statute 14.03.120(b)

Definitions:
C/B  Gtv.or Botough Scligol District (organized Alaska)
REAA  Regional educational Attendance Area (unorganized Alaska)
Average daily student count taken d_urmg_the_ month ol October =~

Local  FYGSCitv/Borough ApEroprlatlons, including in kind, as reported in audits
State  FYOS State Operating Fund Revenue as reported in audits. ) )
Federal FYC5 Federal revenues reported in the Operating fund (Impact Aid S other  minor | cderal revenues)
Other  FYGSlarntngs on Investments, E rate and Other local Revenue as listed iriAudits. ) ) ) )
'S\Pemal All'sources of revemiesdocal. State. Fedeial Other) in Special Revenue Funds except Pupil Transportation, Food Service and Communitv Schools. ) ) o

OTE:  This spreadsheet does " include Capital Protect giants or Debt Service; this spreadsheet mav be different Irom tlie department's annual reports to National Center for Education Statistics (NCI S).
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Alaska Education Demographics

130,560 students, 53 districts, -500 schools

37 (70% ) districts have less than 1000 students
19 districts inunorganized areas (36%)
$10,578 per student (05 excludes Capitol exp.)
Pupil to teacher ratio: 17:1

Pupil to staffratio:  8:1

Average teacher salary: over $50,000

Approx. 8,000 students in Correspondence

Programs



ADM Pie

70%



488 Schools



NAEP 2003 performance

Proficiency A laska N ational

Grade 4 Reading 28% 30%
Grade 4 Math 30% 31 %
Grade 8 Readinyg 27% 30%

Grade 8 Math 30% 27T%



AYP and Alaska Schools

All Alaska Schools

Number of Schools Eligible for AYP Calculations 495

Number of Schools Not Meeting AYP 203  (41%)
Title | Schools

Number of Title 1 Schools 291

Number of Title 1 Schools Nc ( Meeting AYP 124 (38.7%)

04-05 school year 05-06 School Year

Level 1 Alert 38
Level 2 Improvement 112
Level 3 Improvement 39

Level 4 Corrective Action 7

Level 5 Restructuring 7



AYP Levels

Level 1- School must seek technical assistance from District or
EED to avoid being labeled again.

L evel 2 SChOOl mUSt prOVidechoice OrSupplem ental
. sts) Implementing School Improvement Plan

designed by the school
Level 3 School must provide ... .. and s s implementing
School Improvement Plan designed by the school



AYP Levels (cont.)

Level 4-  School must continue offering ... .. ands:s and
must additionally do one ofthe following:

-Replace staff, or

-New Curriculum |, or

-Decrease school management authority, or
-Appoint outside expert management, or
-Increase school day or school year seat time, or

-Restructure Internal organization of the school.



AYP Levels (cont.)

I_evel 5'1 Choice Tses Taooitionallevel 4 “or ”,and,
District must now make a plan to prepare for “alternative governance”
-reopen as charter school,

-replace all or most of the staff,

-contract with private management company

-turn over management t; EED,

-0r other major restructure approved by state.

Level 5-2 (second year of level 5) Implement District
Restructuring Plan for alternative governance, and continue all of the

above.



Technology Benefits for AYP Requirements

Parental Notification (levels 2-5)

Collaboration with school improvement plans

Parental Choice

Supplemental Ed Services (SES)

e New Curriculum

e New Staff

Alternative governance (other districts, EED ,

or private managementcompanies)



Education Technology

Distance delivery

Consolidation into “Virtual "classrooms

Accumulative Student Records (tests,
assignments, special projects...)

Collaborative focus on student need
(Individualized Learning Plan, Goals...)

Unprecedented scope ofinformation
Unprecedented Communications

Governance cooperation (standards, reporting.



Myths about Ed. Tech

Technology takes teachers out ofequation
Primarily Correspondence Application
Teachers need extensive new Training

Ed Tech is Computers

Education Technology Is Expensive.
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Pupil to Teacher



SCR 28 Resolves

Encourages responsible application ofeducation

technology
Encourages virtual grouping ofstudents

Encourages use ofeducational technology to

address AYP challenges

Encourages paying for educational technology via

reallocation ofsavings from use ofeducation

technology

Requests distribution to ALL local school board

members in the state.



SB 2381

Simply authorizes any school district to
enroll students statewide.

AG Opinion

“Agreements entered under these statutes can provide for the
circimstances discussed at the Senate’s hearing on SB 281"

the local school district, operating within its borders... Is the
foundation of the state educational system... AK K-12is, by statutory

design, delivered locally.”

State Board Comment
SB Z8L is not clear, therefore no support for now...



aising Achievement

)r All Students

As states develop and implement systems for measuring progress under the No Chud Left Behind Act, parents, teachers,
school officials, and policymakers have raised many questions and concerns about what the law requires.

This guide is an effort to summarize the accountability requirement of Title 1of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)
and to clear up some of the most common misconceptions.

The Overall Bargain

By participating in Title —a voluntary federal program that provides more than $11 billion to participating states to
help educate low-income children—states agree to commit themselves to the goal of all students proficient in language
arts and math by 2014. In order to tell whether schools and districts are on-track to meet that goal, each state sets
henchmark goals to measure whether schools and districts are making "Adequate Yearly Progress” (or AYP) toward
teaching all students what they need lo know While this report speaks in terms ol school-level accountability, the same
basic AYP rules apply to detcrmin” whether school districts have made AYP.

In the past, states had complete frei lorn in defining progress under Title | however they saw lit. But many states fell

down on the job. Some set goals so modest that it would have taken more than a hundred years to see meaningful

progress; one even defined “progress” as not falling backward very far. Many even failed to report the achievement ol

low-income and minority students.

Accordingly, when Congress passed NCLB, u made the accountability provisions clearer and stronger. The AYP

provisions in NCLB set a new standard tor defining success. Schools are expected to meet clearly defined goals (or

teaching all students to state standards.

o Clearly defined goals: To ensure that .ill schools are on-target tor teaching kids up to state standards, each state sets
specific benchmark goals for the percentage of students in each school that are expected to demonstrate proficiency
on state tests in language arts and math. These target goals are raised over time.

+ All students: Schools are accountable lor overall student achievement and tor the achievement of low-income
students, students of different racial and ethnic backgrounds, limitcd-English proficient students, and students with
disabilities. Old accountability systems allowt 1 ’tools and districts to get high marks even while groups of students -
often low-income and minority students—were not getting the education they deserved. Under NCLB, it a school

doesn’t make AYP lor one ol these subgroups, it doesn’t make AYP.

These are ambitious goals. To reach them, public education will have to change the way it does business. But evidence
from states that have already implemented rigorous accountability and instructional support systems demonstrates
heyond any reasonable doubt that public schools dCcapable ol meeting the expectations in the law.

The Education Trust, Spring 2003



What is AYP, exactly?

What AYP means for States,
Schools and Students.

States decide whether schools are making Adequate
Yearly Progress through a tive-step process.

1% States determine what all students
should know and be able to do.

Each state begins by setting academic Stancaros—a
process of deciding what all students should know and
he able to do. States then develop tests that measure
whether schools are teaching students what the state
expects students to know. Students need to learn many
rhings to be successful, but language arts and math

arc the building blocks for all further learning. NCLB
focuses school accountability on the fundamental
literacy and math skills that all kids need to learn.

Under NCLB, each state must set a specific score on
its tests that indicates whether students at different
grade levels are “proficient” in language arts and
math.1EXpecting students to be "proficient” in language
arts and math isn’t the same as expecting even’student
to become an expert or to get 10D% on the state reading
and math tests. Being "proficient” simply means that the
student is on grade level. It’sanother way of saying that
the student received a passing score on the state test.

2) States calculate the starting point
for AYP.

