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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The State of Washington is one of dozens of states moving forward with its standards-based
education to improve the education of all students in the state by implementing a high school exit
exam. However, the current (and trend) WASL pass rates, no matter the standard, coupled with
an already below-average graduation rate leaves much to be desired and should serve to get the
attention of educators, policymakers, and the public at large.

Though pass rates should be expected to increase as passage requirements become real to
students and overall pass rates will undoubtedly be higher upon the final retake in 2008,
opportunity-to-learn (OTL) issues are raised. Do students and educators have the resources
available to them to meet the standards instituted by the state?

There are several OTL strategies available to educators: schedule adjustments, curriculum
alignment and reform, professional development, remediation through out-of-school (OST)
programs, and comprehensive school reform (CSR), to name a few.

Washington has done well to provide the funding opportunities, through state and federal funds,
to allow schools and school districts to pursue the OTL strategies of their choice. However, it is
not entirely clear how effective those funding programs have been to date. Few, if any, program
evaluations have been conducted to determine the effectiveness of Washington’s efforts to
provide its students a full opportunity to learn.

As Washington policymakers prepare for the implementation of the exit exam, state
policymakers should take inventory of all of the state’s existing programs, determine their
effectiveness in reaching their desired goals, and move quickly to eliminate those programs that
are least effective. In addition, rather than fund entirely new, large-scale programs to assist
secondary schools, a more prudent strategy would be to take existing resources and experiment
with innovative pilot programs across the state. This would avoid spending additional funds
when the effectiveness of currently funded programs remains in question. As pilot programs are
continually evaluated, the state can then explore how to bring those programs to scale. These
pilot programs should be targeted to those schools with the lowest performance.

What becomes more difficult for state and local policymakers in choosing OTL strategies is the
lack of generalizable evidence of the effectiveness of academic interventions at the secondary
level. Most documented initiatives have taken the early-intervention approach, serving
elementary schools and, to a lesser extent, middle schools. Though there may be some
demonstrated success in these programs, the ability to generalize those effects to secondary
schools remains speculative.

Other states and schools have explored different OTL strategies at the secondary level.
Evaluations of these state-level initiatives are still underway to determine their effects on student
performance and other OTL-initiative evaluations do not yet meet the rigorous experimental-
design model favored by researchers to make generalized conclusions about program effects.
However, Washington policymakers can be guided in their decisions to provide opportunities to
learn to their secondary school students by the efforts of policymakers in other locales.
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II. INTRODUCTION
The Washington Academic Achievement and Accountability Commission (A+ Commission)
was created by the Washington Legislature in 1999 to provide oversight of the state’s evolving
accountability system. Part of that accountability system is a high school exit exam first
administered in the 10th grade. Students in the class of 2008 will be the first class required to pass
the three subject-matter portions of the Washington Assessment of Student Learning (WASL) –
Reading, Mathematics, and Writing – and the class of 2010 will be required to pass an additional
section in science as a condition of graduation.

The Washington Legislature, in 2004, set the passing standard to be at the “Proficient” level
(Level 3) or above on all subject-area sections of the WASL. However, the Legislature followed
by directing the A+ Commission to evaluate alternative passing standards. The A+ Commission,
in its May 10th meeting, narrowed the number of options under consideration to four. The four
options include: A) Students must reach a “proficient” score or above, Level 3 according to
current WASL standards in each subject, in all subject areas – the current standard set by the
Legislature; B) Students must reach a “basic” score (Level 2) or above in each subject; C)
Students must reach a “proficient” score or above in any two subjects and at least “basic” in one
subject-area assessment; and D) Students must reach a “proficient” score or above in any one
subject and at least “basic” in the other two subject-area assessments.1

Of concern to the A+ Commission and to Washington policymakers are the current pass rates
under all four options. According to 2004 WASL results, 39 percent of all students score
“proficient” or above in all three subjects, the current default standard. When disaggregated by
race and ethnicity, 44 percent of white and 47 percent of Asian/Pacific Islander students met the
passing standard while 16 percent of Hispanics, 14 percent of African Americans, and 20 percent
of Native Americans met the passing standards under Option A. Just over 23 percent of those
students eligible for Title I services passed under this model. The passing rates for students
identified as English Language Learners (ELL) or special education had passing rates of under
five percent.2

The overall passing rates for Option B, Option C, and Option D were higher at 60 percent, 54
percent, and 59 percent, respectively. When disaggregated, the pattern is similar under each
option as seen in Option A with white and Asian/Pacific Islander students passing at slightly
higher rates than the overall average and Hispanic, African American, and Native American
students scoring lower than the overall average, along with students identified as English
Language Learners and special education and eligible for Title I services.

Given the passing rates under all four options being considered, the A+ Commission hired
Management Analysis and Planning, Inc. (MAP) to provide them with research-based and up-to-
date information, analyses, and recommendations for programmatic and fiscal efforts that may
need to be undertaken by school districts and the State of Washington to give students in the
class of 2008 and beyond reasonable opportunities to acquire the knowledge and skills necessary
to meet certificate of academic achievement graduation requirements. In particular, the A+

                                                  
1 These options considered for the high school classes of 2008 and 2009 that will only be required to take three

subject-area WASL assessments.
2 Results are 2004 WASL results provided by the A+ Commission.
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Commission desired an analysis of current state initiatives to increase the number of high school
students meeting the state standards for graduation, a review of the existing literature on high
school academic strategies initiated by schools, districts, and states.

The results of this analysis resulted in a two-part final report. The first part of the final report
described the current condition in Washington – the accountability system and student
performance – and provided a general discussion about the different opportunities to learn often
considered to be necessary in a standards-based environment. The first part of the final report
included a summary of the available research on these opportunities-to-learn initiatives. Part I of
the final report concluded that the state should take immediate inventory of the OTL programs
implemented in the state

This second part of the final report summarizes different opportunity-to-learn initiatives
undertaken by other states and school districts, some preliminary results associated with these
initiatives, and how much similarly devised initiatives would cost in Washington. This second
part of the final report is to serve as a guide to Washington policymakers as they explore
providing opportunities to learn to their secondary school students by considering the
experiences in other locales.

III. OPPORTUNITIES TO LEARN
Part I of this final report described, in more detail, student performance on the 10th-grade WASL.
Under all four models being considered for passing, between 39 percent and 60 percent of 2003-
04 10th-grade students would have failed one or more sections of the WASL on their initial
attempt. The 2003-04 10th-grade WASL scores showed approximately five percentage-point
increases (at the proficient level or higher) on all three sections (reading, math, and writing), a
departure from previous years of relatively stagnant passing rates. Although a one-year increase
should not, yet, be considered a significant change in the trend data, the increase may be seen as
an indication of future increases due to increased student motivation. Student transcripts, for the
first time in 2004, showed WASL scores, perhaps incentive to students to give their best effort
on the assessment. As experienced in other states, as the assessments become “real” to students,
their motivations change accordingly and initial pass rates have tended to increase significantly
in just one year.

For those students who do not pass one or more subject-area sections of the WASL, the extent to
which students are provided a full opportunity to learn what they need to learn on the state’s exit
exam becomes an issue. However, how best to determine if students are provided a full
opportunity to learn, as the Center on Education Policy put it, “is not easy to measure.” Part I of
this final report summarized different opportunity-to-learn initiatives. The list, in general
descriptions, included:

• Schedule Adjustment
• Teacher Quality
• Professional Development
• Out-of-School Time (OST)
• Small Schools
• Comprehensive School Reform (CSR)
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• Supplemental Education Service (SES) Providers

A. Washington’s Opportunities to Learn
Washington state policymakers and/or local educators and policymakers have undertaken efforts
to provide one or more general OTL initiatives listed above. As statewide policy, the state’s
Learning Assistance Program (LAP) was allocated $65.8 million for the 2003-04 fiscal year to
provide assistance to those students struggling to meet state learning standards. These have
included creating smaller learning groups (e.g., class-size reduction), out-of-school time (OST)
programs, and curriculum and schedule adjustments, to name a few. Approximately $2.3 million
was allocated to the Teacher Assistance/Mentoring Program (TAP) in 2003-04 to assist
beginning teachers and improve teacher quality. Additionally, two days of professional
development is included in the base teacher salary along with state-developed summer
conferences designed to assist educators with methods and content knowledge.

Approved by voters in November 2000, Initiative 728, the K-12 Student Achievement Act,
dedicated a portion of state revenues through the lottery and state property tax to the Student
Achievement Fund. School districts were encouraged to use the funds in one of the following
strategies that they felt most appropriate to improve student learning in their district:

1. Major reduction in K-4 class sizes,
2. Class size reduction in grades 5-12, such as small high school writing classes,
3. Extended-learning time opportunities,
4. Professional development for educators,
5. Pre-kindergarten support,
6. Facilities improvement or additions to support class size reductions or extended-

time opportunities.
In all, $203.1 million was appropriated to I-728 activities in the 2003-04 fiscal year. Allocations
are made on a flat per-pupil funding basis, approximately $212 per student in 2003-04.

The Focused Assistance program, through the A+ Commission, identifies and invites those
schools that have not met their annual yearly progress (AYP) goals for two consecutive years to
participate in a statewide school-improvement process. A full description of the program can be
found on the Association of Washington School Principals (AWSP) through a two-page memo
found at http://www.awsp.org/wpf/updates_Accountability.htm.  Key components include the
participating school being assigned a school improvement facilitator, the development of school
improvement teams, the initiation of an educational audit, the formulation of a school
improvement plan according to the state’s nine characteristics of high-performing schools, and a
two-year performance agreement between the school, the school district, and OSPI.

