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As the end of 2010 approaches, it has

been nearly two years since the

enactment of the American Recovery and

Reinvestment Act (ARRA). Over this time,

nearly $100 billion has been doled out to

States and other entities to support edu-

cation.

While this could be viewed as the “end” of

ARRA, in reality, much of the funding that

has been made available to States and

districts has yet to be actually spent — as

we highlight in this month’s Report.

Furthermore, as part of the assurances

agreed to by States receiving ARRA funds,

a substantial amount of reporting will be

required in the coming years. This data

will provide insight on the extent to

which ARRA has actually driven reforms

and improved student achievement.

In the coming year, an updated version of

the Education Stimulus Report will

continue to monitor ARRA, particularly as

it relates to how funds are being spent

and the information that can be gleaned

from the required reporting.

In addition, the Report will include an

expanded focus on education reform

issues, including efforts to reauthorize

the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act (ESEA).

If there is any question that on-going

reform isn’t critical, this month’s release

of the latest results from the Program for

International Student Assessment (PISA)

should put that to rest.

While some progress has been made in in

the area of science, the bottom line is that

our nation’s students are becoming

decidedly “average.” Of the 34 countries

participating in the survey, the United

States ranked 17th in the performance of

its 15 year olds in science and 25th in

mathematics. Reading literacy was our

nation’s strongest subject area, at 14th.

While it is true the survey did not find

U.S. student test scores in a freefall, the

reality is that the rest of the world is

quickly catching up —a trend that does

not bode well for our nation’s competi-

tive future. For further information on

the results, go to www.pisa.oecd.org

These results follow recent data from the

National Assessment of Educational

Progress (NAEP), which show continued

stagnation for our nation’s students in

both reading and mathematics

achievement. The results also highlight

the education gaps between different

groups of students which continue to

exist in our nation’s schools.

For example, in reading, 19% of white

12th graders are below basic—as

compared to 43% of black students.

(Continued on page 3)
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President Barack Obama signed into law H.R. 1, the

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA), on

February 17, 2009. Since that time, nearly $100 billion

has been awarded to States and other grantees to

support education related activities. The charts below

provide a glimpse into where funds under ARRA have

been going, how they are being used, and the overall

reach of these funds across the nation.

ARRA by the Numbers

Overall

$100 billion Total amount included for education within the law

$67,724,100,651 Total amount paid out to states as of 12/3/2010

$29,637,317,495 Total unspent, obligated amount as of 12/3/2010

29 Approximate percentage of unspent funds as of 12/3/2010

State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

$48,651,427,735: Total amount of SFSF funding obligated

to states

$37,961,269,097: Total amount of SFSF spent by states

as of 12/3/2010

55 No. of states and territories that received State

Fiscal Stabilization Funds

31 No. of states that reported using SFSF to fill

emergency shortfalls for FY 2009 (the 2008-09

school year)

48 No. of states that reported using SFSF to fill

anticipated shortfalls for FY 2010 (the current 2009-

10 school year)

Race to the Top

2 No. of Race to the Top Grants Awarded in Round 1

1.07 million: No. of students potentially affected by RTTT

Round 1

2,050: No. of schools potentially affected by RTTT

Round 1

10: No. of Race to the Top Grants Awarded in Round 2

13.6 million: No. of students potentially affected by

RTTT Round 2

980,000: No. of teachers potentially affected by RTTT

Round 2

25,000: No. of schools potentially affected by RTTT

Round 2

Race to the Top Assessments

2 No. of RTTT Assessment Development Consortia

45 No. of states participating in RTTT Assessment Consortia

12 No. of states participating in both RTTT Assessment Consortia

2014 Year RTTT assessments will be ready for use

(Continued on page 3)
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(Continued from page 2)

Investing in Innovation

49 No. of Investing in Innovation Grants

250 No. of locations served by an i3 grant

12 No. of grants targeting teacher quality

9 No. of grants targeting data use

15 No. of grants targeting academic standards

13 No. of grants targeting low-performing

schools

34:1 Odds of winning an i3 grant in Round One

School Improvement Grants

51 No. of states that received School

Improvement Grants

730 No. of schools receiving School Improvement

Grants

5 Minimum number of schools impacted in

each state

48 Percent of grantees that are high schools

21 No. of low-performing schools closed to date

under School Improvement Grant program

11 No. of states that have spent less than $500 of

School Improvement Funds as of 12/3/2010

In math, the gap is even larger, as one

quarter of white students are below

basic as compared to 63% of black

students.