The goal of NCLB is for all students to he proficient in
language arts and math by 2014. But the law doesn’t
expect that to happen overnight, so it allows states to
set a much lower beginning target (lor example, 40% of
students meeting the standard) and to raise that target
incrementally until it reaches 100% by 2014,

The beginning targets need to be set at least as high as
the bigger of the following two numbers:

+ the percent proficient in the lowest performing
subgroup iif students (low-income students, students
with disabilities, students who are Itmitcd-English
proficient, or students from each major racial and
ethnic group); or

+ the percent proficient in the school at the 20th
percentile of student enroll  nt within the state.

Using 2001 -02 data, states calculate separate haselines
in math and language arts. Chart 1shows how the
calculation might work for elementary reading in a
hypothetical state. States can compute one haseline
for all grade levels or calculate separate baselines for

elementary, middle and high schools.

Chart 1: State Starting Point Calculation

Elementary Reading Assessment Results. 2001-02

State starting point will be the larger of:

State average proficiency bv subqroup

African American 38% 4
Asian 62%
Latino 39% |
Native American 32%
W hite 64% 1
Limited Enqglish Proficient 2s% zy
Low-income 36%
Special Education 30%
~or -
S 20th percentile school 40% ""K
\"~within state -
—
State Starting Points 40 %

States cannot set separate starting points lor different
groups ofstudents, however. If the beginning target in a
state is that 40% of students must pass the test, then 40%
of all groups in a school or district must pass the test.
Whether it isa whole school or a particular group of
students below the initial target, educators need to focus
immediate attention on helping those students.

3) States set specific targets to mea-
sure whether all groups of students
are making Adequate Yearly Progress
in language arts and math.

Once the baseline is established, states set targets for
increasing the number of students who are proficient
over time, culminating \ ith 100% proficient in 2014.

'By 2007 08. stares must also assess science annually in at leas! one yra.li/ Ineach nt the grade spans: V5, 6-9, and 1012. Kit it is nor pan of the

accountability system/AV1’ calculation.
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Forexample, see Chart 2. In the first year, only schools
with students or subgroups of students currently below
the starting point of 40% fail to make AYP. But as

the years progress towarJ 2014, states are required to
periodically increase the target percentage of students
meeting proficiency.

The first improvement target needs to occur by 2004-05,

Chart 2: An Example of AYP Targets
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and the others must he no more than three years apart.
The increases must he in equal increments— a state that
starts at 40% in 2001-02 might raise the bar to 50% in
2004. 60% in 2006, 70% in 2008, etc. These targets must
he the same for all schools serving the same grades andfor dll
stibgroufn of students teithm schools.

States also have to set one additional measure ol
academic progress. For high schools, the additional
measure must he the graduation rate. For elementary/
middle schools, the state selects the additional measure
(many states have chosen to use attendance rates).-’

State plans (or measuring AYP were submitted to the
U.S. Department of Education on or before January 51.
200f. Final AYP plans must be approved by the U.S.
Department ol Education and in place by May I, 2005,
when states also need to provide their starting points
and intermediate goals lor as cssing whether schools and
districts have made AYP.

4) States measure the performance of
students, schools, and school districts.
Regaining no later than 2005-06, states must assess

reading/language arts and math every year in grades 3-8,
aswell asonce in grades 10-12."

“Regular" AYP

Under NCLB, adecision has to be made every year
about whether or not a school is meeting the state-
established achievement targets described in the section
above. To make this determination, states compare

the percentage of students m each school who meet
proficiency standards— as well as the percentage of
students in each subgroup Withineach school— to the
statewide goals for the year in question. States also have
to measure whether the school met the statewide goal for
th additional academic indicator.

If the schixil as a whole and each individual subgroup
u'illim the school meet or exceed the statewide goal in
math and language arts and the school met the statewide
goal for the additional academic indicator, then the
school has met AYP. At least 95% of the students m
each subgroup must take the test (or the results to he

valid.
"Safe Harbor” AYP: Flexibility in Meeting AYP

Even it a school doesn't meet the statewide goal in 1
given year, the school will still make AYP it it reduces
the percent of students below proficient by 10% from the
previous year (and makes progress on the other academic
indicator). Schools can also apply this sale harbo.
analysis to any subgroup of students that fails to meet the

statewide goal,
Forexample, Chart 3shows a school where only 20%

Chart 3: How “Safe Harbor" Works
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of low-Income students meet proficiency in 2003,
meaning that 80% of low-income students do not meet
proficiency. If the state achievement target for 2004
is40%, hut only 28% of the low-income students are
proficient in 2004, the school has missed the 40% target.
Llowevcr, because the percentage of low-income students
no' meeting proficiency declined hy 10%, from 80%

to /2%, the school made AYP after all (as long as the
scl-xsl or group of students made progress on the other
academic indicator).

A school can steadily decrease its percentage of students
who are not proficient by 10% every year (as in Chart

3) and always make AYP, even if u never meets the
state performance target. This is referred to as the “safe
harbor" provision. It ensures that schools will get credit
for making significant year-to-year improvement, even il
they miss the overall target.

As states work to modify their existing accountability
systems to meet NCLR’s requirements, more flexibility
might he possible. For example, to date the | .S.
Department of Education has already approved two
state accountability plans (Massachusetts and New
York) that build on the "safe harbor" concept by giving
additional credit to schools that significantly improve
the performance of very low -performing students,

even if those students don’t quite meet the standard of
proficiency.

There are a number of additional provisions in place to
ensure that AYP determinations are as lair and accurate
as possible. They include:

+ Averaging scores - States can average scores from ihe
current year with scores from either the previous year
or the previous two years when calculating the score
thi.il will he compared to the state performance target
tor the purposes of determining AYP. Schools can also
average scores across all grades within a school

« Only full-year students - Schools are only
accountable for the performance of students who
have been enrolled in the school for at least one full
academic year.

o Minimum number of students for subgroup
accountability - Schools are only accountable lor
groups that are large enough to reveal "statistically
valid and reliable" data; each state has discretion to

set the minimum number of students required for
subgroup accountability.

5) Steps are taken to help students in
schools that do not make AYP.

Once there isa process in place for determining whether
schools and school districts are making AYP, states arc
required to take a variety of steps to help schools that
are struggling—that is, consistently not making AYP.
For schools that receive funds under the federal Title

[ program, which provides additional funding for the
education of low-income students, the following actions
must be taken. Below is how it would all play out fora
school not making AYP;

+ IN YEAR ONE: A school is going about its business
as usual.

* IN YEAR TWO: School finds out that u did not
make AYP for the previous school year. Under the
law, there are no consequences for not making AYP
(or one year. Schools and districts should use this
information to identify an as that need attention and
make necessary adjustments, hut nothing happens
under NCI R.

« IN YEAR THREE: Itaschool fails to make AYP lor
two consecutive years, parents need to he notified
and given the option to transfer their children to
ahigher performing school in the district. Priority
needs to he given to the lowest achieving low-income
students in that school. Student transfers arc paid
for with federal funds. School' must also identify the
specific areas that need improvement and work with
parents, teachers, and outside experts to develop a
plan to raise student achievement.

« IN YEAR FOUR: It a school fails to make AYP lor
another consecutive year, then tutoring anil other
supplemental educational services inusi he made
avail thlc to low-income smdents at that school. Like
student transfers, supplemental services are paid for
with federal funds.

* IN YEAR FIVE: CORRECTIVE ACTION.
If a school does not make AYP for four years, u is
identified for “corrective action." Children can
continue to transfer to other schools or to receive
tutoring and oilier services. In addition, the district
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ad shtdl arc reguiired to inplement &t lestae, hut
rot reessarilynil, oftre follog conective a0 s:
* Replace tte sdooll Sfwho ae‘releat totte
faluetomake AYP."
= Irstituteanew aumiculum, ircludinggrgoniate
professiael develgoant.
= “Signrficantly ceoreese management auttority " et
tesdol led.
+ Appoint an outside expert to advise the school.
+ Extend the school year ot the school day tor the
school.
+ Restructure the school’s internal organizational
structure.