The Washington Legislature is not alone in designing and funding OTL initiatives in
Washington. Public-private partnerships have been forged to assist Washington schools move
forward with OTL initiatives. The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation has provided local schools
and districts with funding to pursue several OTL initiatives. The Gates Foundation created the
Washington State Achievers High Schools program.3 In 2001, the foundation awarded five-year
grants to 16 Washington high schools serving largely economically disadvantaged student

                                                  
3 “The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation’s Washington State Achievers Program, Year 1 Evaluation Summary,”

Fouts & Associates, L.L.C., February 1, 2003.
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populations. One of the major goals of the program is to reinvent the high school by developing
small learning communities of no more than 400 students. Schools were awarded grants ranging
from $180,400 to $1,140,000 depending on school enrollment ($500 per student to support
redesign efforts and $100 per student to strengthen college preparedness and awareness in feeder
middle schools and junior high schools).

Additionally, in a public-private partnership between the Gates Foundation and the Washington
Legislature, the Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), the State Board for
Community Colleges (SBCTC), and the Council of Presidents (COP), the Transition
Mathematics Project aims to assist students to successfully transition from high school-level
math to college-level math. The Legislature appropriated $300,000 and the Gates Foundation
provided a two-year grant of $400,000 to the project in 2004.4

Another public-private partnership involves Social Venture Partners (SVP) providing grants of
approximately $40,000 for between one and five years to provide and improve out-of-school-
time (OST) programs in the Puget Sound area.5 The twin goals of the SVP programs are to
provide quality OST programs and to build organizational capacity to strengthen and further
develop OST programs.

In coordination with the federal government, 136 schools have received one or more years of
federal comprehensive school reform (CSR) funding since 1998. Of those 136 schools, 12
schools are/were high schools serving grades 9-12, another nine schools serving students in
grades 7-12, and six schools serving secondary school students in K-12 grade configurations.
Three federally funded CSR high schools are also participants in the Gates Foundation’s
Washington State Achievers High School Program.6

In total, revenues from federal sources accounted for 9.5 percent of general fund revenues for
school districts in the 2002-03 school year, a total of $691.5 million. Of particular interest to this
study are those funds designated to provide increased opportunities to learn to students. These
include programs such as Title I, Part A ($143.0 million), school improvement revenues ($57.3
million) for programs such as Title II, Part B for improving teacher quality, Title II, Part B to
assist math and science partnerships, Title V, Part A funds for innovative programs, and Title VI,
Part B funds for rural and low-income schools. Another $2.9 million was allocated to
Washington through the Eisenhower Professional Development program.

Washington currently has 29 approved supplemental educational service providers that parents
can contract with through their local district using their share of their school’s Title I, Part A
funds, if that school is identified as in need of improvement for three consecutive years.

                                                  
4 http://www.gatesfoundation.org/Education/TransformingHighSchools/Announcements/Announce-040506.htm.
5 http://www.svpseattle.org/grant_guidelines/out_of_school_time.htm
6 Cleveland High School in Seattle School District, Mt. Tahoma High School in Tahoma School District, and

M a b t o n  H i g h  S c h o o l  i n  M a b t o n  S c h o o l  D i s t r i c t ,
http://www.gatesfoundation.org/Education/WashingtonStatePrograms/WashingtonStateAchieversProgram/Grant
s/default.htm.
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For those students most at risk of failing or dropping out of the public education system,
altogether, more than 90 alternative schools have been established by school districts and
education service districts. Most of these schools serve high school students, but some have been
established to serve students in elementary and middle school grades. The goal of creating an
alternative school is to significantly change the learning environment and structure of schooling
to meet the needs of those students who have struggled in a traditional schooling environment.

B. Washington’s OTL Effects
Without an exit exam, only 66 percent of Washington high school students graduate high school
– below the alarmingly low national average of 70 percent.7 Additionally, aside from the one-
year five-percentage point increase in WASL scores in 2004, 10th-grade WASL passing rates
have remained relatively stagnant since its implementation in 1999. In this time, few, if any,
formal evaluations have been conducted on secondary school OTL initiatives in the state.

Though the program has expanded to include secondary school students, previous studies of how
LAP funds were allocated by districts to schools showed that, in combination with Title I funds,
70 percent of LAP and Title I funds were allocated to elementary schools.8 Schools have been
quick to provide LAP funds to elementary schools with the goal of early intervention,
particularly in the primary grades of K-3.

Language in Initiative 728 also tends to support initiatives at the elementary school level,
particularly in the primary and pre-primary grades, by encouraging major reduction in K-4 class
sizes and pre-kindergarten support. Class size reduction in grades 5-12, such as small high school
writing classes, professional development, and extended-learning time opportunities are also
encouraged, but left to local school districts to decide how best to allocate these funds to improve
student learning in their district. Only a first-year implementation study has been conducted
documenting how funds were used in Washington school districts.9 In this implementation study,
researchers found that efforts to reduce class size made up 53.3 percent of I-728 funding efforts.
More than 28 percent of I-728 funds were used to reduce class sizes in grades 5-12 with another
25.0 percent used to reduce class sizes in the elementary grades of K-4. Professional
development (14.3 percent) and extended learning (11.2 percent) were the next largest categories
of I-728 funding in the first year. However, since this initial study, there exists no follow-up
research documenting I-728-funding allocation patterns or the effectiveness of those funds on
student achievement at any schooling level, the primary purpose of the ballot initiative

In 2003, the federal government allocated more than $4.7 million to the state of Washington to
support comprehensive school reform (CSR) activities. According to the Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory (SEDL) database of schools implementing CSR models, ten high

                                                  
7 This is a four-year cohort graduation rate estimated by Jay Greene and Greg Forster published in “Public High
School Graduation and College Readiness Rates in the United States,” Education Working Paper 3, Center for Civic
Innovation at the Manhattan Institute, September, 2003. This is calculated by dividing the number of high school
students receiving a diploma in 2001 by a smoothed average count of students in 8th, 9th, and 10th grades four years
prior.
8 “The Learning Assistance Program: Options to Revise the State Funding Formula,” Barbara McLain and Marna

Miller, Washington State Institute for Public Policy, June 2002.
9 “Washington’s Initiative 728: Examining the First Year of Implementation,” Marge Plecki et al., University of

Washington Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, February 2003.
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schools or junior/senior high schools had three years of CSR funding and another five
junior/senior high schools had two years of funding up through the 2003-04 school year. These
schools implemented a variety of CSR models including Onward to Excellence II (3), ATLAS
Communities (2), High Schools That Work (2), Effective Schools (2), Expeditionary Learning
Outward Bound, Coalition of Essential Schools, and other externally developed and locally
developed models. Little, if any, evaluation research could be found documenting the
effectiveness of CSR on student achievement (either WASL proficiency rates,
graduation/dropout rates, or rates of post-secondary education attendance) in Washington
schools. Casual analysis of those schools with at least two years of CSR funding found modest,
but sporadic, gains in 10th-grade WASL scores across the three subject areas. Some showed more
growth than others and some exhibited more growth in one subject area vis-à-vis other subject
areas.

Analyzing 2004 10th-grade WASL results from all schools revealed that the lowest scoring
schools were predominantly schools designated as alternative schools. Though this might be
expected given the nature of the students – those most at risk of failure (already very low test
scores and grades) or dropping out – enrolled/placed in these schools, Washington policymakers
would be justified in trying to determine the value-added effects these alternative schools have
on student performance.

IV. WASHINGTON’S CALL TO ACTION
In all, MAP could not make any determination of the effectiveness of any of Washington’s
opportunity-to-learn initiatives at the secondary level because few, if any, formal evaluations
have been conducted on the effectiveness of secondary OTL initiatives. Funding for existing
OTL initiatives have had negligible impact on overall student outcomes, either in the form of
improved dropout rates or increasing WASL scores at the 10th grade (relatively stagnant) through
casual analyses of both.

Given the state of affairs in Washington high schools, the already low graduation rates would be
further lowered, theoretically, if passing rates on the 10th-grade WASL continued, no matter the
standard. Though initial pass rates are expected to increase as the test becomes “real” to students
and cumulative pass rates are expected to increase with each retest opportunity, given the
experiences in other states, the opportunity to learn in Washington’s high schools must be
directly addressed.

MAP recommends a deliberate, yet aggressive, strategy for Washington policymakers to take
immediate inventory of the different OTL initiatives being implemented in the state and with
what funds those programs are being funded, determine the effectiveness of those programs, and
quickly move to eliminate those programs that are least effective. As the state moves to increase
performance standards for its students, the state must also hold its schools and school districts
accountable for designing and implementing high-quality instructional programs. By not holding
schools accountable, the burden of the standards movement falls entirely, and unfairly, on the
students of the state.
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MAP further recommends that those OTL initiatives and programs determined to be least
effective be immediately replaced with pilot programs with the sole purpose of increasing
passing rates on the WASL. The research on effective OTL initiatives at the secondary level
remains less-than-generalizable. That is, the outcomes and quality of research on OTL initiatives
at the secondary level does not lend itself to being generally applied to secondary schools in
Washington or elsewhere. MAP, therefore, hesitates to recommend any particular set of OTL
initiatives given the lack of high-quality research.

However, the lack of specific recommendations should not be interpreted as a call to do nothing.
Washington policymakers face a much higher risk if they choose to do nothing given the current
state of Washington’s high schools than if they were to move forward with a deliberate strategy
to take inventory of its existing resources and provide new opportunities to learn to students who
have, up until now, been failed. Washington policymakers might consider looking to other states
and school districts that have pursued OTL initiatives in a high-stakes environment of
implementing an exit exam at the secondary level.