While most would agree that the No

Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) has

turned a much needed spotlight on

this education gap, the PISA and NAEP

results beg the question of “what else

can and should be done to truly push

our nation’s education system

forward?”

This question comes at a time when

Congress and the Administration will

attempt to move forward on the long

overdue reauthorization of ESEA, a

process likely to be impacted by a

number of key factors in 2011.

In particular:

 There will be a new Congress,

including a House of

Representatives controlled by

Republicans concerned with the

Nation’s spiraling debt and intent

on controlling spending. This will

likely mean little, if any, growth in

education funding to support

additional reform efforts.

 Many of the incoming Republicans

have serious reservations

regarding the Federal role in

education, raising questions about

the ability of Congress to pursue

new education reform initiatives.

 As a result of the recent elections,

there are many new Governors

and Chief State School Officers,

some of whom will be taking an

aggressive approach to imple-

menting new reforms within their

States and are raising questions

about issues such as the drive to-

ward common standards and

requirements to participate in the

Race to the Top (RTTT) initiative.

Despite these challenges, the current

Administration has made it clear it

intends to pursue an education

reform agenda—and many in

Congress, from both sides of the aisle,

have expressed a willingness to join in

this effort.

The new and updated version of the

Education Stimulus Report will

monitor these efforts as well as

continue to report on the impact of

ARRA on education reform.

(Continued from page 1)
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While much of the funding under the

ARRA stimulus bill is out the door,

many of the education programs

under the stimulus will live on for

years to come in the form of

reporting done by states and other

grantees.

Below is a timeline summarizing

when these reports will be due along

with deadlines for requirements to

publically report certain data.

The tables on the following pages go

into more detail on the specifics of

these data requirements related to

the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund

(SFSF) — the largest of the

education-related stimulus pro-

grams. In the coming year, this data

will be required to be publically

reported.

In addition, states winning Race to

the Top (RTTT) grants will be

required to submit their first annual

reports in 2011.

Taken together, this data will ideally

provide some greater insight into

how ARRA funds were expended as

well as the extent to which they

assisted in pushing education reform

efforts at the State and local levels.

ARRA Reporting: What and When?

Grant Date
of
Award

Apr
‘11

Sep
‘11

Dec
‘11

Apr
’12

Sep
‘12

Dec
‘12

Apr
’13

Sep
’13

Dec
‘13

Apr
’14

Sep
’14

Dec
‘14

Apr
‘15

Sep
’15

Dec
‘15

Rttt
1

March
‘10

Rttt
2

Aug
‘10

SFSF

SIG

i3 July
‘10

Rttt
A

Aug
‘10

•Round 1 Annual Report *
•Round 1 Annual Report

•Round 1 Annual Report
•Round 1 Annual Report

•Deadline to collect and publicly report all required data*; deadline to obligate funds

•Round 2 Annual Report
•Round 2 Annual Report

•Round 2 Annual Report

•Round 2 Annual Report

•Deadline to obligate funds without waiver

•Deadline to obligate funds without waiver

•3 year grantees final reports

•4 year grantees final reports
•5 year
grantees
final reports

•Annual Report 1
•Annual Report 2

•Annual Report 3 •Annual Report 4 and Piloted Assessments

ARRA Reporting Timeline

* Round 1 Annual Report—Must include standard elements, a description of the State’s and its LEAs’ progress to date

on their goals, timelines, and budgets, as well as actual performance compared to the annual targets the State estab-

lished in its application with respect to each performance measure.

Rttt—Race to the Top Phases 1 and 2; SFSF—State Fiscal Stabilization Fund; SIG—School Improvement Grants; i3—Investing in Innovation;

RTTT A—Race to the Top Assessments

(Continued on page 5)
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Achieving Equity in Teacher Distribution

Description

Reporting

Level

New or Exist-

ing Collection?

The number and percentage of core academic courses taught, in the highest-poverty

and lowest-poverty schools, by teachers who are highly qualified consistent with sec-

tion 9101(23) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as amended

(ESEA).

State and

District

Existing data

Whether the State’s Teacher Equity Plan (as part of the State’s Highly Qualified

Teacher Plan) fully reflects the steps the State is currently taking to ensure that stu-

dents from low-income families and minority students are not taught at higher rates

than other students by inexperienced, unqualified, or out-of-field teachers (as re-

quired in section 1111(b)(8)(C) of the ESEA).