 IN YEAR SIX: PLAN FOR RESTRUCTURING.
It the school fails to make AYP lor five years, the
school must continue corrective action and develop
an "alternate governance" plan.

The “alternate governance" plan must include one of
the following:

* Reopen the school as apublic charter school.

+ Replace all or most ol the stall responsible lor the
lack of progress.

+ Enterinto a contract with a private company to
operate the chenit.

« Turn over operation and management ol the
school to the state.

¢+ Implement other fundamental reforms approved
by the state.

« IN YEAR SEVEN: RESTRUCTURING. Ifa
school does not make AYP lor six years, the "alternate
governance” plan that was developed the previous
year must he implemented.

Just as it takes two consecutive years ot not making

AYP lo he identified lor improvement under NC.I P’s
accountability system, it takes two consecutive years

ol making AYP lor a school to no longer be identified

as needing improvement. Il an identified school makes
AYP lorone year, u does not proceed to ihc next level
ol the improvement process (i.e., oiler supplemental
services, implement corrective action or restructuring,
depending o2 what level the school was in). 1l (he school
makes AYP lor a second consecutive year, it isno longer
identified .is needing improvement. If the school only
makes AYP (or one year anJ then tails to make AYP the

next, it must continue implementing NCLB's school
improvement process.

The steps described above briefly outline what AYP
means, and what actions must be taken under NCLB
to help schools where students persistently fail to make
academic progress.

What AYP Doesn't Mean
For States, Schools, and
Students.

Unfortunately, the AYP provisions of NCLB have
generated a number of misconceptions regarding what
the law d<x's and does not mean. Here isour attempt to
separate the myths from the realities ot AYP:

Myth: States ur schools that don’t make AYP Will he
penalized hy losing feceral funding,

REALITY: There are no financial penalties in NCLB
for schools that fail to make AYP." In last, the law
requires states to set aside a portion ot lunds received
under the federal Title | program to provide luLluional
assistance to schools that have been identified lor
improvement. In 200), 52 )4 million will he given to
states to assist schools mthe improvement pnxess.
Because ol a formula in the law, iliat amount will mon-
th.in diuiblc in 2004.

A state could jeopardize federal funding for us schools
and children il it categoric.illy rejects the goals embodied
u. 4CL1.B by refusing lo implement a system ol standards,
assessments and accountability. But NCLB doesn't
penalize schools for low student achievement—it
penalizes states that refuse to measure student
achievement, hold schools accountable, or help them
improve.

Myth: The federal government will determine Whether or not
local schools are Suooeeding

REALITY: Student success under NCLB is defined
and determined by states, not the federal government.
Each stare decides what its students need to learn by
setting academic standards. Each state decides how to
iik.sure it students’success in meeting those standards
by developing state-specific tests in areas like reading and
math. Each state decides the score students need to reach
on those tests to be deemed "proficient" in meeting the

Till- (-onurs-ssi*mill Research Service confirmed this Inthe U S Ilouse ol Representatives Committee on Education and the Workforce in a memorandum

dated February 20, 2005
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standards, iiedetermining whether schools and students
are making Adequate Yearly Progress, states have a great
deal of discretion to define what students need to leant,
how well they arc learning, and what level of learning
constitutes success.

W hile states set all the substantive standards, NCLB
discs require them to have a real pn*ce» in place lor
identifying schools that arc not making AYP, focusing
resources and reform efforts on these schools, and
communicating with parents about what is happening.

Myth: AYP penalizes states utih high standaros and creates
incentives fin States to lower then standars.

REALITY: Standards are an expression of wha. states
expect their public school students to know and he
able to do after receiving a public education. By now,
virtually every state has set standards. And when they
did, state leaders loudly claimed that they were for "all"
students.

But standards arc only meaningful if they arc used to
measure ' Mining, to set clear goals, to identify schools
that need to improve, and to focus additional energy
and resources on the schools that have the farthest to
go. That’ basic,illy what NCLB asks states to do. for ifa
state has high standards but does not establish a system
to ensure that schools are meeting those stuinlatds, then
they are “high" standards only on paper or in speeches.
Children need more than that.

It is possible that some states might lower standards

to reduce the number of schools identified lor
improvement. It is indeed possible that some of them
may have overshot setting standards at a level that
students are not really expected to meet. More often,
however, discussions about lowering standards reveal a
lack o] confidence among state leaders that tlicit si bools
can teach or that their students can learn up to the state
standards. Surely, teachers and children deserve more
credit than that.

Myth: AYP IS unfair because ihe number of schools not
making AYP vanes uildly across states

REALITY: Because each state develops its own
standards and assessments (and then sets its own
cut-score for what constitutes "proficient”), there
will always be differences in the numbers of schools

identified in different states. Under the prior version of
Title I, states had wide discretion in establishing not just
the standards and assessments, but the accountability
systems, too. Some of the AYP systems developed under
the old law were very weak. Others were stronger

in identifying schools but weaker in ensuring that
meaningful assistance reached those schools.

It is impo -ant to note here that the wild variations
reported last vear in the number of schools that different
states identified as "needing improvement” were largely
a vestige oz the previous federal law, under which states
defined their own accountability systems. For example,
it was AYP formulas implemented prior {0 the enactment
of NCL.fi that led to more than 1,500 schools failing to
make AYP in Michigan, and no schools failing to make
AYP in Arkansas, after the 2001-02 school year. As
each state now moves to bring all groups of students to
proficiency under a common timetable, such differences
should diminish somewhat over time.

Myth: loentifyinga school as "“needing im[iroveeni' means
the school s faling

REALITY: Nothing in NCLB requires states to

label schools that have been identified as “needing
improvement" as “failing." Indeed, some schools
identified is needing improvement may he succeeding
with most students, but not with one group. Tins isnot a
"“failing" school, but clearly needs to improve.

This also means that some "needs improvement” schools
will need mote assistance than others. For example, a
school that has not met the state target for one group
only will likely need different strategies from a school
that has not taught any group to state goals.

Myth: An Unreasoruibh Luge number of successful schools
will be icentified as needing improvement.

REALITY: By measuring school success on a school’s
lowest-performing group of students, NCLB raises the
bar for what it means to be a successful school. NCLB
will undoubtedly shed new light on the performance

ot many schools. Some schools that have traditionally
been considered to be successful based on their highest
performing students or on school-wide averages will find
themselves labeled us “needing improvement" because
they are not making progress with particular groups of
students.
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This isnor an unintended consequence of NCLB.
Rather, Itisone of the main reasons the law was passed.
Ifa so-called “successful” school is identified as “needing
improvement,” it is because the school iSNOT being
successful with at least one group of students. Defining
success based on rivt TAge student /irogress—across student
groups—h.is long masked achievement gaps between
groups and left the most vulnerable students behind.

Myth: Schools thet educate the must severeh doubled
students Will he penalized under A vp formulas.

REALITY: All students with disabilities can take
assessments that have been modified to accommodatc
their special needs, as long as the assessments still
measure grade-appropriate achievement in reading and
math. There are of course some students with disabilities
so severe that grade-level tests arc not appropriate. The
Department of Education proposed a regulation on
March 20, 2003, that will allow states and districts to
exempt up to 1% of their students from taking grade-
level assessments. Individual schools could exceed

the 1% limit (for instance, a school that specializes in
serving students with disabilities), as long as the district
as awhole stayed below the 1% level. States and districts
that need to exempt more than 1% of students from
grade-level assessments could apply for a waiver.

Putting aside the most severely disabled students, the
law envisions most special education students meeting
state standards. Given what research shows about the
overidentihc.ition of students in special education—
particularly of minority students—states and districts
need to examine their policies to ensure that students
with special needs are accurately identified and that
they receive the help they need ro achieve up to state
standards.