V. WHAT OTHER STATES ARE DOING
Other states and school districts have moved forward with implementing different OTL
initiatives that have shown promise in raising student test scores. Some of these initiatives have
documented research showing positive results, though not of the quality of research that would
lead to generalized conclusions of their effects.

Several states have undertaken initiatives aimed directly at secondary schools to provide OTL to
students as their states moved forward with their high school exit exams.

Indiana, for instance, created policies to intervene with students who failed the exit exam and
those at risk of failing the exam. The state provides $115 per secondary school student to
districts to use for OST efforts, individualized tutoring, or other initiatives. An early study found
that those students who participated in remediation programs showed greater gains in their retake
of the test compared to those that did not participate.10 However, it was not determined what set
of initiatives pursued by districts were most effective, after-school initiatives vis-à-vis summer
institutes, etc.

California developed its California Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program
(II/USP) in an effort to provide assistance to under-performing schools (elementary, middle, and
high). The program targets schools in the lower half of the Academic Performance Index (API)
that failed to meet its growth targets. Schools apply to participate, and once chosen, receive a
$50,000 planning grant to develop a school improvement plan, then an additional $200 per
student for three years. Many schools have used the II/USP in conjunction with their adoption of
CSR models. California also has its High Priority Schools Grant Program that targets those
schools in the lowest decile of schools. Schools receive up to $400 per student in addition to the
II/USP interventions. In an evaluation of the first cohort of 350 schools after two years in the
program showed that 80 schools had exited the program and 215 received a third year of

                                                  
10 “An Investigation of Indiana High School Remediation Programs,” Donald Ross Green, Daniel M. Lewis, Dennis

Kelley, and Adele Brandstrom, 2000.
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funding. Included in the first cohort were 80 schools that adopted a CSR model; 13 of these
schools met their growth targets while six faced sanctions for not meeting their performance
goals. In the second cohort of 383 schools, 140 schools met their performance goals, while more
than 200 schools made some growth. In this second cohort, 47 schools adopted a CSR model; 20
schools met their performance criteria in their evaluations.

According to survey results returned to the Center on Education Policy, Louisiana,
Massachusetts, Mississippi, Texas, Utah, and Virginia have computer-based programs to assist
students with their exit exams. Florida, which did not answer the question to the Center on
Education Policy, has its FCAT Explorer, an online tutorial available to students to learn about
and practice the skills tested on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT), including
exercises for 10th-grade students and teachers.

Virginia and Massachusetts, both, have recently implemented exit exams as a condition of
students receiving a state-accredited high school diploma. Both states, also, have created
programs directly addressing the OTL issues raised when increasing the performance standards
on its high school students. This remainder of this section will discuss these new statewide
initiatives undertaken by these two states, the funding supporting these initiatives, and corollary
student achievement. A math-specific initiative undertaken by schools and school districts across
the nation concludes this section as an example of a specific OTL initiative that has shown some
research promise in improving student achievement at the secondary level.

A. Virginia’s Project Graduation
Virginia created Project Graduation to provide high school students additional resources to pass
that state’s end-of-course, its Standards of Learning (SOL), exams in addition to remediation and
OTL initiatives already provided in Virginia schools. Governor Warner’s theme in establishing
Project Graduation was, “We will maintain standards and walk the extra mile with our
students.”11 The class of 2004 was the first class required to meet the higher graduation standards
in Virginia by passing tests in English:Reading, Algebra I, and English:Writing. More subject-
area, end-of-course tests will be phased in over time.

Governor Warner first piloted Project Graduation in Summer 2003. Four programs were created
as part of Project Graduation. The first three programs funded initiatives directly aimed at
providing assistance to students. These initiatives included three-week summer academies,
expanded access to online tutorials, and greater distance learning opportunities. The fourth
demonstration project collected and disseminated “best practices” for schools offering OTL
initiatives at the secondary level in Arlington County. A case manager position was funded in
Arlington County to assist at-risk students through the exam process and work with schools to
develop effective programs.

The projected cost of the pilot program was $400,000 in 2003. In the summer of 2003, 82
students participated in the Governor’s Regional Summer Academies pilot program across three
content areas – 19 students in reading, 23 students in Algebra I, and 40 students in writing. The
pilot program was established to serve those students who completed and passed the coursework
but did not pass the SOL test. These summer academies took place in three sites across the state.
                                                  
11 http://www.pen.k12.va.us/2plus4in2004/index.shtml
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Of the 19 students who participated in reading remediation, 13 passed the subsequent SOL retest;
of the 23 students who participated in algebra remediation, 21 passed the subsequent SOL test;
and of the 40 students who participated in writing remediation, 14 passed the subsequent SOL
test. The state plans to pay for the program with federal funds made available through NCLB
reforms.12

The Virginia Department of Education, Chesterfield County Public Schools, and The Princeton
Review developed the Project Graduation Online Tutorial in reading. The tutorial guides
students through an initial diagnostic assessment identifying areas of instructional need. Online
lessons and practice exercises are then provided to students. After successfully completing the
tutorial and a post-tutorial readiness assessment, students retake the SOL reading test. According
to Maureen Hijar, Director of Secondary Instructional Services in the Virginia Department of
Education, Virginia’s online tutorial modules cost an estimated $150,000-$200,000.13 She
indicated, in fact, that the state used the same contractor who developed the Massachusetts online
tutorial. The new reading online tutorial will provide services to 800 high school seniors who
have yet to pass the reading test.

Given the initial success of the Project Graduation pilot program in Summer 2003, the Governor
expanded Project Graduation statewide for the 2003-04 school year. Eight Project Graduation
Academies were established around the state with grants of up to $75,000 each to operate during
the regular school year. Again, Project Graduation, as a whole, targeted those students who
passed the required coursework, but did not pass the SOL test.

In Spring 2004, 468 students participated in the reading remedial courses and 318 students
participated in the Algebra I remedial courses. Of the 468 reading students, 343 subsequently
passed the SOL test in reading. Of the 318 algebra students, 197 subsequently passed the SOL
test in Algebra I. This amounts to approximately $763 per participating student. Additional
grants of $75,000 were made available to each of the eight regional academy sites for summer
services, but it is not yet known how many students participated in Summer 2004. Appendix C
and Appendix D contain the grant information letters and guidelines describing the scope of
activities considered for Project Graduation.

These Project Graduation Academies, working with schools across the state, work to provide
students with remedial instruction during the school year, both in the form of in-school and OST
programs. A pupil-to-teacher ratio of 10-to-1 is encouraged for maximum remedial effectiveness.

As part of the Project Graduation design, the state has worked to identify promising practices
used to prepare students, particularly those struggling to meet the standards, for the SOL tests.
Examples of promising practices include: “SOL Blitz” that provides three days of remedial
instruction just prior to the summer administration of the SOL tests; “Double Block, no fail
algebra and geometry” where students are taught, assessed, and taught again; and double
blocking mathematics and English/Reading for students who failed the 8th-grade SOL tests.14

                                                  
12 “Project Graduation targets SOL exam,” The Washington Times, June 3, 2003.
13 Personal phone conversation with Maureen Hijar on September 24, 2004.
14 http://www.pen.k12.va.us/2plus4in2004/promisingpractices.pdf
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Project Graduation funding and initiatives are in addition to other remediation strategies and
funding undertaken by the Virginia Legislature. In 2003, $9.0 million was allocated to schools
for diagnosis and remediation of students in grades 6-9 who are at risk of failing the Algebra I
end-of-course test – $22.81 per grade 6-9 pupil – and $76.2 million was allocated for
remediation programs across all grades – $63.90 per pupil.15 Unknown, however, is how these
remediation funds are allocated across grade levels or their effectiveness.

Officials with the Virginia Department of Education are continuing to collect Project Graduation
participation and outcomes data from Summer 2004. However, as one indicator of the state’s
overall remediation efforts’ effectiveness, Maureen Hijar indicated that in Fairfax County,
11,318 students graduated and only 21 students did not graduate because they failed to pass one
or more of the SOL tests. To be fair, though, this statistic does not include the number of
students who did not graduate because they did not complete the requisite coursework; those 21
students who did not graduate in Fairfax County were those that completed the required
coursework, but failed one or more of the SOL tests.

Initial pass rates in Virginia have steadily risen over time. Since 1998, English:Reading pass
rates increased 21 percentage points to 93 percent in 2003. In English:Writing, pass rates
increased 20 percentage points since 1998 to 91 percent in 2003. And, Algebra I pass rates
increased 38 percentage points since 1998 to 78 percent in 2003. Though 2004 pass rates were
not available at the time of writing this report, Maureen Hijar indicated that pass rates increased
significantly in 2004, the first year that passing the SOL tests became a condition of graduation.
Cumulative passing rates are still being collected and computed by the state.

B. Massachusetts’s Alternate Pathways to Success
Massachusetts has created perhaps the most comprehensive and wide-reaching set of initiatives
in response to OTL issues raised as the state moved forward with its high school exit exam. For
those high school seniors who have yet to pass the MCAS, the state created its Alternate
Pathways to Success initiative.16 Included are One-Stop Career Centers that serve as information
brokers to students matching them with academic support service providers, training, and
employment options; Innovative Programs grants to provide intensive remediation services
through online tutorial services, work and learning models, and community college models; and
academic support and community college transition services to provide students opportunities to
pursue academic support services through community colleges.