State New information

(yes/no)

The systems used to evaluate the performance of teachers and the use of results from

those systems in decisions regarding teacher development, compensation, promotion,

retention, and removal.

District New information

Whether the systems used to evaluate the performance of teachers include student

achievement outcomes or student growth data as an evaluation criterion.

District New information

(yes/no)

If the district’s teachers receive performance ratings or levels through an evaluation

system, the number and percentage of teachers rated at each performance rating or

level.

District New data

If the district’s teachers receive performance ratings or levels through an evaluation

system, whether the number and percentage of teachers rated at each performance

rating or level are publicly reported for each school in the LEA.

District New information

(yes/no)

The systems used to evaluate the performance of principals and the use of results

from those systems in decisions regarding principal development, compensation, pro-

motion, retention, and removal.

District New information

Whether the systems used to evaluate the performance of principals include student

achievement outcomes or student growth data as an evaluation criterion.

District New information

(yes/no)

If the district’s principals receive performance ratings or levels through an evaluation

system, the number and percentage of principals rated at each performance rating or

level.

District New data

Improving Collection and Use of Data
Description Reporting

Level

New or Exist-

ing Collection?

Which of the 12 elements described in section 6401(e)(2)(D) of the America COM-

PETES Act (20 U.S.C. 9871) are included in the State’s statewide longitudinal data sys-

tem.

State New information

(yes/no for each

element)

Whether the State provides student growth data on their current students and the

students they taught in the previous year to, at a minimum, teachers of reading/

language arts and mathematics in grades in which the State administers assessments

in those subjects in a manner that is timely and informs instructional programs.

State New information

(yes/no)

Whether the State provides teachers of reading/language arts and mathematics in

grades in which the State administers assessments in those subjects with reports of

individual teacher impact on student achievement on those assessments.

State New information

(yes/no)

(Continued on page 6)

ARRA Reporting: What to Expect

(Continued from page 4)
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Standards and Assessments

Description Reporting

Level

New or Exist-

ing Collection?

The approval status, as determined by the Department, of the State’s assessment

system under section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA with respect to reading/language

arts, mathematics, and science assessments.

State Existing informa-

tion

Whether the State has developed and implemented valid and reliable alternate as-

sessments for students with disabilities that are approved by the Department.

State Existing informa-

tion

Whether the State’s alternate assessments for students with disabilities, if ap-

proved by the Department, are based on grade-level, modified, or alternate aca-

demic achievement standards.

State Existing informa-

tion

Whether the State has completed, within the last two years, an analysis of the ap-

propriateness and effectiveness of the accommodations it provides students with

disabilities to ensure their meaningful participation in State assessments.

State New information

(yes/no)

The number and percentage of students with disabilities who are included in State

reading/language arts and mathematics assessments.

State Existing data

Whether the State has completed, within the last two years, an analysis of the ap-

propriateness and effectiveness of the accommodations it provides limited English

proficient students to ensure their meaningful participation in State assessments.

State New information

(yes/no)

Whether the State provides native language versions of State assessments for lim-

ited English proficient students that are approved by the Department.

State Existing informa-

tion

The number and percentage of limited English proficient students who are in-

cluded in State reading/language arts and mathematics assessments.

State Existing data

Whether the State’s annual State Report Card (under section 1111(h)(1) of the

ESEA) contains the most recent available State reading and mathematics National

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) results as required by 34 CFR 200.11

(c).

State New information

(yes/no)

The number and percentage of students who graduate from high school using a

four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate as required by 34 CFR 200.19(b)(1)(i).

State, dis-

trict, and

school (by

subgroup)

New data

Of the students who graduate from high school consistent with 34 CFR 200.19(b)

(1)(i), the number and percentage who enroll in an institution of higher education

(IHE) (as defined in section 101(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as

amended (HEA)) within 16 months of receiving a regular high school diploma.

State, dis-

trict, and

school (by

subgroup)

New data

Of the students who graduate from high school consistent with 34 CFR 200.19(b)

(1)(i) who enroll in a public IHE (as defined in section 101(a) of the HEA) in the

State within 16 months of receiving a regular high school diploma, the number and

percentage who complete at least one year’s worth of college credit (applicable to a

degree) within two years of enrollment in the IHE.