Myth: AV’P MEANs that SCOOIS must improve test
SOOTES every single year to avoid hemy labeled & needing

improvement.

REALITY: AYP stands for adequate yearly progress,
notannual yearly progress. This language in the law
can be misleading, because it implies that every school
has to make progress every year in order to make AYP. In
fact, if a school makes great gains in one year, only to fall
hack slightly in the next year, it still makes AYP as long
as it stays above the state’s target performance level.
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For example, take a school in which 40% of students are
proficient in 2002. Assume that the state improvement
plan specifies that 50% of students must be proficient

in 2004. The school makes great improvement in 200),
increasing the number of students who are proficient
from 40% to 55%. In 2004, however, performance
declines somewhat, to 52%. Does this drop in lest scores
from 2003 to 2004 mean that the school will be labeled
as needing improvement!No, because the school >52%
score in 2004 remains above the state target of 50%.

In addition, to account for fluctuations in lest scores,
AYP determinations can be made on the basis of two- or
three-year rolling averages. In other words, the percent
proficient for the school in this example in 2004 could
be based on a proficient rate of 53.5%—the average of
the most recent two years of test scores.

Moreover, remember that it takes two consecutive years
of failing to make AYP tor a school to be identified as
needing to improve. No consequences apply to a school
th.u misses AYP forone year.

Challenges Ahead

AYP is hasically a signaling system— ii will identify
schools that aren’t meeting state goals and bring sharper
focus to existing achievement gaps. The important next
step is to use this data to put into place new practices so
that schools will make much-needed progres- in raising
oven,Il achievement and closing gaps between different
groups of students,

The challenge for educators and state policymakers will
be to stay the course on \YP when it reveals disturbing
deficiencies and dispart ics, even in schools that the
public has believed are |ust fine. High average scores
can no longer substitute for making sure that dl students
get the education they deserve. At the same time, it

is imperative to identify the extent to which various
schools “need improvement,” mi that greater resources
and attention can be provided to the schools and
students that are the farthest from meeting the state’s
goals.

In the end, holding schools accountable for student
learning makes sense only if one believes that schools arc-
capable of raising student achievement, even among very
poor children. Thau* is abundant evidence that this is



possible. The Education Trust alone has identified nearly
800 high-povcrty and high-minority schools performing
in the top third of their states in multiple subjects, at
multiple grade levels, for multiple years. These schools,
along with some districts and some whole states, are
pointing the way. The challenge is to make educational
excellence the rule for all students in all schools.

Riii the belief that these schools are "outliers" is
pervasive. It can he heard in the voices of educators
who think it's unfair to be judged on the performance
of "those” kids and seen in the data that demonstrate

About The Education Trust

schools educating the highest concentrations of jxnir and
minority student* get less than their fair share of every
important resource, especially high quality teachers.

Until policymakers, practitioners, and the public at
large summon the will to provide solid educational
opportunities to poor and minority students, AYP
determinations will tell usas much about our own
prejudices as they tell us about srudent achievement. To
make AYP meaningful, we must dedicate ourselves to
providing a high-quality public education to every child.

The Education Trust, Inc. was created to promote high academic achievement for all students,
at all levels—kindergarten through college. While we know that all schools and colleges could
better serve their.students, our work focuses on the schools and colleges most often left behind in
education improvement effort: those serving Latinos, African American and low-income students.

The Education Trust works side-hy-side with policy makers, parents, education professionals, community and
business leaders—in cities and towns across the country—who are trying to transform theii schools and colleges
into institutions that genuinely serve all students. We also share lessons learned in these schools, colleges and

communities with policy makers.

The Education Trust ¢ 1725 K Street, NW, Suite 200 « Washington, 1xJ 20006 ¢ www.cdtm.st.oig
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Technology in K-12 Education
By Heather Grinager, Policy Associate

Introduction

In the last few decades, the world has been saturated with changing and complex technolog)', leading to a 21"
century marked by its interconnectedness and an increasingly globalized society. This presents a challenge for
policymakers, because America’ children must be prepared to thrive in this new world and the United States
educational system must adapt to meet the needs of 21 century learners and workers.

Technology has the potential to transform learning environments in ways that will benefit the 21" century
student. As with many emerging societal trends, younger generations are the first to incorporate technical
change into their everyday lives. Increasingly, however, our nations schools also arc becoming adopters,
dramatically changing the way students and teachers use technology in the classroom

Effectively integrating technology in education settings, understanding technology's effect on student learn-
ing, and articulating the role state policymakers have in that effort is lar from complete. The unique nature
of technology investments makes them a difficult fit with traditional district and state budgeting processes.
Although several states have made great strides in using technology' to improve education, others are lagging
behind. This briefpresents goals for 21“ century education technology, discusses the challenges of access and
funding, describes how technology is successfully being used in schools around the country, and highlights
state leaders and state-led initiatives in the innovative use of technology in education.

Whs Is lit. liuitm.MiL tn Mirlitti; ilictiu.il-> of 21 1 ciilwrX Imu.UIntt:

For students to compete in a global economy, experts agree that students must he equipped with certain skills
that will prepare them to succeed in the work force and in college. Complex thinking, sophisticated informa-
tion technology' literacy skills, and highly developed, life-long learning skills are essential for all students.

According to The Partnership for 21 “Century Skills (an organization that brings together the business com-
munity, education leaders, and policymakers to define a vision for 21st century education in order to ensure
every childssuccess as citizens and workers), it isincreasingly important that todays education system bridges
the gap between how students live and how they learn. Students will spend their adult lives in a multitasking,
multifaceted, technology'-driven world, and they must be prepared for such an environment. The Partnership,

therefore, proposes six key elements of 21 century learning.

1 Emphasize Core Subjects. As defined by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, this includes
English, reading or language arts. math, science, foreign languages, civics, government, economics,

arts, history and geography.
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Emphasize 1-earning Skills. This includes information and communication skills,
thinking and problem-solving skills, and interpersonal and sclf-dircctional skills.
Use 21" Century Tools to Develop Learning Skills. Technology plays an important
role in engaging students in the learning process.

Teach and Learn in a 21" Century Context. Students understand and retain more
when their learning is rclcs'ant, engaging and meaningful to their lives.

Teach and Learn 21“ Century Content. This includes global awareness; financial,
economic and business literacy; and civic literacy.

Use 21“ Century Assessments that Measure 21" Century Skills. Sustainable and
affordable assessment at all levels must use new information technologies to increase
efficiency and timeliness.1

Does Technology Improve
Student Achievement?

A Missouri program has demonstrated that the
thoughtful implementation of technology in a
classroom is correlated with higher standardized
test scores. The Enhancing Missouri's Instruc-
tional Networked Teaching Strategies (c(MINTS)
program provides each participating teacher
with technology for the classroom, extensive
professional development and ongoing support.
Specifically, each classroom receives the follow-
ing equipment;

One computer for every two students, with

a high-speed Internet connection,

Teacher workstation computer,

Teacher laptop,

Interactive whiteboard and projector,

Digital camera and scanner,

Printers, and

Microsoft Office and Inspiration software.

Kescatch conducted by Missouri’s Office of
Social and Economic Data Analysis concludes,
“...students of teachers who consistently apply
the inquiry-based instructional practices em-
phasized by the cMINTS professional develop-
ment program scored higher on the Missouri
Assessment Program (MAP) tests than did the
students whose teachers used other instructional
practices.

