
© 2010 LRP Publications - Reproduction Prohibited 
0013-1261/10/$7.50+$4.25

Today’s Highlights
Vol. 43, No. 21 · Wednesday, February 3, 2010

Prefer to get Ed Daily® by e-mail?
Just call LRP customer service

at (800) 341-7874

Daily Briefing ........................................ Page 4 

•  DQC finds few states score well  

on data use

Budget 2011

Charter sChools

(See IDEA on page 3)

(See REPORT on page 2)

Special ed funding proposals compared, see p. 3 
Advocates: Budget provides anchor for STEM, see p. 4

Obama proposes 2 percent 
increase in IDEA budget
By Mark W. Sherman

President Obama on Monday proposed to in-
crease the budget for the IDEA by only 2 percent, 
despite pleas from school officials and disability 
groups that he keep spending for special educa-
tion at the elevated levels created by the Ameri-
can Recovery and Reinvestment Act. 

The proposed budget of $12.836 billion for FY 
2011 includes $11.755 billion for Part B Section 
611, a $250 million boost to the main grant to 
states. 

It also includes $10 million for the Special 
Olympics, an increase of $1.9 million, and $41.2 
million for technology and media services, a de-
crease of $2.75 million.

Funding for all other items, including the 
Part B Section 619 program for preschool chil-
dren and the Part C program for infants and 
toddlers, would not change.

Obama also made a separate request for $10 
million to support the Best Buddies program under 
legislation that has passed the House, H.R. 1824.

Still spending the money
The appropriation of $12.2 billion for the 

IDEA under ARRA provided a tantalizing 
glimpse of what special education would look like 
with substantially more federal funds.

School officials and parent groups were united 
in asking the administration to avoid a boom-and-
bust effect when the ARRA dollars ran out.

Their concerns were heightened by the fact 
that many districts reduced their own special 
ed spending under a provision of the IDEA that 
permits such reductions when federal appro-
priations rise, provided the savings are used for 
general education.

In fact, at least three states deliberately 
made it easier for districts to get a passing grade 
on their special ed programs so that districts 
could make those reductions.

Report: Charter outcomes 
mixed but promising
Variation in outcomes seen as growing 
pains for expanding movement
By James Michael Brodie

While the Obama administration has cited 
the charter school movement as a promising 
reform method, results on such schools’ effect on 
student achievement are still too varied to make 
concrete conclusions about their overall effec-
tiveness, the editor of a recent report on charter 
schools told Education Daily®.

Robin Lake, editor of a series of essays on 
charter achievement, said states are continuing 
to get different results depending on whether 
they gave schools real autonomy and funded the 
charters adequately, and how well they held the 
schools accountable for results.

Lake credited the Race to the Top initiative 
for explicitly linking charters to broad school 
improvement strategies like turning around low-
performing schools. 

“All of that is forcing conversations and 
legislation in a lot of states to lift caps, equal-
ize funding, and other charter-friendly policies,” 
Lake said. 

“With Race to the Top as inspiration, I hope 
to see states with poor results looking to improve 
their laws by copying states and cities that are 
getting good results.” 
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Charter sChools

Distinguishing characteristics
According to the report, Hopes, Fears, & 

Reality: A Balanced Look at American Charter 
Schools in 2008, released recently by the Na-
tional Charter School Research Project, charter 
schools generally distinguished themselves from 
traditional public schools in their educational 
strategies and offerings.

The report found that high-quality studies 
— those that passed the litmus test for present-
ing solid research data — were more likely than 
weaker studies to find positive charter school 
results on student learning in both reading and 
math. However, even those studies showed tre-
mendous variation in results. 

“We are starting to see some districts 
respond and actually use charter schools to 
replace their own chronically failing schools,” 
said Lake, associate director of the Center on 
Reinventing Public Education at the Univer-
sity of Washington. 

“In other cases, districts have been unable or 
unwilling to respond to charter competition. In 
those cases, states should do whatever it takes 
to make sure the students in those districts are 
served by high-performing schools, be they char-
ter or district schools.”

Among the report’s other findings:
• School turnarounds succeed only about 30 

percent of the time. If charters are to effectively 
replace chronically low-performing schools, they 
must develop strong principals and capable gov-
erning boards.

• States and districts can use charters as a 
tool for better schools, but they must be prepared 
to close failing charters. 

• Some charter schools that succeed in rais-
ing test scores do not always perform well on col-
lege entrance exams. The charter sector should 
pay greater attention to critical thinking and 
other college-related skills. 