State, dis-

trict, and

school (by

subgroup)

New data

(Continued from page 5)

(Continued on page 7)
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Supporting Struggling Schools

Description Reporting

Level

New or Exist-

ing Collection?

The average statewide school gain in the “all students” category and the average state-

wide school gain for each student subgroup (as under section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v) of the

ESEA) on the State assessments in reading/language arts, and the number and per-

centage of Title I schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that have

made progress on State assessments in reading/language arts, in the last year.

State; State

and district

New data

The average statewide school gain in the “all students” category and the average state-

wide school gain for each student subgroup (as under section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v) of the

ESEA) on State assessments in mathematics, and the number and percentage of Title I

schools in improvement, corrective action, or restructuring that have made progress

on State assessments in mathematics, in the last year.

State; State

and district

New data

The definition of “persistently lowest-achieving schools” that the State uses to identify

such schools.

State New information

The number and identity of the schools that are Title I schools in improvement, cor-

rective action, or restructuring that are identified as persistently lowest-achieving

schools.

State New data and

information

Of the persistently lowest-achieving schools that are Title I schools in improvement,

corrective action, or restructuring, the number and identity of those schools that have

been turned around, restarted, closed, or transformed (as defined in this notice) in the

last year.

State New data and

information

The number and identity of the schools that are secondary schools that are eligible

for, but do not receive, Title I funds that are identified as persistently lowest-achieving

schools.

State New data and

information

Of the persistently lowest-achieving schools that are secondary schools that are eligi-

ble for, but do not receive, Title I funds, the number and identity of those schools that

have been turned around, restarted, closed, or transformed in the last year.

State New data and

information

The number of charter schools that are currently permitted to operate under State

law.

State and (if

applicable)

district

New data

The number of charter schools currently operating. State and (if

applicable)

district

Existing data

The number and percentage of charter schools that have made progress on State as-

sessments in reading/language arts in the last year.

State and (if

applicable)

district

New data

The number and percentage of charter schools that have made progress on State as-

sessments in mathematics in the last year.

State and (if

applicable)

district

New data

The number and identity of charter schools that have closed (including schools that

were not reauthorized to operate) within each of the last five years.

State and (if

applicable)

district

New data and

information

For each charter school that has closed (including a school that was not reauthorized

to operate) within each of the last five years, whether the closure of the school was for

financial, enrollment, academic, or other reasons.

School New information

(Continued from page 6)
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At-a-Glance: American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009

PROGRAM FUNDING FOR QUICK FACTS

Race to the Top (RTTT)

$4B

ED is using this high-profile grant

competition as an incentive to get

States to remove barriers to reform.

Grantees will have to implement re-

forms in teacher quality, high aca-

demic standards, using data to drive

reform, and turning around low-

performing schools.

In September, the Secretary an-

nounced the 10 winners for Race to

the Top Phase II: the District of Co-

lumbia, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii,

Maryland, Massachusetts, New York,

North Carolina, Ohio, and Rhode Is-

land. States had until November 19 to

submit District-level scope of works

to the U.S. Department of Education.

ARRA-Title I School Improvement

Fund

$3.545B, including FY2009 allocation

Reforming the lowest-performing

Title I schools and middle/high

schools.

Districts that receive this funding will

have to implement one of four dra-

matic reforms in the lowest-

performing schools, and will have to

report on the outcomes.

Grants have been awarded to all fifty

states plus D.C. Targeted are the low-

est-achieving schools, which must use

one of four prescriptive models to

raise student achievement.

Investing in Innovation (i3) $650M Scaling up successful education re-

form practices and programs.

This fund is intended to support in-

novations that have succeeded in

improving school performance,

ranging from small grants (up to $5

million) for promising practices, to

large grants (up to $50 million) for

programs with strong evidence of

effectiveness.

The Department announced 49 win-

ners in August. All applicants were

able to secure the required private

sector match, and received awards

last month.

Race to the Top - Assessment $350M Assessments aligned with new na-

tional academic standards.

The Department chose two winners:

the Partnership for Assessment of

Readiness for College and Careers

(PARCC) and the SMARTER Balanced

Assessment Consortium (SBAC).

ARRA- Teacher Incentive Fund

$300M, including FY2009 allocation

Incentive pay for high-performing

teachers and principals in high-need

schools.

The Department awarded 62 TIF

grants in late September, totaling

$442 million.