These Alternate Pathways to Success initiatives amounted to approximately $5 million across the
first two years of the program. In fiscal year 2005, up to $2 million will be provided to provide
these Pathway programs through competitive grants, either through the regular school year or
through summer school programs. Half of total Pathways program funding is dedicated to the
Work and Learning programs, while the One Stop Career Center programs will receive up to
$515,000 and the Academic Support & College Transition Services programs will receive up to
$485,000.

                                                  
15 http://www.pen.k12.va.us/VDOE/Instruction/consolidatedplan.pdf. In 2002-2003, there were 352,295 students in

grades 9-12, 394,485 students in grades 6-9, and 1,192,539 students enrolled in all grades.
16 “Pathways to Graduation: Supporting All Students to Mastery, A Retrospective Look at the Class of 2003 ,” The

Rennie Center for Education Research & Policy, MassINC, Spring 2004.
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The Pathways initiatives take advantage of a wide range of public-public and public-private
partnerships. The competitive grant process is open to a range of service providers including
school districts, community colleges, local workforce investment boards, non-profit
organizations, and other community agencies. For instance, the Work and Learning program, a
program designed for students seeking to earn money and gain job skills while they take classes
and/or receive academic support, works in partnership with local employers to match the needs
of the students. This unique public–private partnership has many employers subsidizing program
costs by paying students stipends. In the view of Keith Westrich, who works in the
Massachusetts Department of Education and oversees academic support programs such as Work
and Learning and One Stop Career Centers, these types of programs may, one day, completely
redefine the concept of vocational education.17

These initiatives are part of the state’s overall strategy of remediation and are in addition to other
remediation programs offered through school districts.  Remediation funds allocated by the state
to districts for MCAS remediation and Pathways programs will amount to approximately $14.1
million for fiscal year 2005.18 Because of budgetary pressures, tightening of programmatic
initiatives, and the determination of actual student needs compared to perceived student needs,
funding at the secondary level went from $50 million in FY 2003 to $10 million in FY 2004 and
rebounding upwards by $4 million to its funding level in FY 2005.

However, little research has been conducted regarding the effectiveness of Pathways programs or
other secondary OTL initiatives aimed at helping struggling students pass the MCAS for their
competency determination. According to Rachelle Engler, director of the Academic Support Unit
in the Massachusetts Department of Education, the process of collecting program participation
numbers and matching of student scores to program participation is underway and should be
available shortly.19 Initial figures on Pathways program participation and capacity, attrition,
MCAS retaking attempts and subsequent pass rates, however, are only estimated by the
Massachusetts Department of Education because no formal mechanisms were in place for direct
data collection and evaluation. The independent evaluation organization contracted to do the
initial evaluation of the Pathways program stressed that “in the future, policymakers, educational
leaders, and researchers must seek answers to these data gaps so they are able to assess the
impact and effectiveness of pathways programs.”20

Estimated 2003 Pathways programs enrollments showed that approximately 1,136 students
participated in the One Stop Career Center programs in Summer 2003 and 855 students
participated in school year 2003-04. In the Innovative Programs, such as Work and Learning
programs, approximately 65 students in the class of 2003 participated in school year 2003-04.
And, approximately 221 students participated in Academic Support and Community College
Transition Services programs in Summer 2003 and 173 participated in school year 2003-04.

                                                  
17 Personal conversation with Keith Westrich, August 6, 2004.
18 Conversation with Keith Westrich, Center for School Support Services, Massachusetts Department of Education,

August 6, 2004 and confirmed with Massachusetts statutory language researched and provided by Partnership for
Learning to OSPI and the A+ Commission.

19 E-mail conversation with Rachelle Engler dated September 23, 2004.
20 The Rennie Center, p. 4.
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Considering approximately 1,300 students participated in Pathways programs, altogether, FY
2005 funding for these programs amounts to approximately $1,500 per participating student. For
all remediation services of $14.1 million, funding amounts to approximately $48.90 per
secondary school student.21

And, as with other states, the state funds Content Institutes for educators to assist them with
deepening their content knowledge and to strengthen their skills base towards student success on
the MCAS. These Content Institutes require teachers to commit 45 hours (not all of which is
required on site); approximately 1,000 teachers served across 34 institutes per year. These
institutes are funded through federal Title II funds, augmented by state funding. Compare this to
Washington’s three professional development conferences per year in January, June, and August.

Initial MCAS pass rate trends from 1998 to 2000 – prior to the MCAS being a condition of
receiving a competency determination – were relatively flat, similar to Washington’s initial 10th-
grade WASL pass rates since 1998. Initial pass rates in Massachusetts were in the mid-60’s using
the “Needs Improvement” level or higher (Level 2 or higher) as the passing standard. In 2001,
the first year that the class of 2003 took the MCAS, the first class facing the higher standard for a
state-accredited diploma, initial pass rates increased 16 percentage points to 82 percent in
English and 20 percentage points to 75 percent in Math. Initial pass rates have continued to
increase steadily. In 2004, initial pass rates were 89 percent in English and 85 percent in Math.
Cumulative pass rates, after retests four and five, have been greater than 95 percent for every
class since the class of 2003.22

If the state were to move to the higher standard for passing by using the “Proficient” level or
higher (Level 3 or higher), similar to Washington’s 2004 Legislature-set passing standard, initial
pass rates went from 38 percent in 1998 to 51 percent in 2001 to 62 percent in 2004 in English
and from 24 percent in 1998 to 45 percent in 2001 to 57 percent in 2004.23 The student
motivation factor was clearly seen at the “Needs Improvement” level and higher and, to a lesser
extent, though still significant, at the “Proficient” level and higher.
It is difficult to determine how much of these increases in initial pass rates and cumulative pass
rates can be tied directly to the state’s remediation efforts at the secondary level or through the
Pathways programs. Officials continue to collect data on program participation and
effectiveness. It is equally difficult to determine how local educators and students would behave,
or would have behaved, if the standard for passing was set at the “Proficient” level instead of the
“Needs Improvement” level. As the Massachusetts officials consider raising the standard for
passing given the level of student success at the current standard, educators and students may
respond to the challenge by continuing to score ever-higher proportions of students at the
“Proficient” level or higher if the bar was raised.

With enrollment and demographics similar to Washington, similar test and standard difficulty (as
measured by the comparison of state-assessment proficiency to NAEP proficiency), and similar

                                                  
21 In 2003-2004, there were 288,329 students enrolled in grades 9-12 in Massachusetts.
22 For a discussion on the controversy of how these cumulative pass rates are computed, refer to Part I of this final

report.
23 “Spring 2004 MCAS Tests: Summary of State Results,” Massachusetts Department of Education, September

2004.
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initial pass rate trends, Washington policymakers might look to the Massachusetts experience of
exit-exam implementation and remedial education funding and effectiveness as a guide for
considering their own OTL issues. However, to be sure, the demonstrated effectiveness (as
measured by student outcomes) should not necessarily be seen as a direct result, in a purely
research sense, of these secondary school OTL initiatives.

C. Algebra I and Other Math Tutoring Initiatives
Considering that pass rates are lowest on the math section of the WASL, as part of its overall
analysis, MAP looked to OTL initiatives that specifically addressed deficiencies in math
achievement. One such program that has been implemented in more than 1,500 schools across
the nation, more than 100,000 students in 46 of the nation’s largest school districts, including a
new contract to be provided in the Department of Defense systems of schools, is Cognitive Tutor
from Carnegie Learning, one of the few that specifically targets secondary students. Cognitive
Tutor is a comprehensive curricula for secondary mathematics, including Algebra I, Algebra II,
Integrated Math, and Geometry, in a blend of computer-based and textbook and classroom-
activities instructional time.

Though the nature of the program evaluations, to date, have not necessarily met the stringent
standards of random assignment in an experimental-design evaluation favored by researchers, the
Cognitive Tutor:Algebra I program has demonstrated its effectiveness through several internal
and external evaluations. As a whole, the company claims that Cognitive Tutor:Algebra I
students have been shown to perform 85 percent better on average on assessments of complex
mathematical problem solving and thinking; students completing the three-course sequence
(Algebra I, Geometry, and Algebra II) have been shown to perform better on the Third
International Mathematics and Science Survey (TIMSS) by 30 percent and real-world problem
solving assessments by an average of 227 percent.24

Lewisville High School in Texas improved its passing rate on the Texas End of Course exam to
84 percent from 58 percent in the previous two years using the curriculum. Given the depth of
the information system in place in Texas, evaluators were able to determine individual teacher
performance. One teacher improved to a 90 percent passing rate from 58 percent prior to using
the Cognitive Tutor course.

In El Paso, Texas, the district administered the program to those that had previously failed
Algebra I. The district serves a student population that is 90 percent Hispanic, 28 percent English
Language Learners (ELL), and 63 percent identified as economically disadvantaged. In a one-
year comparison, 36 percent of students in Cognitive Tutor schools passed the End of Course
exam (and increase from 16 percent in the previous year with a traditional curriculum) and
compared to a 16 percent passing rate in those schools that maintained the traditional curriculum
(only increased from six percent from the previous year).