• How charters respond to unionization 
may be pivotal. To date, relatively few have 
unionized. Observers remain split over the 
unions’ impact. 

• States should increase incentives for 
school districts to develop plans to make their 
traditional schools more competitive with 
charters. 

Lake said what was most striking throughout 
the essays was that charter schools were more 
different than alike, in terms of the populations 
they served, the academic missions they pursued, 
the results they produce, and their responses to 
local needs and capacity.

“I think more people are coming to see the 
charter sector is not a Trojan horse for vouch-
ers or part of a vast scheme to privatize public 
schools,” she said. 

“More people have direct or indirect expe-
rience with charter schools now, and under-
stand that, unlike the politicians who talk 
about them, charter schools are not political 
entities.”

Identifying models
Lake said that studies of the charters in New 

York City and Boston have shown strong per-
formance results, and held them up as potential 
models for states and districts looking to create 
more high-performing public schools. 

“Charter schools are creatures of state laws, 
not a result of federal law,” Lake said. “The ap-
peal will continue as long as people are dissatis-
fied with their neighborhood schools and as long 
as policymakers are dissatisfied with the public 
school outcomes they see.”

As to the variation in charter school results, 
Lake pointed to an essay in the report that said 
such differences were an entirely predictable, 
and possibly even desirable, short-term product 
of charter schooling, since innovation and experi-
mentation rely on diverse strategies and some 
risk-taking. 

“Local variation, again with different re-
sults, is a factor that needs to be taken into 
account,” she said. “Some localities and local 
charter schools have a very good grip on what 
they’re trying to accomplish. Others are hoping 
for the best.” 

The full report is available at www.crpe.org/
cs/crpe/view/csr_pubs/255. 

REPORT (continued from page 1)
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Budget 2011

Special education funding proposals compared
The Obama administration unveiled its FY 2011 funding proposal for the Education Department on Monday. 

While funding for the IDEA would grow by $249 million under the proposal, that figure amounts to a 2 percent 
overall increase. Several programs funded under the IDEA would be flat-funded, while the technology and media 
services budget would be cut. Following is a comparison of funding levels and requests for programs funded under 
the IDEA.

On a conference call with reporters, Educa-
tion Daily® asked Education Secretary Arne 
Duncan whether these reductions in local dollars 
— equal to as much as 50 percent of the increase 
in federal funds — would outweigh his proposed 
increases in federal funds for the coming year, 
creating a net decrease in special ed funding in 
certain locales.

Duncan replied that many districts had yet 
to spend all the additional IDEA funds from the 
stimulus. Indeed, an appendix to the adminis-
tration’s budget request indicates that special ed 
outlays would actually rise, from $16.8 billion in 
FY 2010 to $17.9 billion in FY 2011.

Outlays are dollars spent in a given year and 
are independent of the money appropriated for 
that year.

When asked if the administration intended to 
seek substantial additional funds for the IDEA in 
FY 2012, Duncan replied: 

“We made a huge step in the right direction” 
with ARRA and “another step in the right direc-

tion” with the current budget request.
As for future years, he said, “we would love to 

continue to grow this pot.”

Looking for even more money
It remains to be seen how Congress will react 

to the administration’s proposal.
House Appropriations Committee Chair-

man David Obey, D-Wis., said in a statement 
that he would honor the president’s overall 
budget number. However, he may take money 
out of foreign aid and defense to fund other 
programs, he said.

And Rep. John Kline, R-Minn., the top 
Republican on the House Education and Labor 
Committee, issued a statement taking aim spe-
cifically at the proposal for the IDEA.

“The budget proposes a modest $250 million 
increase in special education funding, far less 
than what is necessary to substantially increase 
the federal share of special education costs and 
move the federal government closer to meeting 
its obligation to schools under these programs,” 
he said.

IDEA (continued from page 1)

IDEA appropriations FY 2009 ARRA 
allocation FY 2010 Request for FY 

2011
Percent 
change

Grants to States (Part 
B-611) $11,505,211,000 $11,300,000,000 $11,505,211,000 $11,755,211,000 2.2%

Preschool grants (Part 
B-619) $374,099,000 $400,000,000 $374,099,000 $374,099,000 0.0%

Grants for infants and 
families (Part C) $439,427,000 $500,000,000 $439,427,000 $439,427,000 0.0%

State personnel 
development $48,000,000 Zero $48,000,000 $48,000,000 0.0%

Technical assistance 
and dissemination $48,549,000 Zero $49,549,000 $49,549,000 0.0%

Personnel preparation $90,653,000 Zero $90,653,000 $90,653,000 0.0%
Parent information 
centers $27,028,000 Zero $28,028,000 $28,028,000 0.0%