The program has expanded beyond Missouri to
Utah, Maine, Nevada and Illinois. Test results
continue to show that, on most state tests,
students enrolled in cMINTS classrooms scored
higher than students enrolled in non-cMINTS
classrooms and that low-income and special
education students in cMINTS classes generally
score higher than their non-cMINTS peers.3

Why is technology important in education? According to the Partner-
ship's report. Learningfor the21" Century." technology will continue to
he a driving force in workplaces, communities and personal lives in the
21" century. Technology helps prepare students for the workforce when
they learn to use and apply applications used in the work place. When
content and strategies meet accepted education standards, research shows
that technolog)' increases mastery ofvocational and work-force skill* and
helps prepare students for work when emphasized as a problem-solving
tool. In this environment, the need for technologically literate citizens
and workers increases every year, and skilled people in the 21 century
need to understand how to use technolog)' tools.

Technology also isimportant in engaging students in the learning process.
Most young people have never lived in a world without computers, the
Internet, cell phones, multi-media, and software applications. Their
personal lives arc filled with “gadgets” that allow them to easily connect
with people and direct their own discovery. Most education settings,
however, have been slow to incorporate these options, creating a "reverse
digital divide," where students experience technolog)' saturation out of
school but have lesser access during school.

The Partnership defines technology tools as information and communi-
cation tools (ICT). Current ICTs include computers; networking and
other technologies; plus audio, video, and other media and multimedia
tools. These tools enable people to perform effectively at work and in
their daily lives. However, today's technology may be obsolete tomorrow.
Thatswhy it isimportant for students to acquire highcr-ordcr thinking
skills so they can quickly adapt to changes.

National Conference of State Legislatures
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Access u» Technology: Results Are Misvd

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) conducted its first survey on information
technolog)'in schools and classrooms in 1994. Although the results ofthis report indicate access
to technology has increased dramatically in the decade since, significant room for improvement
still exists as schools have slowly struggled to provide all the essential elements—beyond the
hardware and connectivity —ofa highly functioning, transformed learning environment.

According to the February 2005 NCES report, Internet Acess in US. Public Schools and Class-
roons. 1994-2003, in the fall of 2003, nearly 100 percent of public schools in the United States
had access to the Internet. Even more encouraging, however, isthat 93 percent of public school
instructional rooms had Internet access, compared with 3 percent in 1994, The ratio of students
to instructional computers with Internet access in public schoolswas 4.4 to 1in 2003, adecrease
from the 12.1to 1ratio first measured in 1998. This indicates dramatic improvement in the
opportunity for student access to technology in recent years. Schools also have begun offering
access to technolog)' in their buildings during non-school hours as a way to address the digital
divide. lii 2003, 48 percent of public schools with Internet access reported making computers
available to students outside regular school hours. Nearly all public schools (97 percent) used
some method to control student access to inappropriate material on the Web.

Many types of technology arc used by schools. Among the more popular ate laptops; hand-held
computers that are smaller, lighter, and more easily transportable; and Web sites. In 2003. 8
percent of public schools lent laptop computers to students. However, the median number of
laptop computers available for loan was five, making access to mobile units limited. Only 10
percent of public schools provided hand-held computers to students or teachers for instructional
purposes, Nearly 88 percent of public schools connected to the Internet in 2003 used a Web
sire or Email to make information available to parents and students. (Eater sections of this
report will focus on specific examples of the technologies being used as a result of statewide

policy setting.)

In 2003,93 percent of public schools with Internet access used broadband connections to access
the Internet. Broadband, asopposed to dial-up connections, allows larger amounts of informa-
tion to travel faster, decreasing the amount of time spent waiting for information to arrive to the
end user. Broadband isloosely defined, however, and many schools still suffer from inadequate
handwidth to accommodate increasingly complex information. Thirty-two percent of public
schools with Internet access used wireless connections. This permits a computer to be free of
cables plugged into a wall, allowing it to move freely throughout a building and still access the
Internet. However, only 11 percent ol public school instructional rooms had wireless Internet
connections, a decrease from 13 percent the previous year.

In 2003. 82 percent of public schools with Internet access indicated that their school or district
offered professional development to teachers on how to integrate the use of the Internet into
the curriculum in the 12 months prior to the fall survey. However, only 37 percent of schools
have a full-time school technolog)' coordinator and only 62 percent of teachers felt that their
pre-service education on technology prepared them.*

Although connectivity has largely been addressed in school buildings, access to technology
remains limited. Computer labs require a teacher to take students to a new room outside the
typical instructional setting to integrate computer-based lessons into instruction. Although

National Conference of State legislatures



Technology in K-12 Education

Technology Su «i«i« in School. Nationwide, ~ makine>* fcw « ” "Pufcrs availablc adds value it can

2

Qo3 be insufficient to truly transform teaching and learning. Inaudition,

if teachers arc uncomfortable or have little or no training in how to

Student to computer ratio 41 use the technology that is available in their school, the effectiveness
Public schools with Internet access 100%  ofthe technology isseverely diminished. In fact, teachers report that
Instructional rooms with Internet access 93%  the greatest barriers to their use of technology had to do with time:
Public schools with wireless Internet con- 300, limited time to develop new activities that incorporate technology.

nections

Instructional rooms with wireless Internet 11%

connection

limited time in the school schedule to conduct activities, and limited
time to practice technology skills.'

Teacher surveys reveal a slightly different story than do hard statistics.

, . r : 0
Public schools with a full-time, paid tech 3T Although more than 70 percent of teachers said they use the Internet

nology director

“frequently or always” to prepare for class and 58 percent said they

gublilc schootlsfthetlt ohfferled |ort0fet55i°r:‘all 82% s the Internet in class with similar frequency, most complained of
evelopment for techno 9gy 0 teachers inadequate availability of hardware. Just over 47 percent said they
Teachers who report feeling prepared after ~ 62%  have only a single computer with Internet access in their classrooms,

initial technolog)’ training

and 4 1 percent said they have access to acomputer lah. A quarter of

sounr: InfnnnAntu mUS hithe viw>BandCUmem teachers do not have such access, however, and others who do say it
1334-200.. National Center tor Filiation Snotties. February e qiffiou it to get into the lahs.” This presents a challenge for scifoold

and policymakers. An essential link in using technology to improve
student learning is teacher training. A computer or software application doe little good if
teachers arc not given sufficient time and professional development opportunities to learn to
effectively incorporate technology into classroom instruction. The progress of the past decade
will be fully appreciated only when teachers are prepared to use technology.
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Understanding the role of the federal, state, and local governments in funding technology is
not easy. Districts bear most of the cost of technology used in schools, although the federal
government has taken the lead in providing schools with connection to the Internet and states

also are beginning to take a more active role.

The l.-Katc (Education Rate) program was established in 1*)% with Congress’s reauthoriza-
tion of the Telecommunications Act, As one of the initiatives of rhe longstanding Universal
Service program, which collects fees from and through telecommunications providers to ex-
tend telecommunications services to Americans who would not otherwise have access to such
services, E-Rate is subject to an annual spending cap of 52.25 billion. The E-Rate program,
administered by the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) at the direction of the
Eederal Communications Commission, seeks to improve access to digital technology by provid-
ing approved schools and libraries with discounts ranging from 20 percent to 90 percent on
qualifying telecommunications services. Discount rates are based on the percentage of students
eligible for participation in the National School Lunch Program and on whether the school or
library is located in a rural area. The E-Rate program supports the acquisition of digital tech-
nology infrastructure, including telephone services (basic, long-distance and wireless), Internet
and Web site services, and the purchase and installation ol network equipment and services.
Other components of educational technolog)’—such as computer hardware and software, staff
training, and electrical upgrades— are not covered under E-Rate. E-Rate has been given much
of the credit for narrowing the digital divide by allowing networking capability for low-income
and rural schools.
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Enhancing Education Through Technology, also known as E2T2, is Federal Funding for Enhancing
Title Il I'art D of the No Child Left Behind Act that provides grants Education Through Technology

to states for technology to improve student academic achievement. 2005 (496 million
Under E2T2. the U.S. Department of Education provides grants to

state educational agencies on the basis of their proportionate share of 2004 $691 * million

funding under Part A of Title 1. States may retain up to 5 percent of

their allocations for state-level activities and must distribute one-half 2003
of the remainder by formula to eligible local educational agencies and

the other one-half competitively to eligible local entities, defined as 2002
high-necd schools or a partnership ofahigh-nccd school and another
qualifying institution. Between 2002 and 2005 more than $2 billion

dollars was awarded to states, although funding for E2T2 has decreased every year, down from
an initial amount of $700.5 million in 2002 to $496 million in 2005-'

State initiatives to fund technology are diverse in their purpose and funding amounts. Accord-

ing to a survey of state technology directors. Education ek reports that eight states. Alaska,

Colorado. Maryland, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Jklahoma, Oregon and Utah, do not al-

locate state funds specifically for educational technology as of 2005. O f the 42 states that do
allocate money specifically for education technology, amounts range from a low of $318,000
in Mississippi to a high of $196.3 million in New York.”