In an external study, the Reliability Group examined the effectiveness of Cognitive Tutor versus
the conventional curricula in Miami-Dade (FL) County Public Schools. The Reliability Group
found statistically significant effects in scaled scores and Florida Comprehensive Achievement

                                                  
24http://www.carnegielearning.com/start.cfm?startpage=company/news_events/&startmenu=id_1,id_6&startimage=

&startimagepath=.
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Test (FCAT) passing rates.25 Of striking notice were the effects on Exceptional Student
Education (ESE) students (special education) and Limited English Proficient (LEP) students.
Cognitive Tutor ESE students scored 44 scale points higher than the comparison ESE group and
passed at a rate of 35.7 percent opposed to 10.9 percent for the comparison ESE group. For LEP
students, Cognitive Tutor students had scale scores 16 points higher than the comparison LEP
students and passed the FCAT at a rate of 27.0 percent as opposed to 18.9 percent.

The Cognitive Tutor curricula has also been developed as a summer school intervention
program. In Denver, Colorado, 476 students who had previously failed algebra participated in
summer sessions of remediation across 11 sites. After going through the program, 77 percent of
students passed summer school and half of those that passed received a grade of A or B in
algebra. In San Francisco Unified School District, Cognitive Tutor:Algebra I was used in six
schools as part of their summer school program for those students who had failed College
Preparatory Math and Advanced Algebra. At the end of the first summer of implementation, 76
percent of students passed with a grade of C or better.

Finally, given the apparent strength of the Cognitive Tutor curricula, Carnegie Learning has
partnered with WestEd, a federal education lab headquartered in San Francisco, California, to
develop, design, and implement a new curriculum add-on module based on the Cognitive Tutor
curricula, software, and instructional program to be delivered either in special classes during the
regular school day or in an out-of-school time (OST) environment. According to Steve
Schneider, Program Director of Mathematics, Science, and Technology at WestEd, these
modules would be designed to provide services Monday through Thursday, from 3-7 PM. These
sessions would have a 10-to-1 student-to-staff ratio.26 As an approved Supplemental Education
Service (SES) provider in California, the program is eligible for Title I and Title II-funding use;
cost of the program is $100 per Title I-eligible student and $150 per non-Title I-eligible student
(limited to eight hours per month, or two hours per week), with the goal to serve between 40-50
students per school site. If the school were to implement the program, WestEd would provide
initial and follow-up staff training and software and curriculum materials for a fixed site-license
fee. The full curriculum program provided by Carnegie Learning, with site license, curriculum-
implementation training, software and text, and student materials amounts to approximately $105
per student to serve 400 students in a school.27

VI. WASHINGTON COSTING-OUT ANALYSIS
Without a definitive research base to draw upon, a costing-out analysis relies on corollary
evidence from OTL initiatives undertaken by other states and locales rather than on specific
programmatic recommendations. As Washington policymakers consider what opportunities to
learn are available to its high school students given the rising standards to which they will be
required to perform, they should consider the policy environment of accountability to which they
will hold schools and school districts to design high-quality instructional programs, maximizing
the effectiveness of current and any new funding that is made available. Local educators should
have maximum flexibility to design instructional programs that they feel best meet the diverse

                                                  
25 http://relgroup.net/cognitive.html.
26 Personal conversation with Steve Schneider on August 2, 2004.
27 This does not include the cost of having computers for student use.
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and unique needs of their students. However, the state has the responsibility for ensuring that
those instructional programs are meeting the standards set by the state and should have the
ability to require changes when those instructional programs fail to meet expectations.

Considered in the costing-out analysis are estimates utilizing the California Immediate
Intervention/Underperforming Schools Program (II/USP) and High Priority Schools Grant
Program that specifically targets the lowest-performing schools in the state, the remediation
efforts in Virginia and Massachusetts, implementation of instructional programs such as
Cognitive Tutor, and a general cost estimate of providing funding of small learning-group
initiatives provided in either the regular school day or in an OST environment. The costing-out
analyses for the outside curriculum model and small learning-groups include costs dependent on
the passing standards associated with Model A (the 2004 Legislature-set standard of scoring
“Proficient” or higher on all three tests) and Model B, the standard of scoring “Basic” or higher
on all three tests. These initiatives are costed-out ceteris paribus, all things being held equal.
That is, no assumptions are made about initial pass rates in 2006 as the WASL-passage
requirements become real for students in the class of 2008, though these are expected to rise
significantly given the experience in other states. Additionally, the assumptions regarding the
categorization of needs is arbitrary and not based on psychometric analysis of student needs or
test scores, instead are used for illustrative purposes and for ease of understanding.

As Washington policymakers consider the costs associated with these different initiatives, they
should be mindful of the resources already directed at the secondary level and determine if these
initiatives should/can be pursued utilizing and reallocating existing resources of if new funding is
necessary. Additionally, MAP included those schools identified as alternative schools in all of its
analyses. As indicated earlier, a casual analysis of 10th-grade WASL scores shows that the state’s
alternative schools are consistently the lowest performing schools in the state, a fact that
deserves immediate consideration by state policymakers.

A. Performance Distribution of Washington High Schools
In trying to determine the needs of Washington high schools, MAP constructed a basic
composite test-score scale using the passing rates of each school’s 10th-grade WASL scores in
reading and math in 2004, the two subject areas with the lowest overall passing rates. A school,
therefore, can score a maximum of 200. Table 1 shows the distribution of schools using the
composite scores at the “Proficient” rate or higher, the performance standard adopted by the
2004 Legislature.
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Table 1: Number of Schools by Needs Category, Proficient or Higher
Needs Category (Score) Number of Schools
Extreme Need (<25) 19
Very High Need (25-50) 33
High Need (50-100) 135
Moderate Need (100-150) 181
Lower Need (>150) 22
Total 390

In 2004, 18 secondary schools had combined reading and math passing scores (proficiency or
higher) of less than 25, an average of 12.5 percent or less on each subject-area test, and another
33 schools had combined scores of less than 50, and average of 25 percent or less on each
subject-area test. Of these 51 schools in the highest-needs categories, 37 were classified as
alternative schools, with 17 of 18 “Extreme Need” schools identified as alternative schools. The
vast majority of schools were either in the “high need” or “moderate need” categories with 135
and 181 schools, respectively, out of a total of 389 schools.28 Table 2 shows the number of 10 th-
grade students served in each of these categories.

Table 2: Number of Secondary Students by Needs Category, Proficient or Higher
Needs Category (Score) Number of Secondary Students
Extreme Need (<25) 1,871
Very High Need (25-50) 7,355
High Need (50-100) 83,597
Moderate Need (100-150) 177,955
Lower Need (>150) 15,723
Total 286,501

Though 51 schools, 13 percent of all schools, had combined scores of 50 points or less, these
schools served only 3.2 percent of all students. Schools of “Moderate Need” served 62 percent of
the students in the state in 46 percent of its schools. For policymakers to serve those schools in
the highest need, less than 100 combined points, they would serve approximately half of the
schools in the state and about 32 percent of the student population.

Using the lowest of the alternative models of passing being evaluated by the A+ Commission,
Model B with a passing standard of “Basic” or higher, the distribution of schools and students
changes significantly. Table 3 shows the number of schools in each category using scores of
“Basic” or higher in reading and math as the performance standard.

                                                  
28 Eliminated from the total count of schools and students were those schools with tested-student counts too small to

report scores without compromising student confidentiality.
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Table 3: Number of Schools by Needs Category, Basic or Higher
Needs Category (Score) Number of Schools
Extreme Need (<25) 3
Very High Need (25-50) 5
High Need (50-100) 50
Moderate Need (100-150) 182
Lower Need (>150) 150
Total 390

The distribution of schools changes significantly with far fewer schools in the “Extreme Need”
or “Very High Need” categories and many more schools in the “Lower Need” category with
combined scores of 150 points or greater. Table 4 describes the distribution of 10th-grade
students tested. All eight of the schools in the lowest two categories and more than half of the
“High Need” schools (28 schools) were identified as alternative schools.

Table 4: Number of Secondary Students by Needs Category, Basic or Higher
Needs Category (Score) Number of Secondary Students
Extreme Need (<25) 462
Very High Need (25-50) 387
High Need (50-100) 10,463
Moderate Need (100-150) 140,134
Lower Need (>150) 135,055
Total 286,501

To serve the lowest 15 percent of schools in the state using this performance standard (those
schools in the three lowest categories) would serve approximately three percent of the secondary
school population, an average 195 students per secondary school. This compared to an average
of 828 secondary students in those schools classified as “Moderate Need” or “Lower Need.”

B. Immediate Intervention/Underperforming Schools Model
Modeled after the California program, those schools that are the lowest performing in the state
are targeted for immediate programmatic changes. This would be most similar to the state’s
Focused Assistance Program. With an initial $50,000 planning grant followed by a per-pupil
allocation of $200 per student, schools in the two lowest categories could be immediately
targeted.

Under the “Proficiency” standard, 52 schools would be targeted. With an initial planning grant of
$50,000, that amounts to $2,600,000 in the initial year of funding. Per-pupil allocations of $200
for each secondary school student would amount to an additional $1,845,200 per year.

Under the “Basic” standard, eight schools are in the lowest two categories. Initial planning grants
would amount to $400,000 in the initial year of funding with per-pupil allocations totaling
$169,800. The criterion could be expanded to include schools categorized as “High Need,” but
for comparison sake, this analysis is limited to the lowest two categories.
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With each successive year, a new cohort of the next-lowest performing schools could be brought
under the program, perhaps 10-15 schools per year, at a start-up grant total of $500,000 to
$750,000 and program funding of between $209,000 and $1.67 million, depending on the
passing standard.29

Annual program costs, under this design, would range from approximately $750,000 (for the
basic-level standard) to $2.4 million per start-up cohort of schools.