Technology and media 
services $38,615,000 Zero $43,973,000 $41,223,000 -6.3%

Special Olympics 
education programs $8,095,000 Zero $8,095,000 $10,000,000 23.5%

Total $12,579,677,000 $12,200,000,000 $12,587,035,000 $12,836,190,000 2.0%
Proposed legislation 
for Best Buddies Zero Zero Zero $10,000,000 NA
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Advocates: Budget provides anchor for STEM education
By Emily Ann Brown

The Education Department’s FY 2011 budget 
request proposed $300 million for a new program to 
raise American students’ literacy in science, tech-
nology, engineering and mathematics for FY 2011 
— a surprise to STEM advocates who say the hefty 
request may face stiff opposition from Congress. 

The $300 million allotted for the proposed Ef-
fective Teaching and Learning: STEM program, 
represents a $119.5 million increase over the 
department’s antecedent STEM initiatives. 

The program would provide competi-
tive grants to improve teaching and learning 
of STEM subjects, particularly in high-need 
schools, with support for professional develop-
ment for STEM teachers and the launch of high-
quality assessments and curriculum.

The FY 2011 proposal anchors Obama’s Edu-
cate to Innovate campaign aimed at moving U.S. 
students ahead of their international peers in 
STEM fields over the next decade, experts said. 
However, previous budget requests for STEM 
education have failed to win full funding in the 
appropriations process — which may foreshadow 
the difficulty ahead, they added.

“The challenge moving forward will be to 
defend such robust spending,” James Brown, 
cochair of the STEM Education Coalition, told 
Education Daily®. “There are some tangible 
things there that, quite frankly, are very pleas-
antly surprising considering the budget crisis.”

Consolidation
If approved, the Mathematics and Science 

Partnerships, which support state and local 

efforts to boost teaching and learning in those 
subjects, will be consolidated into the newly pro-
posed Effective Teaching and Learning program. 
The administration recommends to flat-fund 
MSP at its FY 2010 level of $180.5 million

Meanwhile, a competitive grant program 
aimed at improving the achievement of women 
and girls in science and math would see fewer 
dollars under the administration’s request. The 
budget proposal calls for $2.3 million for the 
Women’s Educational Equity program in FY 
2011, a 6 percent decrease from previous years.

The proposal notes that $2.3 million would 
cover the cost of continuing grants initially made 
in FY 2009. 

Despite the announced cuts and consolida-
tion of programs, the overall budget proposal was 
met with support from the STEM education com-
munity, which hopes it moves smoothly through 
Congress and into ESEA reauthorization. What’s 
most encouraging, they said, is the focus not only 
on math and science, but also engineering and 
technology — a clear departure from previous 
administrations’ approaches. 

Chris Stephenson, executive director of the 
Computer Science Teachers Association, told 
Education Daily® that the administration’s 
request buttresses President Obama’s rhetoric 
that U.S. students’ performance in math and 
science are indicators of America’s future eco-
nomic prowess. 

“There’s a recognition that the global infor-
mation marketplace is really driving the need to 
fundamentally change the knowledge base of our 
workers in order to stay competitive,” she said. 

Budget 2011

Study Hall
DQC finds few states score well  
on data use

While states overall have made progress in de-
veloping longitudinal data systems that track student 
progress, more work is needed on certain elements, 
putting states at odds with requirements for getting 
federal funds, a new Data Quality Campaign report 
concluded.

According to the DQC’s survey of states’ progress 
on implementing data systems, the majority of states 
(43) have implemented three or fewer of the DQC State 
Actions; 10 are sharing individual progress reports with 
educators; and fewer than half provide reports to stake-
holders using aggregate-level statistics.

For example, 41 states have made “great strides” in 
linking and sharing data between K-12 and early learn-
ing, and 33 states have done the same in linking K-12 

and postsecondary education. 
But only eight have been able to follow individual 

progress across the preK-20/workforce spectrum, a con-
dition states committed to as part of receiving American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act State Fiscal Stabiliza-
tion Funds.

None of the states is taking all of DQC’s 10 steps, 
which include providing training around data use, chang-
ing the credentialing and licensing process, and sharing 
data with teacher preparation programs.

“Although creating state longitudinal data systems 
and collecting vital information to answer key questions 
about performance are important steps, states also must 
have policies and practices in place to ensure that all 
education stakeholders are able to access, understand 
and use the information for continuous improvement,” 
the report’s authors wrote. 

The full report is online at www.dataqualitycampaign 
.org. 