Sampling of No Child Left Behind T«as. for example, allots $30 per
Education Technology Requirements student to provide for the purchase by

+  Byeighth grade, each student must be technologically school districts of electronic textbooks
literate. or  cchnological equipment that

The state educational and local education agencies contributes to student learning. It
should provide professional development so that all ajso may pay |or training educational

educational staffmay integrate technology effectively nne| who arc dircctly involved

into their jobs. ; fant laarning il ;
e integration of technplogy into all training.con- " stué{ent |earn.|lng n th? appropln?:te
use of electronic materials, and for

tent areas must have a foundation in scienti tcafly o _
hased research on hest practices. providing access to technological
equipment for instructional use.0

Source: North Central Regional 1(-‘dilution Laboratory, ttndimtand- _

mf.,l»AcChidiff, HkmiAct of2001 Trhntofy /mefwem. http: - Qthcer s[a[cs_ ms[cad of allotting a

Ihwww nerd org/policv/cun'e/resource.nem. . . .. C
per pupil funding amounr, designate

funding for specific projects. Utah, for example, reported to Education Wk the allocation of
$5 million (one-time appropriation) in 2005 to be used to build capacity and infrastructure
to deliver online, state-mandated, cnd-of-levcl tests in reading/language arts, math and

One difficulty in understanding technolog)' funding is that many funding sources exist from
all levels of government. Titles I, 1l and V of NCLB each allow federal funds to be used for
technology purchases. When answering surveys of technology provisions, states may or may
not include funding for virtual schools or pass-through funds from the federal government.
Thousands of local education agencies also make funding decisions independently of the
federal or state governments.
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There are many challenges to funding technology. Given the combination of major equipment
purchases, the hiring of specialized staff, and the ongoing training of existing staff, technology
funding holds a unique distinction. "It is ncithct a labor expense nor a capital expense nor a
recurring material expense, but rather a hybrid," according to Larry Picus, an expert on school
finance. Two funding philosophies currently are at work: Local governments will cither choose
to continue to raise funds as needed, tacking technology onto existing line items in the budget,
or they will attempt to incorporate and design flexible budgets that allow for a wider array of
funding options.

As states consider investing in technolog)' initiatives, they may wish to consider identifying
those elements that are essential to ensuring that technology has a real and lasting effect on
student achievement.

Essential Elements to Ensure Technologies Arc Used
to Support Real Gains in Educational Outcomes
1 There must be leadership around technology use that is anchored in solid
educational objectives. Simply placing technologies in schools docs little good.
Effective technology use is always targeted at specific educational objectives.
2. There mi.si be sustained and intensive professional development that takes
place in the service of the core vision, not simply around technology for its own

sake.
3. There must be adequate technology resources in the school including hardware

and technical support to keep things running smoothly.

4. There must be recognition that real change and Listing results take time.

5 Evaluations must be conducted that enable school leaders and teachers to deter-
mine whether they are realizing their goals, and how to adjust if necessary.

Source: Margaret Honey. Vice President and Director. Center lor Children and Technology, testimony and
statement before the Labor, Health anil Human .Service*, and Education Appropriation, Subcommittee,

[I'S Senate. July 25, 2001

just as schools and districts are in various phases of adopting technolog)', so are states. Some,
however, are leading the nation. In 2005, Edu tiun ek named technology leaders based on
recently collected statistics. South Dakota is the leader in providing access ro technology. At
the school level, there arc 1.7 students per instructional computer and 1.9 students for every
Internet-connected computer. At the classroom level, there are 3.5 students per instructional
computer and 4 students per Internet-connected computer located in classrooms.

Lhah leads the nation in the use of education technology. It is the only state that has state stan-
dards for students in technology, tests students on technolog)’, has established a virtual school,
and offers computer-based assessments.

Virginia is the national leader in rhc capacity to use technolog)'. Its state standards include
technolog)’ for boch teachers and administrators; an initial license for both teachers and ad-
ministrators that requires technology training, courscwork, or a test; and a requirement for
technology training, a technology test for recertification, or participation in technology-related
professional development.
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Schools and districts have long experimented independently of their state with education
technology initiatives. However, states have recognized the potential of technology to enhance
and improve learning and have taken an increasingly proactive role in developing technology
initiatives. Some examples of these state initiatives follow.

laptops
Taking advantage of the mobility of laptops is one way schools are bridging the digital divide
and transforming teaching and learning. Research shows laptops can have a positive influence
on student and teacher outcomes.
Laptop students spend more time engaging in collaborative work than do non-laptop
students.
Laptop students participate in more project-based instruction.
I aptops lead to more students writing and to writing of higher quality.
« Teachers who use laptops use a more constructivist approach to teaching.
Teachers who use laptops feel more empowered in their classrooms "

Although many districts and individual schools have laptop programs, three states— Maine,
Michigan, and New Mexico have funded laptop initiatives in some form.

The Maine learning Technology Initiative (MLTI). a "state learning technology plan to prepare
students fora future economy that will rely heavily on technology and innovation,' isthe largest
educational technology project in the state’s history. Maine is the first state to embark upon
a plan to eliminate the digital divide by providing a laptop to every seventh and eighth grade
student and teacher. The initiative, begun in 2003, cost $37.2 million over a four-year period
and equipped more than 30,000 teachers and students. Wireless access to the Internet has al-
lowed students and teachers to acquire information that is not available through conventional
methods. Curriculum isbeing developed that will leverage this technology so that both teachers
and students will excel in a world that is driven by information.

Maine focused not only on providing the technology, but also on providing the professional
development necessary so teachers could integrate the technology into their instruction. A
program of professional development that introduced teachers to the laptop and basic computer
skills was developed early in the program and is continuing, with increasingly sophisticated
training focused more specifically on teachers' academic content areas.™

i r L] Ki 1i pl'&fk
Online education has the potential to enhance communication between teachers and students
and the ability to accommodate different learning sryles. Students may be enrolled full-time
in an online program and forego attending a tegular school or might be involved in only one
or two online courses as a supplement lo traditional education environments.

During the 2002-2003 school year, students in about ouc-third ol public school districts (30
percent) were enrolled in distance education courses.” Many schools arc taking advantage of
the Internet to offer classes to their students that the school cannot offer. Small schools with
few students and teachers are able to offer Advanced Placement classes online, allowing their
students to meet the same high academic achievement standards of large schools. Parents who
choose to school their children at home or whose children need a more flexible schedule can
take advantage of online courses, creating a virrual community’ of online learners. When it
is not economically viable to offer courses for a lew studems who arc interested in a subject.
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students can instead choose to take the course online with students from around the country.
In fact, 80 percent of public school districts said that offering courses that arc not available at
their schools is one of the most important reasons for having distance education.I' Some states
even have full-time virtual schools in which a students entire public education is provided via
online technologies, including supervision by a certified teacher and provision of standards-
aligned curriculum,

As of the 2004-2005 school year, at least 22 states had established a virtual school.I7 Sixteen
states have cyber charter schools and/or district programs. Florida Virtual School (FLVS) has
hecome a leader in developing and providing virtual education solutions to students throughout
the country. The Florida Legislature initially funded the FLVS as a pilot project in 1997, at
$1.3 million to begin course development with limited student enrollment. The 2000 Florida
Legislature enacted Statute 228.082, establishing FLVS asan independent education entity with
a separate governing board appointed by the governor.