C. Virginia Remediation and Project Graduation Model
The initial pass rates on Virginia’s SOL tests greater than 90 percent in English:Reading and
English:Writing and nearly 80 percent in Algebra I. These are significantly higher than either of
the two standards being considered in this analysis. In 2004, 10th-grade WASL pass rates were
approximately 65 percent in reading and writing and 42 percent in math, using the standard of
proficiency for passing. Using the standard of basic for passing, 81 percent of students would
have passed the reading section while 62 percent would have passed the math section.30

Remediation efforts in Virginia total $22.81 per student in grades 6-9 for Algebra I remediation
and $63.90 per student for all remediation efforts in the state in grades K-12. Test scores in
Virginia have increased substantially since 1998 utilizing funding from these sources. In 1998,
initial pass rates were 20 to 40 percentage points lower than they were in 2003.

Using $64 per secondary school student as the cost benchmark for general remediation services,
Washington policymakers would have to allocate $18.3 million. Another $5.6 million would
have to be allocated for Algebra I-specific remediation, for a total of $23.9 million. This, again,
should be tempered against state expenditures on remediation efforts such as LAP that allocated
nearly $66 million in 2004, including funding of services for students in grades 6-9.

For those students most in need of assistance to meet the performance standards set by the state
for graduation, those students in the lowest performance categories, pilot programs similar to
Project Graduation could be initiated. Graduation academies could be set up around the state to
serve the students in those schools in the two lowest categories, 849 to 9,226 students,
respectively, depending on the performance standard. Though Project Graduation established
eight Governors Graduation Academies across Virginia with grants of $75,000 each, and the
academies served only little more than 800 students in Spring 2004, resulting in per-pupil costs
of $750, MAP believes that more students will participate as the programs continue to take hold,
resulting in lower per-pupil costs in the long run. What can be gleaned from the Project
Graduation model, however, is the goal of having learning groups of no more than ten students
per instructional staff. Using this as the costing standard, approximately 85 to 923 instructional
staff members would be needed to provide these types of services in after-school and weekend-
format settings. Assuming that this would require approximately two hours per day and four
hours per weekend day, plus six weeks in the summer, this would require a full-time equivalency

                                                  
29 This makes the assumption that 10 percent of the students in the next category will be served at $200 per student.
30 10th-grade WASL writing results are reported only as % of students that met the standard and % of students that

did not meet the standard, using the proficiency standard of performance.
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(FTE) of 0.56, or between 48 and 517 FTE staff members across the state.31 At a cost of $39,000
per teacher (base salary of $30,000 plus a 30 percent premium for education and experience),
this totals between $1.8 million and $20.2 million, depending on the chosen passing standard and
method of categorizing schools.

D. Massachusetts Remediation and Pathways to Success Model
Washington’s initial pass rate trends have followed a similar, stagnant pattern experienced by
Massachusetts prior to its exit exam “going live.” If the two states were to compare their
respective proportions of students scoring “proficiency” or higher, the two states would be
considered very similar given student performance in 2004.

Clearly, student motivation may have played a significant factor in initial passing rates in
Massachusetts, at the adopted standard of “Needs Improvement” or higher; student motivation
may have had a significant impact on the proportion of students scoring at the “proficient” level
or higher, as well. However, it is difficult to determine how much of the change in test scores
should be attributed to student motivation and how much should be attributed to program
initiatives.

The Massachusetts model of remediation at the secondary level, through general remediation
funding and through competitive grants through the Pathways to Success program, allocated
$14.1 million in 2004, or approximately $49 per secondary school student. Initial pass rates have
increased in Massachusetts to just fewer than 90 percent in both subject areas. At the “proficient”
level or higher, Massachusetts has seen rates increase by 26 percentage points and 24 percentage
points in English and Math, respectively, in a four-year span to levels comparable to where
Washington students performed in 2004. However, it is not clear if the same levels of
productivity increases could be expected, i.e., 20-plus percentage point increases in proficiency
rates, starting at levels where Washington students currently score and working higher.

Utilizing this funding level, Washington policymakers would expect to allocate approximately
$14 million to secondary school remediation efforts. As with all of these costing-out estimates,
Washington policymakers should consider these cost estimates understanding the level of
funding that already exists in the state with these purposes.

E. Cognitive Tutor Curricula and Intervention Models
As policymakers consider the options available to them, they should clearly prioritize student
needs. In those lowest-performing schools, one or more initiatives may be targeted, or, more
simply, one-type of OTL initiative could be integrated as part of another, larger initiative. For
instance, for those schools that may be targeted for immediate intervention (such as the existing
Focused Assistance Program or the California model described earlier), schools may adopt
curriculum reform, such as Cognitive Tutor, as part of its larger performance plan. Another
example for those schools that are lowest performing, they may adopt both curriculum reform as
well as a complementary OST program, such as the Cognitive Tutor curriculum and the new
OST module designed by Carnegie Learning and WestEd. Again, MAP is not prescribing

                                                  
31 Assumes 36 weeks in the standard teacher contract (180 days divided by five days) and 7.5-hour days. At 18

hours per week for a total of 42 weeks, this computes to (18*42) / (7.5*5*36) = 0.56.
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Cognitive Tutor as an intervention, but uses the program, as one that has demonstrated some
success at the secondary level, for illustrative purposes.

In the two lowest-performing categories, students would generate $110 per student for the
curriculum adoption and $100 per student for the OST tutoring module. Washington
policymakers would expect to allocate between $178,000 and $1.9 million to these lowest-
performing schools, alone. To expand this strategy to include half of the students in the next
lowest category, “High Needs,” policymakers would expect to allocate between $1.2 million and
$9.7 million.

To serve the remedial needs of those students in the other categories, each student would
generate $125, the average cost of the OST-tutoring module for non-Title I students and
curriculum adoption. Local officials could then decide which type of program they would adopt
to serve the needs of their students. This type of funding strategy would total between $36.2
million and $39.1 million, or between $126 and $137 per secondary school student.

F. Small Learning Environment
Most every OTL initiative, whether it is tutoring in an OST setting, graduation academies, or
more comprehensive reforms such as small schools, emphasizes small learning environments.
State initiatives such as Virginia and tutoring initiatives tend to set learning groups of ten or
fewer students as their goal. Washington policymakers might pursue a policy of providing
remediation funding based on small learning groups in a tutoring environment. Using ten
students as the standard group size and for one hour per day, two times per week, Washington
policymakers would expect to allocate between $53.2 million and $59.0 million, or between
$186 and $206 per student.32

For those students in the lowest-performing schools, policymakers may deem it necessary to
further reduce group size, increase the length of time after school per tutoring session, increase
the number of days to receive tutoring, or any combination of the three. Table 5 shows
alternative intensity assumptions considered depending on student needs.

Table 5: Intensity Assumptions Dependent on Student Needs
Needs Category (Score) Group Size Hours per Session # Sessions per Week
Extreme Need (<25) 5 1.5 4
Very High Need (25-50) 5 1.5 4
High Need (50-100) 8 1.5 3
Moderate Need (100-150) 10 1 3
Lower Need (>150) 10 1 2

Given the generous assumptions given in Table 5, Washington policymakers would expect to
allocate between $66.4 million and $120.9 million, or between $232 and $422 per student. These
estimates could be considered the upper bounds for this type of OTL strategy as there is little

                                                  
32 Computed as taking the full enrollments in the lowest three categories, 0.90 of the “Moderate Needs” category,

and 0.75 of the “Lower Needs” category, then dividing by 10 to get the number of teachers,  then multiplying by
(1/7) * (2/5) to compute the FTE  number of teachers, then multiplying by $39,000 (base teacher salary of
$30,000 plus a 30 percent premium for experience and education).
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empirical evidence supporting this level of intensity at the secondary level, but, intuitively, the
more intense the need may require a more intense level of intervention. At this level of per-pupil
funding, schools and school districts would be sufficiently able to adopt any number of
individual and combinations of OTL strategies at the secondary level.

VII. CONCLUSIONS
In the standards-based environment, opportunity-to-learn (OTL) issues arise for educators and
policymakers alike. Strategies to improve OTL include curriculum reform, professional
development, out-of-school (OST) programs such as after-school, Saturday classes, and summer
school, comprehensive school reform (CSR), small schools restructuring, and utilizing
supplemental educational service (SES) providers. The State of Washington, through state and
federal funds, has done well to provide resources to schools and school districts to pursue several
OTL strategies. However, many state and local initiatives have concentrated resources at the
elementary school level, e.g., the Learning Assistance Program (LAP).

The lack of solid, definitive research supporting any given OTL strategy at the secondary level,
either Washington-funded initiatives or those funded in other states and school districts is
disconcerting. For instance, much of the recent research on OST programs, for instance, has been
concentrated at the elementary school level. Though positive in effect size, policymakers should
be cautious about generalizing those results to secondary schools.

Furthermore, a body of research continues to build around the notion of reallocating existing
resources to expand the opportunities to learn for students. As with the research on small schools
indicates, though these restructuring activities may not, by themselves, result in positive
outcomes, they create the conditions where improvement might take place.