Today, FLVS serves schools across the nation, offering virtual education solutions for grades six
to twelve, as well as for adults who are seeking GED alternatives. Courses arc free to Florida
residents and are available to public, private and home school students. National and international
students may enroll in FLVS on a tuition basis. FLVS offers more than 80 courses— everything
front GED to honors to 11 Advanced Placement courses.t

Beginning in 2003-2004, FLVS is funded through the Florida Education Finance Program,
according to how many students pass the school s online courses. Traditional public schools arc
funded according to the number ol students enrolled. The virtual schools 2004-2005 budget
was approximately $10.2 million, based on 3.171 full time equivalent students. Prior to 2003-
2004, the FL.VS was funded through a line item in the General Appropriations Act.-uIn 2003,
the Florida Legislature also created a separate, full-time virtual K-8 pilot program that now
serves 1,000 students across the state.

States with Virtual and/or Cyber Charter Schools, 2004-2005 School Year

Sources: 'Technology Counts. Electronic Transfer: Moving Technology Dollars in New Directions.” htui.moH
Wah 24. no. 1S. (May S 2005); anil John Watson, 'Keeping Pace svuli K-12 Online Ixariung (Nalicrvillc.
Il North Central Regional Educational lahotaiorv, October 2005)
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(inline Tutoring fur .Students

Few things are more valuable to a students learning than one-on-one time with a knowledge-
able instructor. Limited time and teachers can make ir difficult for a student to receive rhe
amount of individual attention he or she needs during the school day: tutoring programs also
arc limited by the knowledge of the tutor and the time allotted. Online tutoring can be one
solution to these problems.

Beginning Aug .si 1. 2005. all Alabama students in fourth through twelfth grades arc able to
take advantage of free online tutoring between the hours of 3:00 p.m. to midnight in the sub-
jects of math, science, social studies and English. Students can connect to a tutor through any
computer with Internet access. The tutors help students with homework through the use ol
instant messaging, an interactive virtual “chalkboard" and shared Web browsing. Drawing and
diagramming features allow tutors to demonstrate math and science concepts. When the ses-
sion is completed, students can print their session for future reference or share it with a parent
or teacher. Both students and tutors complete surveys, which are shared each month with the
Alabama Public Library' Service and the individual public libraries. Although its primary intent
is to assist school children, any Alabama citizen can take advantage of the service.

According to Rebecca Mitchell, Alabama's state librarian, the program was started with federal
funds from the Institute of Museum and Library Services in the form of a Library Services
and Technology A«t grant. The state partnered with tutor.com, which provides issue experts
who are current or retired teachers, college professors or graduate students and who undergo
an extensive background check and training. In the first three months of the program, there
were 19,000 tutoring sessions, the most popular of which were middle school math and science
assistance, The $.300,000 federal grant lasts 12 months, and the funding lor future y'ears has
yer to be determined.5

1 1% 1 M selnem . liHnn Ml i oL[l e

Research has found that quality, ongoing professional development for teachers is essential to
ensure high-quality teaching and learning. As discussed earlier, teachers most often feel that
lack of time isa barrier to learning how to integrate technology into the classroom. By offering
online professional development, teachers have more freedom to schedule their own learning.
I'he Louisiana Department ot Education provides professional development projects through
the Louisiana Center for Educational Technology (LCET), which was established to provide
professional development for teachers, administrators and school personnel in K-12 school
districts. The impetus for the program svas the need to provide professional development for
educators that better suited their learning styles and their schedules.

I'he program includes graduate-level online courses, community ol learner networks, and work-
shops for specific educational needs. Through a variety of experiences, it provides learning
opportunities and resources to support all teachers in their efforts to improve student learning

and achievement.%

IMill SsAllllh nlii.  AVMAWHVIIIS

Data-driven decision making isbecoming popular in educational settings, parily due to the No
Child Left Behind requirements and he capacity of information technology to allow decision
makers access to data.
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NCLB stipulates that all public school students must meet or exceed the states proficient level
of academic achievement by the end of the 2014 school year. It also requires that each state
develop a monitoring and accountability system to measure that targets arc being reached. In
light of this, states and districts arc beginning to use technology to create systems that allow
them to answer important questions, such as:

Civen where we arc now, are we improving at a rate that will keep us on track to reach

the target in the time remaining?

Il we arc improving too slowly, what must we do differently?™

In 2003, the Idaho Legislature passed HB 367, authorizing the State Board of Education to
provide for and implement the Idaho Student Information Management System (ISIMS) and
requiring all school districts in ldaho to use it to the full extent of its availability. ISIMS creates
a statewide, student information management system designed to provide new resources for
parents, teachers, students and all stakeholders ofeducation in the state. The J.A. and Kathryn
Albertson Foundation dedicated $35 million to the development and implementation of the
ISIMS system. The plan expands a S3.5 million pilot program in 13 districts that allows the
districts to collect, maintain and share student information among their schools. The project
will build a centralized, uniform system that includes a host of web-based resources and tools

for education stakeholders."4

Virginia has developed a model and implemented a statewide initiative for integrating data
systems and statewide online assessments. The goal of this initiative is to have Virginia schools
use Internet-based systems to administer assessments to improve student achievement with
use of data by stakeholders. Online testing became a major component ol the initiative due
to a need to speed up return of preliminary test results for educational decision making. Four

objectives ol the initiative are to:
Provide student access to computers at a ratio ol one computer for every five stu-

dents;
Create Internet-ready local a..a network capability' in even’school;
Ensure adequate high-speed, high-bandwidth capability lor instructional, remedial and

testing needs; and
Establish a statew-ide Internet-hased standards of learning test delivery system.

An executive order from the Virginia governor that required the entire state to move toward
“electronic government" was the first step in establishing this program. Developed through a
partnership between the Virginia legislature, tlte Virginia Department of Education and the
Governor’s Office, the legislature included Item 143 C. II. ol the 2000 Appropriation Act,
which by May 2004 received $232 million in support. '

I HVMMATAN.I i iluvill MMV IIMIM VinULL Tk

Accurate and current textbooks are crucial to quality education because teachers rely on them
to aid in the instructional practice. Textbooks represent a significant expenditure, however, and
updating them regularly can be a challenge lor school districts.

Texas, one of few te ctbook-adoption states in the country, began early to incorporate digital
materials. In 1989, Texas amended the definition ofa textbook to include "computer software”
and, in 2004, the State Board of Education adopted instructional materials lor technology
a dications that included many online and computer-based products. These materials are

available to schools for the 2005-2006 school year.
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During the 2005 legislative session, several proposals were considered that would keep Texas
moving in the digital direction. Although none were passed by the Legislature, they continue
to be considered and debated. Several proposalswould add flexibility to the process oftexthook
adoption, changing the review and adoption cycle and the funding and purchasing process.
Another proposal provides for an instructional materials and technology allotment and allows
for purchase of traditional print materials, digital materials, technology, professional develop-

ment and network infrastructure”6

Tmerging Technologies

If you were to walk into any school in America, you would likely sec awide variety of technolo-
gies in use by students, teachers and administrators beyond those discussed above. Unique
use of technology tends to occur first in schools and districts. The following excerpt from Hot
Tedologiesfor K-12 Schodls, a report from the Consortium for School Networking (CoSN),

highlights emerging technologies in schools.

Addressing diverse leaming styles

One emerging technology' is classroom audio enhancement, which evenly
distributes the teacher's voice above background noise in the classroom, mak-
ing the sound more intelligible to students. According to CoSN, research
shows that all students, and especially those with attention deficit problems
and those for whom listening is an effective learning style, benefit from this
technology. In Anaheim Public Schools in California, a study of third and
fourth graders showed gains in reading, math, language and spelling scores in
sound-field enhanced classrooms, compared to the previous year's test scores

without audio enhancement implementation.

Galvanizing the instructional process

Datacasting allows teachers to go online to find a rich collection of high quality
media content packaged with software, interactive time-lines and activities,
and games, to stream into classroom computers or TVs. Teachers can access
and navigate large data files easily using the Internet, select what they need,
and have it delivered to their desktop computers immediately or overnight.
In Nor'S Texas, the public television datacasting service provides more than
75,000 K-12 students and teachers with more than 8,000 learning objects.

Improving assessrment and evaluation

Digital assessments come in all shapes and sizes and have the power to deliver
immediate results using a wireless or online tool. Students answer questions
m a classroom setting electronically using a remote control-like device, PDA,
or graphing calculator. Teachers see the results immediately on a computer,
gaining immediate insight into “knowing what the students know,” allowing
them to adjust classroom time to meet the needs of the students. In Cleveland,
Ohio, math and language arts teachers have built diagnostic assessments, called
“testleis” for each of the indicators in Ohio state standards.
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Conclusion

Understanding why and how technology is being used in schools is an important first step for
state legislators. Education is lagging behind all other industries in adopting technology as a
tool to increase efficiency and improve performance, and the pace of change will not slow as
we progress through the 21 “century. Effective implementation oftechnology in education will
require thoughtful and diligent leadership at all levels.

The National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), through the Education
Technology Partnership and as part of a project with the NCSL Foundation, will
continue over the course ofa year to produce materials that assist state legislature.' as
they consider their role in education technology. Thanks to the legislators, legislative
staffand private parrers who arc participating.
GoChirs
Representative Dave Hogue, Utah

Delegate Nancy King, Maryland
Julie Relegrin, Colorado

American Federation ofTeachers
Apple Computers
Audio Enhancement
Connections Academy
Dell Computers
National Education Association
Microsoft
Software Information Industry Association
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| | E @ m FRANK H. MURKOWSK1, GOVERNOR

DEPARTMENT OF LAW P o a0

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL PIMOND COIKTHOUSE. 64FLOOB
LABOR <t STATE AFFAIRS JNEAL, AUSKA SO0

March 14, 2006
Via E-Malil

The Honorable Peggy Wilson, Chair

Health, Education and Social Services Committee
Slate Capitol, Room 108

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

The Honorable Fred Dyson, Chair

Health, Education and Social Services Committee
State Capitol, Room 121

Juneau, AK 99801-1182

Re:  Questions Prompted by SB 281
Dear Representative Wilson and Senator Dyson:

Senator Dyson has asked whether school districts can design, promote and
operate non-correspondence public school instructional delivery systems,
including chatter schools, statewide. Representative Wilson’s letter asks about the
ability of a charter school to be operated by a district other than the district where
it originated. Both letters ask whether a school district can build and operate a
public school building outside of its district boundaries.

Each of the operations set out in your questions, school district operation of
schools other than correspondence schools outside its own geographic area, can be
conducted through co-operative agreements under AS 14.14.110-14.14.115, or
through an action by the Department of Education and Early Development under
AS 14.07.030(1). Otherwise, as we discuss more fully below, a district operates
within its own boundaries.

The State of Alaska is predominantly a local control jurisdiction.
Municipalities and regional education attendance areas (REAAS) have the power
and the duty to educate the children in their districts. AS 14.08.021-14.08.041; AS
14.14.090. The districts are governed by boards elected by and accountable to the
voters in a particular geographic area, tn the case of municipal school districts,



To: Rep Wilson & Sen. Dyson March 15. 2006
Re: Questions Prompted by 'SB 281 Page 2 of4

taxes on real property in the geographic area fund district schools. AS
14.17.400 11,

Other sections of Title 14 provide for school administration based on a
district with a specific geographic area. AS 14.04.080 grants children the right lo
attend school in the district in which they reside. Compulsory school attendance is
likewise framed in terms of attendance at a school in the district where the child
resides. The ability of a municipal assembly or council or REAA board to assume
responsibility for planning, design, and construction of a school or education-
related facility is only for facilities locate within the “...boundaries or operating
area of the municipality or regional education attendance area.” AS 14.11.020(a).
AS 14.14.060 contemplates interaction between a borough assembly and school
district on the location, design, and construction of schools. Elements of the
school foundation formula arc based on locale, particularly the district cost factors.
AS 14.17.460. Charter schools operate rs part of their local districts - the charter
school statutes do not contemplate a charter school operating outside of its own

district. AS 14.03.255.

Currently, school districts operate outside their jurisdictions only when the
operate correspondence schools - and these activities are regulated by the
department. AS 14.07.020(a)(9).

The foregoing statutory provisions are evidence that the local school
district, operating within its borders and politically and financially accountable to
its voters, is the foundation of the state educational system.

However, current law also permits districts, and the department, the
flexibility to contract and co-opcratc to assure the efficient delivery of education
throughout the state. The department has the authority to:

(7) enter into contractual agreements with school
districts to provide more efficient or economical education
services; reasonable fees may be charged by the department
to cover the costs of providing services under an agreement,
including costs for professional services, reproduction or
printing, and mailing and distribution of educational

materials; ...

AS 14.07.030(7).

Further, districts may co-operate, or may be required by the department to
co-opcrate, to provide more efficient or economical education or administrative
services. We quote this statute in full to show that its broad scope allows for such
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agreements in circumstances such as those contemplated under SB 281 and
discussed at the hearing on the bill:

Sec. 14.14.110. Cooperation with other districts.

(a) When necessary to provide more efficient or more
economical educational services, a district may cooperate or
the department may require a district to cooperate with other
districts, state-operated schools, or the Bureau of Indian
Affairs in providing educational or administrative services.
However, if a cooperative arrangement requires pupils to live
away from their usual homes, the school board shall provide
classes within the attendance area when there are at least
eight children eligible to attend elementary and secondary
school in the attendance area. In this subsection

(1) "administrative services" includes supervisory,
maintenance, purchasing, or other services that are required
for unified administration; and

(2) "educational services" includes boarding and
tuition arrangements, pupil or teacher exchanges, special
education services, or curriculum development.

(b) The department may prescribe the terms and
conditions of any contract entered into under (a) of this

section....

The legislature has provided an incentive for such co-operation by
authorizing grants for co-operative arrangements:

Sec. 14.14.115. Cooperative arrangement grant program for
school districts.

(@) To encourage cooperative arrangements between
school districts to provide more efficient or economical
administrative or educational services, a school district may
receive a one-time cooperative arrangement grant from the
department of up to $100,000....

Further, the department can establish or combine schools under AS
14.07.030(1). The State Board of Education can adopt regulations to carry out this
and other provisions of Title 14.

In summary, Alaska K-12 education is, by statutory design, delivered
locally. Hence the operation of a district in the geographic territory of another
district without that district’s consent is not contemplated under the Alaska
statutes. However, AS 14.07.030(7), and AS 14.14.110-14.14.115 authorize and
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indeed encourage co-operation among the department and districts. Agreements
entered under these statutes can provide for the circumstances discussed at the

Senate’s hearing on SB 281.

DAVID W. MARQUEZ
ATTORNEY GENERAL

Kathleen Strasbaugh
Assistant Attorney General

cc.  Roger Sampson, Commissioner
Karen Rehfeld, Deputy Commissioner
Eddy Jeans, Director, Division of School Finance
Barbara Thompson, Director, Division of Teaching and Learning Support
Department of Education and Early Development

David Marquez, Attorney General
Randy Ruaro, Special Assistant
Department of Law
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