Without credible, generalizable programs available to replicate in Washington, MAP was
hesitant to recommend specific programmatic initiatives and strategies and any estimates of
associated funding. Any costing out of OTL initiatives to the state would be based on little
empirical evidence of effectiveness. Washington policymakers should take inventory of the
different OTL initiatives implemented in schools across the state (and with what funds),
determine their effectiveness in improving student achievement, and move to change those that
are least effective. In those schools with the least effective OTL programs, new programs should
be put into place with continuous feedback and to provide opportunities (and the capacity) to
refine or change direction when appropriate. Just as students are being held accountable for their
performance, schools and school districts should be held accountable for designing and
implementing quality instructional programs that provide students with a full opportunity to meet
those increasing standards of performance. In particular, the state’s alternative schools are
consistently the lowest-performing schools in the state. As these programs are created to provide
a substantially different learning environment and structure to those students most at risk of
failing or dropping out, at face value, they do not appear to have a positive impact on student
outcome measures and state policymakers should be aware of the value added these alternative
schools are providing to the students.
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In the absence of effective policy research that can be generalized to larger populations and to
state policy, in an environment of uncertainty, the most prudent approach is to move deliberately
with continuous feedback and to provide opportunities (and the capacity) to refine or change
direction when appropriate. However, a prudent and deliberate approach should not be
interpreted as a call to do nothing. Without the exit exam, Washington’s high schools report an
average cohort dropout rate of 34 percent. The implementation of the exit exam for the class of
2008, at current passing rates, would likely lower the graduation rate.

Without prescribing any particular program or OTL strategy, given the lack of quality supporting
research, the state should move to experiment with a variety of pilot programs with the goal of
improving student performance. The risk of doing nothing given the research base is greater than
the risk of pursuing a deliberate strategy of creating a policy environment that takes inventory of
existing programs, moves to eliminate those that are least effective, creates new programs that
show promise, but lack the type of research base that allows for generalized conclusions,
aggressively evaluates the effectiveness of programs providing continuous feedback to local and
state policymakers, and provides the flexibility to change quickly given that feedback. Pilot
programs for high school OTL strategies and services incorporate these policy characteristics and
may be worthwhile as students progress towards the 2008 date for graduation under these new
standards.

As the Learning Assistance Program is expanded to serve a greater number of secondary school
students, OSPI should be provided resources necessary to build its capacity to assist schools and
districts in the state. As information brokers, evaluators, and program administrators, state
officials must have the capacity to determine successful programs and initiatives available to
schools and districts and have the ability to weed out unsuccessful programs. Additionally, OSPI
must be provided with the resources to follow through with program evaluations and develop the
capacity to intervene in those programs that are not effective. An accountability system with no
consequences to the schools leaves the undue burden of ineffective programs on its students.

However, Washington is not alone in its move to implement a standards-based education system,
an accountability system that includes a high school exit exam. Though there lacks the necessary
research base to develop clear-cut policy solutions, Washington can learn from the experience of
other states, in particular, the types and costs of different OTL initiatives geared specifically to
secondary schools. Washington policymakers may be convinced of the corollary evidence of
effectiveness associated with these OTL initiatives, but they should be cautious in their readiness
to proclaim the results in other states as being generalizable and, at the same time, funding for
these types of initiatives should be seen understanding the current programmatic and funding
initiatives already in place in the state. Adopting similarly styled OTL initiatives as Virginia and
Massachusetts would cost Washington policymakers between $1.8 million and $20.2 million,
with a mean cost of $15-$16 million at the secondary level, or approximately $55 per secondary
school student. More intense OTL strategies include adopting externally developed curricula and
OST strategies, perhaps both for those lowest-performing schools. This type of strategy would
cost Washington policymakers up to $39 million, or $137 per secondary school student.

Implementing and funding these types of opportunity-to-learn strategies should not be seen as a
panacea. Local officials are still responsible for creating well-designed, high-quality instructional
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programs that meet state standards and should work to maximize the productivity of funding
made available to them. Policymakers should consider these OTL strategies as a part of the
larger accountability and funding system, rather than in isolation. The track record of add-on,
supplementary programs are dubious, at best. Instead, those OTL programs that are integrated
with the overall instructional program of the students tend to have the greatest effectiveness on
student outcomes.
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APPENDIX A: Passing Standards in Virginia
The Board of Education set the passing scores in 1998; passing (proficient) in English:Reading
requires correctly answering 27 of 42 items; passing in English:Writing requires correctly
answering 37 of 54 items; and, passing in Algebra I requires correctly answering 27 of 50 items.
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APPENDIX B: Ranking of State Accountability Systems
The Princeton Review, in its 2003 ranking of state accountability systems ranked Virginia
number five, overall, in the nation with an “A” in alignment and an “A” in test quality.33

However, without passing judgment and using 8th-grade NAEP scores as the basis of
comparison, The Princeton Review report pointed out that Virginia’s claim of proficiency was 35
percentage points higher than their 2000 Grade 8 NAEP proficiency rate, a rough indication that
Virginia’s state standard for proficiency, at least at the 8th-grade level, is relatively easier than the
standard for proficiency set by NAEP.

Massachusetts ranked number two, overall, in the nation with a “B-” in alignment and an “A” in
test quality. The Commonwealth scored well in the area of policy with a “B+” indicating that the
state’s policy environment supports and reflects the stated goals of the accountability system.
Massachusetts 2000 NAEP proficiency rates in 8th-grade math were 34 percent compared to
MCAS proficiency rates of 32 percent. However, it should be noted that for graduation, students
only need to reach the “Needs Improvement” level (Level 2) or higher, not “Proficient” (Level
3).

Washington had one of the lowest differences, two percentage points higher on the 7th-grade
WASL compared to the state’s 8th-grade NAEP proficiency rate in 2000, a rough indication of
the rigor associated with the WASL standards of proficiency.

                                                  
33 “Testing the Testers 2003, An Annual Ranking of State Accountability Systems,” The Princeton Review, 2003.
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APPENDIX C: Project Graduation, Regional Academy Grant Programs

Attachment A to Supts Memo No. 207

GOVERNOR’S PROJECT GRADUATION

REGIONAL ACADEMY GRANT

APPLICATION
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Virginia Department of Education

December 5, 2003
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Governor’s Project Graduation

Regional Academy Grant Application

2004

COMPONENTS:

Important Dates/Deadlines

Part I: General Information

Part II: Proposal Requirements

Part III: Academy Requirements

Part IV:  Submission of Grant Proposal

Part V :  Appendices

A. Letter of Intent to Submit

B. Certification of Participation with Affidavit

C. Budget Proposal

D. Estimated Number of Student Participants

Important Dates/Deadlines

Letter of Intent Due December 19, 2003
Grant Proposal Due January 23, 2004
Evaluation of Spring Academy Due June 3, 2004
Final Evaluation Due August 20, 2004

Grant Proposals should be submitted by January 23, 2004, to:

Maureen B. Hijar
Director, Secondary Instruction
Virginia Department of Education
P.O. Box 2120
Richmond, VA 23218-2120

Questions on the grant awards should be directed to:
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Maureen Hijar
804-225-2880
mhijar@mail.vak12ed.edu
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Governor’s Project Graduation Regional Academy Grant

Part I.  General Information

Purpose: Partnerships of school divisions within a region will replicate the Governor’s
Project Graduation Regional Academy model during spring 2004 and summer
2004, as needed, and provide remedial instruction for seniors who have not earned
verified credits in English: Reading or Algebra I

Target
Audience: Spring 2004—High school seniors scheduled to graduate in spring 2004 who have

passed the course but not passed the associated end-of-course (EOC) assessment
in English: Reading or Algebra I

Summer 2004—Rising high school seniors scheduled to graduate in spring 2005
who have passed the course but not passed the associated end-of-course (EOC)
assessment in English: Reading or Algebra I

Funding: Each Superintendents’ Study Group Region is eligible to receive up to $75,000 to
implement a regional academy in the spring of 2004 with a focus on English:
Reading and Algebra I and, pending availability of funds, up to $75,000 to offer a
summer 2004 academy to rising seniors needing those same verified credits.

Possible uses of the funds include, but are not limited to:

• Teacher salaries/stipends

• Student incentives

• Instructional resources, including software

Part II: Proposal Requirements

Applicants Grant proposals will be accepted from partnerships of school divisions
within a Superintendents’ Study Group Region. Proposals must address the plan for the
regional academy.  Proposals from individual school divisions will not be accepted;
however, all school divisions within a region do not have to participate for a region to
receive grant funding.  The attached Intent to Submit form (Attachment A) that identifies
school divisions interested in applying for a regional grant must be completed and
returned by the chair of the Superintendents’ Study Group.

Components The proposal must have a focus on student instruction based on diagnostic
instruments and previous assessment results for each student.  The intent is for
students to pass the state EOC English: Reading and/or Algebra I assessment.
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The proposal should be limited to ten pages of narrative and include:

• Plan for delivering small group instruction

• Identification of the structure in the region to accommodate all
students

♦ After school

♦ Night school

♦ Saturday school

♦ Other

• Identification of  instructional methodology

♦ Computer-based

♦ Teacher-directed

♦ Combination of computer and teacher

♦ Other innovative techniques

• Number of hours of instruction that will be provided

• Diagnostic instruments that will be used

• Evaluate plan that includes previous and present assessment scores

• Transportation plan

• Criteria for teacher selection

• Identification of a project coordinator

Part III: Academy Requirements (Successful Components from 2003 Governor’s
Summer Regional Academies):

• Use of Algebra Readiness Diagnostic Test (ARDT) for Algebra I
students (units funded by Virginia Department of Education)

• Use of Standards of Learning Assessment Student Report by Question
to target instruction (provided with score reports)

• Use of ePAT assessments (available on Virginia Department of
Education Project Graduation Web site)

• Use of instructional modules from the 2003 Governor’s Regional
Summer Academy (provided on CD-ROM by Virginia Department of
Education)

• Student-teacher ratio of 10:1 to 18:1

• Varied instructional strategies
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 Part IV: Submission of Grant Proposal

Grant proposals must include:

• the required narrative

• an Affidavit of Participation from all school divisions in the grant
proposal

• the budget proposal form

• the table of estimated student enrollment by division

Grant proposals should be submitted by January 23, 2004, to:

Maureen B. Hijar
Director, Secondary Instruction
Virginia Department of Education
P.O. Box 2120
Richmond, VA 23218-2120
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Letter of Intent to Submit a
Project Graduation Regional Academy Grant
2004

The school divisions in Superintendents’ Study Group Region number
_________ intend to submit a grant proposal to the Virginia Department of

Education to implement a Project Graduation Regional Academy during the
spring of 2004 and a regional academy in summer of 2004 as needed for rising
seniors.   We understand that the grant proposal is due January 23, 2004, and

that the final grant award will be based upon approval of the proposal and the
availability of state funds.

The following school divisions have certified that they intend to participate in a Project
Graduation Regional Academy.

School Division School Division

1. 9.

2. 10.

3. 11.

4. 12.

5. 13.

6. 14.

7. 15.

8. 16.

____________________________________
___            ________________

Chairman, Superintendents’ Region # _________ Date

_____________________________________________
Superintendent’s Typed or Printed Name

Please submit this letter of intent by December 19, 2003, to:

Maureen B. Hijar
Director, Secondary Instruction

Virginia Department of Education
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P.O. Box 2120
Richmond, VA 23218-2120 Fax number (804) 786-5466

Certification of Participation
Virginia Department of Education

Project Graduation Regional Academy Grant
2004

Regional Summary for Superintendents’ Region ________________
Region Number

The following school divisions have certified that they will participate in the Project
Graduation Regional Academy. An affidavit for each participating school division
must be included.

School Division School Division

1. 9.

2. 10.

3. 11.

4. 12.

5. 13.

6. 14.

7. 15.

8. 16.

_______________________________
________________

Chairman, Superintendents’ Region #______  Date
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_____________________________________________
Superintendent’s Typed or Printed Name

*Please submit this form with completed application.
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Affidavit of Participation
in Project Graduation Regional Academy Grant

2004

As superintendent of _______________________________________  Public Schools,
    (School Division)

I certify that the school division will participate in the Project Graduation Regional

Academy grant submitted by Superintendents’ Study Group Region ______________.
         (Region Number)

_________________________________ _____________________
Superintendent’s Signature Date

_________________________________
Superintendent’s Typed or Printed Name
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*Please submit this form with completed application.



Appendix A

TABLE OF ESTIMATED NUMBER OF STUDENT PARTICIPANTS
Project Graduation Regional Academy

2004

SCHOOL DIVISION NUMBER OF
STUDENTS IN

English: Reading

NUMBER OF
STUDENTS IN

Algebra I
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APPENDIX D: Project Graduation, Continuation Academy Grant Program

Attachment B to Supts Memo No. 207

GOVERNOR’S PROJECT GRADUATION

CONTINUATION ACADEMY GRANT

APPLICATION
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Virginia Department of Education

December 5, 2003

Project Graduation Continuation Academy Planning and
Implementation Grant

2004

COMPONENTS:

Important Dates/Deadlines

Part I: Planning Grant

Part II: Implementation Grant

Part III:  Submission of Grant

Part IV: Appendices

E. Planning Grant Request Form

F. Certification of Participation with Affidavit
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G. Budget Proposal

H. Estimated Number of Student Participants

Important Dates/Deadlines

Planning Grant Request Form Due December 19, 2003
Grant Proposal Due February 27, 2004
Final Evaluation Due August 20, 2004

Grant proposals should be submitted by February 27, 2004, to:

Maureen B. Hijar
Director, Secondary Instruction
Virginia Department of Education
P.O. Box 2120
Richmond, VA 23218-2120

Questions on the grant awards should be directed to:

Maureen Hijar

804-225-2880

mhijar@mail.vak12ed.edu
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Planning and Implementation Grants
Project Graduation Continuation Academies

Part I: Planning Grants

Purpose: Partnerships of school divisions within a region will develop a plan for
implementing a Continuation Academy for summer 2004, as needed, and
provide remedial instruction for seniors who have not earned standard or
verified credits in English: Reading, English: Writing, or Algebra I

Target
Audience: High school seniors who were scheduled to graduate in spring 2004 but

did not have the verified credits in English: Reading, English: Writing, or
Algebra I will be the target audience for a Continuation Academy.

Funding:         Planning grants of $10,000 are available to each Superintendents’ Study
Group Region for the purpose of planning a summer Continuation
Academy for the region.  Funds should be used to bring together
representatives from each school division to plan a comprehensive
program for the identified student group.  This Continuation Academy
should be innovative and provide the students with instructional
approaches that are different from the traditional direct instruction.

Each region that receives a planning grant will be required to submit a report of
planning grant activities as part of a Continuation Academy Implementation grant
proposal. Pending the availability of funds and the merit of implementation
proposals, the Department of Education plans to award regional grants to help
support regional academies.

Requirements: The chair of each Superintendents’ Study Group Region should submit the
Planning Grant Request form (Appendix A) by December 19, 2003.
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Part II: Implementation Grants

A.                    General Information

Purpose: Partnerships of school divisions within a region will implement a
“Continuation Academy” for summer 2004, as needed, and provide
remedial instruction for seniors who have not earned standard or verified
credits in English: Reading, English: Writing, or Algebra I

Target
Audience:       High school seniors who were scheduled to graduate in spring 2004 but

did not have the verified credits in English: Reading, English: Writing, or
Algebra I

Funding:         Each Superintendents’ Study Group Region is eligible to receive a
minimum of $75,000, pending the availability of funds, to implement a
Continuation Academy in the summer of 2004 with a focus on English:
Reading, English: Writing, or Algebra I.

Possible uses of the funds include, but are not limited to:

• Teacher salaries/stipends
• Student incentives
• Instructional resources, including software

B.                   Proposal Requirements

Applicants Grant proposals will be accepted from partnerships of school divisions
within a Superintendents’ Study Group Region. Proposals must address
the plan for the continuation academy.  Proposals from individual school
divisions will not be accepted; however, all school divisions within a
region do not need to participate for a region to receive grant funding.
The Certification of Participation and an affidavit signed by each
participating school division superintendent in the region must be
submitted with the implementation proposal (Attachment B).

Components The proposal must have a focus on student instruction based on diagnostic
 instruments and previous assessment results for each student.  The intent is
 for students to earn the verified credits to attain the diploma at the end of
 the academy.

The proposal should be limited to ten pages of narrative and include:
• Plan for delivering small group instruction
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• Identification of the structure in the region to accommodate all
students

♦ Academies at different sites in the region
♦ One Academy

• Identification of instructional methodology
♦ Computer-based
♦ Teacher-directed
♦ Combination of computer and teacher
♦ Other innovative techniques

• Number of hours of instruction that will be provided
• Diagnostic instruments that will be used
• Evaluation plan that includes previous and present assessment

scores
• Transportation plan
• Identification of a project coordinator

Part III: Submission of Grant Proposal

Grant proposals must include:
• the required narrative
• an Affidavit of Participation from all participating school

divisions in the region and a Certification of Participation
• the budget proposal form
• the table of estimated student enrollment by division

Grant proposals should be submitted by February 27, 2004, to:

Maureen B. Hijar
Director, Secondary Instruction
Virginia Department of Education
P.O. Box 2120
Richmond, VA 23218-2120
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Planning Grant Request Form

Project Graduation Regional Continuation Academy
2004

The school divisions in Superintendents’ Study Group Region number
_________ requests a grant award in the amount of $10,000 for the purpose of

planning a regional Continuation Academy in summer 2004. We understand a
condition of the planning grant is submission of a report on planning grant

activities as part of a Continuation Academy Implementation grant proposal.
We understand implementation grants will be dependent on the availability of

funds for such purpose. We understand that the implementation grant
proposal is due February 27, 2004.

The following school divisions have certified that they intend to participate in the
planning grant and are interested in implementing a Continuation Academy in summer
2004.

School Division School Division

1. 9.

2. 10.

3. 11.

4. 12.

5. 13.

6. 14.

7. 15.

8. 16.

____________________________________
__ _______________

Chairman, Superintendents’ Region # ______________ Date

_________________________________
Superintendent’s Typed or Printed Name

Please submit this planning grant request form by December 19, 2003, to:

Maureen B. Hijar
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Director, Secondary Instruction
Virginia Department of Education

P.O. Box 2120
Richmond, VA 23218-2120 Fax number (804) 786-5466
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Certification of Participation

Virginia Department of Education
Project Graduation Continuation Academy Grant

2004

Regional Summary for Superintendents’ Region ________________
Region Number

The following school divisions have certified that they will participate in the Project
Graduation Continuation Academy. An affidavit for each participating school division
must be included.

School Division School Division
1. 9.

2. 10.

3. 11.

4. 12.

5. 13.

6. 14.

7. 15.

8. 16.

____________________________________
___            ________________

Chairman, Superintendents’ Region # ______________ Date

_______________________________________
Superintendent’s Typed or Printed Name
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*Please submit this form with completed application.
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Affidavit of Participation
in Project Graduation Continuation Academy

Implementation Grant
2004

As superintendent of _________________________________________ Public Schools,
(School Division)

I certify that the school division will participate in the
Continuation Academy

Implementation grant within Superintendents’ Study Group
Region ________.

            (Region Number)

_________________________________ __________________
Superintendent’s Signature Date

_________________________________
Superintendent’s Typed or Printed Name

*Please submit this form with completed application.


